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THE BRETHREN OF THE LORD.
SECOND THOUGHTS.

As the discussion between “X ” and myself has now been
continued through four numbers of the ExrosiTor, not to
mention the original article in the Church Quarterly, outsiders
will probably think that there has been enough of the fierce
and quarte of debate, and will not object to my turning
aside to consider how the course of the argument affects
my own statement of the matter in the first chapter of my
Introduction to St. James, which I am now revising with a
view to a new edition.

One feature of the discussion which impresses itself strongly
on my mind is the frequént\complaint made on either side
that the opponent is beating the air, that he misses the point,
that his arguments are all beside the mark. I am disposed
to think that this arises from our starting with different
canons of logic, and in a later page I have given an example
of what I have called «“ X’s” *“ transcendental logic,” i.e., a
logic passing my own understanding. It is evident that,
where there is such a fundamental disagreement, no pro-
gress is possible. Each disputant must despair of convine-
ing his opponent, and must leave his arguments to carry
such weight as they may with those who accept his own
methods of reasoning.

The points with which I deal in what follows are for the
most part of a different character. I confine myself to the
consideration of cases in which I can see real force in my
opponent’s arguments, and feel that the discussion has
thrown real light on the subject.

The first case which I will consider is concerned with
Lightfoot’s statement as to the testimony of Hegesippus,
which appears in p. 277 of his edition of the Epistle to
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the Galatians. Lightfoot quotes from Eusebius, H.E., iii.
20, where Hegesippus speaks of the grandsons of Jude, who
was called the Lord’s brother according to the flesh (rod
katd odpka Aeyouévov aidTod ddehpod), adding, “In this
passage the word ‘ called ’ seems to me to point to the Epi-
phanian rather than to the Helvidian view, the brotherhood
of these brethren, like the fatherhood of Joseph, being
reputed, but not real.” Again on p. 276 he says that the
Clementine Homilies ““ speak of James as being called the
brother of the Lord (6 reyfels adehgpos Tod Kupiov, xi. 35),
an expression which has been variously interpreted as favour-
ing all three hypotheses (Hieronymian, Epiphanian and
Helvidian), and is indecisive in itself.” To this he appends
the following note: “ The word Aeyfeis is most naturally
taken, I think, to refer to the reputed brotherhood of James
as a consequence of the reputed fatherhood of Joseph, and
thus to favour the Epiphanian view.”

In p. 170 of the August ExprosiToR I carelessly took these
words of Lightfoot toimply that xard odpra here had much
the same meaning as in xard THv odpra xpivere (John viii.
15), and that the whole phrase catd odpra éréyero was to be
regarded as equivalent to ““ wrongly reputed,” a mistake to
which «“ X > very properly called attention in the ExposiTor
for November. My excuse is that I was suddenly called
away from other work to reply to the article in the Church
Quarterly, and took less trouble than I should have done
to make sure that I was not attributing to Lightfoot an in-
terpretation which had occurred to myself as not improbable.
The phrase ¢ kard cdpka Aeyduevos ddehgds is, I think, un-
usual. If, with Lightfoot, we take katd odpka as qualifying
d8eA¢pds, it implies that Jude had been described not simply
as brother of Christ, but definitely as his brother according
to the flesh, and it is interesting to find this statement re-
ferred to as an old tradition in the preceding sentence of
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Eusebius : malaids katéyer Noyos T@dv aipeTikdv Tivas xartn-
yopficar T@v amoydvwy ‘Tovda, (TodTov 8¢ elvai adeApov kard
odpra Tod cwTipos) bs Amo yévous Tvyyavévtwy daBid xai ds
abdrod guyyéveiav Tov Xpiatot pepovrwy. TadTa 8¢ dnhol kaTa
MéEw $3€ mws Néywv 6 Hytjovmrmos. Here it is asserted that
“ Jude was after the flesh brother of the Saviour,” and it
seems natural to explain the following Tod ratd odpxa
Aeyouévou as referring to the walaios Adyos, which affirmed as
afact that Jude was xata odpra a brother of the Lord. Can
this phrase here mean anything else than it does in
Romans ix. 3 r@dv ovyyevdv pov xatd adpra, and in the other
examples quoted in ExXPosIToR, p. 170¢ If Jude was
aderdos kara adpra, he must have been son of Joseph and
Mary, for if he were merely son of Joseph by a former wife
he would have been in no real sense “ brother of the Saviour
according to the flesh.” !

