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NOTES AND STUDIES 161

NOTES ON JUSTIN MARTYR, APOLOGY 1.

NoTE 1.

Ch. 14, p. 61 D. Bpaxeis 8¢ kai avvropor map’ adrod Adyor yeydvaow:
ob yap copiamys Sripxer, GANL S¥vapis Geod & Adyos adrod .

I suppose these words are generally taken to mean something as
follows: ‘His speech was short, concise, clear, simple, practical, not
like that of your tedious and longwinded sophists.” Otto’s note is ‘ nota
sophistarum loquacitas’. It may be so, but I cannot help feeling that
there is something more delicate than this. In considering the sense
in which Justin uses the term ‘sophist’, we have to remember that
he lived at the height of the ¢ Second Sophistic’. The sinister meaning
familiar to us in Plato and Aristotle, never perhaps so predominant
as we are apt to think, had in a great measure given way before the
movement, which had popularized rhetoric, in the sense of an eloquent
and cultivated exposition of practical life where ethical, aesthetic, and
intellectual considerations were evenly balanced.! As applied to the
distinguished lecturers, preachers, professors, who in the eyes not only
of the schools, but of the educated public, represented the highest
ideal, it was a very complimentary term. The bad sense still remains
side by side with the good, and Justin himself uses it thus in the
Trypho. Still I doubt whether in writing officially to the Emperors,
he would use any other sense than that which it had in Philostratus’s
Lives of the Sophists, and that in accordance with which the great chair
of rhetoric at Athens, sometimes called par excellence, the chair, was
officially known as fpdvos codiorikés. True there is an antagonism, to
which Justin appeals—the eternal antagonism between philosophy and
rhetoric even in this higher aspect; but it is a very different and less
bitter antagonism compared with that which we find in Plato.

Again Bpaxeis and oidvropor may not be such simple terms as they
appear. In this age when all such terms are carefully, though not
always consistently, defined, they were naturally examined by writers
of rhetorical treatises. In these we have some attempts to distinguish
the two, but on the, whole they appear to be almost synonymous.
We find Bpaxims xai owroula discussed as a single phrase, and
characteristics, ascribed to Bpaxdms in one writer, are ascribed to

! These words are more or less a reminiscence of Arnim’s ‘ Dio von Prusa’, the
best account I know of the ¢ Second Sophistic*
VOL. XXIII. M
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gwropla in another. We are told that there is a cuvvrople mpaypdrov
and a ovwroplo Aéfews, and that the marks of the latter are such things
as the avoidance of epithets, short and unjoined sentences, and the like.
The rhetorician does not discard all this, It is one of his tools which
he carries about with him as a golfer does his clubs, to be used in
particular emergencies. He employs cuwropla Aéfews perhaps about
as frequently as the golfer does a ‘left-hand niblick’. It is particularly
recommended in 8ujynots, that is, when the speaker in the course of an
exposition or argument has to give an account of certain facts. But the
use of it is only occasional. The general style of the Sophist is fuller
and more periodic, while cvrropfa is the normal characteristic of the
- philosophical style. Any one, I think, can verify this by reading a page
of (say) Aristides or even Dion Chrysostom® beside one of Epictetus
or better still Marcus Aurelius. Take, for instance, this well-known
passage (Meditations iv 23):

Iav por ovvappdlet, 6 oot eddppoaTdv éorw, & kéope oddév por mpdwpoy
008¢ SYipov 16 cou edkatpov. TEv por xapmds & Pépovow al oal dpas,
& ¢iois. ék oob wdvra, & ool wdvra, els o¢ wdvra. ékelvos pév Qo
mo\ pidy Kéxpomos: av 8¢ odx épeis: & méhe pidy Aids;

This is a fair but by no means extreme case of philosophical cwropia,
and I suggest that ‘rough and rugged’ would give the meaning of the
epithets better than ¢short and concise’.

Further it is to be remembered that style like music was to the
ancient mind more a matter of morals and less a matter of taste than
it is to us. When the Cynic or Stoic adopted Bpaxdrys xai cvvroplo as
his mode of expression he did not do it as a matter of literary judge-
ment. It was rather a form of asceticism—a definite renunciation of
one of the most dazzling delights of the world.?

