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THE FOUNDAT!ONS OF THE DOGQRINE OF THE LOGOS.
IN THE PROLOGUE TO THE FOURTH GOSPEL.

Introduction.

AR C||<v\ nz'ec n.g\r )_Lc,\g\cs'coow qu#jsou\tafu@’o(

- Hereolitue

"The time has come to say that no one is rightly.
gualified to deal successfully with the;probleme of Christien .
origine who has not his mind open to thefwerla!evneed of God
and to the possibility that that need has beenemetfae 1t
purporte to have been in the: Gospels " “ L

- C.Anderson.Scott, in the Jeurnal of
Theologieel Studies, reviewing Pert 1 of Foakee Jeekeon'
~ and K. Lekeb"Beginninge of chrietienity end Leke 8
,"Landmarke in the History of Early Ohrietienity ‘f
“Whatever the Fonrth Gﬁepel may be, 1t 18 not a text-
:book of metaphyeics. Primarily it is the text-book of the
phrieh prieat end the inepiretion of the etraightforwerd
layman". - o , .
- The late Sir Edwyn Hoskyns.

The writer had been collecting material and designing

' ,his reeding with a view to the preeent theeia for eome time
before the eppeeranee of the late 81r E&wyn Hoskyne' com-.
mentary on the Eenrth_Goepel. But the following words by



the editor of that commentary (Mr. P. K. Dafey) encouraged
the writer in th8¢ belief that the general pattern of his
work waé warranted by the generality of comment during the
last half century alone:-

". ..., the observable field behind the Fourth Gospel,

f*ﬁn‘ai kh\ Fe'%‘; \&Q‘E‘tspei is therefore misconstrued, not so muoh
when its apparent and suggestive allusions to all these
vadous environments are over-emphasized, as rather when the
Gospél is depressed into one particular environment and
explained far too simply, as a plece of oriental mysticism,
or of the Jewish-hellenisetio theology of Alexandria".

The purpose now initiated is that of summarizing and
examining these "depressions", and of attempting to show
that there is one "environmant" which has not yet been
adequately emphasized, but which may well, for that very
reason, explain the confusion which is left in the mind of
the New Testament student when, in his studj of the early
verses of the Fourth Gospel, he turns from one commentary
to another.

In setting on foot any attempt to assess the content
of the term AéXOY in the Prologue to the Fourth Gospel, the
primary fact which has to be realiszed is that the effort
may be prejudiced - if not vitiated - by the consideration
that the word itself is, so far as can be judged, without

precise equivalents in other languages. In his German
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translation of the Gospel Goethe[ in his "Fanetu59 experi-
mented with the terms "Wort", "3in" and "Kraft": <finally
he rejected all three in favour of "mhat".- Martin Luther
was oontent to use "Wort". 1In Latin,Aé%ﬁs hes been rén-
dered by "verbum" and "sermo"; even "ratio” has been
pressed into serviee. (See additional note 1). Both the
Authorized And Revised Englieh Versione are content to
translate by "Word". Robert Bridges in the "Sptiit of Man"
ventured the rendering "Mind". This brought a stern protest
from Canon Scott Holland. The late Archbishop Temple - to
the surprise of many - retained the remndering "Word". The
late Dr. James Moffatt decided to retain the Greek word
itself. |

There can be no doubf that the obscurity of meaning o
meendng which surrounds the term in the context of the
Prologue to the Fourth Gospel has received generous contri-
Butions ffom the want of presise, or even adequate equivalents.

Perhaps we may best begin our task, and, at the same time,
111ﬁatrate its scope, by indicating the attempts to find the
content of Aéxos in just a few of the commentaries in general
use, and which the student of the Johannine writings might be
expected fo have to hand._ These  following instances could be
multiplied; but, since the present aim is neither to exhaust

not to reiterate the work of others, a few will suffige.



Westoott say;:- ;If“we now ask with which of these
two oonoeptidiejof.the Logoa;fcﬁrréht respectively in
Paléetine and‘Alexéndria. the teashing of 8St. John 1is
organigally conneoted;Athe answer.gannot be uncertain"”.
Westcott deslares for & Pélestinian derivation. "The
teaching of St. John is characteristically ﬁebraio}an# not
Alexandrine. It is intelligible as the final co-ord;natibn\
through féots of different modes of thought as to the divine
Being end the divine aetion, which are contsined in the 014
Testament. And on the other hand it is not intelligidle
as an application or continuation of the teaching of FPhilo".
(The Gospel of St. John", pp.17-18). | |

Archbishop Temple expressed his opinion thus:-
‘"Nothing can be more hisleading than to enquire whether the
Johannine Logos is the Word of the Lord familiar in the Old

Testament. or the Philonie Logos, who 1is spoken of as &

"Second God"; for Philo had himself effested the eombination

of the 014 Testament "ord" with thqwstoic'ﬁnogoa".

"I have no doubt that in & general”aonsé'Str'John ie
here following the thought of Philo; butvth{é does not me&an
that he wae & student of Philo's writings. The te:m "Logos"
was in general use in the Hellenistie world". ("Readings in
St. John's Gospel™”. Piret Series: p.4.)

Look, in his article in the "New Commentary"” (edited by
Biehbp Gore) wrote:f "It 18 almost eeitain that .........
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there is a conscious attempt here to attract Greek readeré
by embodying much of their thought and yet showing thét it
was inadequate ....... yet the primary conception is Jewish."™
(in New Testament p.245).

Brooke in the corresponding article to be found in
"Peske's Commentary", said:« "The firat object of the
Prologue is to assure those who were interested in Jewish
and Greek philosophiocsal speculation that Christ, the Son of
God, whom Christians worship, is all that philosophy had claimed

for the Logos....... While the terminology shows clearly |
fhe influence of Greek, and especially Alexandrian thought,
with close parallels to the languace of Philo, the writer's
own thought is dominated by the 014 Testament. (p.745). -

Bernard's claim is that the Prologue "offers a philoso-
phical explanation of the thesis" of the Gospel (I.G.c; "ét.
John", vol.l:p.138), and "is the commendation of thé Gospel
to those who have approached it through metaphysice tather
than through history". (Ibid.p.143). " The Prologue is &
Philosophlical solution..... a‘eolution latent in the Wisdom
literature of the Hebrews, although not perceived by the

rhilosophers of Greece". "It is & Logos hymn «........
directly Hebrew in origin, but reflecting tha phrases which
had beoome familiar in Greek-speaking society". (Ibid: p.l46).

He enumerates as the "influences which contributed to the



forﬁulgfion for_the'first time in tpe:Prqlogue of the
Chrietian dqotrine of the Word", Hebrew Scriptures (the
Targﬁmelin particular), the Sepiental literature of
. Aiekahﬁria. the Philonic writings.‘and the Mandaen and
Hermetio writings.(Ibid.pp.139,93-94).
| Loisy comments:- "Le Logos fait Plutat suite aux
personifications de la Sggesse dans 1'Ancien Testament...,
dene 1'Eccléesiastique.... et dans la S8Z6e880. .. .. ou la
personification est d@oid;ment autre chose qu'une ﬁ;ta-
phore poetique. Mais le livre de la Sagesse est un livre
Alexandrin, tout p%n@tfe de 1'influence hellgnique. Notre
Logos est encore plus specifiquement heilgnique. au moins
par son nom, qui l'apparente & 1a philosophie de Philon.
Toutefois &1 les affinites sont mltiples entre dootrines
de notre évangile (johannique) et celles de Philon, les
11fférenoes ne sont pas moins oonéidérables. ot m;me 11
n'éet vas asutrement probable que l'éyangile johannique
dspende littgrairement des gorits philoniane. Le point de
vue de l'gvangile n'est pas celui de la philosophie; 1la
pereonalifg du Logos Johannique est bieﬁ rlus sccentuee
que celle du Logos de Philon; et 1'incernation du Logos
«.s.. ne 8'accorderait pas na?urellement avec 151dge que
Philon se fait de la metié&e. La conception, religieuse
et mystique, de notre Logos est dbien plus @traitament et

et plus directement apparentée a la th@osophie égyptienne.
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qui, utilisent 4'une part 1'assimilation du Logos Q'Herméb
dans 1la pégdioation stoicienne, et identifisnt d'sutre part
Hermes au dieu Thot, voyait dane Thot-Hormes non seulement
le lLogos organe de la creation, mﬁia le mediateur de 1sa
rgvglation,divine et de la régéneration pour 1'1mmortalit§.
et opérait comme notre evangile avec les termes mystique de
"verite", "lumiere", "vie"..... C'est avec cette dooctrine
de mystgfe ohrgtien. est en affinité, sans qu'on puisse
aeffirmer, d'ailleurs, qu'elle en dépende direotmentv. ("Le
guatri;me Evengile™ pp.88-89).

Nolloth declared:- "The assumption of a necessary
1ndebt§dhese of 8t. John to Philo is not required”. (ﬁmhé
Fourth Evangelist", p.rre.) " '

And finglly, here is Wellhausen's rejection of Phiio
as the determining 1n£1uenoe.on the Johannine Prologue:-
"Er ist das befehlende und offenbaren¢e‘ﬁort'Gottes. Man
braueht den_Judiechbiblgbchen [deenkreis nieht su verlassen
um zu seyen woher er stammt; die Meinung dase den 5ﬁdenl
solshe Hypostasierungen feln lagen trifft(ﬁiﬁ%}zu".‘(%ae
Evang. Johan". p.123). o

Thus, wé can 8ee that a wide variety of opinions have
been held as to the origins of, and influences affeoting,
the term RGYOS in the Prologue. It seems that the time is

ripe for an attempt to summsrize the views which héve been
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held, and for an effort to appreociate that which is of per-
manent value therein. It is hoped to show that none 1is
entirely satisfactory, and that the at?empt to rest in a
synthesis, of a formal type - such as we might look for in
the work of "die religions-gesochichtliche schule" - 18 in-
siifficient. A plea will then be made for a freeh gpproaoh
to the problem of the foundations of the idea of the Logos
as we find 1t in the Prologue to the Fourth Gospel, Vith
pouiC atvuoiipt To lay doun the lines towards ¢ mcthod of
upproacch vhiich hao bocn neglceted in the study oi tho Fourth

cospol.