I return now to Lightfoot’s explanation of such words as
Aeyouevos, pepouevos, ypnuatifov (Gal. p. 283, n.) when stand-
standing alone with d8eAgos. As is acknowledged by Light-
foot, these are not inconsistent with any of the three hypo-
theses which we are considering. They simply repudiate the
Ebionite view that Jesus was the son of Joseph and Mary.
Christians who accepted the Gospels of Matthew and Luke
in their entirety, and believed, in opposition to the Ebionite
view, that Jesus had no earthly father, found a difficulty in

1 This interpretation is confirmed by the words of Epiphanius (Haer.,
78,7) ddengds Tod Kuplov 6 TdcwBos xaketrar d1d 18 Sudrpopor, ovxl xard Glow
o oo s kal abrds & Twohp, ul oxdv xowwrlay wpds T yévwmow Tiy kard cdpka
768 cwriipos, év Tdfew matpds Noylgerar. The “transcendental logic® which I
referred to above has to do with this use of xard ocdpxa. I had quoted
Rom. i. 3, where Christ is said to be rard cdpxa son of David, kard Trebua
8on of God. 8o, I said, Jude, if he were son of Joseph and Mary, might
be called xard cdpka, but not xard mvevua, brother of Jesus, seeing that it
could not be said of him, 7o yerrn0ev éx mrévparsds éorw dylov. From which
“X" infers that I am bound to regard ‘‘ poor Jude” as being carna.].ly,
not spiritually-minded, ‘“ sapxixés only, not wrevuarwcds.”
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using the simple language of the first generation of Christians,
and speaking of Joseph as His father, or of the sons of Joseph
and Mary as being His brothers.

Going back to the words of Eusebius, it is interesting to
have his testimony to the fact that there was an old tradi-
tion (malacos Adyos) asserting that Jude was xara odpra
brother of the Saviour. To this same tradition Eusebius
was indebted for the story of the charge brought against
the grandsons of Jude as belonging to the royal line of
Judah and kin to the Messiah (and therefore likely to take
the lead in any insurrection against Rome). In the next sen-
tence he tells us that this story was recorded by Hegesippus,
whose testimony he quotes in a slightly altered form (ros
kata odpka Aeyouévov ddedgod), mentioning Jude’s brother-
hood as asserted by another, not directly affirmed as a part
of his own belief. The introductory words Taira 8¢ dyhol
kata NéEw HOe mws Méywv ‘Hyfjoummos seem to involve an
inconsistent, xare A\éfw meaning ‘‘ word for ‘word,” and
@8 mws *“ somewhat as follows.” At other times Eusebius
uses stronger expressions to denote his own accuracy in
quotation, such as Tovroes advols éxribépevos pripact, of
Africanus (H.E.,i.7), cvANaBais adrais of Josephus (H.E.
i. 11). Possibly he may have thought the words of the old
tradition (xaTa odpka elvar) too strong, and modified it by
the saving Aeyouévov. That the addition was not due to
Hegesippus is not only suggested by the form of the preced-
ing sentence, but by another quotation from him contained
in H.E., iii. 23, 8iadéyerar 8¢ v éxx\nolay . . . 6 aBeldds
Tod Kvplov'IdkwBos. At the beginning of the same chapter
Eusebius uses the same language, ‘‘ after their attack on
Paul had failed through his appeal to Caesar, the Jews turned
their attention to James, rov Tod Kuvpiov édendov, who had
been appointed bishop of Jerusalem by the Apostles.”

