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DR. MOFFATT ON THE LITERATURE OF THE
NEW TESTAMENT.

XII. THE ‘“ SEMI-PSEUDONYMITY ”’ OF FIRST PETER.

Wz have hitherto left wholly out of count Dr. Moffatt’s
attitude to the First Epistle of Peter, an attitude which is
go enigmatic and confusing as to defy definition or compre-
hension, and to evade all inferences. Nominally, he calls
it with much hesitation the work of Peter : practically he
assigns it in so great a degree to some one else, that we
learn nothing from it about the personality of Peter. Hence
it becomes possible for the author at once to make the
Apostle the source from which emanated this great Epistle,
and yet to maintain a few pages earlier in the same Chapter
II1., that the person whose name it bears is less known to
us as a man than Papias or Hegesippus, to assert that after
Paul ““a mist lies over the early Church, which is hardly
dissipated by the recognition of Luke as the author of the
Third Gospel * and Acts, or of a John in Asia Minor, with
whom some of the ‘Johannine’ writings may be con-
nected,”” and to class the Epistle as first, and presumably
as thoroughly characteristic, among ‘ the pastorals and
homilies . . . which are obviously sub-Pauline, which must
have been composed during the last thirty years of the first
century and the opening decades of the second, which can
be approximately grouped and in some cases dated, but
which elude any attempt to fix them down to a definite
author.” '

What are we to make out of this tissue of contradictions ?

1 I find that I have unconsciously altered Dr. Moffatt’s usage in regard
to capitals in many cases.. He spells gospel, apostle, church, ete., always
with small initial letters. I should have thought that the distinction
between church, a mere building, and Church as the idea, was worth

observing, and that the Gospel of Luke was as worthy of a capital as the
Acts.
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The obscurity only becomes more dense as we go more
minutely into details. The * pastoral ”’ called First Peter
is classed among the works composed between A.D. 70 and
say 120, first in the class, and yet on p. 339 Dr. Moffatt
cannot induce himself to abandon “‘ the traditional terminus
ad quem of Peter’s life,” viz. o.p. 67. Now the difference
between a date some short time before 67 and some (short)
time after 70 is not a mere question of a few years up or
down in a uniform period : it means the choice between
two markedly different periods.

To take another example of the obscurity and (one almost
says) self-contradiction, we find on p. 315 that “ the tra-
ditions of the next century, such as they are, yield little or
no data ” to guide us regarding this class of Homilies and
Pastorals, and * it is seldom certain whether such traditions
are much more than imaginative deductions from the writ-
ings themselves.” It is open to some critics to use this
language about a class of documents in which First Peter
is included ; but Dr. Moffatt is barred out from it by his
own admissions and opinions. ‘“The Epistle,” he says,
“ was familiar to Polycarp.”! Polycarp died at the age of
eighty-six in 1556 or 156 A.p.%; and his testimony to the
Epistle of ““ Peter, an Apostle of Jesus Christ, to the elect,
ete.,” is the evidence of one whose knowledge reached back

! Dr. Moffatt uses the spelling Polykarp, and has a strange preference
for such anomalous and impossible forms as Illyrikum (p. 144) and Iko-
nium. It is allowable and right to prefer the Greek spelling Tkonion to the
Latin form Iconium, but he must choose one of the two. Ikonium is a
hybrid ; Illyrikum is worse: the form Illyricum is Latin: Illyris is the
proper Greek, used by Ptolemy, and Illyrikon is used only by writers
dominated by the Latin form, such as Paul and Dio Cassius. This ig
pointed out, I think, in my Histor. Commentary on Galatians; but I am
writing far from books, and cannot verify. Illyrikum is an outcast,
rejected by gods and men. Polykarpos is a correct form ; but Polykarp,
though less unjustifiable than Ikonium, is not pleasing.

* There is evidence against the date 158 to use, disregarded by or un-
known to the rocent champions of that date.