It seems to me then quite possible that the thought in Justin’s mind
is not so much what I suggested above as being the usual view, as some-
thing like the following. ¢Jesus had no eloquence. He was not one of
your professional lecturers—no Herodes Atticus or Dion the Golden-
mouthed. His style was the rough and abrupt style of the philosophical
preacher. But you will not reject it for that, but rather see moral value

1 Dion is perhaps in thought half way between philosopher and rhetorician, but
in style and manner belongs rather to the latter.

2 There is a good illustration of this in Quintilian xi 1, 33. He is dealing with
the point eloguentiae genus aliud alios decet. One example given is ¢ philosophiam
ex professo ostentantibus parum decori sunt plerique oratipnis ornatus’. He adds
¢ compositio numerosa tali proposito diversa ’, i. e. rhythmical arrangement, by which
he largely means ¢ well-rounded periods’, does not agree with such principles or
views of life (propositum almost = creed). The audience hearing such periods

from the mouth of a philosopher apparently felt as some people at some times in
this island would have felt at seeing a minister of religion taking part in theatricals,



NOTES AND STUDIES 163

in the style as well as in the substance.” Justin has at the back of his
mind a contrast of two figures, familiar in that age in every city. Oneis
the lecturer-orator talking to great fashionable audiences and drawing the
income of a prima donna. The other is the thread-bare Cynic missionary,
addressing knots of rather eccentric people in the side streets, and it is
with this one that he wishes to range Jesus as a teacher in the eyes of
the Royal Philosophers.

NoTE 2.

Ch. 23. 3, p. 68¢c. Kal mpiv 4 & avbpdmois adrév yevéobar dvbpwmo,
bOdoavrés Tives dus Tods Tpoepmpuévovs kakods daluovas Sid TGV woupTdY Gs
yevépeva. etwov, & pvbomoujcavres Epyoav, by Tpdmov kal T8 ke udv Aeyd-
peva Svodnua kai doefy dpya dmjpynoay. .

The clauses ¢bdoavres . . . épyoav seem almost hopeless as they
stand. Three corrections seem to have been proposed.

(1) (Maran) Substitute Aéyw 8 for the first §ud. The main objection
to this is that this periphrastic way of speaking of the do{uoves as rives
is very strange, and & pvforovjoavres épyoav seems otiose.

(2) Omit s before wév womrav, and take it “some of the poets, &c.’
Here we have the same meaningless repetition in & pvf. &p. The
position of Twes is odd, and a further difficulty arises. As the subject
of &vjpynoav is clearly Safpoves, we should expect the same subject to
elrov or ¢¢naav or both.

(3) Substitute va 7év wornrdv for 8 7@v . The meaning then will
be that some (i.e. the uvfordyor) reproduced the mythological stories
of the poets. The only objection I see to this is that we still have the
difficulty about the subject of éjpynoav.

(4) I should myself prefer to transfer 8us 7ov wouprav to after & The
clause will then run ¢fdoavrés Twes dua Tods mpoepnuévovs kaxods Saluovas
s yevbueva elrov & Sid 7dv mounTdV (SC. of Saiuoves) pvborouioavres épnoav,
and the sense will be ‘some persons under the influence of the demons
proclaimed as real occurrences (cp. the contrast of yevdpeva and yeypap-
p#éva in the MS text ii 15) the myths which the demons had uttered
through the mouths of the poets’. This avoids the difficuity of the change
of subject, for though there is a change from elmov to épyoav it is far less
awkward. Otherwise the sense is the same as (3), and both concur in the
assertion that there are two stages of demonic action—one the invention
of the myths through the poets, the other the working by which the
‘mythologists * (cf. wowyrai kai pvforéyor in a very similar context ii 4) are
induced to lay them before the public. In this statement, if we waive the
question of demonic agency, Justin is perfectly true to history. For
the ‘mythologists’ are none other than the grammatici. This succes-
sion of literary men, one of the greatest powers in the ancient world,

M2
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was undoubtedly the agency by which Homeric and other myths were
popularized. They had indeed many other functions and might resent
the emphasis here laid on this particular one. But they did do this
work and without them the poets would have had a far more restricted
hearing. Nor is Justin wrong in his chronology as expressed in
pfdoavres. The work of the great grammatici in collecting and
interpreting was mostly done before our era. Didymus, the most
famous of all, nicknamed xal«évrepos, and BiBAoAdfas because he
forgot in one of his 3,500 works what he had said in another, was
a contemporary of Cicero.