A second point in which I should somewhat modify my
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statementin consequence of ¢ X’s”’ criticism is in regard tomy
remark that the apocryphal Gospel of Peter is tinged with
Docetic heresy. According to < X » the fact that the author
of this Gospel held Docetic views only enhances his authority
as a witness to the truth of the Perpetual Virginity; be-
cause, if the Divine Christ did not unite Himself to the man
Jesus until the baptism by John, there was no reason for
the miraculous birth. And so we are told that Cerinthus “ re-
jected the doctrine of the miraculous conception and taught
that Jesus was, according to the ordinary course of human
birth, the son of Joseph and Mary ; that He differed from
other men only as being unusually righteous and wise ; that,
on his baptism, Christ descended upon him in the form of a
dove, that He had been thereby enabled to preach the supreme
God and to work miracles ; that before his crucifixion Christ
withdrew himself, leaving Jesus to suffer and to rise again,
while Christ, as a spiritual being, remained impassible.” 1

But this was not the only, nor indeed the most common
form of Doceticism. Cerinthus was a Jew and an Ebionite.
The Docetae were more commonly Gentiles and Gnostics.?
Dr. Salmon gives an abstract of Hippolytus’ account of this
sect (Hippol. Ref. Haer., viii. 10; D. of Chr. Biogr., i. 866),
the substance of which is that the ¢ Aeons ” begat of one
virgin a joint offspring, the Saviour of all, co-equal with the
primal Deity in every respect, except that He was begotten,

1 See Salmon’s article on Doceticism in D. of Chr. Biog., i. p. 868.

? That it was easier for Greeks than for Jews to accept the doctrine of
the miraculous birth appears from Justin, 4pol.,i. 20, where the stories of
Hercules and the Dioscuri are cited as parallels, while the Jew Trypho, on
the contrary, says that the Christians ought to be ashamed to support
their cause by the ridiculous fables of the heathen (D<al., 67). In the
edition of the Gospel according to Peter by Robinson and James, attention
is called to the writer’s dislike of the Jews (p. 27), and to the two marks
of Doceticism noticed in the Gospel: (1) that Jesus felt no pain when
crucified (p 18), (2)the cry uttered on the cross,|*“ My power, my power,
thou hast forsaken me * (p. 20), which they compare with what we read
of Velentinus in Iren. i. 8. 2.
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while the ldtter was unbegotten (p. 867). The Saviour passed
into this lower world, unseen, unknown, not believed in.
An angel who accompanied him from above, made the annun-
ciation to Mary, as it is written in the Gospels. At His
baptism He received in the water a form and impress of the
body conceived of the Virgin. [I suppose this new body
was imagined to be a spiritual body inclosed in the outer
fleshly body.] The Saviour received this body in order that,
when the ““ archon > had condemned to death the flesh that
was his own creation, the Saviour’s soul, having stripped
off the fleshly body, and left it nailed to the cross, might yet
not be found naked, being arrayed in the body received at
baptism. Here the Docetic principle seems to apply only
to our Lord’s resurrection-body.

To much the same effect Irenaeus (i. 30, 12) says of the
Ophites, “ Jesum quippe ex virgine per operationem Dei
generatum, sapientiorem et mundiorem et justiorem homini-
bus omnibus fuisse . . . (Ibid: 13). Descendente autem Christo
in Jesum, tunc coincepisse virtutes perficere et annuntiare
incognitum Patrem (Ibid. 14). Confirmare autem volunt
descensionem Christi et ascensionem ex eo quod neque
ante baptismum neque post resurrectionem aliquid magni
fecisse Jesum dicunt discipuli.” Salmon remarks (p. 868)
that with two exceptions, or perhaps only one, all the sects
known as Gnostic ascribed to the Saviour a superhuman
nature, their main assaults being made on the doctrine of
His perfect humanity. Thus Valentinus held that the body
of our Lord came from heaven and was not formed from the
substance of the virgin; she was but the channel through
which it was conveyed into the world (p. 869).

It appears then that Doceticism formed no obstacle
to the acceptance of the miraculous conception. If it
might be understood, as by Cerinthus, to render this un-
necessary, it might also be used, as by Valentinus, to
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explain it ; while it further accounted for the absence of
miracles before the baptism; gave full meaning to the
words reported to have been heard at the baptism, ““ This
day have I begotten thee ”’ ; agreed with the appearances
after the resurrection, the power of passing through closed
doors, etc.; and seemed to afford an explanation of the
resurrection, if the fleshly body remained on the cross, and
the spiritual body supplied its place.

