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THE LORD'S COMMAND TO BAPTIZE
(ST MaTTHEW XxVII 19).

I PROPOSE in this article with necessary brevity to consider
three points relating to the Lord’s command to baptize as
recorded in St Matthew xxviii 19. These three points are
(1) the source of the last section of St Matthew (zv. 16-20), in
which this command occurs; (2) the integrity of the text ; (3) the
interpretation of the command. The passage runs thus:

Iopevdévres odv pabnredoare mdvra td &y, Banrifovres (v. L
Bazmrloavres) atrovs els 10 Svopa Tov marpds kal Tov vied xal Tov dyiov
Treduaros,

(I) The source of the last section of St Matthew (xxviii 16—20).

One result of the study of the Synoptic problem, which during
the last few years has been so vigorously pursued, seems now
to be generally acknowledged and to be placed beyond the reach
of reasonable doubt. It is the position that either St Mark’s
Gospel itself or else the story of our Lord’s ministry, whether
documentary or oral, which is embodied in St Mark, was used by
the two other Synoptists. St Matthew follows very closely the
account found in St Mark. He often expands the historical
matter of St Mark, but very seldom does he omit anything
important in it.

The authentic Gospel according to St Mark ends abruptly in
the early part of the story of the day of the Resurrection, viz. at
xvi 8, We may, I think, reasonably put aside as improbable
the suggestion that some sudden emergency compelled the
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Evangelist to break off a task which he was never to resume;
and we may take it for granted that St Mark wrote a conclusion
to his Gospel which was accidentally torn off in that copy of the
Gospel from which all later copies have been derived.

St Matthew, I believe, gives us the clue as to what were the
contents of the lost conclusion of St Mark.

On the night of the betrayal, just after the Lord and His
Apostles had left the upper room, St Mark records our Lord’s
words, ‘ Howbeit, after I am raised up, I will go before you into
Galilee’. Again, on the morning of the Resurrection, St Mark
represents the Angel as saying to the women who visited the
tomb, ¢ Go, tell his disciples and Peter, He goeth before you into
Galilee: there shall ye see him, as he said unto you’. Thus
St Mark in two places records a promise of a meeting between
the risen Lord and His disciples in Galilee. The Gospel which
gives such prominence to the promise must have contained an
account of its fulfilment. We infer then with confidence that
the last section of St Mark was a record of the manifestation
of the risen Lord to His disciples in Galilee.

We pass on to compare St Matthew and St Mark. St Matthew
follows St Mark in recording the Lord’s promise on the night
of the betrayal, and (with some slight amplification and variation)
the words of the Angel at the tomb. In regard then to the
twice repeated promise the two Evangelists coincide. Further,
when we compare the account of the visit of the women to the
tomb given by St Matthew with that given by St Mark, we find
the similarity between the two so close that we infer that
St Matthew in this portion of the Gospel has for his source
St Mark or the original of St Mark, When therefore we note
that St Matthew in the closing section of his Gospel records that
meeting in Galilee which, as we saw, must have had a place
in St Mark’s Gospel as originally written, we cannot but conclude
that this section of St Matthew bears the same relation to the
lost section of St Mark which generally an historical section
of the former Evangelist bears to the corresponding section of
the latter. In other words, we may affirm with a high degree
of probability that this Matthaean section is derived from the
primitive Petrine Gospel.

There is some further confirmatory evidence for the position
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that St Matthew has, in this section, reproduced with substantial
accuracy the words of our Lord as recorded in his source.

St Mark has been careful in his Gospel to preserve sayings
which may well be thought to anticipate and to prepare the way
for the two essential elements in the Lord’s final commands.
In the first place he preserves two sayings which foretold the
catholic destination of the Gospel: ‘The gospel must first be
preached unto all the nations’ (xiii 10); and again, * Wheresoever -
the gospel shall be preached throughout the whole world’ (xiv g).
In the second place the first section of St Mark's Gospel gives
an account of John’s baptism, and includes John’s prophecy of
Christ’s baptism as essentially spiritual. It would be wholly
congruous that the last section of the Gospel should contain the
fulfilment of that prophecy in Christ’s final command to His
disciples, that they should baptize ‘all the nations’ and bring
them into a vital union with the Father, the Son, and the Holy
Ghost. Such a relation between the first and the last section
would bind the whole Gospel together, and would constitute that
command a fitting climax and close of the Gospel story.

Again, St Matthew’s tendency is commonly to expand his
source. The closing section however is brief. The record as
contained in the lost section of St Mark can hardly have been
briefer. One point, insignificant in itself, is of some interest.
St Mark, in regard to the meeting in Galilee, records the promise
*There shall ye see him’ (xvi 7). St Matthew, who reproduces
these words (xxviii 7), and puts similar words into the mouth
of the risen Lord Himself (xxviii 10)—*And there shall they
see me’—tells us of the fulfilment of this promise (xxviii 17)—
‘And when they saw him (Ibdvres airdy), they worshipped him.’
This i3dvres atrdy we should expect to find in the last page of
St Mark were it ever restored to us. Beyond this we cannot
go in regard to the question of verbal identity between the last
section of St Matthew and the lost last section of St Mark.

(IT) The integrity of the text in Matt. xxviii 19.

The integrity of the text in Matt. xxviii 19 has lately been
called in question by Mr F. C. Conybeare, first in an article
published in the Zestschrift fiir die neutestamentliche Wissenschaf?,
1go1, pp. 275 ff, and afterwards in the Hibbert Fournal for

I1iz2
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October, 1902, pp. 102 ff. Professor Lake in his Inaugural Lecture
at the University of Leiden (Jan. 27, 1904) adopted Mr Conybeare’s
conclusions. They are controverted in an able and learned article
(‘ Der Trinitarische Taufbefehl’) by Professor Riggenbach of Basel,
published in the Bestrige sur Forderung christlicher Theologie,
1903. My investigation is independent of Professor Riggenbach'’s.

It is almost superfluous by way of preface to the discussion of
this question to say that the matter is simply and solely a matter
of evidence, and of the conscientious and dispassionate inter-
pretation of evidence. Every scientific critic, whether he call
himself a conservative theologian or not, is bound to take all
possible care in scrutinizing the facts on which alone he bases his
conclusion for or against the genuineness of any passage of the
New Testament. If he is satisfied that a real case has been
made out against any passage, he is bound to abide by the
verdict of criticism. In regard to this particular passage, it
should further be remembered that the doctrine of the Trinity
does not depend upon any one ‘proof-text’. No doubt, as
purporting to be the words of Christ Himself, this text has
played an important part in the history of the doctrine. But,
if we put aside the philosophical aspects of the doctrine of the
Trinity, Christian people hold that doctrine because they believe
that it is implied in the general teaching of the Gospels and of
the Apostolic writings. It is the formal statement of that con-
ception of God which the writers of the New Testament express
in informal and undogmatic language.

The position then of Mr Conybeare is this. He maintains
that the clause Banri{ovres abrods els T3 Svopa rad marpds xai Tob viev
xal Tov dylov mvedparos was in early times (i.e. before the time of
Tertullian) interpolated for dogmatic reasons in some copies
of St Matthew, and that its place in the text was not fully assured
till after the Council of Nicaea.

Mr Conybeare’s chief argument for this conclusion lies in the
fact that Eusebius, who was Bishop of Caesarea 313-339 A.D,
and had access to the treasures of the great library at Caesarea,
when he quotes or refers to Matt. xxviii 19 f, habitually omits,
or stops short of, the words which refer to Baptism. The
relevant passages of Eusebius fall under two heads. (1) In the
Demonstratio Evangelica Eusebius cites the words which precede
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and the words which follow the command to baptize, but does not
cite the command itself. In i 3 he writes, ‘ After the resurrection
from the dead, having said to His disciples, Go and make disciples
of all the nations, He adds, feaching them to observe all things
whatsoever I commanded you'. Ini 4,1 6, iii 6, he quotes the
Xord’s words thus, Go and make disciples of all the nations (+in
my name, iii 6), teaching them to observe all things whaisoever
4 commanded you. (2) In some seventeen passages (e.g. Hist.
Eeccles. iii 5 2) Eusebius quotes the first clause of 2. 19 in this
form, wopev@évres pabyredoare ndvra rd €0m &v ¢ Swdpari pov and
(except in Dem. Evan. iii 6; see above) does not quote the
subsequent words. In one of these passages (Dem. Evan. iii 7),
he expressly comments on the words & r¢ dvdpar{ pov: ¢ For He
did not simply and without definition bid them make disciples of
all the nations, but with the necessary addition #n His name.
For inasmuch as the power belonging to His title was such that
the Apostle said that God gave to Him the name whick is above
every name, that in the name of Fesus every knee should bow
of things in keaven and things on the earth and things under the
earth, [the Lord] did rightly when He declared the virtue which
is in His name but is unknown to the more part of men, and said
to His disciples, Go and make disciples of all the nations in my
name.

Mr Conybeare thinks that the evidence of these passages in
Eusebius points to the conclusion that Eusebius ‘found in the
codices of Caesarea the following form of text: wopev6évres pabn-
redoare wdvra ra vy &y 1§ dvduarl pov, diddoxorres adrods mpeiy
wdrra §oa dverehduny tuly’, -

The two groups of passages in which Eusebius quotes from
Matt. xxviii 19 raise somewhat different questions, and it will be
convenient to discuss them separately.

(1) We take the passages from the Demonstratio Evangelica,
in which Eusebius quotes more than one clause of St Matthew.
It will generally be allowed, I think, that theological and religious
writers, whether ancient or modern, when they adduce a passage
of Scripture, are in the habit of omitting a clause which is not
relevant to the subject of which they are treating. They are
probably all the more likely to do this if that clause is itself
important and would serve therefore to draw away the attention
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of their readers from the matter in hand. A writer of our own
day would probably indicate the omission by inserting dots (. ...)
in the proper place. If then we tumn to the passages in the
First Book of the Demonstratio, we find that in them Eusebius
is dealing generally with the Christian rule of life. In chapter iv,
for example, he says that we Christians receive the Sacred Books
of the Hebrews, and that they contain prophecies about *us
Gentiles’. He then cites passages from the Psalms, among them
those passages (Ps. xcvi 1 ff, xcviii 1 ff) which speak of the
‘new song’ which ¢all the earth’ should sing:. This ‘new song’
Jeremiah (xxxi 31 f) calls a ‘new covenant’. Again, this ‘new
covenant ' Isaiah calls a ‘new law’, saying (ii 3f), ¢ Out of Zion
shall go forth the law’. ‘Now this law which has gone forth
from Zion and is different from the law given through Moses
on Mount Sinai, what can it be save the Evangelical word which
through our Lord and His Apostles has gone forth from Zioe
and has reached all the nations? For it is manifest that from
Jerusalem and from Mount Zion, which is nigh unto Jerusalem,
where our Saviour gave most of His teachings, the law of
His new covenant began, and that from thence it went forth
and shined forth unto all men, in accordance with His own
words which He spake to His disciples, saying, Go and make
disciples of all the nations, teacking them to observe all things
whatsoever I commanded you. And what were these things save
the lessons and the instructions of the new covenant (ra rijs
xawis diabrixns pabriuard re xai madedpara)?’

Somewhat different is Eusebius’s purpose when he quotes our
Lord’s words in iii 6. He is here dealing with those who alleged
that Christ was a magician (ydéns). 1 venture somewhat to
abbreviate the passage. ‘What magician ever conceived the
idea of promulgating and making eternally victorious laws against
idolatry, contrary to the edicts of kings and ancient lawgivers?
But as to our Lord and Saviour, it is not the case that He
conceived the purpose and then did not dare to make the
attempt; nor did He make the attempt and then fail. But
He spake but one word to His disciples, Go and make disciples
of all the nations in my name, teacking them to observe all things
whatsoever I have commanded you; and then He added the
deed to the word ; for at once, in a short time, every race both
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of Greeks and barbarians was made His disciples (éuabyreiero);
and laws, contrary to the superstition of the ancients, were dis-
seminated among all the nations.’

In both these passages then it is clear that Eusebius is concerned
from somewhat different points of view with the new law of Christ
and its dissemination among ‘all the nations’. In both he quotes
just those words of Christ which were relevant to his argument.
In both it was absolutely natural that he should refrain from
quoting the command to baptize in the Threefold Name ; for it
had no bearing on the argument. The case is precisely the same
with the two remaining passages in the Demonstratio (i 3, i 6).