The Word in the 014 Testament.

"Ssy not, I will study Torsh that I may beome & Sage or &
Rebbi, to acquire fortune €of to be rewarded for it in the
world to come. But do it onl& for the love of God. mhe’
Glory will.oome in the end".

| | - Sifre 79 b.

- The New Testament studeﬁt who snrvéya the literature
on the Fourth Gospel which has neen publiehedvduring fhe
last half century, 18 left with a vivid imﬁression of what
can_bnly be caliqd the cdmplete‘swing,of a pendulum. BRe
diseovers that Professor James Adam was so convinsed of the
oonnection between the use of the term Noyws in the Prologue
to the Eourth-Goapel and ih‘Greek philosophy. that,winetead-
of rendering 1t‘1n’his translation as "reason", even in the
‘oase of Heraolitus he agrees with Diels in rendering \6?95
by "the Worad® (heligionsvTeaohera of Greece”, p-221). BEe
will f£ind that_under,the influenoe of the great name of
Adolf-narnack - and, no‘dbubt. of Otto Pfleiderer, too -
many commentators hailed thq writings of Philo Judaeus &s
supplying the key to much in the New Testement and all in
the Johannine Prologue. If his reading has been chrono-
logieal, amongst the 1a§eet books he will have read Dr.H.R.
Strachen's new and revised edition of his ocommentary on the

Fourth Gospel, and Dr. W. F. Howard's "Christianity accor-

1
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ding to St. John". He will have notioed'that both seek

the antecedents of tﬁe term Adyos, as used in the Prologue,
not even in the MEy$ﬁA of the Targﬁms, but in the various
senses and uses of such terms in the 014 Testament asyiii” QT
This "swing" 1is so rédical thet, in the'Journgl of Theolo-
gical Studies for July-October 1943 (Vol.44: Nos.175-176),
we find Professor C.H.Dodd protesting that "the Hellenistic
aspect of Johannine thought is of greater importance than
some recent writers, in reaction to earlier views, are

ready to admit. It wes a weakness of Hoekyn's-éreat commen-
tary that it scarceiy took note of it ......."{p.209).

In reality, thie is far too sweeping a judgement of Hoskyn's
position. It takes 1little account of Fugh statements as:-
"The texture of the prologue is takén from the 01d Testament
Scriptures (e.g.Geni:frov.8.); dut it is ALTOGETHER CHRISTIAN.
That Jemuse once spoke is more fundamental than the history
of Greek philosophy or the story of the westward progress

of oriental mysticism; more fundamentsl even than the first
chaepter of Genesis or the eighth chapter of Proverbs". ("The
Fourth Gospel",p.135). But, even so, it is a falr assese-
ment of the recent tendeney in treating of the Johannine
P:ologué, end Dr. Dodd's protest was anticipated ten years
before when M. Loisy, in his "la Religion d'Isresel", warned
us againset a tendenqy to look to Judaism as little more than

the preface to!Chrisfianity.
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"In the beginning wes the Word, end the Word wde with
God, and the Word waes God. The same was in the beginning
with God". John 1.1-2.

"In the beginning God oreated the heaven and the earth

ceo0 s e &nd GOd Baid oao-c" GGnSBiB 1.1-30 ]
Ev o&,@)(:é “'r\v o Le’\f)f , et 8 )\,é'@r ﬁ%v npés ”EZN (‘}—(}6\/, STPR 6(}0‘5
v 6'Noyos. Gty 'W év “{Q)"’i Tode v Seav.

John 1l.l-2.
C‘V d()xv\ 6“0\1]6(2\' 6 C(:,@-g "CQV @UPGLVOV o/ ‘T‘V\\V YRV... Ko
v
C|T\(V 6 o ..., ’
Gen:l.l=3

nbx7n ﬁﬁxn JIX i° ﬁ'?i”(ﬂ] 0270 o 517K 2
'gnﬁxn 5‘::0\ N gx2 0 n X1 ¢ APREL n"w

John 1.1-2 (Delitzsch)
:y]xﬂ ﬂXT K70~ ﬂx ;;njx A )Q 17~UX7Q

o 4 '7) xGer?-h{ 17 3.
It is, of coﬁrso. impossible to approach the early

verses of the Fourth Gospel with minds entireiy disabused
. 0f all preconceived notions. But in so far ae we can leave
all our studies in the bdackground, most of us would have to
agree that there is an instant temptation to refer the
opening words to the early verses of Genesis, and, therefore,
to begin there in our search for the content which the
Fourth Evangelist was giving to the term Aéx@g . This fact
of similarity is manifest alike in English, Greek and Hebrew
versions of the Seriptures. 1In everyday life the art of

successful parodying lies largely in establishing contact



with the listener by retaining a8 meny as possible of the
words and expreasions of the original, and employing similar
terms. In both the ?rologue end Genesis, we find in the @
opening sentences the expression G o«’p)(”:\ and 'l;he category 5
eds . In the former we encounter the term 2 *sﬁﬁ ,
end in the latter we read that o ©¢cS spoke. Hence, then,
the immediate predisposition to associate the thought of o
Nips with thafq%fﬁgpeaking of God.

Again, we have not reed very far into either the Prologue
or Genesle before we realize that both are speaking of fié
divine creative aotivity. "All things were made by the Logos
who "was God" -and "was in the begiﬁningﬂ. But in the hegin-
ning God oreated". - o

But, although to place the 9ar1y verses of St. John's
Gospel alongside those of the "Book..... called Genesie"
impediately sﬁggqets an attempt by the Evangelist to send
back the resder's mind to the first words of the Sacred
Soriptures, this same prooésa et once reveﬁléAa great diver-
gence, namely the absgnoe of the ocategory )éyos 1h the
priestly code's creation narrative. In the Prologue we find
the absolute use of the term & Adyws¢ ; this is missing in
the passage from Genesis. It is still true that'we find
there var}oué terms with which the Logos 18 associated,

but not THE Logos.



Before leaving this topic, there is another point'of
difference which is worth noting. According‘tq-OQneeis
the oreation of "light" (3) preceeded that of "life" (20).
In the Prologue the normal inference is that, on the con-
trary, "1ife" is antecedent to "light". Thus, if the Logos-
ocategory had been used in the ereation narrative, ;t would
have been with the connotation of "Revealer", & much more
resyriotgd oconcept of the Ldgos(fz)that of onr‘Prologue.

But none of the advocates of an_Old-Taatament source
of the Johennine lLogos wishes to restrioct the Fourth Evén-
gelist's debt to the opening narrative of Genesis. Rather,
they would point to the use of the idea of "the word of the
| Lord" 1n.the prophetic writings end in the Psalms. ‘In his
famous commentary on the Fourth éoepel. the late Sir Edwyn
Hoskyns has an eesay on "Tpe‘ Historical Tenéion of’the
Fourth Gospel”. 1In this he includes the term "word" among
the instances which he adduoces of the debt of that Gospel
to the prophets of Isrsel. (p.63). Unfortunately he did
not specify whether he was alluding only to the Prologue
or to the Gospel as a whole. This point will become important
when we reach the finel section of this-theeis.

Before we turn to the examination of the use of such
expressions as the "word of thé Lord", the moment is oppor-

tune to state the real value and strength of the recent
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attempts to find the foundetione of the Logos dootrine of
the Prologue in the sacred writings of the Hebrews. It
does take account of the fact that the writer is using a
term with which he evidently expects hie readers to be
femiliar. Even those scholars who are gtill prepared to
defend the position that the Fourth Gospel is sddressed
primerily to non-Jewish Christians, can scarcely hope to
deny that it preeuppbses not ohly 8 knowledeze of Jewieh
Soriptures, but some acquaintance with Jewish observances
and customs. We have ampie evidence of a wide diffusion
of those Soriptures. For instance, in the last century

~ Dupuis argued for Mithraism as & source of Christian
cultus. ("L'Origine de tous les Cultes"). But there is
no evidence of an adequate Qeetﬁard infiltration df
Mithraism at such an early.dafe. So, then,here is the
gtrength of the position taken by such as Hoskyns and
Howard: they make ample allowsnce for the fact that the
writer of the Prologue introduees the-term Moys without
pre-amble or explanation, éssuming his readers' familia~
rity therewith; they do point to'a source of suffident _
diffusion in the world for which the Gospel was written,

whether Palestinian or of the Dispersion.
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The daily recital of the Pealter has given many of us
a familiarity with the "Psalms of David" which often comes
dangerously close to breeding the proverbisl contempt.
But, eien g0, ﬁe cannot remain entirely oblivious of the
frequent use therein of the expreeaion-the "word of the Lord",
and its 1ike; nor of its reminders of the early verses of
Genesis. It is not necessary to ocall 1nfo court more than
a few instances.
l. Psalm 336. "By the word of the Lord were the heavens made,

"

and. all the host of them by the breath of his mouth.

(32) Tw koyw Too Kuptou ol oupave\ eef(__‘gc__w Q‘v\o’dv.

| Hebrew 171’ 1273
2. Psalm 10577, "... until the time that his word came to
rase; the word of the Lord tried him (Joseph)".

id 4?. "He remembered his holy word snd Abraham his

servant”.
(104)}%)(()4 Cog ENQEw T@‘v M~ov ®0Tou 'CQMYLQV Tov \m/m:gg
Cnépusey wity, ... ... waﬁqdah‘ Tou  Aiyou e dYI0V gl <oy -

Hebrew. /171" J11Dx 27 A
20 7 "')DT LR
3. Psealm 107 "He sendeth his word and healeth them..."