Besides their purely professorial and literary work the grammatici
were much in request with adults. But the main body were school-
masters, and to this Justin refers in two passages. One is in ch. 54
oi 8¢ mapadidovres To pvborornfévra Twd TEV wouyTdy oddeplov dmédaliv
Pépovat Tols exmavfdvovor véois, kal éml dmwdry kal dmaywyy) Tob dvfpwmrivov
vévous elpfiofor dmodelkvvper rar dvépyeav Tév ¢avdev Supdvev. The
other is in ch. 21 where he says of the tales of the so-called sons of Zeus
eis Sradpopdy kal mwpotpomiy TdV ekmadevouévey Tadra yéypamwrar pipnias
vop Oedv kahdv elvar wdvres fryolvrar. In this we might be at first
inclined to accept the correction Siadfopiv xai mwaparpomijv. But the
clause that follows forbids this. Nor is there any real contradiction
between the two passages. els Siapopdv kal wporpomiv gives the motive
of the grammatici ; émi dmwdry xal dwaywyy) that of the demons. Otto is,
I think, quite wrong in saying that the former phrase is ironical. Justin
does not wantonly question the motives of the educationists. They are
right in thinking it good to imitate the divine ; but the demons have
misled them as to what the divine really is.

NortE 3.

Ch. 28. 4, p. 71C.  Ei 8¢ 715 dmiorel péhew tovrwv 76 0ed, ) iy elvos
abrdv 3. Téxyys Spoloyiioe, 7 Svra yalpew kaxip drjoer, ) Ay Eowdra
pévew kal pndev elvar dperiy pmde kaxiov, 8d&y 8¢ pdvov Tovs dvBpdmovs
1 dyabs 7 kakd Tadra fyelodar.

The general sense of this passage, that a denial of God’s care for men
involves either a denial of His existence or of His moral nature, or of
moral distinction in general, is clear enough; but the words 8w réxuys
seem to have misled the editors, and the emendation drexvis was
- perhaps tempting. [By the way Otto prints this as dréxvws, which
bears quite a different meaning, and also translates plane. But
drexvds here would mean omnino— He denies that God exists at
all’] But the genuineness of 8ub réywms is settled by Z7ypko 54 where,
speaking of the prophetic phrase ‘he shall wash his raiment in the
blood of the grape’, he adds 8w Tijs Téyvys Sedjhwker Sre alpa pév Exe
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6 Xpiords, GAX odk &¢ dvfpdmov omépparos, GAN ék Tis Tob feod Suvduews.
In our passage Blunt translates ‘He will by some artifice deny his
existence’, which conveys no meaning to me. Otto also translates
quodam artificio, and notes with approval Maran’s statement that
these virtual atheists or materialists ‘astute profiteri quod totidem
verbis efferre non audent’. But obviously we cannot apply this phrase
to Jacob who uttered or Moses who recorded the prophecy of the grape.
And there is no need to read any thought of motive into our passage.
Téxvy merely means ‘a rhetorical method’ or perhaps better ‘a special
form of speech’ and covers both ‘tropes’ and ffigures’. In the
Genesis passage it is a ‘trope’, for ‘blood of grape’ does not literally
mean ‘ non-human blood’. Thus again in Z7yp/e 57 Justin explains that
the merest novice in rporoloyia will understand that, when we speak of
angels eating, literal eating is no more meant than when we speak of ¢ fire
devouring everything’. In our passage the réyvy is a oxfjua Siavoias or
‘figure of thought’. The words do mean what they say, but they
mean something more. This particular figure is ‘ emphasis’ ‘cum ex
aliquo dicto aliquid latens eruitur’ (Quintilian ix 2. 64). If we
translate ‘by implication’ or ‘this is only another way of saying’
we shall really get the meaning.

In Zwypho 114 the practice of the prophets in speaking of future
events as present or past is also called réym. This device, which is of
course a very familiar one, would be a oxfpa Aééews or figure of speech.

NotE 4.

Ch. 32. 6, p. 73E.  IdAos ydp Tis dvov eiomijker &v T eloddy kduns
wpos dumeloy Seepévos.