The reference to the Docetic Gospel of Peter is introduced
by Origen with the words Tods 8¢ adehods Inood dacl Tives
elvar (éx mapadooews Spudpevor Tob émiyeypapuévov xkatd
Iérpov edayyenbov 1) Tijs BiBrov TaxdBov) viods Iwand éx
mpoTépas yuvawkos. 1had cited this as showing that Origen be-
lieved this account to have been derived from the Gospel of
Peter or the Protevangelium. X’ considers that thisisanin-
correct rendering, and that Origen here expressly speaks of the
‘““elder brother theory  as a tradition recorded in the Protevan-
gelium and ‘corroborated by its occurrence in the Gospel of
Peter. I do not think this is the necessary interpretation
of these words. Literally translated they mean,  Starting
from tradition (viz., the so-styled Gospel of Peter or the Prote-
vangelium.” - Origen knows of the story as contained in these
two books and does not care to discuss which is the older of
the two. Even if the Greek had been éx Tijs mapadocews
oppwpevor Tis Tov e€muyeypauuévov xara II. E. it would not
require us to believe that the story, which had come down
to Origen’s time from the Gospel of Peter, was already a
tradition to the author of that Gospel. When Clement
speaks of 7} wdvrwy Tdy dwooTéNwY Tapddoais (Str., vii. 108),

1 Thilo, in his Codex Apocryphus Novi Testamenti, p. 378, goes so far as
to say that the doctrine of the perpetual virginity, as stated in the Prot-
evangelium, and generally accepted and defended in the Roman and
Anglican Churches, is due to the Docetic fancies of the Gnostics : *“ dubitari

vix potest, quin Gnostici primi illo commento usi sint, ut suae de putativo
wvel astherio Christi corpore sententiae fidem facerent.”
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he does not refer to tradition as coming to the Apostles but
as coming down from them to later generations of Christians.

In p. 171 I spoke of the attempt made to interpret the
ambiguous language of Hegesippus by the unhesitating
assertions of Eusebius. I referred there to Zahn’s Brider
u. Vettern Jesu, as throwing a new light on the subject, and
in my present paper I have brought forward other con-
siderations which seem to show that Hegesippus himself
held what we know as the Helvidian view. Of the Eusebian
passages quoted on the other side, I said that, with the excep-
tion of one taken from a disputed treatise, they did not seem
to me decisive. One passage is, however, cited by Professor
McGiffert as conclusive against the Helvidian view. It is
the awkward sentence in H.E., ii 1, TdaxwBov Tov Tot Kupiov
Aeryduevoy adehdov, 87¢ &7 kai odTos Tob Twand avopaaTto wals,
7o 8¢ Xpiarod waryp 6 Twarid, d pvnerevbeica 1 wapfévos
wpiv 7} cuvelbeiv adrods eVpéln év yaoTpi Exovoa éx mvedparos
drylov—rotTov 8y odv adrov TdxwBov . . . wpdTov ioTopodat
riis évTepoaohipois éxxdnoias Tov Tis émiakomijs éyyepiobdijval
Opovov (we are told that the bishopric of Jerusalem was first
held by James, the reputed brother of the Lord, because He
too was called son of Joseph, and Joseph father of Christ).
The pronoun odros might be understood, as Lightfoot says,
of Joseph, but I agree with him that it is more natural to
take it of Christ, in which case it certainly appears to be
opposed to the Helvidian view. It seems to me, however,
that Eusebius is unsettled in his own opinion : he never pro-
nounces decidedly for the Epiphanian view, which must,
undoubtedly, have been known to him, and of which he
would naturally have given an account if he thought it
worthy of trust, as he does of the relationship of Symeon to
our Lord. Of the Hieronymian view he could have known
nothing. It is noticeable also that he sometimes inserts,
sometimes omits the Aeyduevos before adeos.



26 THE BRETHREN OF THE LORD

Another passage which calls for further consideration is
the narrative of the attempt of the mother and brothers of
Jesus to interfere with His ministerial work, contained in
Mark iii. 20-35. The immediate occasion of this attempt
was the pressure of the multitude, which made it impossible
for Jesus and His disciples even to eat bread. His family
thought that His mind was overstrained,! that He must be
compelled to take rest. This idea was encouraged, perhaps
originated, by the scribes, who had come from Jerusalem
to prejudice His followers against Him, as they had already
tried to prejudice His disciples by the question, “ Why eateth
your Master with publicans and sinners 2’ and the disciples
of John by Christ’s apparent neglect of fasting. So here
they try to prejudice His own family by the suggestion that
His mind was disordered, or, as they would phrase it, * that
he hath a devil,” which we know from St. John’s Gospel
to have been a common allegation on the part of the Jews.