(IO(-») °(“(‘0’CC‘”\(.V Tov l\B\O\/ dA.JTo\J Nt lud’a o oV |ou§ s
Hebrew. 7‘7%?‘(
15

4., Psalm 147 . "He sendeth out his commandmentsupon earth;

his word runneth very swiftly".
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(CRIVII )G diosioabedv B Adpov wom0 T
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)

Hebrew ..... 7‘73ff ceees 7fr27?4
ep. vv.18-19 (CXIVII, 7-8).

It will be seen, even from these few instances, that
in the Psalter we have the idea of the word (127 . I™mx)
of fahweh as involved in his creative activity, or as his
expressed promise and command. (According to the Brown-
Drivér-Briggs‘Hebrew Lexicon pp.182 AT 18 used
394 times in the 0ld Testament to expreses the divine com-
munication given in the form of command, prophecy,eto).
In such ceses we have no difficulty in appreqiating that the
thoughte of the Pealmists 1lie within the influence of the
oreation narrative. But, to the reeular ueer of the Psalter,
talk of the word of Yahweh immediately suzgests the one
hundred and nineteenth psalm, at once the longest and most
artificial in the collection. It is the opinion of some
(for instance the late Dr. Cheyne )that whoever composed
this psalm had before him the nineteenth psalm, and from
it derived his notions about the "word of the Lord"

8-10,13 130,4,27,142,150,160,172,127, )
* op.Psalm 119 103,133.)

(psalm 19
But the study of the English versions of the psalm is apt to
be misleading, and to give the student the impression that

the concept of the "word" is more specifio than is the oese.
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This can be 111nvetrat‘ed by tebulating a comparison of the
English Revised Version, the Hébréw and the Septuagint
Texts. In Hebrew "word" 1s rendered either by r1avor 1mx
and in the Reviséd: Version, then Qﬁ texts are translated
by "thy word" in versee9,16,17,25,28,42,65,74,81,89,105,
107,114,160,169. But the text of the Septuagint (ed;H,B.
Swete) is:= . |

9, ol NW«“ 60V MS.variants:-

16. of Aoyor «oU

17. of Aoy 6o

25. Dy Myev cov d Ayog OO0

28. of hoyol Gou
42, ©f Ay GoY
65. T Mvyiov 609 8 Mo oV

’
74, of Aoyor gov Vo1
of Adyi eow b B Myiv god

g1. ¢ Kéyos oov

gg. 6 Mowg Gov

106. © 'Vc',ws Gou |

107. O ké\pg'v gov O Myog ov .

114. © MBS FOY of Aéx@'i gou ok Thowg .

160, of M¥o Cov
169. ﬁ} N'\.\hl)v [SAY)
These "1 DY texts are rendered dy '"thy words" in versee 57,

130,139,147,161.
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Again, turning 'to the Greek, we find:-

MS.variants.

: | / - ’
57. d cucoMy Sou ) vng gov

) ’

130. ©F »Noyoy GOV p
129. ot AMcordy Gov of Aovyou sov
147. of Adyot oov
161. 0f Mo sov
In_ verse 49, we have "the word", where the Greek has ¢ Néxw STy
(MS.variant of ol ?~5~,o« 6oV ),. The Hebrew is without the
possessive gnffix-. |
of the‘q;;(paaeagea it only remains to ‘n.ote,'the'ﬁre_,t
part of versé 42, and verse 43. 1In the former, the Révised
-\r‘ersion‘ reads "answer", and the Greek Aoyt , without the
article. In the latter, the Revised Version reads "the word
of truth" d.nd the Greek has Ndyos A B '.without‘ any
articles, f_ot'the Hebrew JINX 1277 |
The O nXx texfs"ar_e r'enclered by "thy word™ in fhe
folloﬁing verses of the quieed Version:- 11,38,41,50,58,
67,76,82,116,133,140,148,162,170,172.. The Septuagint

Version has: -

s .
1. ™ }‘°‘{‘d: Gov ‘MS.variants.
38. T Ay0v dou
, . L A2 7
41. To NS¢ gov S Nevgs dov ek To Moyov  dov

50. T N':\\olv fou

! / ‘
58. T :\é\\év g6V \oyov éov
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67. T ngﬂt’)\/ G ol
"6. To kéyuo’u aud
2. T8 Mydv 60V
133. AGyiév 6oV
140. T Adyidv 6o
148. T4 Aoyl 6ov

162. 19 xé\{w.’ §oJ

/
170. T3 Adyiov ooy o Kp:'}}v& G0
\ / ~ L b
172. To l\({\u‘)d o T X@’\(\ & GOV

In verse 103, we have "thy words", reproducingz the Greek Td
Noytd oou | without variant readings. In verse 123, we
find "thy righteous word" for 1o ké\ﬁ\e\/ Th S (Sm-uo&"u/v-nfs Goy
(Rebrew: [{371¥ J1D)

Three more verses remain to be noticed 124,149 and 142.
124. The Revised Version reads:- "according unto thy ineroy".
Swete's text of the Septuagint has: -KeTa o Aé\g\é\/ 60U,
. but notes that other manusoripts have:-w«is 7o é,'\@ég GoJ .
The Hebrew text is ;\jl::r_l;g,_,,.‘117‘{;?:5r'b_y Trif{y_, .
149. Here the Revised N'rereion rea&s:- "accordiné unto thy
loving-kindness". Here, agein, Swete's text has:-wwid w
Ac/\(\é’v sou , noting this variant:- xatwe ‘é’még gou s
Once again, we note the Hebrew:-

(B2 Ay 2w

142. The Revised Version of this verse has:- "and thy law
is the trutﬁ" for Swete's
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Wai & Aonos cov 5“%%4 with the variantual ¢ voues..... )

It will be seen that there is little, if anything, to
sugrest either divine communication or creative utterance
in verses 124 and 149.

Dr. Burney failed to win the gemeral scceptance among
New ‘Testament scholars of his theory of an Arsmaic origéen
for the Fourth Gospel. But he did mske students realize
the frequent poverty of the Evangelist's Greek. Canon Knox
has underlined this lesson by emphasizing the "atrocities"
of language in the Johanninzébgnd Dr. W.F. Howard, con-
tinuing Moulton's Grammar of New Testament Greek, is empha-
tic that the Greek of the FPourth Gospel 18 that of one "to
whom Greek was no mother tongue". In the Gospel, too, the
writer, in quoting from the 014 Testament, sometimes agrees
with the Hebrew version as against the Septuagint, e.ez.-e45
(Is: 5413). 18° (Ps.419); 197 (Zech.lzlo). But in no in-
stance does he agree with the Greek as against the Hebrew.

If we could be convinsed of the quondam picture of an
aged John, long exiled from Palestine, absorbed by the Greek
merket-place philosophy, we might persuade ourselves that his
Soriptures were those of Alexandria. But this picture of the
author has grown dim. This we may not appeal to the fluotua-

tion and variations of the Septuagint of Psalm 119, concealed

in our English Version. What we msy say, however, is that
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here we have a translation of the Psalm which scarcely
surgests the confident and bold words about the Logos
uttered in the Prologue}moreover, some of the verses, in
many of the readings, show that many years before thé time
of the Fourth Gospel, this psalm had been accepted as a
panegyric upon the Torah, o vé#n: (see Garvie's note on the
use of the article with w'»}ws , "Romans" in the Century
Bible, pp.106). But with it should be compared Dr. C.H.Dodd
on the uses ofVéyas , especlsally in relation to rendering

TN in "The Bible and the Greeks"pp.25-38). For as such
it was almost certainly written. Nor can 1t be reasonably
doubted but that, for the woréhipper of the first ocentury,
the "word of the Iérd" in the Psalter would normally carry
with it the associations of Psalms 19 and 119. Nor ehould
the point escape us that (except in Psalm 11942 wheiekéyos
appears without the definite article) in all the instances
which we have given, o Nﬂag is not employed absolutely, dut
is related to a second category by the use of the genitive
case. In the Johannine Prologue, though not in the First
Epistle of John nor in the Apocalypse, & Myeg 1s, in all
four instances, used absolutely.

We have already noted that, for the Jew of the first

century, "the word" of the Psalter suggested the Saored
Torah. It is, therefore, difficult to attridbute much in-

debtedness to the Psalms in the case of one who could
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write ot ’5 V‘?}*’og\ ,S\at AMwGéwc _mbi?\‘\::,jw?v{?'s
Kad ] dmEeis” 61 Inges  Kp16Tas e

We have already noted Hoskyn's remark that the ternm
"word" 18 part of the Fourth Evangelist's debt to the
prophets. To a brief examination of this thought, we must
nov direct our attentions.

The reading of the prophetic writings readily familia-
rigzes us with the prophetic catch-phrase "the word-of-the
Lord came unto me" (eg. Ezekblzla. Hosea 11 eto.) There are
slight variations of this, such as Isaish 2  "The word that
Isaiah the.son of Amos saw". In the first type we have
ﬁ7'"‘721(kmx oyss “vﬂ(éd ); in the latter instance, how-
ever, both the Hebrew and Greek carry the definite article.
This is by no meane‘uaual; so that immediately we notice
that the English version is more precise than ‘the original.
In Luther's German translation, he normelly renders the
phrase "Und des Herrn Wort geschah zu mir und sprach",
although in rendering Hosea 11 he gives:- Dies ist das
Wort des Herrm". On the whole, he preserved the ambiguity
of the original.