It will be remembered that Justin makes this statement to shew that
Gen. xlix 11 was a prophecy of Christ. There is indeed no absolute
need to assign any source for the statement beyond tradition. Yet
I cannot help thinking that he may have been misled by the Marcan
dupddov. 1 do not suppose that if he actually read émi 105 dupddov in
Mark xi 4 he would mistake it for éml tijs dumélov or rather for mpos
dumehov. But when we remember (1) that Justin was in the habit of
hearing the Gospels read at the Eucharist, (2) that copies of Mark
appear to have been rare, (3)? that he shews no detailed acquaintance
with the text of Mark, it seems to me very probable that the ear may
have misled him, or his informant. Most authorities appear to hold

1 Tékrovos (Tryp. $8) and Boavepyés (¢b. 106) might also be reminiscences of what
had been heard and did not require a copy for verification. Moreover evidence of
acquaintance with Mark in the Dialogue does not really affect the argument, as
Justin in that work 53, while quoting the prophecy, does #nof allege this historical
fulfilment. Very possibly during the interval he had found out his mistake.



166 THE JOURNAL OF THEOLOGICAL STUDIES

that ¢ was at this time sounded as p-% rather than as 7, and the labio-
dental 4 is near akin to the labial 2 The case will become much
stronger if, remembering the connexion of both Justin and the Second
Gospel with Rome, we suppose him to have heard the word there.
In that bilingual society the oral reading of the Greek Scriptures by
persons whose native speech was Latin of some sort must have led to
much confusion. Quintilian notes that even in the upper classes the
simultaneous study of Greek and Latin led to Greekish pronunciation
of Latin, and the tendency in a lower stratum to import a Latinish
pronunciation into Greek must have been considerably stronger. Now
the Greek sounds which gave most trouble to the Italian were the
aspirates, which had no proper Latin equivalents. Even literary Latin
for a long time sounded ¢ as p, and though later on educated people
were particular on the point, vulgar Latin seems still to have been
‘unable to frame to pronounce it right’. Thus «dlagos, though
rendered in literary Latin as colaplus, is colpo in Italian.! The Greek
d did not present the same difficulties, but there are various signs of
Ttalian tendencies to modify it to /, and it is an’odd coincidence (if it
s a mere coincidence) that this tendency has been specially noted in
words whose second syllable ends in &, and first in p or some labial.
Thus #epidus in the Neapolitan dialect is #epolo? 1In fact in many
readers’ mouths the two words may have been undistinguishable.
The difference of gender would no doubt act as a corrective, but on
the other hand Justin’s preconceptions would lead him if in doubt to
accept dumrélov rather than a word which, though the papyri shew that
it was not so rare as Liddell and Scott lead us to think, was so far alien
to the context that neither Matthew nor Luke reproduced it. Altogether
a confusion between the two is on much the same level as the confusion
of Semoni Sanco with Simoni Sancto, in ch. 26.2

NozE 5.

Ch. 66, p. 98 o. Ob yap bs kowov dprov odde kowdy woua Tadra AapfBdvo-
pev, GAN bv Tpdmov Si Adyov Beod capromombels Tnoods Xpords 6 awrip
v kal odpka kal alpa dmép cwrnplas fHudv oyer, obrws kal Ty 8 ebxis
Abyov T0b wap' abdrod edxapioTnbeicar Tpodiy, £ fs olpa xal odpkes kard
perafolyy Tpépovrar Hudv, ékelvou Tod capkoronbévros Inood kai cdpxa
kal atpa é8iddyOnpev elvar.

In this passage I wish to discuss only the words & s alua xal odpxes
katt perafolyy Tpépovrar Hudv. I have been surprised to find that the
majority of the critics whom I have read (Otto, Blunt, Dict. Ckr. Biog.,
s.v. Justin) take perafBolijy to refer to the change effected in the con-

 Lindsay Lat. Lang. pp. 57-59. 2 ¢b. p. 82.
* 1 suppose there is no doubt that Justin really did confuse these two.
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secrated elements. To me it seems clear that the peraBolsj is merely
the ordinary conversion of food into constituents of the human body
which takes place whenever we eat, and that his point is that the change
in the consecrated elements is analogous to this. I have been glad to
find that both Professor Bethune-Baker and Bishop Gore take this
view. 1 should read, however, into the words a subsidiary thought,
which neither of these writers notes, viz. that this everyday wonder makes
the eucharistic miracle more credible. In dealing with Baptism (62)
Justin takes a similar analogy, namely, our natural birth from water or typa
omopd. And though neither there any more than here does he dwell on the
wonder of these processes, we know from ch. 25 that he felt that the
marvel of natural reproduction made the bodily resurrection credible.