Thus in vii. 20, when our Lord asks, ““ Why seek ye to kill
me ? ” the multitude answer, “ Thou hast a devil. Who
goeth about to kill thee 2’ Again in viii. 48, *“ Say we
not well, Thou art a Samaritan and hast a devil ?”’ and in
verse 52, after Christ’s words, “ If a man keep my word, he
shall never taste of death,” the Jews said, * Now we know
that thou hast a devil. Abraham is dead and the prophets ;
and thou sayest, If a man keep my word, he shall never taste
of death.” So in x. 20, after Christ had said, “ I lay down
my life that I may take it up again,” many Jews said, ““ He
hath a devil and is mad ; why hear ye him? ” Others said,
“ These are not the sayings of one possessed with a devil.
Can a devil open the eyes of the blind ?” Westcott’s note
on vii. 20 is as follows : ““ Compare Matt. xi. 18, Luke vii.
33, where the same phrase is used of John the Baptist, as
one who sternly and, in men’s judgment, gloomily and

1 Compare 2 Cor. v. 13, elre éidornuey, Qe elre cwppovoiper, buiv.
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morosely withdrew himself from the cheerfulness of social
life. So here perhaps the words mean no more than ‘ thou
art possessed with strange and melancholy fancies; thou
yieldest to idle fears.” In a different context they assume
a more sinister force, viii. 48, 52 ; x. 20. Yet even in these
cases the sense does not go beyond that of irrationality.”
In the ExrosrtTor for July (p. 33) I said that the narrative
of St. Mark seemed to me best explained by the supposition
that the relations of our Lord all shared a common anxiety
when they heard that the Son and the Brother was so ab-
sorbed in His work of teaching and healing that He took no
thought of the necessaries of life; and that Mary herself
was the one who would feel most eager to suggest some way
of inducing Him to take rest. This does not please ““X.”
He doubts whether “ to accuse another of having an unclean
spirit can by any manipulation be made to express solicitude
for his welfare ’ (ExposiTor for November, p. 475). But
where does he find the remotest hint that Mary and the
Brethren accused Jesus of having an unclean spirit ¢ The
phrase is used in Mark iii. 30 of the scribes from Jerusalem, to
whom our Lord, in the absence of His relations (for they were
still vainly endeavouring to find entrance from the outside)
addressed the stern warning against blaspheming the Holy
Spirit. Itiseven a question whether this discourse is rightly
placed here by St. Mark. Dr. Edersheim (Life of Jesus, i.
573) thinks that St. Mark is here combining two events, one
recorded in Matthew ix. 34, the other in Matthew xiii. 20-32 ;
and he believes that the greater part of our Lord’s answer
to the blasphemous accusations of the scribes, as given in
St. Mark’s Gospel, was spoken at a later period, when the
opposition of the Pharisaic party assumed much larger
proportions. His comments on the latter are contained in
vol. ii. 197 foll., where he describes the ministry in Peraea.
« X * writes (in p. 470) as if he thought the Brethren were
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somehow implicated in the blasphemy of the scribes ; but the
feeling expressed by the word éféarn is entirely alien toit. Is
it conceivable that those who, even if they had not themselves
been present at the Baptism, the voice from heaven, the testi-
mony of John, must at least have known of them from others ;
those who had heard His teaching and witnessed His miracles;
who had lived in His company and felt for themselves the
perfect beauty of His character—that such men could have
listened to the charges brought by the scribes without an
outburst of flaming wrath, such as stirred the sons of Zebedee
on much smaller provocation ? James and Jude, we know
from their Epistles, were not at all the men to bear with
meekness insult and injustice done to a brother. If they
could have listened in silence to such a charge, they would
have been worse than the scribes; for to whom much is
given, from them much is required. What they could not
help hearing was the common talk of the Jews, of which
St. John tells us, and which was really suggestive of their
ékéory. “X’s” attempt to screen the Virgin from blame is
scarcely less unsatisfactory than his condemnation of the
Brethren. He thinks she was led to join in their interfer-
ence owing to her jealousy of the “ many women, some prob-
ably nobly born and certainly wealthy, who ministered to
Him of their substance.” ‘It was hard for her to see others
allowed to be taking that care of Him, which for so long had
been her sole privilege.”