144 DR. MOFFATT ON THE LITERATURE OF

into the first century. Professor Harnack is free to set aside
this testimony as valueless, because he regards the intro-
ductory address as a spurious addition; but Dr. Moffatt
disagrees with him, and after some slight hesitation pro-
nounces the’address original and genuine ; and if that is so,
then the testimony must rank as of the very highest charac-
ter known in ancient literature. Dr. Moffatt must stand
by his own opinions, and not hold them in one page only
to reject them in another.

So also with the testimony of Papias, who * knew and
used the Epistle ” (p. 337). Why does Dr. Moffatt desert
his favourite Papias here ? Is it because the matter is
certain in this case, whereas in regard to John’s death the
evidence of Papias, to which he attaches such value, depends
on the ingenious combination of two uncertain references
in two absolutely worthless late writers, who stand con-
victed of other errors in the same sentences in which they
mention Papias ? It is a curious fact about some scholarly
minds, which T have observed and commented on many
years before the name of Dr. Moffatt was known to the
world, that they sometimes tend to value evidence not in
proportion to its real weight, but in proportion to the in-
genuity required to obtain or manufacture it. Where we
know Papias on the indisputable authority of Eusebius
Dr. Moffatt passes him lightly by. Where we know him
only on the strength of uncertain interpretation and com-
parison of obscure words, used by George the Sinful and a
late Epitomizer to support the opposite opinion, Dr. Moffatt
regards him with the highest respect.

One might go on citing cases in the section on First Peter
where the supposition rejected on one page is used as an
argument in another ; but it is needless to continue such
ploughing of the sand. The method of the Section is mis-
leading ; the reasoning is involved and not unified, and the
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only cause which I can see is that Dr. Moffatt does not like
the conclusion to which he is driven, viz. that the “ Petrine
origin . . . probably will carry the day ” (p. 344). This
slight, so to say, subconscious dislike appears in such an
expression as that on pp. 333-4:  this or almost any form
of the pseudonym-hypothesis is legitimate and indeed deserv-
ing of serious consideration in view of the enigmatic data of
the writing.” This is a noteworthy sentence. For my own
part I should venture to regard the problem of First Peter
as among the simplest in character, the least complicated by
varying shades in the * data,”’ the most distinct and certain
as regards result, of all the questions regarding the books of
the New Testament ; and to an unusual degree ‘ the evi-
dence for the existence and authority. of the Epistle in the
Church,” as Dr. Moffatt says, ““is both ample and early.”
Here, if anywhere, the pseudonym-hypothesis is extrava-
gant, unjustifiable, the issue of an unregulated judgment
which fails to distinguish between the probable, the im-
probable, and the impossible, seeing them all on much the
same plane.

Hence Dr. Moffatt, so far as he reaches a conclusion, puts
it as follows in the least indefinite and most personal ex-
pression of opinion that I can find, *“ This may stamp the
Epistle, if one choose to say so, as semi-pseudonymous ”’
(p. 333)—a quaint and yet characteristic statement, which
can be used by the Author to support almost any train of
reasoning, but which we cannot use without finding our-
selves—whatever line we take—in contradiction with some-
thing which the Author says on some page or other of his
discussion about Peter.

He says that ‘‘ the dominant note of the Epistle is hope,
but it would be unsafe to argue from the tone of a practical
Epistle . . . to the character of the writer, or as if the virtue
of hope was specially prominent in his personality.” Yet

VOL. II. 10
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in the next paragraph he goes on to say that “a writing
like this reveals a man’s personality in several aspects, and
one of these aspects is a warm, hopeful spirit ”’ (p. 321).
How can it be right to see in the Epistle the revelation of
a warm hopeful spirit, and yet to caution the reader against
inferring that hope was prominent in the writer’s per-
sonality ? What are we to make of this ?
Vain every mesh this Proteus to enthral.