If any are still inclined to doubt that xord peraBolsjv refers to the
natural processes of digestion and assimilation, I think they may be
interested, if not convinced, by a study of the Ilepl pvowdy Svvdpewy of
Justin’s great contemporary, Galen. Here, the conversion of food
called tpodsj, ourio, and once at least dpros, into afpa is dwelt on at
length and with full anatomical explanations. The word, perhaps, most
frequently used is dAofwots, but we also find peraBold), €. g. 89 Ty wé&yw
dAdolwaily T tmdpxew xal perafoly Tod Tpépovros els Ty olkelav Tod
rpepopévov woudtyra (cf. 155).

I was primarily led to this treatise in the hope of finding there some
evidence as to whether xard perafoljy could properly apply to digestive
assimilation, a point on which Stephanus throws little light. Butin the
course of reading two special points emerged. One is that Galen teaches
that this conversion of food is primarily into blood, the formation of
flesh from blood being a secondary process (odpra piv yip & aluaros
yevéobar pdarov (21)). It seems to me exceedingly probable that Justin
is aware of this belief and is speaking with physiological precision, and
that this is the reason why while in speaking of the divine body he
follows the usual order of oapf xai alpa, he reverses the order when
speaking of the human body. The other point is concerned with
a passage (4) which seems to me specially interesting, and which I tran-
scribe at length :—

dAN 6ri pév éfalldrTerar kal mpds Ty Yy kai wpds TV yedow kal wpos Ty
ddy alpo yryvdpeva 78 gurla cvyxwpodow: & 8¢ kal kar dAfjfeiav, odkéry
1008 Spodoyobow of codirTals of pev ydp Twes adTdv dwavre T ToWITR THY
Huerépov alobijoewv dmdras Twas kal mapaywyds voullovow dAdor dAAws
maoxovohy, Tis Pmokeyuévys obolas undév TovTwv ols éwovoudlerar Sexo-
Jévrs, ol 8¢ Tives elvar pdv év adry Bovlovrar Tas worbmyras &€ aldvos els aldva,
kal Tas pavopévas ravras GAdowdoes T Srakpice: Te kol ovykpioe yiyveobal
dPacw.

Galen goes on to say that he cannot afford time to refute these other
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views at length, but refers the supporters of them to what Aristotle and
Chrysippus have said on the question of change in oleia generally (mepi
s kaf SAnv T odaiay &}\)\ow')o;ewq)-. From all this it appears that there
was a controversy amongst scientists on the nature of this process of
food-transformation. It was admitted that something took place which
made the digested food appear to the sight, taste, and touch, as blood.
But was this a mere illusion, or was there a real perafoly Tijs obolas oOr
a ovykpuois 7@y odaudv? A modern Justin might almost be inclined to see
here the working of the Adyos omwepparicés foreshadowing future con-
troversies ; for one Greek phrase is the literal equivalent of the later
transubstantiatio, and the other of comsubstantiatio. But, fancy apart,
have we not here something which afforded a basis for eucharistic
thought? Analogies, misleading as they are, are a very potent instru-
ment in shaping thought, and they are particularly potent when they have
been the subject of controversy, and have emerged from it with increased
force and colour. Justin does not give us any positive indication, as in
the case of afua xai odpres above, that he knew this controversy. But he
may well have had it in mind, and we may perhaps expand his meaning
into something like this. ¢ In the natural process food is changed into
blood, and ultimately into flesh—changed I say kar’ dAjferar and kar’
odoiav. For though some philosophical opinion has declared this to be
impossible, our best scientific authorities have declared it to be the fact.
Is it then an incredible thing that this should be repeated in another
and higher sphere?’

NotE 6.
Ch. 67, p- 98 D, 99 B. Kai T’;i 700 HAlov Aeyops’m uépe . . . ovvé-
Aevois ylyverar . . . T) yap wpo ms kpovikils éoradpwoay abrov xal T
perd TV Kpovikjy, nris éoTiv Alov Huépa, davels . . . &idae ravTa.

In addition to its importance in the history of Christian worship, this
chapter has the interest that it forms a landmark in our knowledge of
the planetary or astrological week.