An examination of the writings of the prophets soon
shows that phrases-of this type are liiarary devices,.
usually used to introduce what the prophet claims to bde a

divine messasge, transmitted by his agency. Normally, it

ol



stands at the head of the partioular message; this need
not be what we should understand by & propheoy, but a
statement of fact. For instance, Ezeklel 1115 is &
factual assertion, and the subsequent prophecy is intro-

16 wphus saith the Lord”. Agein in Jeremish 1°,

duced in
although introduced by the phrase "the word of the Lord
came unto me", is the "0sll" of the prophet himself to

his work. In Jeremigh 22, it is the commsnd to the pro-
phet to execute & certain task. Moreover, "the word of
the Lord" was such that, rightly or wrongly, it could be

compared with the priestly teaching (Imaiash 2gl0-13

) some-
times, on the'opinion of some commentators, the phrase is )
a later introduction from the hand of s redactor (Isaiash 21 '
in the judgment of‘Whitehouse). Nor need the device intro-
duce the prophetic messase; it may stand in the body of the.
"oracle", serving as a reminder of the prophetio elaim to
divulge the message of God. An instance of this is Isaiah
243. But interesting to note, here we have a case where. the |
Englieh Version preserves the full force of the original
s I AX AT a1’
The Septuagint has only ¢ © VNF’ Jf@f«ﬂ oplou .
although a marginal reading of Egyptian Codex Marchalianus
in the Vatioan Library has tewséfer 1 §5WF*' o 7o .

It is clear that the prophets, or whoever preserved

their messages, regarded the "word" as at least given by
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a voice, or source, external to the prophets themselves.
Indeed the phrase normally embraces the three factors
"word", "Lord" and "me" i.e. the prophet. The first and
second are related in English by the genitifa case (the
corstruct in Hebrew) and conspire to comstitute the subject
of the intrsritive verb. The dative represents well the
Hebrew ’5x (op. Jeremish 25°.
| 20706710y i X N2 )

Indged the phrase asswers to "Thus saith the Lord"(nwr‘wQ§ 1)
and/ggig the Lord", f nvn"ﬁﬁxﬁp

The first seven verses of Ezekiel 13 illustrate this
point:- ' |
(1) And the word of the Lord came unto me, saying
( ﬁ"ﬁx’_). 5x Mm% "?l":’l) «se.s(p) Bsay thou..... Hear the
word of the Lord ( n17° "727 ) (3)Thus saith the Lord
God ( pq7° 'gﬁjzﬂgiiﬁﬂ, Woe to the foolish prophets .....
(6) that say, The Lord eﬁith (/7777°BX)); and the Lord hath
not sent them: and they made men to hoie that the Word (131)'
should be confirmed. (7) Have ye not a vein vision, and
have ye not spoken a lying divination, whereas ye say, The
Lord saith; albeit Z have not spoken ( U?‘}%T x5*351;nn”1$})

Another variation of this category of expresé;one |
should also be mentioned. In Ezekiel 322 the divine com-

. \
mand to the prophet is introduced¥;-- And the hand of the
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Lord was nﬁon-me: and he said unto me..." (WX)K’@) Thise,
too, suggests the'bxternalityﬁ of the prophetié message,
or the message received by the prophet, for there is no
distinoction between these.‘being one and the ssme. The
same 1nferénoe surely attaohéé to the liké of Hosesa 6?
Therefore have I hewed them (i.e. Ephraim end Judah) by
the prophets; I have slain them by the words of my mouth".
(727" nx3) |

Some notice, too, should be paid to the use of the
phrases of the type which we have been considering, as we
meet thqm outside the strictly prophetical béoks. For
example, in 1 Samuel 927the prophet Samuel tells Saul,
"Stand thou still at this time, that i may cause thee to
hear the word of God". (2°75x727) Soon the question
goes up, "Is Saul also among the prophete?” And we seem
to have the notion of the"word"as the distinoctive prophetic
endowment. In the same writings, too, we have the idea of
the "word" as & divine message transmitted through the pro-
phet to whom it "comes", (so0,I Kings 1222) sometimes, appa-
rently, during normal sleep (so,IChron:lvs-ls. Note, also,
the use of the charqpteriatio "Thus saith the Lord" in
verse 7). In some passages we have the thousht of appesal
to & prophet represented as having recourse to the "word"

16
of God (eg.II Kings 1 ).
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We have given a brief, dbut, it is hoped, fair
survey of the idea of the "word"” of God in the prophetic
contexts of the 01d Testament, stressing its "externality"
a8 much as possidle. But, when this is done, Lebreton’s
judgment remains a fgir summing up; such phrsses are no -
more than "bold fisures of speech” (The Dogma of the
 Trinity", p.99 E.T.) There are isolated instances in
the later chapters of Isasish which, at & first glance,
seem in advance of the normal prophetic use. But if it
were possible to approach even these with minds divested
of all subsequent use of these passages, especially in
patristic writers, it is doubtful if we should have seen
much in the prophetic word which would carry us forward
to meet O )d%os, THE WORD of the Johannine Prologue. At
the moet, the "word".-phrases connote the prophetic endow- _
ment; the predicates express the idea of the "otherness"
of the prophet's messages. At fhe lesst they constitute no
more then & 1literary device of the compilere of the bdoka:_v
in question.

A bdrief glance at the Septuagint is, sgain, not without
interest. There is no need to labour the fact that the
appeal to the Septuagint is not so much to ascertain the
"modus" of rendering'the Hebrew into Greek, but, rather,

to observe how the ideas of the time of translating have
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affeoted that task. ‘For inetance, there is a change of
emphasis between the Hebrew and the Greek Versions of
Leviticus 2416. The ﬁevised Version is a fair eﬁough
rendering of the former:- "And he that blasphemeth the
neme of the Lord, he shall surely be put to deafh".
But the Greek version has:-
6vo},..,a.j>\/ 8¢ o é/vojz& kopfov ﬁ;zlvéﬁ;’ Ouvaov 60w .
Turning to the rendering of the type of phrase with
which we have beep dealing, and confining Qurselves to
the examples which have alrgady beéﬁ cited, we note that
the majority are rendered Xé}as \<gpéd, But there are
variations: - | _ | '
1.  Issish £28° kel cotw oiters. T Myev Kupiod
2. Isaiah 243 We have already oommegted on the ILXX text
of this verse, and only oall it 1nfo cdﬁrt to help 1n‘
illustrating that the "word" of God in the prophetic
writines is not consistently rendered in the Greek version.
3. Isaish 2% (op.Jeremiah 251)éAéxe¢ 6~iev@w@or e
The & , however, is absent in the Codex Rescriptus Crypto-
ferratensis; bdut thie, in turn, is probadbly an 8th or 9th
century edition. As we have already noted, this 1s regar-
ded by some as an insertion by a redactor. While we are
dealing with the work of the redsasoctor, thqse points may be
- noted. 1In Isaiah, the introductions to chapters 15,17 ete.

(usually ascribed to the Redactor) open with the expression
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TE(DR)N , (15 in Codex Reserip: Cryptof. has T 8'@&}«4 ),
which rendere the Hebrew X"‘;‘rQ. But, in 1613. conoluding
the(gajw! introduced in 15, we find Tov o @:]f%t ,- translating

- <=~

V2 1iTof the Hebrew.[ X‘*‘:;?"} is rendered byézgera’ns‘ in Chapter 19.}
/
4. Esekiel 13° Aoyov . Here /\&’150;' is used without an

article.
5. Hoses 6° & P’{f Ty &C‘;}"”‘% SR
6. T samel 9%7 (nps BESV.
7. I1 Kings 116 Here we find no specific word to corres-
pond with ) 9 of the Hebréw. And we may note, also, in
the following verse ,‘)7,‘1"'1;3‘{-_313 rende:edKaTQ f.é(gnra Reﬁ\/o\l
Enough has been said to illustrate that the Septuagint
translators found nothing in the meaning of the original
to require expression in such a precise term as & M’};gr.
We noted, in treating of the use of )3@\'@5 in the
Psalter, a certain amount of textusl confudion between the
uses ofM’\ng andV 6)«,05 . This may have been due to the
-fact that, for the Septuagint authors 0 kﬁ\g@f was o vc{ /M’)S .
the Torah. We need not be surprised, then, to encounter
this verse (19.110) dod6ue Mysv Keplou ( RRAREFL Y
&’p)&wa—; Lo 66};@/ 'ﬂeosé)(m- véj,.,w 6¢oy ('73’,'?5,?{ ).
Here one manuscript has :ko’yo/ for VOI}J-DJ . Of course, at
the time when the chapter was written, Torah has not ac-

quired its subsequent legal meaning; bdut, by the time of
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the Septuagint Torah was 5V<'>}ws’ 8nd by the time of the
Pourth 'Géépel; included the entire 01d Testement, and, not
-1n:frequent1'y. the oral traditions, 'handed. down from genefa-
tion to generation. Hoskyne well summarizes: te Teeae chiefly
the word of God denoted the divine law given to Israel by
Moses"" (Fourth Gospel” p.156). It will be & matter for
subsequent diecussion as to whether the road to the concept
ot 0 \w\os lay by way- of Torah. [Also noteworthy is lsaiah 5'.34
"..... they have rejected the law of the Lord ( i’l‘h"l‘ n"nn nx)
and despised the word of the Holy One of Israel ( ypx)"
The I.XX haaé VO}AAS and To M\ms/ J ) |

Finally, we may point to Exodus 1255. " The ochildren of
Is_ra'el'_ did according to the word of Moses (ﬂﬁﬁ‘b ‘137’;‘?) |
It 16 certainly to be doubted whether anf‘ less significance
18 to be éttached to this’\;);f tha,n to the ) 2T of the pro- |
phets, end yet what is the Septuagint? Ket bR 6w<-1¢“§cv AUTAS
| Muwvén N¢ + OComment is superfluoue. |

It seems thet foundations of the concept of the Logos
cén scarcely lie in ‘the thoughit of the divine commurnica-
tions msde to the prophets. It does not seém that that
“debt to the pr0pheta" has been run to ground in the pro-
phetic writings.
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THE WORD IN THE TARGUMS.

"The equivooal status of the intermediary beings in
Jewigh Theology +..... might be due‘to the fact that in
the Jewish mind s feverence for God's majesty led to their
conception while a reverence for his unity forbade their
birth".

\ - Canon lLeonard Hodgson in
his book "The Dootrine of the Trinity" p.119.