I feel inclined to hazard the conjecture that Dr. Moffatt
wrote the former paragraph under the influence of a critic
who was enforcing the sound principle that a letter-writer
often laid stress on some topic, not because it was specially
characteristic of his own nature, but because it was what
his correspondents most needed and lacked ; and that he
wrote the second paragraph under the influence of another
critic who practised more the equally sound method of
using a letter as an indication of character. It requires
judgment, sound sense, and above all a firm grasp of the
personality of the letter-writer, to know when to use one
and when the other of two equally sound principles. You
cannot attain to a healthy and guiding criticism without
exercising common sense. Now in this case Dr. Moffatt
on his own showing and declaration lacks one of the needed
elements in sound consistent criticism : he has never got
hold of the personality of Peter, who is to him little more
than a name, or rather a  semi-pseudonym.” Without
that firm grasp it is vain to criticise literature, for the criti-
cism must become like ¢ autumn trees without fruit, twice
dead, plucked up by the roots, clouds without water carried
along by winds "—unerquicklich wie der Nebelwind.

I must not, however, pass from this subject without
adding that there are many interesting and useful remarks
about the character and spirit of the Epistle, and that here
and elsewhere Dr. Moffatt often shows his remarkable power
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‘of introducing apt and pertinent quotations from many
writers. He has read so much and so carefully that his
best paragraphs approximate to a cento of good things
quoted from a vast variety of sources.

The great danger of this method of collection and com-
parison of various opinions of modern scholars is that it
tends to produce among those who are not so learned as
Dr. Moffatt the impression that this is right method of
study, and that by classifying modern opinion one can
arrive at a sort of resultant of right opinion. We have
a Resultant Greek Testament, which gives a text based on
that method, but in that line of study the method is not
80 misleading, though equally unscientific : the text of the
Greek Testament has to be determined by a comparison and
classification of written authorities ; but a work like that
of Dr. Moffatt is largely a sorting out of the rubbish heap
of criticism, a classification of the residuum of useful re-
marks and suggestions after all the vast ‘mass of useless
statements has been rejected. By this method, however,
what is kept is not a residuum of true statements, but a
residuum of statements possessing sufficient ingenuity or
plausibility to conceal their essential falsity and unscientific
character. Moreover, the method ignores a fundamental
factor, essential to right judgment in this matter. Those
remarks and suggestions are repeated here apart from
their context, whereas they originally formed parts of a
wider theory, which in most cases even Dr. Moffatt re-
jects, and they first came into existence as the application
of that theory, which has now few or no believers. The
treatises from which they are quoted were each of them the
logical carrying out of an idea which, generally speaking,
has since been weighed and found wanting ; and they all
partake of the falsity of the general idea out of which they
arise.
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The mass of erudition and of quotations from or refer-
ences to modern scholars and their opinions is enormous,
and bears ample witness to the work and care expended on
this book by the author. On p. 73, at which the book
happens to open, I find fourteen quotations from or
allusion to modern critics, and an ‘ etcetera ” following
one list of five names. I have not verified any of the refer-
ences to modern scholars, but accept them as correct.

XIII. ANALOGIES FROM CrAssicAt NoN-CHRISTIAN
LITERATURE.

An interesting and really important feature of Dr. Mof-
fatt’s book is the large number of analogies quoted from the
history of classical literature. As the only reference which
has been made in the present review to this feature of the
book gives a not very favourable example, I feel bound to
say that the Author’s examples are often good and useful,
and that sometimes, in a spirit of perfect fairness, Dr.
Moffatt quotes them even though they do not tell in favour
of his own view. Their number shows how widely he has
cast his net in preparation for the book that lies before us.
We may profitably look for a little into this whole subject.

Some modern scholars have found that certain difficulties
and apparent or real inconsistencies in the New Testament
books discredit their trustworthiness and historical autho-
rity. If, however, we compare these books with the best
classical literature, we shall be struck with the much more
numerous difficulties in the latter than in the former. There
is hardly an ancient writer of the highest class who is not
full of unsolved problems in interpretation and text.

Next as regards accuracy of record, it seems worth
while to add an example taken from the literature of the
preceding century, a strictly contemporary registration of
events by an actor taking a prominent part in the action
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that he alludes to. I refer to Cicero, whose letters are the
best authority for his time and an authority unsurpassed
in any period, and who is a witness of the highest education
and the most perfect honesty. Do we find in him a total
absence of the difficulties and the slight superficial incon-
sistencies, which occur in the New Testament, and from
which such sweeping inferences have been drawn ?