The story of the growth of week-observance presents some curious
features. A sequence of this sort running on without relation to other
divisions of time or natural phenomena could hardly, one would think,
maintain itself unbroken, unless either it enters into the life of the com-
munity as it does with us, or has some strong religious sanction behind
it, as it had in the Jewish Diaspora. The planetary week, as we first
find it in the Roman Empire, certainly was not in the former position,
and therefore must have been in the latter. Though oddly enough it
does not seem to have had much influence on official astrology—at least
I can see no trace of it in Manilius or Firmicus Maternus’—it must

1 There is some allusion to it, but very casually so far as I understand it, in the
astrologist Vettius Valens, a contemporary probably of Justin.
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have had behind it a great fund of astral mysticism, which gradually
acquired force and volume, so much so that it ultimately imposed itself
upon the barbarian tribes behind the Rhine and Danube, who, as we
know, adapted the Roman names of the planets to their own deities,
leaving, however, Saturn unchanged.*

The first day of the planetary week was the xpovuci, and this, whether
by accident or design, synchronized with the Jewish sabbath. If Cumont
is right in saying that the planetary week does not date earlier than the
second century B.C. one may conjecture that the synchronism was
deliberate, the devotees being impressed by the resemblance of the sab-
batical observances to their own cult of the planet.? However this
may be, the xpovucj seems to have been recognized by the general public
as identical with the sabbath. There appear to be only two allusions
to the planetary week in general literature prior to Justin. In both of
these (Tibullus i 3. 18, and Frontinus ii 1. 17) we hear only of Saturn’s
day, and it is a mere synonym for the Sabbath. Plutarch, indeed,
a specialist in obscure cults, wrote a treatise (Symp. iv 7) on ‘ why the
order of the planetary days differs from the accepted order of the
planets’.® Only the title survives, but it is noteworthy that it follows
a discussion on the Jewish Sabbath.

It is a fair assumption that, for a prolonged period, all that the general
public knew of the system was that it ran concurrently with the Jewish
week with a special day sacred to Saturn identical with the Sabbath,
and that the other days were distributed amongst the other six ‘ planets’

! When did this happen? Grimm thought about a.p. 300. From the names
one may say almost with certainty before the triumph of Christianity. When one
considers the extraordinary prevalence of Mithraism in the army and the undoubted
fact that Mithraists observed the week (Cumont Textes et Mon. i 118), is it not
possible that it was due to Mithraistic propaganda?

2 This is rather a guess. I know no positive evidence that the planetists
observed Saturday as a dies nefastus earlier than Tertullian, But it would
naturally follow that the malign planet's day would be unlucky for enterprise and
work, like our sailors’ Friday.

8 1 have found this so little understood that it may be well to state the facts
(as given by Dion Cassius 37. 18). The accepted order of the planets in ancient
and mediaeval astronomy (e.g. in the Paradiso) is Saturn, Jupiter, Mars, Sun,
Venus, Mercury, Moon. Now start with Saturn on the ist hour of Saturn’s day
and give one hour to each planet in turn. Saturn will have the 8th, the 15th, and
22nd. The 23rd will belong to Jupiter, the 24th to Mars, and the 1st of the next
day to Sun. Hence Sunday. The Sun will have besides the ist, the 8th, the
15th, and 22nd.  The 23rd will go to Venus, the 24th to Mercury, and the 1st of
the next day to the Moon. Hence Monday. In other words always miss out two
planets, and you will get our order, Saturn, Sun, Moon, Mars, Mercury, Jupiter,
Venus. It follows from this that the week is really a cycle of hours rather than
days. The idea of the hours did not die. It apparently is found in Paulus
Alexandrinus, an astrologist of the fourth century (Ideler Chronologie i p. 179),
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in some topsy-turvy order. People do not trouble themselves about
other people’s calendars unless the observance really affects their own
livespas the Jewish Sabbath evidently affected the Gentile world. There
are many Roman and Anglo-Catholics who observe Corpus Christi, and
a great many non-catholics who know that there is such a day, but pro-
bably not one in a hundred of these last could tell when or how it falls.

Justin’s words entirely agree with this view. Though Saturday has
no connexion with his subject, he takes it as his standard of week-
measurement. He is aware that the next day is the Sun’s day, but by
the addition of Aeyopéry he hints that it is not so familiar a name as
kpovik). Friday he does not name at all. It has been suggested that
he wished to avoid any mention of the impure Aphrodite. But Cronus,
whose day he names freely, was not a particularly pure deity. The
probable explanation, I think, is that like most other people he was
ignorant of, or hazy about, the other days.