The words set at the head of this chapter are a re-
minder that for the Jewish thinker there existed a problem
which could not be raised by his Stoic contemporary.
Possibly this qudtation, from Rudolf Bultmann's "Jesus
and the Word", is as fair a summary of Greek thought that
we cen hope to make:- "In reality, Greek thought always
regards God in the last analysis as & part of the world or
as identiocal with the world, even when, or rather eespecisally
when, he is held to be the origin or formative, cosmic |
principle.which lies béyond the world of phenomena.. For
here, toos God and the world form a unity within the grasp
of thought; the meaning of the world becomes clear in the
idea of God. Greek thought tends, therefore, to pantheism,
which findes its finel and most impressive embodiment in the
Stois philosophy". (E.T.p.134).

There is, in the 014 Teataﬁent. a development in the

1deas about God and his revelation, his nature and his
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relationship to men. In the early stories of Genesis
we read of a God. who walks, and who hides. Even-ﬁhen
the ark rests in Sqiomon's temple, the carrying poles
are eﬁili there.. After ite restoration from oaptivity
among fhe Philistinés. it was thought of as & throne.
Bnt'eveh»iﬁ the book of the prophet Iseish we
have trqoeé of & developing problem, or, at any rate,
of oeﬁtrealof ténsion froﬁ which the problem must,sooner
or later, arise. In 6 -% there is a groping after the
1dea of Jahweh's omnipresence and yet of his exaltation.
Yahweh is "high and 1ifted up”, but "his train" still
"f11le the temple” - not neqeesafily the heavenly R
but the Temple of Solomon in Jéruealem, and'famifiaf to
Isaish the courtier. But in I%ﬁiah 319,.the'talkbia of
Yehweh, "whose fire ia»in.Zion; and his furnace in
Jefusalem". 'SO'we,are not oﬁly advanoing towardsgthe
concept of a transcendent deif&. but .also to the ﬁioblem_
of his relationship to the.world end man, a pfoblem'thrown
into bqlder rellef when fﬁe "Glory" of Igfaél departed,
and his people were apparently deserted by Yahweh. How
were they to account for théir politicel, eoonomic and
military downfall? Wss their'own.dod the asuthor and
perpétrator of their misfortunes? Itﬁwae searchings of

this type which the Alexandrian Platonist could answer
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with his-ideéé about the.evil work of'inferiorrbeings.
But, while these linked God and his worl& -they slso
'drove him farther a and farther away from men. And the
pious Jew of Palestine waes left to nurse his peculiar
problem‘of a transcendent God and of his relationship
to the world.

lit.may be queetioned-whether“the-problem waB‘ever
golved. But it can hardly be doubted that ite existence
was bound to sffect Jewish thought. In fact the problem
etil; occiiples the mind of Jewish_thinkera. as readers
of such Writings‘as 8. SQhaoﬁter's WSoqe Aspeots of
Rabbinic @heology"will know. Modern Jewish writers tend
to suggeet that the faith of Israel in God hes alwaye
maintained a balence between his "sublimity and grandeur"
end_the “emphasis given to his "nearness". (R. Mettnok)4
-mhis is, pfebably. an everaaimpyifioétieﬁVofiiewish
religieuefhietoryg- Other writere have tried to make much
‘of the impact of Greek thought ﬁpon_the,religion of;the”
Hebrews; whet,ideae we find in -the fo:mgi mst, willy-
nilly, have reperonéeione.on the latter. But, es Canoh
| Hodgson hee‘put\it»-"the.efeteﬁent‘eoﬁetimQS“ma&e lfﬁat .
the personification of 1ntermed1ary beinge in later Jewiah
theolowy is due to the 1nf1uenoe of Greek philoaophy on .
Hebrew religione thinking can only proceed from those who

heve never understood what philosophy is". ("Doctrine of
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the Trinity” p.120). Others have suggested that there
was, in Judaiém. an inoipient ﬁoqtrino of intermediaries,
whioh ﬁas later‘rapudiafed by Jewish thinkeré on the soore
that it might be taken as giving support to the developing
theology of the early chfietian Church. (eg. Kohler,"Jewish
Theology"). Some would not deny thet this phase of Jewigh
religious development has left its traces in the Pargums.
We have by no means said ell that is to be said on the
subJect of the "word" in the 0ld Testament; we shall, in
faot, return to the topic presently.. All we have done is
to show that. whatever there may be in common between the
P;ologue of the Fqurth Gospel and those aepecté of the
"word" in the 01d Testament which we have considered, there
is a gulf which - suﬁposing the writer’s mind was-infiuenced
by them - must have been bridged in the Evangelist's |
thinking by snother element. In point of faot,most attempte
to acocount for the term Logos 1n‘that Prologue resolve '
themselves into thé‘saarch for that gaoﬁor. St. Jerome may
bs right in deolaring that St. John wrote the Prologue,
being'éaturated with revelation"'. But it is still open to
the moat reverent enquirer to try to probe the ocontent of
that mind which received the revelation. To what factors
d1d he relate it in his attempt to reduce it to human speech?
Some have thought to £ind that element. bridging the

"word" of»the creation narrative, of the Psalter and the
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prophets, in the Targums. We step baok'into the leisurely
dayse of Canon>L1&¢on's great Bampton Leotures, and read:- e
"In the Hebrew books the Word of Jehovah manifests the
ehergy of God: he creates the heavens (pe.zse); he

15 _ _bb
; 18 "). Accordingly,among

governs the world (Ps.147
tﬁé Palestinian Jews, the Chaldee paraphrasts almost alwaye
aiﬁays represent Godjas aoting, not immediately, but through .
the mediation of the,Memra or Word". (p}63.2nd.etn;)‘ |
It will bé.aeen that Liddon accepted both the idea of
Jeyisﬁ belief in some type of medistory sgent, and an iden-
tif1cation of the 0ld Testament "Word" with the Tergumic
Memra. So, too, in his "Theology of the New Teata@ent",
Dr. Stevens spoke of the personification in the Targﬁme.of
the Memra of Yahdweh._cbnoeived of as "a kind of‘interme-'
diary ange1 betweeh‘the tranécendent Deity and the word"
 (§.5?9)» Thé»late-Bishop,Goie,_in his ﬁémpton Lectures,
"The Incarnation of the Son of God", made & eplendid
effort to break with the temper and fashion of those days .
by refusing tJ £ind in éreek fhiloéophy and in Helleniem
the key to unlock all the problems of the New Testament
and of early Christisn thought. In 1891 he deolﬁrod that
"the characteristic force" of the central term of the
Johannine Prologue" appears to be deriied from'Hebrew.

not Greek sources, and from the atmosphere of Palestine
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: ratper than of Alexandria”. But he, too, turns to the
Tsrgume:  he says of the Memra (or Debura) that it is
"oonstently spoken of as the efficient inetrument of
d1v1n§ asction, in cases where the 01d Testament apeakaa
of Jehoveh himself. The Word of God had come to be used
peraonally; as almost squivalent to God manifesting him-
self". (p.69.0p. “Rééonatruotiqnvof ﬁelief“lp,p.411-419&.
A8 Gore pointed out 1n-his‘prefaca..he'waé pfeaohing-t6 a
wider audience than would be 1gdioated by the description
"theplogianaﬁfy So'we'ehould nof_eeek-any over-csutious state- |
menté. Itlwill be noted that that whioh 18 "the efflcient |
1ﬁatrnment" can scarcely be "God manifesting himself". Bub
it seeme that he acoepte the 1dentification of the: "Wordan
of the 01& ?eatament and the Memra of the Targums. ‘
Briefly, the Targums are Aramsic "renderings":(a'aatis-
faqtofyiarm is not eady to find; both "péraphraeesﬂ and
"vérsions"‘are nbt applicable ln 311‘insténoes):ovaarioue
parts of the Hebrew Soripturee. There are, in all, four-
teen, some complete and others fragmentary. Beﬁyeed then,
they'hover" 81l thé Canonical Soriptures, except thase
parte already written chiofly 1n Aramaio. Abjdoouments
they represent the preservation at a relatively late date
of'renderinga" which had hitherto been preaerved by oral

tradition. Of_particular relevance to the present topioc are:-
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1. The Onkelos Targum. This became for pre-ninth century
Jewry what we might call en "authorized version" of the
Pentateuch. It represents what is virtually a literal
translation, not of the scholarly, but of the "popular™ type.
As we now have it, it is & Babylonian revision of a Pales-
tinian origiﬁal.
2. The Jerusalem Targum. This élso is of the Pentateuch,
but is a much freer paraphrase.
3. The Jonathan Targum. This is a Targum‘of the Prophets.
As we have 1t, the fin#l form may be of the fifth century
of our'era (see, R.A.QAytoun, "The Servant of the Lord in
Targum", "J.T.S. xinI(QO). January 1922). But the first
written version was probably made at the end of the first
century.