In the year 51 B.0. Cicero travelled across Asia Minor
from Laodiceia to Iconium. We have many of his letters
written during the journey, or during the next two or three
months, describing it. Yet it is an unsolved problem, after
many attempts, to fix the exact rate and stages of his jour-
ney. The latest attempt known to me, and the most pre-
tentious, that of O. E. Schmidt in his Briefwechsel des M.
Tullvus Cicero, Leipzig, 1893, p. 771., is the worst and most
extraordinarily inaccurate of all. Though he estimates the
distances from city to city very much according to the
freedom of his own will, yet he makes the rate of Cicero’s
travelling vary very widely : the 126 miles from Philome-
lium to Iconium ! he supposes to have been traversed in
three days, an average of forty-two miles a day, by a man
fitty-five years of age, used to a sedentary life in the city.
No traveller, who knows by practical experience what
travel in that country is like, will admit that Cicero
travelled at such a rate with his train. Schmidt himself
elsewhere states that thirty miles was his ordinary day’s
journey.

In spite, therefore, of the number and minuteness of the
references and statistics and descriptions that Cicero gives
of this short journey, his words have proved unintelligible
to generations of scholars, and have given rise to quite

1 This is the only one of Schmidt’s estimates of distance which is near
the truth. He gives Kiepert's map as his authority ; but he must have
used & very early edition of Kiepert.
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extraordinary misapprehensions, to which I find no parallel
in the New Testament. My own theory of the stages and
distances varies greatly from Schmidt’s: I think Cicero
travelled at the rate of about twenty-five Roman miles per
day, and I date his arrival in Iconium very differently.
Yet we both found on the same ancient words used by one
author about his own journey, and the words were all written
while he was in Asia Minor, and some while he was on- the
road between Laodiceia and Iconium.

Moreover, Cicero contradicts himself repeatedly in his
statements about this journey. In one place he says that
he stayed 2 days at Laodiceia, 5 days at Apameia, 3 days
at Synnada, 5 days at Philomelium.! In another place
the numbers are 2, 4, 3, 3.2 In a third they. are 3, 3, 3.2
These cannot be reconciled with one another ; theories,
on which we need not enter, may be devised to explain the
differences in part ; but even these must assume that
Cicero wrote about such a simple matter from widely differ-
ent points of view 4 at intervals of a few weeks.

- Now, if such differences, or anything approaching them
in extent, occurred even between different writers in the
New Testament, what inferences wquld have been drawn
according to the methods of reasoning fashionable among
many modern scholars ! This may be left to the reader’s
imagination. '

Nor is it only about the events of the immediate past
that Cicero differs from himself. He varies also about his
plans for the future. During a residence in Laodiceia some
months later, he wrote to his friend Atticus twice saying
that about or after 15 May he intended to start for Cilicia ;

1 Ep. ad Ait. v. 20, t Ep. ad Fam. xv. 4.

3 Ep. ad Ait. v. 16 : this was written before he reached Philomelium.
and therefore the length of stay there is not given.

4 The attempt to attain uniformity in the evidence by alteration of the
text is absolutely barred by the evidenoe and conditions.
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but to another friend he wrote: “I think of starting for
Cilicia about the first of May.”” 1 In yet two other places
he says he is going to start on 7 May. It has been argued
that Paul, after he stated in Acts xx. 25 his intention of
not returning to visit his Churches in the Aigean lands,
could not possibly have altered his plans in subsequent
years ; and serious inferences have been drawn from this.
The same writers who insist that Paul could not have
altered his intentions in that case must also argue that
nothing but death could have prevented him from executing
his declared intention of visiting Spain (Romans xv. 23).
When he speaks of his intention he confirms Luke’s report
in Acts xx. 25 as to his feeling that the Aligean lands were
now too narrow for his work. Cicero, however, could change
his intention within a few days.

XIV.—TBE UNIiTY oF THE NEW TESTAMENT.