' In both of them Eusebius is contrasting the new law of Christ
with the ancient law of Moses; and in both of them it was as
absolutely natural as in the passages which I have fully con-
sidered that he should not include in his citation the words as to
Baptism.

But facts are more convincing than any assertion as to @ priors
probabilities. I take a parallel case. No one can doubt that
the Antiochene text of St Matthew, with which Chrysostom was
familiar, contained the clause Sawri{{ovres alrods x.rA. Chrysostom
comments on the clause in his Homilies on St Matthew (see
below) and he adduces the words in his exposition of Hebr. ii 18
(xii 54 B). ¢For that it is He Himself who forgives the sins of all
men He shewed both in the case of the paralytic, saying, 7hy
stns have been forgiven, and in the matter of Baptism, for He
saith unto the disciples, Go and make disciples of all the nations,
baptising them into the name of the Father and of the Son
and of the Holy Ghost” But when Chrysostom is speaking of
conduct and of Christ’s commands, and in this connexion cites
Matt. xxviii 19, his quotation no more includes the words about
Baptism than do the quotations in Eusebius’s Demonstratio. In
his exposition of Eph. ii 10 Chrysostom (xi 29 A) insists on the
need of ‘good works’—*‘As we have five senses and must use
them all, so must we use all the virtues. . . . For one virtue
sufficeth not to present us with boldness before the judgement-
seat of Christ, but we have need of much and manifold virtue,
nay of all virtue. For listen to Him as He says to the disciples,
Go and make disciples of all the nations, teacking them to observe
all things whatsoever I commanded you; and again, Whosoever
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shall break one of these least commandments?, ke shall be called
least in the kingdom of heaven.

The fact then that Eusebius in the Demonstratio four times
quotes the words which precede and the words which follow the
command to baptize in Matt. xxviii 19, but does not quote the
command itself, does not afford, when we take in account the
context in each case, even the slightest presumption that he was
ignorant of that command or that he did not regard it as having
an assured place in the text of St Matthew.

(2) We next turn to the consideration of the reading wopevdévres
pafnreloare wdvra v& ¥0m & 1§ dvdpar( pov. Mr Conybeare
believes that this was the original form of Matt. xxviii 19; and |
he finds traces of it in two early documents, in a passage of the
Shepherd of Hermas and in a passage of Justin Martyr. To
these two passages I shall return presently.

Another supposition however is possible, namely, that the words
& ¢ dvduarl pov are an addition to the genuine text of the
clause. On this hypothesis it is not difficult to account for
the genesis of the reading. I venture to call attention to the
following considerations. (1) The addition is in itself absolutely
natural. (2) The ‘Western’ text of the N. T. is, I believe, an
artificial text. We find in this text passages in which a reference
to the name of Jesus is added. Thus in Acts vi 8, to the words
émoler Tépata xal onpela peydha & 1§ Aap, Cod. E adds & r¢
dvéuart Tob xuplov: Cod. D (with some cursives) appends & ro
dvdparos xvplov Inool Xpiorob. See also Tischendorf’s apparatus
criticus in Acts xiv 10; xviii 4, 8. (3) An ‘impulse of scribes’,
and we may add of the Fathers also, ‘ abundantly exemplified in
Western readings, is the fondness for assimilation’ (Dr Hort
Introduction p. 124). There is scarcely a page of Codex Bezae
in the Gospels which does not afford instances of this tendency.
Now there are three passages in the Gospels, recording words of
the risen Lord, which are closely related and are often quoted
together by the Fathers (see e.g. below p. 494), viz. Matt, xxviii
18-20; [Mark] xvi 15~18 ; Luke xxiv 46-49. It is sufficient to
call attention to the fact that words from these three passagesare
intertwined in Tatian’s Diatessaron (see Hamlyn Hill 74e Earliest

' It will be noted that the words and shall teach men so (Matt. v 19) are not
relevant, and are therefore omitted in the quotation.
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Life of Christ pp. 2621, 376 f). Riggenbach (p. 27) suggests that
the words & r¢ dvduarl pov in the Eusebian form of Matt. xxviii
19 are probably derived from Luke xxiv 47 (xal xmpux0ijvai énl
7¢ dvdpar: atrod perdvoiay x.m.\.). It is even more significant,
I venture to think, that the words é&v ¢ dvdparl pov occur in the
other parallel passage [Mark] xvi 17 (oqueia 3¢ rois mioredoacww
drohovbijcer Tavra, &v T dvdparl pov dapdvia éxBaroboiw). Those
who have worked through any considerable portion of the
‘ Western’ text of the Gospels and have seen how deep and
wide is the effect of the tendency to harmonize will allow,
I think, that this explanation of the Eusebian reading is highly
probable.

On this theory as to the genesis of the Eusebian reading, it is
open to us to choose between two alternatives.

(i) On the one hand the reading may be a * Western’ reading
which Eusebius found in some codices of the library at Caesarea.
This supposition is quite in accordance with facts. ¢The same’
{i.e. *Western’] character of text is found . . . predominantly
in Eusebius’ (Dr Hort Introduction p. 113). Have we any
evidence of this reading elsewhere? Mr Conybeare adduces
two passages.

The first is from Justin Martyr, Dialogue with Trypho 39,
P- 258 A: by ody Tpdmor 8id Tovs émraxioyihlovs éxelvovs T dpyny
olx énépepe tére & Beds, TOv alrdv Tpdmoy xal vdv otdémw Ty xplow
imiveykey 7 éndye, ywdoxwy €t xad Huépav Twds pabyrevopévovs
els 10 Svopa Tob Xpiored alrod xal dmodelmorras Ty 830w rijs wAdims,
ol xal AauBdvoval dduara &aoros s &fiof eloi, pori{duevor 8id Tod
évduaros Tob Xpiorod rovrov. With this passage Mr Conybeare
compares a later passage in the Dialogue (53, p. 272 C), in which
he thinks that ¢ Justin glances at Matt, xxviii 19’: xal 76 Aeopevwy
«+. [Gen. xlix 11] r6v ént Tis mpdrs airod mapovelas yevopévwy i’
alrod xal rév ¢vey dpolws T@Y peAAdrray moTelew alty mpodidwais
M. obroLydp ds mdAos doays kal (vydp &nl adyéva py Exwy Tov éavrod,
réxpis & Xpiards ofros éAOby 31d TGy pabnray atrod wéuras dpabirevoey
airots. In the second passage, indeed, there is nothing directly
bearing on the question of the reading in Matt. xxviii 19 ; but
‘the very occurrence of the passage’, Mr Conybeare urges,
‘strengthens the surmise that Justin was acquainted with Matt.
xxviii 19, and really glanced at it in p. 258’. The evidence of
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the former passage (p. 258 A) seems to me, I confess, very slight.
The word pafnrebew (-eabat) occurs in several contexts in Justin—
Ap. 1 15 (62 B) ot éx mallwy dpabyredbnoay r¢ Xpiorg, Ap. IL 4
(43 D) pabnrevbijvar els Ta Ocia diddypara, Dial. 39 (258 C) of éx
wdons tiis dAnbelas pepabnrevuéroil. Thus the phrase pafyrevopémovs
els 70 dvopa Tod Xpiorod airov is quite in Justin’s manner, and
there is nothing in the context which recalls the language or the
thought of Matt. xxviii 19 f.

‘The second passage’,to quote Mr Conybeare’s words(Zeitschrif
p. 283),‘is in the Pastor Hermae and is a less certain reference * :
Sim. ix 17 4 wdvra 7d vy T V7 1OV oVpavdy xaToixotvra dxolrarra
xal moredoavra énl T dvduari éxAiifnaay [tob viot) Tob feob. AaBdvres
oty ™y o¢payida play Ppdmaw Eoxor xal &a vovw, xal pla wlotes
avréy yéverd xal [ula) dydmn. There is some doubt as to the reading
éml v¢ dvdpare. The Aethiopic version apparently omits the words.
Dr Harmer in the critical note in Dr Lightfoot’s edition con-
jectures évi dvdpuari—a conjecture which certainly fits in admirably
with the context. But in fact the passage appears to me to have
no point of contact with Matt. xxviii 19 and may safely be
set aside.

Thus the evidence outside Eusebius for the reading paénredoare
wéyra Td €vm év 7o dvdpar( pov consists of a single passage in
Justin; and the reference to St Matthew in this passage seems
to me exceedingly doubtful®, If the reference were clear and

1 It is quite natural that, wholly apart from any remembrance of the language of
the N.T., the word padnreder (-egfai) should have a conspicuous place in the
vocabulary of the early Christians. It occurs e. g. in Ignatius Eph. iii (vi» ydp dpx»
xw 1ol pabnredectu), x (dmirpépare olv alrois xdy ix 78y lpyow bpiv padmrevdiras),
Rom. iii (8 pafyredovres byréArecfe), v (v 8 rois ddufipacw abrdy piAAor
pafnredouar),

* Mr Conybeare further appeals to the form in which Aphraates quotes Matt,
xxviii 19 ‘ Go forth, make disciples of all the peoples, and they shall believe in me *
(ed. Wright, p. 12). Aphraates ‘ composed his works, as he himself tells us, in the
years 337, 344 and 345° (Wright Syriac Literature p. 33). Mr Conybeare (Hib-
bert Journal p. 107) says that ‘the last words [i. e, and they shall belirve in mwe]
appear to be a gloss on the Eusebian reading s smy mame'. I venture to point out
that the meaning of i my name is essentially different from the meaning of end
they shall believe in sme, and that therefore the latter words are not a natural gloss
on the former. It appears to me that and they shall believe in me is an addition
quite independent of the addition i my name, but generated in the same way, i. e.
due to assimilation. One MS of Aphraates’ Homily Ox Faith reads ‘ Go forth,
preach to...’. The word ‘preach to’ is the common Syriac word of this meaning.
It is the word used in the Syriac Vulgate (neither the Curetonian nor the Sinaitie




THE LORD’S COMMAND TO BAPTIZE 491

decisive, I should point out (1) that Justin preserves very early
¢ Western’ readings, and that therefore the reference would not
justify any conclusion as to the original text of Matt. xxviii 19;
(2) that in the immediately succeeding context we have an
allusion to Baptism—ewri{duevor (cf. iy oppayida in Hermas)—
and that therefore the passage would afford an indication that
Justin found in the text of St Matthew the command to baptize.
The absence of evidence, however, for the currency of this reading
cannot be taken as a proof that it was not current. It has
constantly happened in the past that a fresh investigation of
Patristic texts or the discovery of a new document has brought
to light independent attestation of a reading what had before

been regarded as the ‘singular’ reading of some MS or of
some Father.

(iii) On the other hand the addition of the words év  dvduar(
pov may be an eccentric reading peculiar to, and due to, Eusebius
himself. That such readings occur in the writings of the Fathers
and that such readings became more or less habitual to them is
certain. It must suffice to refer to Dr Westcott’s analysis of the
quotations from the N.T. in Chrysostom’s Treatise on the
Priesthood (Canmonm, ed. 5, p. xxx). That Eusebius comments

is extant in this verse) in the parallel passage [Mark] xvi 15. I believe that the
addition and they shall believe in e is drawn from [Mark] xvi 15-17. I call atten-
tion to four points : (1) In[Mark] xvi 1§ ¢belief” follows ¢ preaching ’. Preack the
gospel {0 all creation. He that believeth. . .. Hence the addition of and they shall
believe s me is a most natural addition in the parallel, Matt, xxviii 19. (2) In
[Mark] xvi 15 f ¢ belief’ is the link between the  preaching’ and the ¢ baptizing *.
¢ Preack the Gospel to all creation. He that believeth and is baptised shall be saved. The
well-known interpolation in Acts viii 37 (see belowp. 499) is an indication how much
stress was rightly laid in early times on the necessity of ‘belief”’ in this connexion.
Compare the following passage from the same Homily of Aphraates (p. 21),  And
when again our Lord gave the mystery of Baptism to His Apostles, thus He said
to them He that believeth and is baptized shall lsve and he that belisveth not is judged.’
I submit therefore that Aphraates’ form of quotation is a strong argument that in his
text of Matthew the baptismal command followed the words which he quotes,
(3) The phrase itself, they shall believe in me, is, I believe, an echo of [Mark] xvi 1%,
These signs shall follow them that believe. This suggestion is strongly confirmed by
the fact that in the Curetonian (the Sinaitic is not extant here) we read in [Mark]
xvi 17 that believe in me, though it should be added that when Aphraates quotes the
verse (p. 21) he has simply those that believe. (4) The fragments of Tatian’s
Diatessaron preserved in Ephraem's Commentary shew that Matt, xxviii 19 and
[Mark] xvi 15 were intertwined in the form of the Gospel chiefly known among
Syriac Christians, The words are these, Go y¢ intfo all the worid. . . and baptiss
them in the name, tre. (Hamlyn Hill The Earliest Life of Christ p. 376).
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on the words & r¢ dwduar{ pov is no proof that they were not an
addition of his own. To take one example, Chrysostom (vii
275 C) in place of & wdop 5 36fn airov (Matt. vi 29) has a
reading which has no other support, and is, I think, clearly his
own invention—&r wdop ™ Bacikelg alrov. But he expounds it:
‘Solomon was proved inferior to the flowers in splendour, not
once or twice, but throughout his whole reign.’