A® we have noted, there was a common tendency during
the last century, among those who preferred not to seek
the derivation of the Logos in the Johannine Proldgue in
Philo or the Stoipes, to regard it "as a Jewish idea, which
is supposed to be traceable to the use of the term Memraf
“(F.C.Burkitt). In the "Harvard mieological Review" for
January 1922, ffofeesor G.F.Modfo provided an srticle on
"Intermediaries in Jewish Theology". Professor Burkitt
wrote a note in the Journal of Theological Studies, drawing

the attention of English studente to Professor Moore's

article, and stressing the importance of it. In volume XXIV
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(No.94) for Janunary 1923, Professor Burkitt wrote &
summary of the article from the Ameriocan journal. The
same conclusions were received in 1924 by Billérbkek, in
?he-“Epmment:aﬁ%um,N.T. gus Talmud und Midrasch“-cII.ppf
302-333). In hie original article, Professor Moore
sttacked the ides that the Memra of the Targuma‘oorfaa-
ponds to %heﬂgmf‘li‘rpf the Hebrew Séripturea. end that
it hﬁa anyfhing-td°do with the LOgOs of the Johennine
Prologue, or any other Greek oomposition.
AB I hed made nmy. eummary of the article in the
EarVard Theologzical Review. before reading Burkitt's’ 1n
the Jqurnal of Thaological Studies, I give this now.
| He points out that the phrase "the Word of the Lord"
~in Hebrew Soriptures is not properly the equivalent of the
."Memra">of-Yahdweh 1n the Aramaic Targums. In fact”'itﬁia;_~"
mieleading to render "memra" in Enqlish with a capital ) '
' : \$“0mﬂﬂﬁhunhh4b{wﬁkﬁhu.dt?&mﬁa
letter - Word. In the Targums “Dabhar Jaheweh™ M or, some- -
times, eapeciaslly in the Paleetinian Targums by "pilla".
Both answer tokoyo; andfer in the Septuagint Tpgs, the
Hehrew text of Hoaea 12 i8:- -
M7 MxNT Y12 Nt dT -”'3””
(RV."When the Lord spske at the first to Hoses, the Lord
said...."). | .
But the Targum Speaks of "the word of prophecy from
. before Yaheveh whioh wes with Bosea" :

oo yum; 1107 XN DJ’H "1~U |
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-Even 1p'those pessages where we might think that the
-"Qord?ais almost fereoﬁified. we still find the use of
" the wéfd "pitgama®. Thus in Isaish 408.'we havéif
Q9yh @p W™ AT 9% 02180 wa!
(RV,the grass withereth, the flower fadeth: but the
word of our God shall sténd for ever")g Here the Targum
reads:-"%"T XN I{1"D1 *ANWINY 12X xYTNO D

Nt DAY B A1
- "Phe wicked man dies, and his plans perish, dbut the~

word of OurrGod;abidqth for ever”. So also, Isa1tl 65 '
(270 QM) Jerémiah 2329 ( "DATSN). |
‘ Thue where the Hebrew Soriptures spesk of thé:cregtive

aotivity of Yaheveh, the‘margﬁme do not represent this
‘activity as mediated by Hie\ﬁmemra”. The#e ié-oﬂe oxoép;
‘tion to thia. 1In Isaiah 4512 we _have:« "I have made the
earth and"oreatea man npqn‘it: -I,,evén my-handa; hgve
gtretched out the heaveﬁs.aﬁd‘all;their host have I com-

manded". Here the Targum reedszf - ‘{ 9 XX
XIZn 2 ghy xwixd XYIX n-lay ?nx%f" |
A5G I ) XIS Tro T TN D 2

Otherwise, 1t may be stated that "memra"” does not connote
the divine oreative agency of any supposed Genesis cosmo-
‘logy. L .

MEMAR (definite memra) is the Aremeic comnterpart of
the iafe Hebrew N'H'BMBK.(from NNX ). Used sudbstantively,
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in general it signifies something seid - a dictum. It is

used to express the giving and~receipt of commsnde. Thus,
in Genesis 452; "Joseph gave (the sons of Igrael)/wagone.
acobrding to the'ebmmandment of Pharaoh". Here the Targum
hes "memra de - Par'oh" for the Hebrew 1Y ‘TD(the rﬂoutlhvg)"ﬂ")y '
oy . SO elso, of Moses (Exodus 382;); of Aaron

da waaed mint (Mo
) g e

(Numbers 4 isobey. his "memra" to listen and

to obey, is to receive the memra of Yahdweh. (Gen.58 ep.
Deut. 521 )
Many instﬁncea couidlbe given in which "memra" 1is

introdupea to express Yahweh's speaking to squone.

Thus, in t.';en,esi«a-'zor5 we rqéd that "God came to ;bimeiech
in a dream of the night, and said to him ..cecesees™
‘The Onkelos Targum reads:- , "A memra from before Yahveh
oame.fo}Abimé}ech,inﬁa dresm of the night and said to
himv,.}..". Thus, in the Onktlos Tergum of Exodus (30

we read - "I will csuse. my memra (*‘nbta) to meet with
.ﬂthe Israelites, and (the tsbernacle) ghall be Banotified
by my glory”. Yahveh pgsures Moses, "my memra ( °NN)
shall be in they mouth". LExod 412). $Here, "word"
signifiee an oracle revesling God's will. Similarly, the
acceptance of God's will is paraphrased as the reception
ofnhis "word". Thus, in Genesie'lse, (Abram) believed the _
memra of Yahweh". |
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But the use of "memra"'is not confined to expresseing
the 1dea of the revelation of Yahweh's wili; it is also
employed to signify his operative activity in mundene
processes. Thus, the Onkelos Targum of Deuteronomy 322
ﬁas:- "For Yahweh your God his memra fights for you".
Moreover, the anthropomorphic idea of protection at "the
hand of God" 1s normally rendered by the same device.
Thus, for Exodus 33°2' ) we have:- "I will extend proteo-
tion by my memra over thee". Similarly the Scriptural
statements of Yahweh's dealings with men are described in
" the Targums as between Yahwsh's "memra" and men. 1In
Genesis 912 we read:- "God said, This is the token of the
covenant which I mske between me and you....." But the
Targum hes "between my memra and you". |

Before proceeding further there are two points which
are worth mentioning. In the first place, while Professor
Moore derived his examples, in the main, from the Pentateuch,
similar instances cen readlly be found in the Prophets.
Secondly, it will be noted, in the examples given above,
"memra” is never used absolutely. In point of fact, the
Targums appear to provide no case of the use of "memra"
apart from a qualifying genitive.

We may now summarize Professor Moore's conclusions.

"Memra" signifies Yahﬂbh‘e dictum (as command or oracle),
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dgéqtéélqﬁq exﬁfééa;qh bi»hls will, or activity in ca:rying
out that ﬁill { sometimes oonno?ing his pdwer.) In numefoue
instances, it appeara as a devioe to maintainifhé remote-

~ nesa of Yahweh. "In many instances it is olearly'mi;ro-
duced as a verbal buffer - one'of meny such in the Targums -
to keép God froﬁ séemiﬁg to come to too close quarters with
men end things; bdut it is slways & buffer-WORD, not &
‘buffer-ides; etill less a»buffer-pereon" (F.C. Burkitt) |
,Nowhere in the Targume is the term "memra" used to signify
6 being. It 1s}neither the angel conveying the will, or
commandments of Yahveh to men; mnor is 1t, in the philoso- )
‘phicsl sense, a oreative agent. It #is, moreover, peouliér
.to the ‘Targums, end 18 not found in Aremsic Midrash. nor in
fTalmndic 11terature.' Kohler aooounts for thia by pointing
to the developing mistrust of the Rabbis for a word whioh
they regarded as oomg;;:fa by Chrietian aeeooiations. It-'
is to be,aooonntgd for only as a‘device of Taergumic literary
style, and not as the éxpreseidn of any theological specu;

- lation. ‘Lebréton has well expressed the truth of the matter
when he said:- "The difficulty preoccnpying the Rabbis
belongs above 811 to the order end praotice of ritual (Here
used in ite exact eense.K H.): =a religious scruple did~not
allow them to neme God as often a8 he was nemed in the Bible,

nJNﬂabove all did they dare to attribute to him, directly
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or immediately, as many actions as did the saored booke;
to calm their scruples it was enough to veil the divine
majesty under an abstract periphrasis". As a matter of
1nterest,.too, we may note that Lebreton found the onlj
point of contaot between the "memra" of the Targums and
the "logos" of the Johannine Prologue to be the actual
chargctaré of the word iteelf. ©his, too, was Harnack's
vérdiot. Billerbeck.(op.cit.) accounted for the fMemra-
Jahvesﬁ of the Targums, like Lebreton, as a circumlocu-
tion arising for the later 5ew19h distaste for pronouncing
the sacred name. |

We have noted how immediate was the generai accepfanoe
of Professor Moore's conclueions in this country, following‘
the lead of Profeeeor Burkitt. 1Its early acoeptanoe can be
.notioed in Dr. Eirk's article on the. "Evolution of the.
Dootrine of the Trinity". (Essaye on the Tripity and the
Inoérxiation" A.E.J. Rewlinson, p.190), while both Dr. |
Strachen and Dr. ‘Howard have aleo agreed with him in more
recent publioations._

Aotually, Hoore'e position was antieipatid in the last
century by Dorner 1n his "Parson Christi” fop. 69-60). He
, deolarea that the Memra, Shekinsh and Metatron entail only
a parastatio appearanoe of God, being symbolic of his |
Presence, and 1mpersona1. Ealman. in hie "Die Worte Jesu"

(pp.187-188) appears to have held a similar position.



R.L.O?tley. too, seems to have entertained some such ides;
for, although he speaks of thé "Memra" being Mised paraphras-
tiocally to express the personality of a being", he also
suggests that it is 't paraphrase for God himself”, (The
Incernation” p.39.) It is even poesible that this, too,

was Bishop Gore's view. Be that as it may, it is ocustomary
to régard Professor Moore'e article as enunciating and
stabilizing the position; end the conclusion which he
offered has found general acceptance.

It 18 not to be éxpected that one article in an American
journal could immediately end finally undermine a position
with which European scholars would associate the impressive
name of Bousset (see his "die Relis. des Judenth”, p.398
and with which op. Heks§ill in Rev. Bibl. Internat. for
1908,p.62). Thus we can still read in a book beloneing to
the present decade:-

"In the Targums it is not the localized Shekinah but
the Memra, the slmoet hypostatized word, which 18 regarded
a8 the aotive representative of God on earth". (W.J.Phythian-
Adams, "The People and the Presence".p.l1l77).