On p. 9 Dr. Moffatt has some very just reflections of a
general character on the method of studying the canon
of the New Testament and its growth. He speaks of the
danger which may arise from the treating the writings of
the New Testament apart from the rest of ‘ the literature of
primitive Christianity.”” The canon ‘‘ represents a dogmatic
selection from ” that literature. * Is there not a danger,”
he asks, “of isolating the writings unhistorically under
the influence of what was the postulate of a later genera-
tion ¢

Here it appears that Dr. Moffatt is on his guard against the
danger, which after all he has not escaped, of examining
the writings of the New Testament too much from the
point of view of the later age. He here warns us against
what elsewhere he in practice observes as right method.

1 Ep. ad Att.v.21,vi. 1 (15 May) ; Ep. ad Fom. xiii. 67 (about 1 May ;)
Ate. vi. 2, Fam. ii. 13 (7 May). No editor hes wantonly altered the texs
in order to secure uniformity.
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In an early section of the present article we quoted from
p. 8 his principle that one should select the later second
century as giving the proper coup d’@il for studying the
New Testament ; and we have stated the opinion (1) that
he carries out this principle in such a way and to such an
extent as seriously to distort his view, (2) that it is a false
principle. Now we see that on p. 9 he states a different
and better principle ; and this is far from being the only
case in which he varies from himself in successive paragraphs
or successive pages.

Thus on p. 9 the Author proceeds rightly to guard against
a possible but wrong inference from the words which we
have just quoted, viz., that ‘‘ the unity of the New Testa-
ment is a purely factitious characteristic imposed upon
its contents by the ecclesiastical interests of a subsequent
age.” In corroboration of this caution he aptly cites Dr.
Denney, Death of Christ, pp. 1-4, and Dr. Sanday in Hastings’
Encyclop. of Religion,ii. p. 576 f. He then quotes at length
the opinion of a distinguished German scholar ! that the
canon of the New Testament includes all that was upon
the whole of most value, oldest and most important in the
literature of the early period. He protests, however,
“ against introducing a priori conceptions of unity and
uniqueness into the historical criticism of the religious
ideas and the literary form of the New Testament writings.”
All this is quite right and well said-—said almost wholly
in the words of others. There is a unity in the New Testa-
ment, but we must not hastily and without proper study
form an a priori conception of what that unity is.

Yet in spite of this protest the only unity of which Dr.
Moffatt takes any account in the New Testament is an
a priori conception, viz., that which springs out of *‘the
growing consciousness of the Church’”; and he makes

1 Wrede, ueber Aufgabe und Methode etc., p. 11.
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frequent and fatal use of this misinterpreted ‘‘ conscious-
ness.” It supplies a convenient pseudo-explanation of
almost all the most noteworthy phenomena ; and it always
implies an importation by the Church into the original
and true history of ideas and pseudo-facts which were not
contained there at first.

The Author’s idea of the unity seems to be that it was
imposed by the Church in order to make the New Testament
what it now is ; and he takes no account, so far as I have
observed, of the real unity. One can and should, as he
rightly holds, study each document apart and for itself,
and one can and should also study the unity which he too
finds running through the whole; but this unity is in his
estimation not an internal unity springing from the natural
development, of the original idea and the original truth,
an idea present in the historical facts from the beginning
and gradually becoming clear to the great apostles as they
lived and grew wise: it is an idea which grew through
the invention or exaggeration of tales and the concoction
of unhistorical legends about the Founder of the Church,
and found in this process the means of expressing itself.

The order in which the Author studies the books of the
New Testament is on the whole right, as appears to us,
though in details we differ much from him. To us, as to
him, the New Testament begins from Paul and ends with
John ; but we place First Peter later, and Hebrews with
Ephesians decidedly earlier than he does. His action in
taking away Ephesians from Paul causes a loss; but this,
though a serious, yet is not a fatal loss: because Paul still
remains, the one man whom Dr. Moffatt leaves to us in
the New Testament : all the other great personalities, as
he says himself, disappear, because their presentation to
us in the documents is unhistorical and unreal, a figment
of the ‘ growing consciousness of the Church.” The mis-
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placement of Hebrews after First Peter seems to cause
almost a more serious loss than the taking away of Ephesians,
because it distorts the perspective of a period. Still, so far
as order goes, the main lines of study which the Author
follows are profitable: and no man can as yet prove his
own opinion about chronology and order in the New Testa-
ment to the satisfaction of other scholars.