Between these two alternatives which we have just considered it
is not necessary to endeavour to make a choice. I do not think
that the evidence at our disposal justifies an absolute decision. The
really important point is that the inclusion of the words év r¢ dvduari
pov in the text of Matt. xxviii 19 does not prove the absence from
that same text of the Lord’s command to baptize. The words
wopevdévres odv pabnreloare wdvra ra &vm are very frequently
quoted as a proof-text in regard to the extension of the Church
to the Gentiles by writers who certainly looked on the command
to baptize as part of the genuine text of the Gospel!; and
I confess that it appears to me most probable that they were
appended to the command to ‘make disciples of all the nations’
as a natural complement, in the light of the parallel passages
[Mark] xvi 17 and Luke xxiv 47, when that command was
quoted by itself apart from its context. But there is not any-
thing unnatural, still less impossible, in the combination—* make
disciples of all nations ## my mame, baptizing them into the
name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost
It is best, however, to appeal to facts. In the Theophaniav 1],
46, 49 (ed. Lee pp. 298, 333, 336) Eusebius quotes and emphasizes
the words ‘in my name’ as part of the Lord’s command as to the
Apostles’ mission to ‘all the nations’, while in an earlier passage
of the same treatise—iv 8 (ed. Lee p. 223 ff)—he unmistakeably
refers to the command to baptize (see below p. 494).

We are thus led in the next place to take note of the fact that
in three of his writings Eusebius either explicitly quotes or clearly
alludes to the words Banri{ovres airois els ré dvoua x.r.A.

(a) Eusebius’s Letter to his Church at Caesarea, written just
after the Council of Nicaea, A.D. 325, is preserved in Socratés
H.E.i8 The Bishop’s object is to justify to his flock his

1 See, for example, Chrysostom’s works, e.g. Migne P. G, lvi 30; lviii 649; lix 368
434 (65s).
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proceedings at the great Council, and to defend himself against the
aspersions made on him by representatives of both sidess He
laid before the Council, he tells his diocese, a document which
was read at the Council and approved. It runs thus: ¢ As we
received from those who were Bishops before us both in our
catechumenate, and when we received the washing [of Baptism],
and as we have learned from the divine Scriptures, and as in the
presbyterate and in the episcopate itself we have believed and
taught, so now believing, we do lay before you this our state.
ment of faith’ The Creed of Caesarea follows. Eusebius then
continues, ‘ We believe that each of these Persons is and subsists,
the Father truly Father, and the Son truly Son, and the Holy
Ghost truly Holy Ghost; as also our Lord, when sending His
disciples to preach, said Go and make disciples of all the nations,
baptizing them into the name of the Father, and of the Son, and
of the Holy Ghost. As touching these matters we affirm that
we so hold and so think, and have ever so held, and will so

hold unto death, and that in this faith we are steadfast.’ !
(5) In the Books Against Marcellus and in the continuation of

! In his article in the Zeitschrift fily dia meutestamentliche Wissenschaft, 1903,
P. 333, Mr Conybeare quotes the words of this passage (‘ We believe that each
+». Holy Ghost"). He then adds, ‘ The above passage has been foisted into the
text from the dAAy Ixfeous wloreas produced at the council of Antioch in 341, in
which it is found verbatim (Socrates II, Ch. 10, p. 87)°. The passage from the
dAAn IxBeas is as follows: ... and (we believe] in the Holy Ghost, who is given
to those who believe unto comfort and sanctification and unto perfection ; as also
our Lord Jesus Christ commanded the disciples, saying Go and make disciples of all
the nations, baptising them into the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy
Ghost, that is [into the name] of the Father truly Father, of the Son truly Son, of
the Holy Ghost truly Holy Ghost ; the names not being used loosely and idly, but
precisely expressing the subsistence and order and glory of the Persons named.’
Students can judge whether Mr Conybeare is correct in saying that the passage in
Eusebius’s Letter is found ‘ verbatim’ in the dAAy éx9¢cis. No doubt the two passages
are very similar in meaning. Nothing is more common than that one doctrinal
document should contain a passage very similar to a passage in another doctrinal
document. In this particular case the similarity may be explained in one of two
ways. (1) The dAAn Ixfeois was an old creed reputed to be that of the martyr
Lucian of Antioch (Gwatkin Studies of Arianism p. 116). Nothing could possibly
be more natural than that Eusebius should echo the words of so venerated a teacher,
whose pupils were numerous among those who more or less sympathized with
Arius, (2) If it is contended that the Lucianic Creed coincided only with that
portion of the §AAn Ixflea:s which is a Creed proper, then we may say that it was
completely natural that the Arianizers at the Council of Antioch, bidding for ¢ con-
servative ’ support, should echo the doctrinal statements of the learned Eusebius,

Who had died only a few years previously.
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that treatise, viz. the treatise On the Theology of the Church, written
at the end of his life, Eusebius quotes or refers to the Lord’s
command to baptize, in two passages—Contra Marcellum 11
- (Migne P. G. xxiv 716 B), De Eccles. Theol. iii 5 (Migne P. G.
xxiv 1013 A). I have considered in a separate note at the end of
this article the objections which Mr Conybeare has urged against
the Eusebian authorship of these two treatises.

(c) The treatise on the Incarnation, called @eopdvera, is preserved
in a Syriac version, an English translation of which was published
in 1843 by Professor Samuel Lee. A collection of Greek frag-
ments of this treatise was in 1847 published by Mai in his
Bibliotheca nova Patrum iv; these fragments are reprinted in
Migne P. G. xxiv 609-6go. The Theophania was perhaps left
unfinished by Eusebius at his death; at any rate it appears to
have been his last literary work (Bp. Lightfoot, art. Eusebius
of Caesarea, in the Dicz. Chr. Biography ii p. 333). In the
Syriac version of the Zheophania iv 8 (ed. Lee pp. 223 fi)
Matt. xxviii 18-20 (‘all power . . . the end of the world’) is
quoted in full and an explicit reference to the command to baptize
occurs in the subsequent context. The passage in question is
found among the Greek fragments (Migne P. G. xxiv 629). Here
the command to baptize is not quoted but clearly implied. Igive
the substance of the passage and the important words in full.
Eusebius adduces the words of Ps. ii 8 (* Ask of me and I will
give thee the nations for thine inheritance’). ‘Wherefore, as if
the prophetic testimony had now been fulfilled in deed, the Lord
saith to His disciples—according to Matthew é3d0y pot wse
¢fovola bs & odpavg xal éml yfis, and according to Luke &ri 8
knpuxfijvas énl v@ dvduari alrod perdvoiav xai dpeoiy duapriav €ls
wdvra rd &vn. ... Not on any former occasion but only now at
length did He command His disciples to go about and make
disciples of all the nations. ’Avayxalws 3% mpoor(fnar T8 pveripior
s amoxaldpoews' &xpiv ydp Tovs éf @y émorpepévras mdvros
polvopol xai pidoparos Sid Tis adrod dvvduews droxabalpesdar éx TS
dapovixijs kal eldwhoAdrpov wAdvns . . . Tovtous 82 xal diddoxew
wapaivel perd ™y droxdfapow Ty did tijs adrod pvorikfs Sidacxalias
oY 7d "lovdaixd mapayyéApara .. . dAAAG 8oa adrois évereilaro puAdrrew.

1 Here it will be noted (1) that Matt. xxviii 18 and Luke xxiv 47 are quoted side
by side; (2) that Matt. xxviii 18 is welded together with Matt. vi 10 (the Lords
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In this passage it will be noticed that Eusebius definitely refers
to the passage as from St Matthew’s Gospel. I believe that
¥ am correct in asserting that he does not do so in any of the
passages belonging to the two groups considered above (p. 485).
He says that after the command padyredoare x.7.A. our Lord
added 10 pvenijpiov rijs dmoxaBdpoews,and that ‘after the cleansing’
He commanded the disciples ‘ to teach ’ converts from heathenism.
Thus ¢ the cleansing ’ has the same place in the series of commands
here which the Baptismal command has in St Matthew. ‘The
cleansing’ is defined as # dia s adrod pvoriciis ddackalias, i.e.
which comes to us through the Lord’s teaching on the sacrament
of Baptism. The habitual language of the Fathers leaves no
doubt that the words pveripior and pvorwkds refer to Baptism (see
Sophocles’ Lexicon sub vocibus?).

But Mr Conybeare pleads (Zeitschrift p. 282) that these three
passages ‘belong to the last period of [Eusebius’s] literary activity
which fell after the council of Nice’. Again, ‘it is evident’, he
says (Hibbert Fournal p. 105), ‘ that this [i.e. pedyreioare ndvra
1a &0 &v 1¢ dvdéuarl pov] was the text found by Eusebius in the
very ancient codices collected fifty to a hundred and fifty years
before his birth by his great predecessors. Of any other form of
text he had never heard, and knew nothing until he had visited
Constantinople and attended the Council of Nice’. On this
position, over and above what has been already said as to the
real significance of the words év ¢ dvduarf pov (p. 492), I venture
to call attention to two considerations.

(1) In the first place we turn to Eusebius’s letter to his Church
at Caesarea,quoted above(p. 493). ‘ Perhaps’, writes Mr Conybeare
(Zeitschrift fiir die meutest. Wissensckaft, 1903, p. 334), ‘the
Epistle is after all wrongly ascribed by Socrates to Eusebius
Pamphili” Against this ‘ perhaps’ must be set evidence both
internal and external. The position which the writer of the
Letter takes up, and the story which he tells, correspond with

Prayer) ; (3) that Luke xxiv 47 is welded together with verse 44 ; (4) gvAdrrar
takes the place of rypeiv. These points are of importance in considering how far
Eusebius is in the habit of quoting the N. T. accurately.

! Comp. Eus. Vita Constant. iv 71 pvoruis Aarovpylas dfioduevor. Riggenbach
(p. 20) refers to Demons. Evan. i 10 (Migne P. G, xxii 88 C) ob &d rijs bvfiov xal
::mi‘;r 33aoxarias wdrres Huds ol I 0viv Ty dpeow Tév wporipav duapryubrow

phueda.
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what we know of the position of Eusebius of Caesarea and of his
relation to the various parties at the Council of Nicaea. Again,
the Letter is not given by Socrates alone. It is alluded to by
Athanasius in the tract de Decret. Nic. Syn. (Migne P. G. xxv
428); it is given in full as an appendix to that tract, and by
Theodoret A, E. i 12 and Gelasius Hist. Conc. Nic. ii 34 (Mansi
Conc. Now. Coll.ii 913). Nor is there the smallest ground for
thinking that Matt. xxviii 19 is an interpolation in the text of the
Letter ; for that text is given by all the authorities for the Letter,
and the words ‘as we have learned from the divine Scriptures’

prepared the way for this festimonium. Eusebius expressly asserts

that what he insists on in his Letter he had learned in his earliest

days. To suppose that in the midst of protestations so public and

so solemn, Eusebius appealed to a passage of St Matthew which

he knew to be no part of the genuine text is entirely to misunder-

stand his character. He was an honest as well as a learned man.

In emphatic language he bears his witness that ‘nearly all the

copies of the Gospel according to Mark’ break off at xvi 8 (see

Dr Hort Notes on Select Readings p. 31).