The remarkable passage in Dion Cassius xxxvii 18 is quite compatible
with this. He has been speaking of the Jews, and how they dedicated
the day of Cronus to the dppyros kai dednys feds, and takes the oppor-
tunity for a digression about the planetary week and the strange order of
the days. The fashion began in Egypt and is now universal, but is not
“ancient to speak generally’ (o wdAar mort ds Adyw elmelv dpéduevor).
Now it is the regular fashion (ériywpidler) even at Rome, and is,
indeed, wdrpiov rpémov Tud. As Dion wrote from sixty to eighty
years after Justin it is quite possible that this attribute of wdrpiov,
by which I suppose he means’ that in spite of its recent origin it had
now all the sanction of an ancestral practice, may have grown up in the
interval. ' :

The evidence then, such as it is, seems to me to point this way. But
it is of course meagre. Justin’s omission to name Friday may be acci-
dental, and Dion’s language is vague. Itis possible that from the first the
Church may have been well acquainted with the planetary week-system.
I do not know whether the Christmyth theorists have suggested that
Sunday was from the first really Sun-day, and that the story that Jesus
rose on that day was an aetiological myth. It would be much more
plausible than other suggestions I have seen. But without going so far,
speculative persons may, without doing any certain violence to chrono-

and the next place where I know of its cropping up is a thousand years later
in The Knights Tale (line 2217). Still it was only natural that the planet which
began the day and gave its name to it should be, as Paulus calls it, x?dpios of
that day. Thus we find Apollonius (Philostratus Vita Ap. iii 41) wearing seven
jewelled rings, in each of which the jewel symbolized a planet and which he
changed according to the day. Another thing which follows is that monumental
representations of the Seven 'in the week order (some of them belong to the
first century a. p.) are a sign of week observance,



NOTES AND STUDIES 171

logy, indulge in the fancy that from the first the Church was attracted
by the significance of the coincidence—as quite probably Justin was—
and that he who was in the Spirit on the Lord’s Day and saw the vision
of One whose face was ‘as the sun shining in his strength’, had some
thought of other mystics, who held the day sacred to the chief of the
‘seven stars’,

This raises the question—at whatever date the Church came into
everyday contact with the planetary week-system, what was her attitude ?
So far as the evidence I have seen goes, not one of active hostility, and
this would be grima facie probable. Many, no doubt, would see in the
institution definite planet-worship, and Tatian’s play of words on wAavfirac
daljoves was obvious.! But Matth. ii is in itself enough to shew that
a belief in astral influences need not mean worship of the stars. The
employment of the names of pagan deities may have been a stumbling-

.block, though Clement actually presses this into his own use, and shews
that the Christian fasts on Hermes’s day against covetousness, and on
Aphrodite’s day against lust.? But I take it that on the whole people
felt that, though the planets were named after deities, they were not the
deities, and indeed a precisian could avoid the difficulty by using
the earlier and alternative set of titles.* In fact, the general attitude
may be seen from the history of the names. Where Christian or
Biblical associations predominated, they could carry the names with
them, and thus the pair of planetary names which is the first to appear
in literature is the pair which ultimately disappeared. Over the whole
of Latin Europe Dominica and Sabbatum* have ousted Solis Dies
and Saturnt Dies. On the other hand, where there were no such
strong associations, the planetary names triumphed. Even Parasceue
had no chance against Veneris Dies.

I may add that I have never been able to find any good monograph
on the week. The facts and suggestions here given have been pieced
together from many different quarters, and are put forward quite as
much in the hope of eliciting information as of giving it.

F. H. CoLson.

1 Ebapeorobor 82 adrois of énTa wAavijTar . . . fuels 8¢ . . . dvri TAQryTOY darpdvwv
&va 7ov dmAav) deomdrny pepabhrapey (Ad Graec, 9). It should be remembered, how-
ever, that worship or honour paid to the Seven does not necessarily mean
week-observance.

2 Strom. vii 12.

8 Paivwv = Saturn, ¢paéfav = Jupiter, wvpoeis = Mars, pwogdpos = Venus (this of
course always held its ground), 67/ABwv = Mercury. These are used by Martianus
Capella, concurrently with the others, in the fifth century a.p.

4 Samedi (dialectically sabedi) is certainly sabbati dies quite as much as the
Italian sabato.