It is only when we approach the unifying principle which
runs through the whole series of books that I have to part
company absolutely from Dr. Moffatt. Each of us recog-
nises the existence of such a unity ; but the principle seems
to me to lie in the progress towards more perfect recog-
nition by the young and growing Church of the real nature
and character and mission of Jesus, whereas to Dr. Moffatt
it lies in the imposing on a real and very simple Jesus of
an unreal and unhistorical nature and character and acts
and words, and, above all, miracles.

There we are at the real erux of the whole matter.. Often
the disciples, as is several times said in the Gospels, did
not at the time recognise the real meaning of Jesus’ words.
Later, as they looked back over the past, they were aware
of their own blindness. The progress lay in their own
minds : to Dr. Moffatt that implies that they put into their
memory of Jesus’ words something that was not originally
there, something that came from their  growing conscious-
ness ”: to me it implies that the disciples were growing
in power of thought and in width or depth of mind, so that
they were able to understand sayings which had previously
been far too great for their simple nature to comprehend.
The meaning and the vast sweep of thought and the wide
outlook over the world and the penetrating insight into
the nature of man and his relation to God and to the world
were in the words from the beginning. :

Take any of the great sayings of Jesus from almost any
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page of the Gospels. How perfect they are, how complete
in their comprehension of man and of God. There is
nothing more left to say ; all that remains to do is to under-
stand the deep wisdom of those matchless and final state-
ments : ““ Render unto Cmsar what is Casar’s, and to God
what is God’s ”—*The Son of Man is lord also of the
Sabbath ”—and so on. Yet they are so simple in expres-
sion that one is easily led to overlook their greatness.
They overturn and renovate the whole view-point of His
contemporaries. They take side with none of the parties
or schools. They remake the world. They put an end to
the old. They begin the new. From them history and
thought take a fresh start. They are the supreme con-
centration of wisdom expressed in words that a child can
understand in part, but of which human thought can never
exhaust and fully comprehend the scope.t

As has been said above, the New Testament begins with
Paul and culminates with John. One is thankful to see that
Dr. Moffatt has no sympathy with the old misjudgment of
Paul’s knowledge of Greek and his incapacity for expressing
himself in Greek. It is one of the curiosities and absurdities
of all literature that one of the greatest masters of Greek,
the man who adapted Greek to the expression of a new
ethic and a new religion—not in an artificial jargon of
technical terms, but in the language of the world—should
have been described by so many modern scholars as unable
to write Greek and as uneducated in Greek. Paul was
fully conscious of the task that lay before him, viz., to
express to the Greek-speaking world the Sophia of God,
the wisdom or philosophy that is Divine, in other words
the Christ who is the Sophia of God (1 Corinthians i. 24, 30).

1 T may venture to refer to a paragraph in an essay on “ The Charm

of Paul ” in my Pauline and other Studies, where something like this
is said. - . .
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He had not merely to destroy a false Sophia (and that very
purpose of destroying it sprang from his knowledge of its
insufficiency and hollowness), but to explain the true
Sophia. He knew that he was the philosophic architect
(codpos apyitéstav), who had to lay the foundation on
which others should build (1 Cor. iii. 10). Among the
mature he expounded the Divine system of the true philo-
sophy, the deep-lying scheme in which the Will of God
has expressed itself ; and he expounded it as a mystery,
a secret truth now made plain to all (1 Cor. ii. 6, 13). He
took such words as cwrnpia and evoéBeia, * Salvation ”
and “ Godliness,” ! from the mouth of the pagans and put
in them a new spiritual meaning. All men around him
in Tarsus and in Ephesus were making vows and prayers
for Salvation ; and we can now still read the record of their
desires on hundreds of inscribed stones; but they had
never dreamed of the spiritual kind of Salvation which
Paul explained to them, nor felt their need of it. It was
the mission of Jesus at once to put into the hearts of men
the sense of need for this Salvation, and to satisfy their
need. It was the mission of Paul to make them understand
the message of Jesus; and it was his Hellenic education
and his understanding of the Greek nature and his power
over the Greek language that fitted him for his mission,
and marked him out as the Apostle of the Graeco-Roman
world. '