(2) The real question seems to me to be not the date but the
character of the Eusebian writings in which our Lord’s command
to baptize is adduced. The Letter to the Church of Caesarea is
intended only for ‘the faithful’. The Z4esphania and the treatises
against Marcellus are distinctly theological treatises. Riggenbach
(p. 29) finds an explanation of the silence of Eusebius elsewhere
as to the Baptismal command in the disciplina arcamil
Professor Lake, in his Inaugural Lecture (p. 10), dismisses the
suggestion in a somewhat contemptuous footnote : ‘ The suggestioa
that it is due to the Disciplina Arcani seems a counsel of despair.’
I cannot agree with him. What are the facts? Cyril of Jerusalem
(Cateck. vi 29, Migne P. G. xxxiii 589) says, ‘To a heathen
(é6rxp) we do not expound the mysteries concerning Father,
Son, and Holy Spirit, nor do we speak plainly of the things
touching the mysteries in the presence of catechumens; but
we often say many things in a hidden fashion, in order that the
faithful who know may understand, and that those who know

1 Riggenbach (p. 30) refers to the very remarkable way in which the Eucharistic
words are referred to by Epiphanius (Awc. 57) dvéory Iy 1§ 3cavy xal IAaBe réde s
ebxaporhoas dwe, Toiré pov torl Téde,
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not may not suffer harm.” Chrysostom (x 379 A) will not, in
explaining the words ol Banti{duevor Smép rdv vexpdv (1 Cor. xv 29),
refer explicitly to the baptismal.rite—od ToAué 3id Tobs duvirovs.
This is only one out of many similar passages in his Homilies.
No doubt this rule of silence was not consistently observed.
That probably would have been impossible. But at any rate, in
treatises which were apologetic, or which were likely to come into
the hands of other than ‘the faithful’, a Christian teacher would
refrain from bringing into prominence Scriptural passages dealing
with Baptism or with the Trinity. The baptismal command in
Matt. xxviii 19 deals with both. None of the Fathers quotes
Scripture more incessantly than Chrysostom. But I can find
no reference to the baptismal command in the Homilies on
St Matthew’s Gospel (except of course the comment on xxviii 1g),
nor in the Homilles on St John's Gospel. Twice only does he
quote the words in the Homilies on St Paul’s Epistles, viz. in his
comments on 2 Thess. iii 17f, and on Heb. ii 18 (see above
P- 487). Even more significant than these facts is the brevity and
restraint of Chrysostom’s comment on the text itself when he
comes to it in his exposition of St Matthew. After quoting the
words (wopevlévres . . o . dverelhduny fuiv) he proceeds thus: ¢ He
gives them orders partly about doctrines and partly about com-
mandments. And of the Jews He says not a word, nor does He
make mention of the things which had happened, nor does
He upbraid Peter with his denial nor any of the others with their
flight ; but He commands them to spread themselves over the
whole world, entrusting them with a brief teaching, even that
teaching which is by Baptism (ocdrropor 3dacxahiay éyxeploas,
v 3 Tob Bawrloparos). Then, when He had laid great com-
mands upon them, raising their thoughts, He saith, Lo 7 am with
you all the days unto the consummation of the age”’ 1 submit then
that, when we take facts into account, we find in the disciplina
arcani an amply sufficient explanation of Eusebius's general
reticence as to the baptismal command of Christ.

Lastly, we must review the textual evidence. Mr Conybeare
(Zeitschrift p. 288) writes thus: ‘Did it [i.e. Matt. xxviii 19]
not arise, like the text of the three witnesses, in the African old
Latin texts first of all, then creep into the Greek texts at Rome,
and finally establish itself in the East during the Nicene epoch,

VOL. VL Kk
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in time to figure in all surviving Greek codices?’ He expresses
(Hibbert Fournal p. 103f) the belief that he has ‘been able to
substantiate these doubts of the authenticity of the text, Matt.
xxviii 19, by adducing patristic evidence against it so weighty
that in future the most conservative of divines will shrink
from resting on it any dogmatic fabric at all, while the more
enlightened will discard it as completely as they have done its
fellow text of the three witnesses’. I have endeavoured above
to test the weight of the patristic evidence which Mr Conybeare
adduces. Scholars will judge whether it is such as to ‘sub-
stantiate these doubts of the authenticity of the text’ in question.
In regard to the comparison between Matt. xxviii 19 and the
interpolation of the words about the Three Witnesses in 1 John
v 7 I refrain from making any comment save an appeal to
facts, The text as to the Three Witnesses is found in certain
Latin authorities, viz. the Speculum (m), in one old Latin MS (r),
in most of the MSS of the Latin Vulgate (but not in the best,
such as am. fuld.), in some African Latin Fathers of the fifth
and sixth centuries (Vigilius of Thapsus, Fulgentius of Ruspe,
Victor Vitensis) and in the Spanish writer Priscillian (died 385).
The only authorities for the Greek text are two cursive MSS,
Codd. 162, 34, belonging respectively to the fifteenth and
sixteenth centuries. On the other hand, the command to baptize
in Matt. xxviii 19 is found in every known MS (uncial and
cursive) in which this portion of St Matthew is extant, and in
every known Version in which this portion of St Matthew is
extant. The Curetonian Old Syriac breaks off in St Matthew
at xxiii 25, and the Sinaitic at xxvii 7; but it should be
observed that the text in question is contained in Tatian's
Diatessaron (Hamlyn Hill The Earliest Life of Christ pp. 263
376). Again, Codex Bobiensis (£#), the oldest representative
among MSS of the African text, has nothing in St Matthew
after xv 36. But Codex Bobiensis has some clear affinity with
Codex Palatinus (¢) and a still greater affinity with the text used
by Cyprian, ‘The text which the two MSS present is really
Cyprianic’ (Dr Sanday in Old Latin Biblical Texts 1I p.
Ixxvii). The Baptismal command is found in ¢ and in many
passages of Cyprian (e.g. Epp. xxvii, Ixxiii 5). Passing on from
the consideration of MSS and Versions, we note that Matt.
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xxviii 19 is quoted by writers so early as Irenaeus iii 171 (Lat.
version), by Hippolytus Constra Noetum 14,and by Tertullian (see
below p. 502). The reference in the Didacks (see below p. 506)
may reasonably be regarded as a quotation. Thus the attestation
of Matt. xxviii 19 can only be described as overwhelming.
But in spite of this attestation is it possible to suppose that it
arose, ‘like the text of the three witnesses, in the African old
Latin texts first of all, then [crept] into the Greek texts at Rome,
and finally [established] itself in the East during the Nicene
epoch, in time to figure in all surviving Greek codices’? The
answer, I believe, is simple and decisive. All the ‘surviving
Greek codices’ were not produced by a band of conspirators.
They grew up naturally in different portions of the Greek-
speaking Church. An interpolation could not be thus foisted
into the text of the Gospels, and all evidence of its true character
be obliterated. We appeal to facts. The comparison between
Matt. xxviii 19 and ‘the text of the three witnesses’ is, I venture
to think, singularly unfortunate. That text does not * figure in all
surviving Greek codices’. Or take the twelve verses which form an
Appendix to St Mark’s Gospel. They are attested by Irenaeus,
Tatian (Dsatessaron), perhaps by Justin Martyr. The evidence for
their inclusion in the Gospel goes back to the second century.
But in MSS and in statements of certain Fathers we have
evidence, manifold and clear, that they are an unauthentic addition.
Or again, take the passage— Acts viii 37—in which a question and
answer such as became usual in the Baptismal rite of later times
are inserted in the story of the Baptism of the Eunuch. Here
isan interpolation which goes back to the time of Irenaeus. But
a glance at an apparatus criticus shews how slight is the support
which it has in MSS and Versions. I believe that it is only
when we shut our eyes to facts that we can persuade ourselves,
or allow ourselves to be persuaded, that it was possible for words
to have been interpolated in the text of the Gospels without
a trace of their true character surviving in MSS, Versions, and
in statements of the Fathers.
The whole evidence—such I believe must be the verdict of
Scientific criticism—establishes without a shadow of doubt or
uUncertainty the genuineness of Matt. xxviii 19,

Kka
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(III) We now pass on to consider the interpretation of the
words which form part of the great commission—pBanr{{orres
atrods els 10 Svopa Tob marpds xal rov viov xal Tob dylov mvevparos.
What is the meaning of the phrase Sawr{(ew els 70 Svoua? The
A. V., following the earlier English versions, renders  baptizing
them s» the name’. The R.V. has ‘baptizing them #nt the
name’, Some may remember how Bishop Westcott used to
say in regard to this passage that he would gladly have given
ten years of his life to the work of the revision had it resulted
in no other change save this one. ‘How few readers of the
Authorized Version’, he writes in his book on Some
Lessons of the Revised Versiom of the New Testament
(p. 62), ‘ could enter into the meaning of the baptismal formula,
the charter of our life; but now when we reflect on the words,
make disciples of all the nations, baptiging them into (not in) the
name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost, we
come to know what is the mystery of our incorporation into the
body of Christ.” This position, which probably a few years
ago was almost universally accepted, has lately been challenged
by one who would eagerly acknowledge his debt to the Cam-
bridge scholars who took a foremost part in the Revision. The
Dean of Westminster, in his article on Baptism in the Encyclopaedia
Biblica (i 473), upholds the familiar rendering of the A.V. ‘/n
the Name, not “ into the name’. Although els is the preposition
most frequently used, we find & in Acts ii 38, x 48; and the
interchangeability of the two prepositions in late Greek may be
plentifully illustrated from the N.T. Moreover the expression
is a Hebraism ; cp. & dvduar. xvplov Matt. xxi 9 (=Ps. cxviii 26
DY3); so in the baptismal formula of Matt. xxviii 19 the Syr.
version has pas (Lat. #n nomine)! 1 must say at once that
I believe that the R.V. represents the meaning of the words
far better than the A.V.; for I do not doubt that the Greek
phrase connotes the idea of incorporation. But I wventure to
question whether all the conditions of the problem have been
fully taken into account.

It cannot be denied that the N.T. supplies instances of the
preposition els being thinned down in meaning and differing
little from év. But to speak of the interchangeability of the two
prepositions is surely to overstate the case. The passages from
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Inscriptions and Papyri collected by Deissmann (Bible Studies,
Eng. Trans, pp. 146 ff, 196 fI; Theol. Literaturseitung, 19oo,
p- 73 f) suggest caution. We have the formula ra Undpxovra els
70 Svoud Twos, meaning ‘the property belonging to a person’.
Again, a Greek inscription, apparently of the early imperial
period, contains the following words: yevouéms 8¢ rijs duijs rév
mpoyeypappévor tols xrypardvais els 10 Tod et dvopa (‘ when the
sale of the aforementioned articles had been effected to the
purchasers into the name of the god’, i. e. so that they became
the property of the god). If then we went no further, we should
be justified in the conclusion that St Matthew’s phrase means
‘baptizing them into the possession of the Father, the Son, and
the Holy Ghost’. It is worth while to note in passing that
the same signification attaches to the formula éx’ dvduards rwos
(Deissmann, zb. p. 197). Hence we get light on the paraphrase
by which Justin Martyr, using common current terms, tries to
explain Christian Baptism to those outside the Church—éz’
dvduaros ydp Tob warpds . . . xal Tob coripos . . . xal wwelparos &ylov
10 v T Pdar Tére Aovrpdy mowodyrar (Ap. i 61).

But whatever interest may belong to illustrations from Inscrip-
tions and Papyri, it is far more important for us to enquire what
interpretation of the phrase Banti(ew els 70 Svopa was current
in the Apostolic Church. The Epistles of St Paul are our
earliest evidence. In them we find the phrase Banri(ev els
td Svopa (1 Cor. i 13, 15). But in two passages, in complete
accordance with the Hebrew mode of speech whereby ‘the
Name’ was used as a reverential synonym for God Himself,
for the expression into (in) the name of’ the Apostle substitutes
the quite unambiguous expression ‘into the Person Himself'—
Gal. iii 27 8oot yap els Xpiardr éBanriobnre, Rom. vi 3 8oot é8anti-
obnpev els Xpiordv ['lnooiv]}: comp. 1 Cor. X 2 wdrres els Tov
Muwvoijy é8anrioarro (v. . éBanrlofnoar). Now it may be plausibly
argued that Banr{{ew els 70 Svopa Xpiorod means ‘to baptize in
the name, i.e. by the authority, of Christ’. But such an inter-
pretation is out of the question with the phrase Banri{ew els
Xpwordy. The latter necessarily expresses the ideas of incorpora-
tion and union. There can be no doubt then that to St Paul’s
mind els 70 dvopa in connexion with Baptism signified not ‘in the
name of’ (i. e, by the authority of) but ‘into the name of’,



502 THE JOURNAL OF THEOLOGICAL STUDIES

In this connexion it is of special interest to notice that Tertul-
lian, the earliest Latin writer of Christendom, in referring to the
words of St Matthew gives fo #hems this strictly personal form.
When he quotes the passage itself (de Bapt. 13) he has ‘Ite,
docete nationes, tingentes eas in nomen Patris et Filii et Spiritus
Sancti’. But his paraphrase of it in another treatise (adv.
Prax. 26; comp. de Praescr. 20) runs thus, ¢ Novissime mandans
ut tingerent in Patrem et Filium et Spiritum Sanctum’. Compare
Jerome Dial. c. Lucifer. 6 (Migne P. L. xxiii 161) * Cum in Patre
et Filio et Spiritu Sancto baptizatus homo templum Domini fiat’.