Again, in the Jewish Quarterly Review for October 1932
(N.S. Volume XXII No.2) Canon G.H. Box reconsidered the
" "Idea of Intermeﬁiation in Jewish Theolosy" (pp.103 £f), with

particular reference to the use of "memra"™. If I have under-
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stoodﬁhih aright, two factors in his oriticism of Professor
Moote are of perticular interest end relevance in the pre-
sent disoussion. Y_Canon Knox also wrote:- "For some un- .
explained reason the writer (o: the Fourth Gospel) idénti-
fied.Jeéus with the rather shadowy Memra or Word of God
which plays a ébmewhat unimportant role in the Targums as
ra per1phfasis‘for the'divine name™. _?hus. it seems, he
'wishes‘to retain the debt of the Johannine Prologue to the
Targums, bnt torreduoe the signifioande of the language

of the iarguma to that of periphrasiszx -

1. Box noted the case of Isaish 4512. We have already \
seen that Moore allowed that this verse is the one excep-
tion to his thesis that the 0ld Testament j}1;)- \.J'{ {8 not
translsted by "memra" in the Pargume. Canon Box suggested
thét "memra" was oonsisfently used to render 7N(, in the
loet Palestinian original; bdut fhﬁt "pitgﬁm&" was substi-
tuted 1ﬁ the Babylonlan revision, Isaiah 4512 somehow
eacaping'revision, and remaining to provide the clue to
the usage of the original. Thus, he arzued, there was a
stage of Térgum1§ development. whose liferary memorials

- we no longei possess, but in which the Rabbis had gohe

somewsy in the direction of the pereonalization of the

"memra”.



2. Béiﬁé aédonﬁ'afgumént was sn appéal to Kohler's
'artiolorin the Jawish Encyolopedia, 1n Which ha notod )
the use with "memra" of verbs 1mp1y1ng peraonal aotinn.

on these grounde Canon Box, repudiated tho thesis
that "memra" is a "buffer-word", devoid of any "theolo-
.gipai.signifioancet.

But Mogre'e»afgnment, espeoially since it was
reiterated in his "Judaism in the First Centuries of the
Christian Era" (I;pp.417 ff)'has,won‘fairly'ﬁideeprea¢
&oooptanoé in Europe. The "memra" is "not an 1nteiﬁe- |
diary or hypostseis, bdut only & purely formal substitute
for the sacred tetragrammaton, the 1neffable.ham¢"y My
own oriticism, while finding Moore's arguments conclusive,
is to w0nder'1f the question of intermediation 1s'str1étly
lrélavant to a consideration of antecedehtsvfor the Logos-
term of the Johannine Prologuo. 1 oan perceive no eﬁidence.
that the suthor thereof had any 1dea of an intermediary
when he introduoced hi% Logos-oategory. This is & point
which ‘we shell have to mention agsain. But thie consi-
def&tion'wili nof‘eefvd.to.reopen the door whicﬁ\écholars
of other daya thought that they peroeiqu between the
Prologue and the Targums.

But, in fairneaa, it should also be noticed that,

' even if the aréument.against & Targumioc source of the
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Logos-term has been established, the possible indebtedness
of the Johannine author to the Targums for such associa-
tions as are suzgested by@(knvuéb/ has still to be as
convincingly disproved.

Th‘sinteresting consideration, too, arises from the
disocussion; 1if all this is true which has been argued
by Moore and accepted by such as Dr. Howard, it would
also appear that WeAgo some way towards our beins able
to say that the natural development of 014 Testament
thousht and language was not in-the direction indicated
by the Johannine Prologue.

To sum up: the Prologue culminates in a categorical
statement of the Incarnation. No phrase of the Targums
goes beyond the stage of quasi-personification. The
language of'Targums is in large measure the reflection
0of that Hebrew poetry which extends at least from the
Psalmists to Heine; that is, it is in hiech degree sym-
bolical - as all religious poetry ﬁust be. The things
symbolized must be taken into éonsideration in the
welghing of meanings. No doubt the language of the
Prologue could be considered poetical; but we should
never forget that the limifs of 1ts symbolism are again
defined by the historical Gospel to which it is related.
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What is the Debt to Greek Philosophy?

"1f,then, it is alleged that the Greeks gave expression
to some aspects of true philosophy by accident, that éocident
depended on divine economy; for no one will be induced by
the present controversy to'deify chance”.

- Clement of Alexandris in "Stromateis".

Quid Athenis et Hierosolymis? Quild acadamiae et
eccleside?"

- Tertulldan,
in de Praesoriptione Haeretiqorum.

To introduce, in the present year, the'topic of the
indebtedness of the writer of the Johannine Prologué to
the teachings of the Greek Philosophers, seems almost like
stepping into another century; or, at any rate, like
paying & tribute to an age which is gone,'although as
recently as 1944, it appears that Dr. A.J. Macdonaldws
prepared to accept the‘indebtedness‘of the Johannine writer
to "Greek thought" about "the idea of the creative Logos”
(Mnterpreter Spirit and Human Life" p.III.) Considerable
thought could produce no straightforward title for this
part of the discussion. Only a question seemed adequate.
And yet, it was less than half a century ago that much of

the concentration was upon the Hellenistic baokground of

f
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the New Testament. We have already had occasion to notice
Dr. C.H. Dodd's protest at the radical swing to the position
of almost exalting the Hebrew antecents of the Fourth Gospel
to the denial of any nonfﬂebraio contribution. We may quote
agein, "Indeed the Hellenistic aspect of Johannine thought
is of greater importance than some réoent writers, in re<
action to earlier views, are ready to admit". A 1little
later, Professor Dodd exbressea his own belief thuse:-
"The fact is that the fusion of Hebralc and Hellenistie
thought is extrg-ordinarily complete in the Fourth Gospel.
Not only in the Prologue, but almoet everywhere ite lan-
guage opens up vistas into two worlds, in both of which
the writer 15'af home....."

There are three main reasons why the present treatment
of the Logos-term in the Prologue to the Fourth Gospel
ought to include some account of the place Gand use of !\O'YG'§
in @feek philosophieal writings. Firstly, because it is
un;ikely that those who found there at least ome of the roots
of the Johannine Logos can have been wholly wrong; Secondly,
.because the warning has sounded that the days of an exclusive
Hebraic derivation are numbered. Thirdly, =8 we shall see,
some consideration must later be given to the possibility
thi%ﬂgﬁﬁﬁfﬁﬁ and later Hellenism was not without its effecﬁe

upon the former.



In the min@a-of:moet New Testament etudenta._the
derivation of the Johannine Logos-term from the philo-
eoﬁhy of Greece is always aseocisted with the massive
Professor Jemee Adsm. In hie famous "Religious Teachers
of'Gfeeeeﬁ he wrote:- | |

"Iqiét.vJohﬁ's Geapel andvthe Ebiatlee'of St. Paul,
Ideal Righteousnese. which Plato, we must remetber, 5peaﬁs-
of as divine _has become incarnate in Jesus Christ: "the f
Word became flesh and dwelt among us": hence we mey £eiriy
eay'that in theése two writers the personlof Christ eceupieei
the same relative position as 15.000upied by the Idea of
Righteousness in Plato (p.436). |

.Having thue quoted Adam 1t is. 1nterestinh to auote
the one whom'Dr. Dodd has blamed for a too radical and
exolusive Hebraie derivation of the Logoe-term - thé late
81r Edwyn Hoakyne. "So convinced was Adam of the direot
conneotion between the use of the word Logoa in the Prologue _
to the Pourth Gospel and in Greek ‘philosophy, that ‘he
selected “HE WORD rather than REASON as the most adequate

tranelatien into English of the Stoie Logos" (p.157).

Many yeare‘ego; Harneck posited that there met be

some reason why "the relizion of Jesus” hes ?ailed-tp take

root in any Jewish or Semmtic s0il. Some have suggeeted
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that the reason may well be the Greek (or non-Judsic)
thought therein. But even Harnack himself, while sdmit-
fing "well marked traces»of";t in Paul ,Luke and John",
conoluded that "we cannot say that the earliest Christian
writings, let alone thelGOBpelg shqw,»to any considerable
extent the presence of a Greek element". "(What is Chrie-
tienity?" B.T.208.) R "

A treatment of the Brologue of the Fourth Gospel
is eoaroely the plaoe for a dissertation upon the theology
of the Paultgb Epietlee or his. apeechee in the Ac%s of
the Apoqtlea. It must suffice to note that there is a
fairly generallagreemént as to & oonéiderable_community of
thought between these and the Jobannine wfitings. What is
'éﬁ‘ihtqtéstfto,ge 18 to note thet there has-also'beén a
change 1n £he Qpproach to the ?auliﬁe theoldgy. In spite
df'ﬁarnack‘s ﬁérning thatvtie Holy Lend lay well within
the 8phere of Bellenio 1nf1uenoe the idea was once popular
of a Hell@nized Jew of Tarsus, whose divinely appointed
task was to exprese afresh the teaching of a Jew of Pa@es-
“tine. Pfincipal‘W'R. Halliday once wrote:- S

"If the Fonnder of Christienity was born in Bethlehem
of Judaea, his mesaage in order to. reach the larger world
was neoeesarily dressed in Hellenistic gard. The form in

which Christian metaphysié and theolosy are expressed,
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consequently has 1ts roots in Greek philosophy and
literature”. ("The Pagan Background ;f Barly Christisnity™,
p.lé@). In fairness, it may be pointed out that Prinocipsl
Helliday sdmitted (p.160) that the speech in Acts 17 lies
outside the main stream of St. Paul'’s thought. But as far
back as 1890, Krénkel found St. Paul so bereft of any traéea
of Greek oulture, that he questioned the verseity of the
statement in the Aoté of the Apostles, that he was "of Tarsus".

| But there are three points which ought°to:be fept in
mind before we begin a summary of Greek rhilosophical thought.
on the topic of the Logos.
1. We cannot ignore the question of 8t. Paul and current
rhilosophy. Although modern writers pay more attention to
the Paﬁl who sat at the feet of Gamaliei. and who boasted
that he was ah"Hebrew of the He_brle.w\a", then to the Paul who
quoted & Stoic hymn 1in Athene (Aotsilvzé). we muat give due
weight to thé‘fabt fhat not only could Jﬁstin Martyr, "wearing
his philoaophérlé cloak", s8speak of Christiéns Befoieichrist;
but that as early as the fburth century "that very jejune
forgery, the}CORRESPONDENCE’between the Pagen (Seneca) and
fhe Christian thinkers came 1ntovciroulation“- (Halliday,
op.cit.p.4.) The idea of contact between Christian and
' Pagan thinkers has, at leaét. the respeotabiliti of old age

to commend it.
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2. Some weight must be given to the evidenoce for the
"study of Greek philosophical suthors in Palestine. 1In
his §ohweioh‘Lgctu;es on "Some Hellenistic Elements in
Primitive Christianity”, Canon Knox says:-