On Paul’s power of expression Dr. Moffatt has some

1 etoéBeia appears only in the Pastoral Epistles, and that has been un-
scientifically made a charge against their authenticity, as if * Godliness
were an un-Pauline idea. Considering how Paul had seen into the pagan
heart, and how he understood the pagan nature, it would be to me an
extraordinary thing if he had never explained to the men of his own age
the true nature of that *“ Godliness ”” which was in their eyes so important.
Paul had often explained its nature in speech. By chance it does not
come up in any of his earlier letters; but that does not prove either
that he was ignorant of the idea, or that he considered it unimportant.
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good things. On p. 57 he says that ‘ more than once in
Paul it becomes an open question whether he is quoting
from an early Christian hymn, or developing half-uncon-
sciously the antitheses of his glowing thought: a good
case in point is furnished by 1 Cor. xv. 42-43. Elsewhere,
however, the genuine rhetoric of the speaker is felt through
the written words; they show unpremeditated art of the
highest quality, as, e.g., in passages like the hymn to love
(1 Cor. xiii.), or the great apostrophe and exulting paean
of Romans viii. 31 £ In this only the word *rhetoric ”
jars on me, and makes me uncertain whether Dr. Moffatt
has felt the quality of Paul, or is merely under the influence
of other writers: I can hardly imagine that one who had
ever experienced the spell of Paul could use the word
rhetoric about the two examples which he mentions from
First Corinthians and Romans. He goes on to quote from
Norden that ““in such passages the diction of the Apostle
rises to the height of Plato in the Phaedrus’; and he
refers to Wilamowitz, who with true insight calls Paul “a
classic of Hellenism.” !

All that is in John is already implicit in Paul ; but what
lies in the letters of Paul becomes explicit and definite in
the Fourth Gospel. John in his Gospel stands and moves
always on the plane towards which Paul is struggling, and
which he attains in his greatest moods and moments. If
we ask how it was that John finally attained, while Paul
was only striving towards it with the whole powers of his
nature, like a runner pressing onward to the goal and
staking his whole energy on gaining the prize, the explana-
tion lies in the Revelation and the circumstances in which
it was beheld—I say “ beheld ” rather than “composed.”

1 Writing in Iconium far from books I cannot be certain that the
passage which Dr. Moffatt alludes to is the one which contains this phrage ;
but 1 think that it is. :
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In that living death to which John was exposed, he was
set free from the trammels of the merely human nature
to such a degree as no man before or since.!

XV. CoXNOLUSION.

Dr. Moffatt’s book, full of learning and ability as it is,
seems to exemplify what I once described as “ a deep-seated
vice in the modern methods of (New Testament) scholarship.
The student finds so much to learn that he rarely has time
even to begin to know. It is inexorably required of him -
that he shall be familiar with the opinions of many teachers
dead and living, and it is not sufficiently impressed on
him that mere ability to set forth in fluent and polished
language the thoughts of others is not real knowledge.
He does not learn that learning must be thought out afresh
by him from first principles, and tested in actual experience,
before it becomes really his own. He must live his opinions
before they become knowledge, and he is fortunate if he
is not compelled prematurely to express them too frequently
and too publicly, so that they become hardened and fixed
before he has had the opportunity of trying them and
moulding them in real life.”” These sentences? sum up
what this review attempts to say at greater length. Under-
neath the book which lies before us there is hidden a greater
man than the Author shows himself in the printed page.
He is, as I believe, capable of far better work if he once
learns that we are no longer in the nineteenth century
with its negations, but in the twentieth century with its
growing power of insight and the power of belief that

springs therefrom. WA R
. M. Ramsay.

3 In my Letlers to tha Seven Churches I have attempted to explain this
view at some length.
3 Taken from ‘ The Charm of Paul *’ in Pauline and Other Studies.