But a secure interpretation of St Matthew's words must be
based on the consideration not of the preposition els only, but
of the whole phrase—the preposition and the verb itself.

The Greek verb Banr{{eww, found in Greek literature from Plato
onward, need not detain us long. It means ‘to plunge in or
into’, ‘to immerse’. The historian Polybius uses it several
times of men or boats being submerged and of men sinking in
bogs; e.g. iii 72. 4 pdAis &os 16y pacrdy ol welol Bamri(duernt
diéBawov: v 47. 2 atrol ¥ U7’ adrédr Banti(duevor xal xaradivorres
&y rois réApaoi.  So Plutarch de Supers. 3 (166 A) Bdnrioov oeavrov
els 8dhaccav. The word occurs several times in the LXX and
in other Greek translations of the O.T. Thus in Isaiah xxi 4
the LXX (going wide of the Hebrew) has n dropia e Bawri(e,
‘My iniquity overwhelms me’. Aquila in Job ix g1 (‘Yet
wilt thou plunge me in the ditch’) translates thus, rdre év
diadpbop¢ PBamricers pe: and Symmachus in Jerem. xxxviii 23
(‘thy feet have sunk in the mire’) ¢Bdwricar els réApa Tols
nddas oov. The prepositions (els, év) following the verb will be
noticed,

But we cannot doubt that our Lord conversed with His
disciples in Aramaic. The command to baptize, if uttered by
our Lord, must have been clothed in an Aramaic dress. Prof.
Dalman ( Words of Fesus, Eng. Trans., p. 141) shews that the
Aramaic word meaning ‘ to baptize’ is the causative of the verb
baw, which exactly answers to the Greek Banri{(ewwr. Thus the
word is used in the Hebrew Bible in e.g. 2 Kings v 14 ¢ Then
went he down and dipped himself (LXX éBanriraro) seven times
in Jordan’; 2 Kings viii 15 ‘ He took the coverlet and dipped it
(LXX &Bayer) in water and spread it on his face’. The corre-



THE LORD’S COMMAND TO BAPTIZE 503

sponding substantive n>3t was used in a quasi-technical sense of
the Baptism of Proselytes.

Thus the meaning and the associations of the Aramaic and of
the Greek word, as they entered into the Christian vocabulary,
were clear and well defined.

Now the point to which I desire to call attention is this. In
English we transliterate the Greek word Banr{{esr. When we
use the word ‘baptize’ we think at once and we think only of the
religious rite. Apart from that rite the word has no meaning
for us. It is simply and solely a religious technical term. But
the Aramaic Christian when he used the Aramaic word, and the
Greek Christian when he used the Greek word, would never in
this particular application of the term lose sight of its primary
and proper signification ‘to immerse’, ‘to plunge in orinto’. An
illustration will make my meaning plain. The words ‘Com-
munion’ and ‘ Confirmation’, when used in certain contexts, have
the force of quasi-technical religious terms. But in that applica-
tion they yet retain for us their proper meaning. The former
necessarily suggests the ideas of union and participation; the
latter the idea of strengthening.

In their versions of the New Testament the Syriac and the
Egyptian Christians translated the word Bamr{(ew. Latin-speak-
ing Christians, though like ourselves they commonly transliterated
it (baptizare), yet sometimes, as in the passages quoted above from
Tertullian?, used as its equivalent the Latin verb #ingere. What
if we dare to follow their example and, instead of transliterating
it, venture to translate it—panri{orres avrods els 7o Svopa, ‘im-
mersing them into the Name’? So surely a Greek-speaking
Christian would understand the words., He would regard the
divine Name as the element, so to speak, into which the baptized
is plunged. Thus the outward rite is seen to be an immediate
parable of a great spiritual reality. As in the Eucharist the

Bread and Wine are effectual symbols of the Body and Blood of
Christ, so in Baptism the water which cleanses the body is a type
of nothing less than God Himself, as the one true and perfect
power of cleansing. The natural man being brought into union
with God, being made incorporate with God, is purified. He

! So Cyprian e. g. Ep. xxvii 3 ‘Cum Dominus dixerit in nomine patris et filii et
spiritus sancti gentes tingi .
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rises from the water; spiritually he is born of God ; he becomes

‘a new creation’.

Does this interpretation of the familiar words seem strained
and over-bold? It can,I think, be justified by other passages
of the New Testament.

Consider first Mk. i 8 ¢yd ¢8dwrica vuas T3ari, atrds 8¢ Baxrice
Puds wvedpare bylp (comp. Matt. iii 11; Lk.iii 16). Water and
Spirit are here strictly correlative. The mveluar: dylp stands in
exactly the same relation to Bawr(zes in regard to Christ’s work
as the f3an: stands to é8dnrica in reference to John's work. The
forerunner ‘immerses in water’, the Lord Himself ¢ immerses in

the Holy Ghost’,
Again, we turn to the words of the great interpretative dis-

course in St John?, &dv pif Tis yevrmbyy ¢£ aros kai wveluaros, ov

¥ I quote this passage without doubt or hesitation. I am, however, aware that
Prof Lake in his Inaugural Lecture at Leiden (pp. 14 f[) has questioned the integrity
of the text, His contention is that the words #3aros xaf are a later interpolation.
His chief arguments are as follows : (1) He maintains (p. 16) that ‘the passage would
be easier and would yield a more consistent sense if the words of waler and could be
omitted from v. 5°. Surely in this criticism Prof Lake forgets the Baptism of John
and the Jewish custom of the Baptism of Proselytes (see Schitrer Gesch. des Jid.
Volkes iii pp, 129 f, Edersheim Life and Times of Jesus the Messiah iii pp. 745 ).
The proselyte after his baptism was regarded, in the language of the Rabbis, as
¢ a little child just born’, as ‘a child of one day’. It is true that these expressions
are found in Jewish literature of a date far later than our Lord’s life on earth. But
it is wholly improbable that the Jews borrowed such language from the hated
Christians. It seems to point back to a mode of speech current among the Jewsof
which the Christian phraseology is an adaptation. At any rate the Baptism of
Proselytes would render the mention of wafer in such a context intelligible and not
unnatural to Jewish readers of the Gospel. (3) Prof Lake appepls to Justin Ap.
i 61, ‘Then are they brought by us to a place where there is water, and by that
mode of regeneration (dvayemvjoews) whereby we ourselves were regenerated
(dveyerrfifnuer), so are they regenerated (dvayon@wrrar). For in the name (ir'
dpéuaros) of God, Father of all things and Lord, and of our Saviour Jesus Christ,
and of the Holy Spirit, they then perform the washing in the water. For
indeed Christ said, * Unless ye be regenerated (& ) dvayewrndijre) ye shall in
no wise enter into the kingdom of heaven ’’." The reference in the last wordsis
to John iii 3. Prof Lake (p. 20) argues thus, ¢ If he [Justin] had known v. 5 in the
traditional form it would have been exactly what he needed to prove the connexion
of baptism with regeneration ; whereas if he knew it only in a form which omitted
the reference to baptism, it added nothing to v. 3, of which it is in the Gospel the
explanation,’ I answer that Justin quotes v. 3 rather than v, 5, for the simple
reason that v. 3 justifies his insistence on ‘regencration’'—¢‘by that mode of
regeneration whereby we ourselves were regenerated, so are they regenerated.” But
1 go further. ] find in Justin’s yse of y. 3 a strong reason for believing that he read
v. 5 as we read it now, *born of water and of the spirit’, For if he did not know
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dvrarar eloelbeiv els my Bacikelay rob feod (iii 5). Here clearly
the thought is of the man being plunged into the water and rising
out of the water born into a new and divine life. But no less
clearly is the water regarded as symbolizing spirit, into which
the man is immersed, and assimilated to which he rises a spiritual
being. ‘The image suggested’, writes Bishop Westcott on this
passage, ‘is that of rising, reborn, out of the water and out of
that spiritual element, so to speak, to which the water outwardly
corresponds.’

From the Gospels we turn to passages from St Paul’s Epistles.

1 Cor. x 2 wdvres els 7oy Mwvoijp &8antioavro (v. L. éBantlobncar)
& ) vepéip xal év 1jj addoop. If we recall the use of the word
Banr{{ecba: in Polybius, it becomes at once clear, I think, that we
lose the full force of the Apostle’s bold metaphor if we do not
translate rather than transliterate. ‘Our fathers were all under
the cloud and did all pass through the sea, and did all immerse
themselves (v./. were all immersed) into Moses in the cloud and
in the sea.”’ Instead of being immersed in the waters and dying,
the sons of Israel were brought into a close and living union with
the messenger of God.

Gal. iii 27. Again we transiate: ‘ All ye who were immersed
into Christ (8coc . . . els XpioTov éBawriotyre) did put on Christ.’
The former metaphor, which is lost if we transliterate * baptized
into Christ’, prepares the way for the latter. As the neophyte
is immersed into the water, so is he immersed into Christ. As
the water wraps him round, so Christ wraps him round. Hence-
forth he is ‘in Christ’,

Rom. vi 3 ‘Are ye ignorant that all we who were immersed
into Christ Jesus (oot éBamricOnuev els Xpiordv ’Incodv) were
immersed into his death, We were buried therefore with Him
by means of that immersion inta death.” Here again there are two
metaphors which strictly correspond to each other. The thought

of any mention of water in v. 5, how should he connect the term ‘regenerated *
“born again’ in v, 3 with baptism in water 1 In other words the citation of v. 3 in
this context implies a knowledge on the part of the writer of the words ¢ born of
Wwater and of the spirit’ in v. 5.

It appears to me then that the slight evidence which Prof Lake produces in
support of the theory that the words b3aros xal are not part of the true text of
John iii 5 does not bear examination. I am constrained to add that in my judgement
it is a theory which a scientific critic ought never to have put forward,
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of immersion into Christ leads on to the thought of burial with
Christ. Compare the closely parallel passage, Col. ii 12.

Reverting now to the words of the great commission, I submit
that (1) the passages of the New Testament justify the position
that the word Bawr{{orres should be translated rather than trans-
literated ; (2) that the whole phrase Banri{ovres atrods els rd Spopa,
‘immersing them into the Name’, necessarily implies the idea of
incorporation into the divine Name. So regarded Baptism is
seen to be yevimbivac ¢k Tob feod, yevimbivar Evwler.

An important result in exegesis follows. If we are right in
translating St Matthew’s words ‘ Immersing them into the name
of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost’, the risen
Lord is plainly revealing the spiritual meaning of the outward
and visible rite, which was already in use among His disciples
(John iv 1 f1). He is not prescribing the use of a formula. The
words might rightly, as time went on, suggest the use of a formula.
So only perhaps could the Church emphasize their application to
each person baptized. Themselves they belong to a far higher
sphere of spiritual and eternal truth.

I venture to suggest, though to some the suggestion may
appear fanciful, that the very formula itself used in the Greek
Church preserves the larger and more living interpretation of the
words of the Gospel. The formula used in the Western Church—
¢ I baptize thee in the name of the Father and of the Son and of
the Holy Ghost —lays stress on the act of the minister and on
the authority by which he acts. In contrast to this Western
formula is that of the Greek Church—pganri{erat é dobAos Tov feod
els 70 dvopa Tob maTpds xal Tod vlod kal Tob dylov wredparos?. Here,
as it seems to me, is an announcement of the spiritual fact involved
in the act of baptism. The new relation of the baptized to God
is proclaimed. Traces of this view in the early church are
further, I believe, to be found (1) in the very ancient custom of
trine immersion or affusion (see e.g. the Didacké vii); (3) in
the émikAnos, the invocation of the Holy Spirit upon the water
of Baptism (e.g. Tert. de Bapt. 4), parallel to the invocation of

! Note the words pabnrds woiei' xal Bawri{e: as & comment on xafpredoare . .-
Bawri{ovres (Matt, xxviii 19),

? The former formula was also used in the Egyptian Church, the latter also in the
Syrian (Dict, Chr. Anlig., art. Baptism, i pp. 163 f).
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the Holy Spirit upon the Eucharistic elements (cf. Cyril Cateck.
xxi 3, Migne P. G. xxxiii 108g).