This passage of St. Mark is used by the Epiphanians to
prove that the Brethren were older than our Lord and there-
fore felt themselves entitled to press their own plans upon
Him. “X?” endeavours to support this by referring to the
profound respect felt by younger brothers for their eldest
brother in an Indian family. I see no signs of this in the
relations between Isaac and Ishmael, Jacob and Esau, Moses
and Aaron, David and Eliab, Solomon and Adonijah; or
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between Judah, Joseph and Benjamin, as contrasted with
Reuben and Simeon. If it be said that in these cases there
was a special divine intimation, setting aside the prerogatives
of seniority, how much more in the case of our Lord !

In my edition of St. James (p. xxv.) I had referred to Dr.
Edersheim’s remark that, if the Epiphanian theory were true,
our Lord would not have been the heir to David’s throne
according to the Genealogies, as an elder brother would have
ranked before Him. Thisis denied by <X inp. 476: ““ That
He should be the firstborn is no part of the divine revelation.”
I have not myself given any special study to this point,
but I observe that, in Smith’s Dictionary of the Bible, Lord
A. Hervey, who is, I suppose, the chief authority on the sub-
ject, writes as follows under the head ° Genealogy ’:
““The genealogy of St. Matthew is, as Grotius most truly
and unhesitatingly asserted, Joseph’s genealogy, as legal
successor to the throne of David, i.e., it exhibits the suc-
cessive heirs of the kingdom ending with Christ as Joseph’s
reputed son. St. Luke’s is Joseph’s private genealogy,
exhibiting his real birth, as David’s son, and thus showing
why he was heir to Solomon’s crown ”’ ; and the same view
ig taken by the writer in Hastings’ Dictionary. I think, too,
that this is the natural inference from the allusions to the
Messiah in the Old Testament.

PS.—I should like to add, in reference to my note on p. 288
of the ExposITOR for September, that I have since heard from
Mrs. Gibson, to the effect that Professor Kautsch, of Halle,
agrees with her view, that there is no reason why a prefixed
800 should forbid us to interpret the present participle in
the Hebrew of Genesis xvi. 11, as referring to present time.
The Palestinian Syriac has the present participle in Luke i.
31, where the Greek has the future. It appears to me,
therefore, that the angelic speaker may well have used
the prophetic present, “ Thou conceivest, thou bearest,”
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the first appearing in the foreground, the second in the back-
ground of the vision ; while Mary, taking thc present in its
usual sense, may have hastily denied that such was, or could
be at present, the case with her.

J. B. MAYOR.

STUDIES IN THE PAULINE THEOLOGY.
II. TeHE DocTRINE oF CHRIST.

(1) Paur’s knowledge of Jesus began with the sight of
the Risen Lord on the way to Damascus. This appearance
he regards as of the same kind as those to the other witnesses
of the resurrection (1 Cor. xv. 8). One of his claims to
apostleship is that he has seen Jesus (ix. 1). The attempt
to treat this appearance as of the same kind as ““ the, visions
and revelations of the Lord >’ in an ecstatic state, of which
Paul elsewhere speaks, is futile (2 Cor. xii. 1). The condi-
tions for a subjective vision were absent in Saul the perse-
cutor; the striking and sudden change wrought in him by
the sight of Jesus is a proof of its objectivity. The emphasis
Paul lays on the burial of Jesus indicates that for him the
body of Jesus was included in the resurrection. A con-
tinuance of the spirit after death would not have been
described in the words, ¢ He hath been raised on the third
day.” The description Paul gives of the general resurrection
is evidently applicable to Christ as * the firstfruits of them
that are asleep ” (1 Cor. xv. 20). If the body buried was
natural, the body raised was spiritual (ver. 44). The
possibility of the transformation of the one into the other
is assumed regarding those who may survive until the
general resurrection : ““ We shall not all sleep, but we shall
all be changed, in a moment, in the twinkling of an eye ”
(verses 51 and 62). It is probable that Paul considered