There are several important questions to which our interpreta-
tion of the words of St Matthew, if it is correct, supplies an
answer.

1. There is a question of phraseology. What is the relation
of the two phrases, Barri{ew els 70 dvopa and Bawrllew é&v
Svduari? Now in regard to the physical act we have two
constructions of Bawri{ew (cf. above pp. 500ff.). In Mark i 5 we
read {Banriforro vn’ alrod & 79 ’lopddvy moraug, ‘they were
immersed by him #n the river Jordan’. The idea is of the
stream encompassing those who submitted to the rite. Four

wverses lower down St Mark describes our Lord’s baptism thus:
2Bantiodn els Tov "lopddumy ¥md lwdvov kai eWdVs dvaBalvwr éx Tod
Ddaros x.7.A. Here the thought is of the Lord's entrance into
the submerging water, followed by emergence. So in the
Didacké (ch. vii) we have év #dar (Gvr followed immediately by
els &\\o {dwp and that again by & yuxpp, év fepup. Exactly
corresponding to these two constructions of Banr{(etr in reference
to the physical act we have two corresponding constructions in
reference to the spiritual reality—Banri(ew els ™ dyopa (‘to
immerse into the Name’), Banri{ew & r¢ dvdpar: (‘ to immerse in
the Name’). The two phrases are synonymous. They both
represent the divine name as the element into which or in which
the person baptized is plunged. At the same time, of course,
it is always possible to interpret the phrase Banri(ew & 7o dvdpart
as pointing to the divine authority in which the act of Baptism

is done. Thus whether eis or év is the preposition used the idea

of incorporation is equally implied. It is involved in the whole

phrase Banri{ew els 70 dvopa and Bawrl(ew v ¢ dvduare and does

not depend, as Bishop Westcott used to urge, on the use of the

preposition els only.

In this connexion it is worth while to point out that the Syriac
Vulgate translates Rom. vi 3 thus: ‘Those of us who were
baptized (immersed) #» Jesus Christ were baptized (immersed) in
his death’ ; so Gal. iii 27. In these passages the notion of in-
corporation is necessarily involved. Thus the argument of the
Dean of Westminster drawn from the Syriac ‘iz the name’ of
(Matt. xxviii 19) is robbed of all its force.
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2. Again, it is often urged that, whereas St Matthew represents
our Lord as commanding His disciples to baptize in the name of
the Three Persons of the Trinity, the evidence of the Acts and
of the Pauline Epistles leads us to the conclusion that as a
matter of fact they baptized their converts in the name of the Lord
Jesus. So long as we regard the words of St Matthew as laying
down the express terms of a baptismal formula, the difference
between the alleged command of Christ and the practice of
His first followers must give rise to serious difficulties. But
when we consider the words of Christ recorded by St Matthew
as revealing a spiritual fact about Baptism, then the question
ceases to be one of rival formulas and becomes one of Christian
theology. The writer of the Didacké gives the explicit direction
(ch. vii): Bawrloare els 10 dvopa tob marpds Kal tob viod xal rov
dylov mvefuaros. But when later on (ch. ix) he refers to the
baptized he uses the phrase ol Banmiofévres els Svopa Kuplov.
St Paul is not inconsistent when he ends one Epistle with the
words “ The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ be with your spirit’
(Gal. vi 18; cf. Phil. iv 23), and in another Epistle expands the
benediction into ‘The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ and the
love of God and the fellowship of the Holy Ghost be with you
all’ (2 Cor. xiii 14).

3. Again, there is the question, Have we here a true saying
of Jesus Christ? The Dean of Westminster (Encyclopaedia Biblica
i 474) suggests, as a possible explanation of the divergence
between the Lord’s alleged command and the practice of the
Apostolic Church, that ¢Matthew does not here report the
ipsissima verba of Jesus, but transfers to Him the familiar lan-
guage of the Church of the evangelist’s own time and locality’.

He adds that ‘in favour of’ this suggestion ‘it may be stated
that the language of the First Gospel, where it does not repro-
duce an earlier document, shews traces of modification of a later
kind’. It is indeed true—and it is well that we should remind
ourselves of the fact—that our Lord’s words have come down
to us through the media of human memories, human translators,
human editors. It is very seldom that we can say with con-
fidence, ‘ This is a precise representation of the words which Jesus
spoke’. Now if the words which St Matthew puts into our
Lord's mouth are regarded as laying down ‘a baptismal formula’,
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then everything depends on their being the ipsissima verba of
the Lord. But if on the other hand the words are intended to
describe what Baptism essentially is, then we may be entirely
satisfied if we have reasonable grounds for thinking that they
give us the substance, possibly in a condensed form, of what
the Lord actually said. We have already seen that we may
with considerable confidence conclude that St Matthew is here
depending on St Mark or on St Mark’s original. The degree of
closeness with which St Matthew, in recording solemn words of
the Lord Jesus, would be likely to follow his source will be best
estimated by any one who will compare the record in the two
Evangelists of the words spoken by our Lord at the Institution
of the Eucharist.

I proceed now to consider the question whether there are any
indications in the New Testament that St Matthew records our
Lord’s words about Baptism with substantial accuracy.

(@) We find in St Luke (xxiv 43-49) an account of another
discourse of the risen Lord which has points of contact with that
contained in the last section of St Matthew. As in St Matthew
so in St Luke ‘all the nations’ (wdvra ra &vn) are spoken of as
the appointed sphere of the Church’s work. Again, in St Luke
the Gospel preached by the Apostles is to deal with  repentance’
and ‘remission of sins’. But we have only to turn to the same
writer’s account of St Peter preaching on the day of Pentecost—
‘Repent and be baptized every one of you . .. unto remission
of your sins’ (Acts ii 38)—to see how closely ‘repentance’ and
‘ remission of sins’ are related to Baptism. In fact in St Luke’s
record of the risen Lord’s words the term ‘Baptism’ or ‘baptize’
seems to be implied but for some reason withheld. Once more,
the reference to a proclamation of ¢ repentance ' and ‘ remission of
sins’ to “all the nations’ is immediately followed by an allusion
to the Lord Jesus, the Father, the Holy Spirit: ‘And behold,

I, even I, send the promise of my Father upon you'’. Thus amid
all differences in regard both to phraseology and to the pre-
sentation of ideas there is a substantial resemblance between
the post-Resurrection discourse recorded by St Matthew and the
post-Resurrection discourse recorded by St Luke.

(5) There is a series of passages in the Apostolic writings which
contain a devotional reference to the Three Persons of the Trinity :
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(1) Pauline, 2 Thess. ii 13 ff; 1 Cor. xii 4 ff; 2 Cor. xiii 14;
Eph. ii 18; iii 14 ff; iv 3 f; cp. Acts xx 28; (2) Petrine,
1 Pet. i 2; (3) Johannine, Apoc. i 4; I John iii 23 f; iv 2
(4) other writings, Hebr. vi 4 ff; Jude 20f. The writers speak
without hesitation or misgiving. They assume that their friends
to whom they write will at once understand their words about
the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit. Yet on the other
hand to a Jew such language must have seemed revolutionary.
How then should such an idea on the most awful of all subjects
have arisen in the mind of a Jewish Apostle, much more in the
minds of a group of Jewish Apostles? Such unanimity seems to
postulate a word, or words, of Christ sanctioning the belief. A
word of Christ, connected with a rite universally practised in
the Church, at once explains a phenomenon for which it is not
easy otherwise to account (see Dr Hort on the First Epistle of
St Peter pp. 17 f).

(¢) Lastly, have we in the New Testament traces of that
doctrine of Baptism which is expressed in St Matthew's report
of our Lord’s words? Such apostolic language as that of St Paul
in Eph. ii 18—*Through him [i. e. Christ] we both [i. e. Jews and
Gentiles] have our access in one Spirit unto the Father '—sets
forth that conception of the Christian’s relation to God, the
Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, which, in reference to
the initiation of the Christian life, is contained in Matt. xxviii 19.
No student of apostolic thought will feel any difficulty as to the
doctrine that incorporation into Jesus Christ necessarily implies
incorporation into the Father (cp. e.g. Mark ix 37; Rom. v 1f;
1 Pet. iii 18; Heb. x 19ff). It is of the essence of the work of
the Mediator to ‘bring’ those who believe in Him to the Father
Himself. But, though it may be said generally that there cannot
be union with Christ without union with the Spirit of Christ
(Rom. viii g), some hesitation may be felt by some in regard to
the doctrine that in Baptism the believer is united to the Spirit
in the same sense in which he is united to the Father. In two
passages, however, of the New Testament this thought is explicitly
recognized. Consider in the first place the dialogue between
St Paul and the disciples whom he found at Ephesus as reported
in the Acts (xix 2ff). In answer to the Apostle’s enquiry
whether they had received the Holy Ghost when they became
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believers they replied, * We have not so much as heard whether
there be a Holy Ghost’. His answer is the further question,
¢ Into what then were ye baptized (immersed) ?’ (els +{ odv ¢Banv(-
ofyre;) St Paul’s question appears to be wholly irrelevant except
on the assumption that he believed that those who were baptized
were baptized (immersed) into the Spirit. In other words the
dialogue seems to imply a knowledge of that conception of
Baptism which is contained in Matt. xxviii 19. If we put aside
the thought of a baptismal formula, no adverse inference can be
drawn from the historical notice which follows, ¢ They were
baptized (immersed) into the name of the Lord Jesus’. In the
second place there are the words of St Paul in 1 Cor. xii 13,
¢ For indeed in one Spirit we were all immersed so as to form
one body (& &l mvefuar: uels ndvres els & ocdpa éBanriobnuer). . .
and were all made to drink of one Spirit’. Here too Baptism
and incorporation into the Spirit are connected together. The
metaphor of ‘immersion in the Spirit’ prepares the way for
the second metaphor of Christian men drinking of one Spirit.

It is not, then, too much to say that the teaching contained in
our Lord’s words in Matt. xxviii 19 is presupposed in the thought
and language of the Apostolic age. It is a fountain from which
many streams flowed.

We have now reviewed the evidence on which an answer can be
based as to the historical genuineness of the Baptismal Command
which St Matthew records as the command of Christ. While we
have no right to assume that in Matt. xxviii 19 we have the
ipsissima verba of the Lord, we have, as I believe, no reason for
thinking that the Evangelist is simply putting into our Lord’s
mouth a Church formula current when the Gospel was composed.
‘When we compare the record of our Lord’s sayings in St Matthew
with the record of our Lord’s sayings in St Mark, in my judge-
ment we are justified in the belief that St Matthew records the
command of Christ substantially in the form in which He
uttered it,

It may be convenient that, in closing this article, I should
recapitulate the main conclusions at which I have arrived and
which I desire to commend to the consideration of students.
They are these:
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(1) There are grounds for thinking that the lost last section
of St Mark, or its original (whether documentary or oral) was
the source of the last section of St Matthew.

(2) There is not the slightest reason for questioning the
integrity of the text in Matt. xxviii 19.

(3) We should translate rather than transliterate the word
Banri{ew. The phrase ‘to immerse into, or in the Name’
necessarily connotes incorporation.

(4) Our Lord’s words in Matt. xxviii 19 do not prescribe the
use of a baptismal formula. They unfold the spiritual meaning
of the rite. Baptism is the sacrament of incorporation.

(5) There is no reason to question that in Matt. xxviii 19 we
have the substance of words actually spoken by the risen Lord.

F. H. CHASE.

NOTE ON THE AUTHORSHIP OF THE CONTRA MARCELLUM
AND THE DE ECCLESIASTICA THEQLOGIA.

MR CoNYBEARE has contributed an article to the Zeitschrift fiir dit
meutestamentliche Wissenschaft, iv 4, 1903, pp. 330 ff, in which he
maintains that the two books of the contra Marce/lum and the three books
of the de Ecclesiastica Theologia are the work not of Eusebius of Caesarea
but of Eusebius of Emesa. His arguments are briefly as follows:
(1) The writer of the contra Marcellum (ii 4, Migne P. G. xiv
753) quotes a Letter of Marcellus. Epiphanius also, Haer. Ixxii 2 (ed.
Oehler ii pp. 50f), quotes a Letter of Marcellus addressed to Julius,
Bishop of Rome. When we compare the account of the one Lettet
with the account of the other Letter, we discover that they are not two
Letters but one and the same. (2) At the beginning of the second
book the writer of the contra Marcellum says that ‘the times now call
him to lay bare the impiety which for a long time had lurked in the
man [i. e. Marcellus] and to strip it of the disguise of the Letter’. ‘We
know from other sources’, Mr Conybeare argues (p. 331), ‘that Julius
was imposed upon by this Epistle in which Marcellus paraded the
Roman Symbol as his own in order to obtain from the Pope a festamur
of orthodoxy.” (3) ‘In Rome’, he adds, ‘they thought that Marcellus
had been unjustly condemned in the Arian Synod of Antioch, and to
this feeling reference is made in the second book of the &eyyo: p. 564
[=Migne P. G. xxiv 824]: 8w rods Jduciofa rov dvdpa vevopuwdras.
(4) Lastly (p. 332), the author of the contra Marce/lum * repeatedly refers
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to Eus. P. in the third person, and in the same context to himself in the
first’,?

Now the date of the Epistle to Julius is 340. A knowledge of this
Letter, it is said, and of the results of this Letter is implied in the
contra Marcellum. Hence, Mr Conybeare concludes, the wnéra Mar-
cellum and the treatise which followed it, the de Ecclesiastica Theologia,
cannot be the works of Eusebius of Caesarea ; for he died at the very
end of 338 or in the early days of 339’. Moreover, ‘the dedication of
the three last books to Flakillus indicates Eusebius of Emesa as their
author’ (p. 332).

I will consider these arguments in order. I desire to add tbat the
object of this Note is not to endeavour to collect and review all
the evidence in support of the common view as to the authorship
of the two treatises in question, but simply to justify, in view of
Mr Conybeare’s arguments, my reference in the body of the article to
the treatises against Marcellus as the work of Eusebius of Caesarea.

(1) Are we justified in identifying the Letter of Marcellus mentioned
in the contra Marcellum with the Letter of Marcellus to Julius given in
full by Epiphanius? It is true that in both Letters Marcellus protests
that ¢ he had learned his faith out of the Divine Scriptures’. But such
an assertion is the merest commonplace, and its presence in two
documents is not the slightest proof that they are in truth one and the
same document. Further, the Creed given in the Letter to Julius is, as

is well known, our form of the Apostles’ Creed save for some omissions
and some slight variations. The only words which it is necessary to
quote from the Creed in the Letter to Julius are these: moreiw els feov
rarroxpdropa, xal els Xpiorov Incoly rov vidy adrod mov poyoyers, Tov xipiov
#udv. The Creed quoted as from Marcellus’s Letter in the wntra
Marcellum (Migne P. G. xxiv 752) is as follows: yéypade moreiar es

! Mr Conybeare would, I believe, consider these the chief arguments in favour
of his position, But he adduces other arguments also. (1) ‘The style of the
Elenchi [i. e. the contra Masrcellum] is in every way different from that of Eusebius
Pamphili,’ My impression is different from that of Mr Conybeare. The laudatory
passage from the consra Marvellum which I have quoted (p. 514), for example, seems
to me exactly in the style of Eusebius, There is naturally a certain difference
between a writer’s style in a treatise of controversial theology and the same
writer’s style in a history or a laudatory biography. (3) Mr Conybeare thinks
that the doctrinal position of the contra Marcellum is different from that of
Eusebius, ¢ Eusebius belongs dogmatically to the pre-Trinitarian age,’ he says.
I will only say that (1) I think that Mr Conybeare exaggerates the import-
ance of the Nicene epoch in the history of the doctrine of the Trinity; (2) I am
Quite ready to admit that there is a developement, under the stress of controversy,
in the doctrinal language of Eusebius and in the proportion of his dogmatic state-
ments, On the theological opinions of Eusebius see Bishop Lightfoot's article on
Eusebius of Caesarea in the Dictionary of Christian Biography ii p. 347.

VOL. VI. Ll
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marépa Bedv wavroxpdropa, Kal s Tov vidy abrod TOV povoyes) Bedw, TV wipuow
Hudv 'Inooly Xpuwrdv, kal els 76 mvedpa 70 dywov. When we compare this
Creed with the Creed presented to Julius we notice (1) that in this
Creed warépa is inserted ; (2) that the titles of the Son in this Creed
are different, and are given in a different order, from the titles of the
Son in the Creed presented to Julius. The eis 7ov vidv airoi standing first
corresponds to the warépa of the first clause. Above all, there is the
notable phrase rov povoyeij feév. That is a distinctive phrase and
seems at once to negative the possible suggestion that in the conira
Marcellum we have an abbreviated and inaccurate version of the Creed
presented to Julius. The case therefore for the identification of the
Letter referred to in the comtra Marcellum with the Letter to Julins
preserved by Epiphanius breaks down on examination. I must go
further and say that the evidence shews that the two Letters are distinct
and independent documents. No reasonable being will feel any
difficulty in thinking that Marcellus wrote two Letters at two different
times in both of which he (1) affirmed that he ‘had learned his faith
out of the Divine Scriptures’, and (2) quoted a Creed, the Creed in the
one case being different from the Creed in the other case.

There is therefore no chronological reason for refusing to accept the
assertion of Socrates (. £. i 36) and the evidence afforded by the title
of the Treatise itself that Eusebius of Caesarea wrote the three books
of the de Ecclesiastica Theologia and consequently (since the opening
words of this treatise refer to the earlier treatise) the contra Marcclum
also.

It is now needless to examine at length those arguments which
I have denoted as (2) (3). It must be remembered that from the time
of the Council of Nicaea till his death Marcellus was in the thick of the
Arian controversy. It is not likely that Julius was the only person
whom his enemies alleged that he had deceived. As we shall see
presently, he was not condemned for the first time at the Arian Synod
of Antioch. And whenever he was condemned by a Synod, he and bis
friends would inevitably maintain that he had been condemned unjustly.

The argument (4) derived from the fact that the writer of the contra
Marcellum, speaking in the first person, alludes to Eusebius by name is
of some interest. Mr Conybeare gives the key-words of one typical
passage (contra Marcellum i 4; Migne P. G. xxiv 749 f). 1 quote
it in a slightly abbreviated form. ‘I will set down (f1jow) first of all the
words in which he essays to controvert that which has been written in
accordance with the Church’s faith, slandering the writers. For now he
controverts Asterius. Now he turns against the great Eusebius, and
next against that man of God, truly thrice happy, Paulinus, a man who
was honoured by the presidency of the Church of the Antiochenes and
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magnificently ruled the Church of the Tyrians as Bishop, and who
was so illustrious in his episcopate that the Church of the Antiochenes
claimed him as a blessing essentially their own. And yet at Paulinus,
who so happily lived and so happily went to his rest, who long since
[=dra:—in a.p. 329] fell asleep, who never did him any harm—even at
him this wonderful author jeers. Passing from Paulinus he makes war
on Origen, who likewise long ago went to his rest. Next he assaults Nar-
cissus ; and he persecutes the other Eusebius (rév &repov EdoéBiov Sudxer);
and in a word he does despite to all the Fathers of the Church, and is
pleased only with himself.” In regard to this passage I would call atten-
tion to three points. (i) If Eusebius of Caesarea wrote the contra Mar-
cellum, the elaborate panegyric of Paulinus is quite natural. Eusebius
(H. E. x 1) dedicated his Ecclesiastical History to Paulinus; and the very
thetorical sermon on the occasion of the dedication of the great church
at Tyre, which Eusebius has preserved (H. E. x 4), and of which it
seems certain that he was the author?, contains a passage of enthusiastic
eunlogy addressed to Paulinus. (i) The author of the contra Mar
¢ellum calls Eusebius of Nicomedia ‘the great Eusebius’. He praises
the memory of Paulinus. If Eusebius of Emesa, a pupil of Eusebius of
Caesarea, wrote the treatise within two or three years of the death of
Eusebius of Caesarea, he would surely have added some words of lauda-
tion in the case of the dead Eusebius, the most distinguished eccle-
siastic of his time, the favourite of the great Emperor, as in the case of
the dead Paulinus. (iii) ‘It is a literary impossibility ’, writes Mr Cony-
beare (p. 333), ‘that the &epos EdoéBios should be the Eusebius who
wrote these Elencki’ 1 venture to appeal to facts. The history of
Thucydides opens thus : @ovxudBys "Abyvaios Evvéypae év méhepov TGy
Tedororvpoivy xat "Abpuiwv. Lower down in the same short chapter
we find the words dx 8 rexumpiov v, éxl paxpdraTov oxomodvri pot
moreioar fvpBalver, of peydra voullw yévesbu. So v 26 (the third
person gives place to the first person). Thucydides writes of himself
in the first person in ii 48; he writes of himself as Thucydides in iv
104-107. Xenophon in the Anabdasts (iii 1 4 and onwards) habitually
Tefers to himself as Xenophon. The fact then that Eusebius of
Caesarea is spoken of in the Treatise as & érepos EvoéBios or as & Edaé-
Buos, in a context where the first person is used, is no proof at all that
Eusebius of Caesarea was not the author of the Treatise. There can
be little doubt that he adopts the phrase used in each case by Mar-
cellus ; a modern writer would have used inverted commas.

! Eusebius introduces the sermon thus, xaf 7is & péoy woper6dy 1w perplos imei-
&y, Ayov a¥vrafv weworuébvos . . . Towbvde wapéaxe Aéyov. There can be no doubt
fhtt Eusebius means himself. His method of introducing himself as the preacher
18 instructive.

Llz
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So far I have considered the argument which Mr Conybeare urges
against the traditional view (which is in agreement with, and is perhaps
based upon, the pesitive assertion of Socrates as to the d¢ Ealesiastica
Theologia), that Eusebius of Caesarea is the author of the two treatises
against Marcellus. These arguments seem to me to melt away under
examination.

I now proceed to discuss a positive argument in favour of the tradi-
tional view, It is remarkable that Mr Conybeare omits to notice
a passage near the end of the second book of the contra Marelum
(Migne P. G. xxiv 821 fT), which gives an account of the occasion of
the composition of the treatise. I give the passage at length. ©It was
but reasonable then that these doctrines should move the truly religious
and thrice happy Emperor against the man, though he had flattered him
in countless ways and in his treatise had expatiated on the praises of the
Emperor. These doctrines also even against its will forced the holy
Synod which met in the Imperial City and was gathered from divers
Provinces, from Pontus and Cappadocia, from Asia and Phrygia, and
from Bithynia and Thrace and from the regions beyond, in a document
condemnatory of the man, publicly to brand him. These doctrines
compelled ourselves also to embark on the present disquisition, that on
the one hand we might thereby uphold the decision of the sacred Synod,
and might on the other hand obey the injunctions of our fellow bishops
that we should do this thing. And I think it especially needful that
this document should be published for the sake of those who have
imagined that the man has been unjustly treated. For we must needs
soothe the suspicions of our brethren by proclaiming the man’s impiety
against the Son of God, which has long skulked in secret but has now
been proved by means of his own tract, which of his own accord he
presented to the Emperor, requesting him to peruse the contents
thereof, hoping that he would himself obtain the Emperor’s protection,
and that the Bishops whom he traduced would be punished. But he
did not attain what he hoped for. Pluming himself on his treatise,
he approached the Emperor. But the Emperor entrusted the decision
as to the contents thereof to the Synod. And the holy Synod of God
condemned the treatise.’

The origin of the contra Marcellum is thus made clear. The
author was asked to undertake the work by the members of a Synod
which met in ‘the Imperial City’ and which condemned Marcellus's
tractate. ‘The Imperial City’ where the Council met is clearly Con-
stantinople. The Council of Constantinople in question must be that
one which was held there in February 336. Proceedings against Mar-
cellus had already commenced at the Council of Jerusalem, whence
the Bishops were summoned by the Emperor to appear before him at
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Constantinople (Gwatkin Studies of Arianism p. 87). 1t is very natural
that Eusebius should dedicate a treatise against Marcellus (the e
Eccles. Theol) to Flacillus, Bishop of Antioch. For it appears probable
that Flacillus presided over the Council of Tyre held in August 335
(Athan. dpol. c. Ari. 81; comp. Gwatkin Studies p. 86 n.), and possibly
also at the subsequent Council of Jerusalem,

The account given in the confra Marcellum has independent support.
‘We learn from Socrates A. E. i 36 (comp. Sozom. ii 33) that Marcellus
and his book were condemned at the Council of Constantinople, and
from Athanasius (Apo/. c. Ari, 87) that Eusebius of Caesarea (érepos
EbdoéBuws) was present at that Council.

The treatise against Marcellus, which the Bishops assembled at
Constantinople requested Eusebius to compose, was doubtless taken in
hand at once—i. e. shortly after February 336. There was abundant
time for so practised a writer as Eusebius to finish this treatise, and
the treatise on the same subject which followed it, before his death at
the end of 338 or early in 339. F H.C

[Dr CHasr’s argument seems to me to be complete and unanswerable
from the standpoint which he has taken,—viz. meeting Mr Conybeare
on his own ground, and accepting for the moment, without discussion,
Mr Conybeare’s assumption that the letter referted to in the contra
Marcellum 195 is at all events a letter of Marcellus, Granting that it
is a letter of Marcellus, it seems quite certain that it is not the letter to
Julius.

Also, it must, no doubt, be admitted that Eusebius might withhold
his approval from Marcellus when he said that ‘ the Father was Father’,
and “ the Son Son’, on account of the special use which Marcellus may
have made of the phrases, although Eusebius himself and those who
thought with him adopted the same form of words in order to safeguard
the distinction of Persons (and perhaps to cover at least a modified
subordinationism). Marcellus might well have insisted on the phrase
¢the Son Son’ in connexion with the theory attributed to him that the
Logos was the title that corresponded to the eternal relation within the
Godhead, whereas the Son (the historic person Jesus Christ) had only
a limited and ¢ oeconomic * part to play (cf. de Eccles. Theol. i §p. 63 ¢c).

But the passage does not read easily ; and since Dr Chase’s note was
in type, further consideration has convinced me that the words which
seem strange from the pen of Eusebius are not his words at all. They
are just the words which we should expect from Marcellus himself
about the opinions of Eusebius or of one of his school of thought.
1 was coming to this conclusion when I turned to Rettberg's Marcelliana.
That admirable edition of the fragments of the writings of Marcellus,
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published at Géttingen in 1794, which Zahn commended in 1867
(Marcellus von Ancyra p. 5) while he lamented that later writers on the
subject made so little use of it, seems still to be neglected. We
naturally read the contra Marce/lum in the excellent print of the Oxford
Press (ed. Gaisford 1852); and as a different type is used for the
passages quoted from Marcellus, we can easily read there Marcellus too
by himself. But of course we are at the mercy of the Editor, or even
the compositor ; and though Gaisford placed in the margin references
to Rettberg’s collection of the fragments, in this case either he did not
read him correctly, or he deliberately (though without noting the fact)
departed from his arrangement.

Rettberg prints the whole of the passage in question, "Apfopar rolnw
dr’ abrijs . . . kai 7O dywov Tvevua doavrws, as a quotation from Marcellus.
Reference to the context shews that he is right. Eusebius says of
Marcellus ypdper & olv dvopacri xaxids pmpoveiwy dwdvrwv roirov Tor
rpémov. Then follows the passage, rolrov 7ov Tpdmov introducing the
words which are cited (the same form of citation occurs just after).
Then, at the end of the passage, come the words of Eusebius himself:
ratra &6 Mdpkelhos mpds 'Acrépwov, odx dpeoxdpevos T¢ TOV wardpa Seir
dAnfds marépa Spoloyeiy, xal Tov vidy dAnbis vidv, kal 70 dywov Tveiue
doadrws. It is not Eusebius who finds fault with such expressions : it
is Marcellus whom they do not please.

Eusebius has said just before that Marcellus set himself up as the
single champion of the truth against the world and maligned by name
a number of writers who had expressed themselves correctly and in
accordance with the teaching of the Church. Then he gives a list of
them (they are all men of the ¢ Arianizing’ school). The first name in
the list is that of Asterius, and—if I may borrow the method of positive
assertion—the first quotation from Marcellus (the passage under dis-
cussion) deals with Asterius, ending with the words raira ¢ Mdpxelros
7pos "Acorépov. Then Eusebius goes on to cite and refute the attack of
Marcellus on the others, in the order in which he has named them.
References to Origen come in incidentally, and a good deal of space
is devoted to the justification of Origen’s expressions. (This is just
what we should expect from Eusebius of Caesarea, and is an incidentsl
confirmation of his authorship.) But the order of names is preserved
all through, though there are repeated back-shots at those who have
been already dealt with. (Marcellus was primarily concerned with the
living—the insidious subverters of the Nicene faith, who had dared
to pass through, as he says, his own diocese preaching heretical sermons.
But they appealed to the authority of Origen ; and so Origen comes in
for his share of attention by the way, as the fons ef origo of the whole
mischief, just as Paulinus is attacked as *the father’ of Asterius.)
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We see, then, that the words with which Marcellus finds fault are the
words of Asterius ; words which Eusebius himself had used in his letter
to his diocese, as he uses them earlier in this treatise (p. 4 <) ; words
which were afterwards adopted in the Creed of the Dedication. This
Creed, if not actually 742 Creed of Lucian, no doubt has a creed of
Laucian as its basis (for summary of the discussion see Hahn Symdole?®
p- 184 note 6o, and p. 187 note go), and it is probable that these
phrases were among the catchwords of the Lucianic School to which
Asterius and so many of the Arianizing party belonged, and as such
were adopted by Eusebius in his letter.

The Creed, too, which is quoted with approval, is not the Creed of
Marcellus approved by Eusebius, but the Creed of Asterius, approved—
so far as it goes—by Marcellus. (So it is probably the Creed of Lucian,
and the passage fumishes incidental confirmation of the traditional
view, based on Sozomen A.Z. iii §, that the Creed of the Dedication
was actually Lucian’s Creed. Other phrases, some of them going back

. to Origen, which were attacked by Marcellus and are defended in the
contra Marcelium, are characteristic phrases of this Creed. Probably
all the Lucianic writers who are attacked derived them from it.)

To sum up: the whole passage belongs to Marcellus ; the letter is
the letter of Asterius; the creed is the creed of Asterius (rep. s¢ vis
Lucian); the phrases criticized are those of the writers maligned by
Marcellus, and approved by the author.

I do not think there is much left—if I may say so with all respect—
of Mr Conybeare’s argument. Among the rest the contrast rov &repov
Edoéfwv ... éya 8¢ ... disappears. The passage in Athanasius 4{po/.
¢. Ar. 87, referred to by Dr Chase, may indicate that ¢ érepos EdoéBios
was a common way of designating Eusebius of Caesarea. He and
Eusebius of Nicomedia were, of course, two of the leading figures in the
Arian controversy ; but though to us the heir of the library of Pamphilus
is so immeasurably the more important of the two, he was not so in the
eyes of his contemporaries. The designation 6 uéyas EdoéBios in the
contya Marcellum is, 1 believe, the phrase of Marcellus himself, but
anyhow it reflects contemporary opinion. In the writings of Athanasius
6 EdoéBuws is always the Bishop of Nicomedia, the recognized head of
the party with which the real battle for the Nicene faith was fought
(of wepl EdoéBuov is Athanasius’s regular phrase) : whereas the Bishop of
Caesarea is always distinguished as such, or in the one passage cited as
&repos EdcéBios. This latter Eusebius, writing against Marcelius in the
third person, might well adopt both the current designations; more
particularly as his tract was intended to express the collective sentiments
of the synod of Constantinople, and so he would naturally assume as
impersonal a tone as he could—even to the extent of appealing, in his
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own defence, to the evidence of his other writings, and describing them
as ‘circulated xerd wdvra rémov’ (p. 29 ), and so implying that there
was no excuse for ignorance of his real opinions. (In the 4pol. c. Ar.
Athanasius, though usually writing in the first person, twice at least
alludes to himself as ‘Athanasius’, §§ 36, 87, where he is referring no
doubt to what was said about himself, but is not giving an actual
quotation.)
1 would only add :—(1) This tract was originally written anonymously,
as we have seen; apparently as an amplification of the letter (3§ xar’
adrob ypagi} p. 554) which was sent at once by the synod to the
districts in which the writing of Marcellus might be expected to be best
known, with the description of which letter given by Sozomen it closely
corresponds (see Sozomen A. E. ii 33). It would thus be associated
rather with the synod than with Eusebius himself, and may have had
only a limited circulation for a long time as an anonymous tract. And
so the silence of Socrates about it, while he quotes from our de Ecdes.
Theol. as a work of Eusebius in three books ‘against Marcellus’ (Socr.
H. E.i 36;ii 20, 21), would be explained. The contra Marcelium
was a fugitive tract, written currente calamo, to serve the purpose of the
moment. The de Ecclesiastica Theologia is a more solid work, composed
at leisure, to supplement an earlier one in which the author thought, be
says, he had already done enough for the refutation of Marcellus by
simply quoting his own expressions (de Eccles. Theol. preface). The later
and calmer statement of the case superseded the earlier and more
personal diatribe and defence. (No one, I suppose, who has read them,
doubts that the five books are by the same hand, and that the confrs
Marcellum is the work alluded to in the dedication and the preface to
the d¢ Eccles. Theol. For the reference to 1) mpo Tovrov ypagyj, imbedded
in the text of the de Eccles. Theol. p. 176 a, see the contra Marcelium
pp-68,¢; 76d; 24-25; 32¢; 35d; 36ff; 43) (2) There is no
doubt, as Mr Conybeare says, that the author of the comtra Marcellum
declares that Marcellus had written only one writing. But there is also
no doubt that this writing had been composed, in opposition to a
writing of Asterius, before the synod of Jerusalem, and that it was
made the reason for his deposition at Constantinople. It was after
this that Marcellus went to Rome. Clearly, therefore, this writing of
Marcellus was not the letter to Julius. The fact is that Eusebius in
this treatise calls the book of Marcellus a ypag, & odyypappa, and
an &mworodsd. Just as the writing rof Asterius (and probably others
of the writings which were criticized by Marcellus) was in the fom
of a letter, so the writing of Marcellus himself may well have been in
the form of a letter, perhaps a pastoral addressed to his own diocese,
where the synod that condemned him ordered search to be made for
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copies of it, that they might be destroyed (Soz. /. at.). And if it was
a letter, Eusebius’s rather peevish complaint of its length would be
explained. Marcellus’s writing would thus be an Epistle to the Galatians,
and the references in it to St Paul’s Epistle have special point.
Eusebius’s reply, like the synod’s letter, was intended to serve as yet
another Epistle to the Galatians, to convince the men who thought that
their distinguished bishop had been wronged. Jerome (de Vir. Ji. 86)
says Marcellus wrote ‘many volumes’, chiefly against the Arians. He
was not the man to keep silence when attacked, and we may be sure
that he would lose no time in replying to the synod’s letter. Eusebius’s
amplification of it must, therefore, have been written before he had had
time to compose a reply. (3) The curious and very unusual order of
the words in the first article of the Creed muorebew es marépa Gedy, of
which I know no other instance, was probably Lucian’s own order. It
certainly could be used to support a strongly subordinationist doctrine,
and one that made the three distinct Persons its starting-point; and
it may well have been altered in the Creed accepted at Antioch in
341 as being strange and perhaps suspicious. (At the same time the
more usual order «xdpiov ‘Inoodv . . . vidv was adopted in the second
article.) (4) On the passage before us Gaisford prints the note of
Montacutius, who took it correctly as a quotation from Marcellus.
I am sure, from my cursory reading, that a close examination of
Gaisford’s edition would expose other passages in which the type ought
to be rearranged. (I have noted pp. 21 d-22 d, p. 25 4, p. 29 4—Gaisford
PP- 44—46, 53, 60—61 ; and the type used for quotations from Scripture
is in the earlier part of tract the same as that used for quotations from
Marcellus, whereas in the latter part it is the type of the rest of the text,
inverted commas being used to mark the quotation.) (5) Reference to
Professor Gwatkin’s Studies in Arianism (see 2nd edition pp 42 n. 4,
44 n. 2, 120 n, 6, 173 n. 3) will shew that, before the question of the
authorship of the comtra Marcellum was raised, he took substantially
the view of the passage under discussion which I bave expressed, as
regards its relation to the Creeds and the Lucianic school. Mr Gwatkin
had read Marcellus in Rettberg’s edition.—J. F. B-B.]