"In & ocuriously neglected passage of the Talmud
(Soteh 49b) R. Gameliel is reported as saying that his
father R. Simeon b. Gameliel II had in his house 500 lads
learning the wisdom of the Jews and another 500 learning
the wisdom of the_Greeks. The number of pupils at thie
academy are of coufse a8 ridiculous as all ancient Jewish
statistiocs; but there is no reason to doubt that that the
Rabbis of the first century A.D.were alive to the need of
such a dual curriculum”. (p.zl)- Canon Knox's sfatement
requires to be balanced with other passages from the Talmuad.
For instance Menachoth {(99b):- "A Rabbi asked, "Since
I have learned the whole of Torah, may I study Greek philo-
sophy?" In reply, the verse was quoted, "This book of the
law shall not depart out.of thy mouth, but thgu ghalt medi-
tate therein day and night" (Joshua 1?3'), and the remark
was added, "Go and search at which hour it is neither day
nor night, and devote it to the study of Greek philosophy”.
0f oourse, while discountenancing such study, the verse may
be taken as testimony to the availability of the study of
Greek‘ph11080phy. Oor what.of Baba Kamms (83a)? There were
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8 t#ousand}pupils in my father's school, of whom five
hundred studied Torah and five hundred studied Greek
philosophy; AND OF THE LATTER NONE WERE LEFT BUT MYSELF
AND MY NEPHEW". But, "A men may teach his DAUGHTER Greek,
because it is an sccomplishment for her" (p.Pesh 15¢),
though "Cursed be the man who has taught his son Greek
philosophy". (Baba Kamma 826). From the Talmud also We
learn that some of the Rabbis were prgpared to countenance
the study of the Greek language but not the philosophy.
It is, of course, difficult to seé how the study of that
language could have been made without some contact with
the various philosophical systems. Again, although we
may not be ready to accept Canon Knox's statement unreser-
vedly, it is still possible to point to the efficient and
effective methods of Jewish propaganda, and to suggest that
this would not have been possible if those who "oompassed
sea and land to make one proselyte” did not give some care
fo the study of non-Judaic thought. |
3. Sight should not be lost of Claude Montefiore's
argument fﬁudaism and St. Paul") that the Judaism of the
Dia5pofa was less liberal than that of Palestine, and fhat
the reaction of non-Palestinian Jewry to the pagan world

was one of exclusiveness.
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It is imposeible within the scope of the present thesis
to trace in detail the uses in the classical Greek authors
of the vérioue shades of meaning which attach to ANoYOS .

It oarries eslmost unnumbered shades of significance - collec-
tion, story, census, and reckoning: so Aristotle WA MOy OV
_‘ﬁﬂqu&Pu&f , and Thucydlides 0 gvvfds k&yoz (the total number);
acoount, or reason: 80 ev (°v5¢V' )‘@X“ | novev Tiva (T )
or L&utthms *5700 (to be worthy of notice); reason: cK
TVoe I\oO'BQQ %NWUW)
ént 1l e T Adyw Scw (for the purpose of reflection.)

But, for practical purposes, it is usual to begin with
Heraclitus of Ephesus, one of the possible places of origin
for the Fourth Gospel; <for even modern commentators agree
that at any rate the earliest diffusion of Johannine Chris-
tianity may well have been 1h its traditional home of pro-
consular Asia. Otto Pfleiderer, in his "P;;mitive Chris-
tianity" (vol.IV.p.7) maintained that the correspondences
between.the Prologue to St. John's Gospel and Heraclitus’
tractate nepr QUEEWe are sufficient to justify those who
suppose & direct'dependenoe between the two. Norden
("Antike Kgpstprosa II") says that, in the Prologue "In the
bepinning.waa the word" and "the word was God" are two

Heraolitan phrasee separated by an Hebraio-He1#§nistio
phrase - "the word was with God". And it is also true that
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Heféolitns W&B'Opé.of ﬁﬁoae whom Justin Martyr specifi-
oally named as one of " thé Christians before Christ”,
(Apol.lée). So to Her&éiitus we now tura. |
" When Profeesor"lllioh,wés lecturing in Geneva, he

used to'impresa upon us that the clue to'the unaerstanding
of pre-Christisn Greek thought is alwaye to remember that
the Greek lived under'whgf he called ?the embarrashent of
ohange". Hefaolitus. reacting to the Ionian meterislism,
claimed to observe, in rhenomenal change, law; and 1t‘1s
in his observétions that it 1s generally considered that
we first encounter the concept of a “opsmical logos".

This is the_oruoial_paasagq (fmaq-z in most editiona):-~

"®his kéwog 19”81Ways existing, thoush men fall to

underétand it both before and when they have heard it.

¥or everything happens accordine to the Loéos CX'VQkQWAQ
\J(b m(va.,v_ ua-rui ;tév /\4':70\/ )but it seems as thoush men were
never acaquainted ﬁith‘it; when they come to know such works
and words as I propound,. dividing>each Bevérally according
to its natyre, and explaining hdw it actually is".

Attention naturally centres on the expression Wavd Toy

Myov . Some have thought that 1t sisnified the speaker
himself; dbut, in fact, Heraclitus specificially claims

to be its mouthpiece. Others have mainteined that |
is Heraclitus' treatise or argument, and that, therefore,
Mot v M'\ov means "according to the present pilece of
writing”, or"according to my afgument". To this Adsm ré-

1
t
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turned that such an equation would destroy the parallels
‘and antitheaes of those arsuments Qé»tban srgumemts in which .
the term is used, pointing to the 92nd fragment stating that,
while the Nw¢ 1s universal (s Noyou seovisr  Gevou )
most people live as 1f they had apurely private 1ntelligenceﬁ.
Certainly, none of the earlier jea&era of Heraclituse gppea?
to have thousht that by M'wos . hé i‘neé.nt "arsument” (e.g. S,exo
tus Empiwious Adv. Mathem,7/133; Stobasus eppears to have
equated Heraolitus' ASyt¢ with G'l)mﬁjehé-“\ Fﬂ-‘e'.). Nor will
Adam have it that Heraolitus' logos is & law or "supreme
ordinance". Apainst this he argues by pointing out the use
of active verbs in speaking of the "aotivity" of the 1ogoa
(e.g.Yiyvadene ). |

But Adam, while baintaining that Heraclitus does throw
out suszestions of an incorporeal logos, does not esk us
to believe that his logoe is entirely divorced from the
material. He is, Adam admitse,"a hylozoist in the fulleat_
sense"(p.225). Moreéier, the limitations of Haraqlitue' idéa
of a 1§goe determined by h;s own view of reality; It mey be
that all things are "living, vital and animated"”, but all
thinge are God, which 1s the totality of the priméty fiery
substence. Change may be orderly; bdut it is not to the
order of any supra-material directive; phenomena are cos-

mical and not chsotic, but Heraclitus goes no further than



" his owh d_e_olaration ¢ Gcos '\'f'-‘,P'\ e&qopa(/—q ,XG;}&;Y_ é—)é@gg‘
fiodepos eigam o 1ogos Niwds . Tt 1s thie that we have to
keep firmly in mind when we read that Heraclitus regarded
"the logos as God". However much we qualify the terms
"pantheism” or "materialism" the truth remains that for no
pantheistic materialist is there a trenscendent God whose
logos it could be. It has also been expressed that while
‘for the writer of the Prologue the Logos, the outward world
'and soule of men are three entities, such 8 thought would
have appeared unintellipible to Heraolitus.

Before we take leave of Hersolitus, wg pause to note
that Canon Hodgson dreﬁ atteﬁtion'to an'unpublished paper
by P?ofessdr A.J. Smith, in which he had poinfed.oﬁtrthat,
in Heraclitus, the aéying Tou Adyou & éovtﬁf aer
déuucfm \wvovf¢w\;ﬂoe:%ooj"has nothing to do with the
eternity of a supernatur&l being. It eimply statea that
while the diaoussion of some unidentified question ie
. endless, men find it aifficult to understend what it s
about”. Logos ecame to denote "definition", i.e. descrip-
”tiéﬁ in.wbrda. aﬁd so-to the sense "diegram", e.g. the
draﬁing'offafdiagram to answer the'éueetion. "What 18 the
“logos of & triangle®™ Thug logos "ocame to be obnneoted _
with the 1dea of reason, for only that which 1é rational

is definéble?. It appears, moreover,thet Professor Smith



. ,t“hh;sé;l
denieg?that'vihe word_waé eyer uéed in the Gréékjtrsdition
for-ﬁhéfaétivelreaSOniﬁg faculty‘iﬁ man, dr-fof a oognate
prinoiple in the universe", for which the word 1§1$ Aoy 6Tikov
~He maintains that_Philo uaedAéps to render fiﬁfyn, bﬁt |
"thebiogiane in their ignorance read back the latter meaning
«+++. into earlier writings where it was out of place".

‘ Certainly, if Professor smith is éight. many passagee
in the tfhotgte whose mesning, on the traditiohai'showing
of the force ofk5$m . séeméd, to say the Ieaét. trivibl,
beganlto acquire a significance which can be appreciated.

By way of exampléfWB could mention:- pdk é}gﬁ_kxA& Ty

Myou K0S 6avTag SpohoYsel COpoy CETI , GV mhvea  Gival .

It certainly begins to appeaf that the G:eek philoso-
rhical antecents of the Prolozue have beeh néglected not
only in favour of the fashionable tendenoy to find all the
New Teatahent‘in the Talmud, but also because 6£ its own
inherent wesknesses - that 1s unless we'érevprepargd to ley
at the door of the writer of the Prologue the charze that
he shared the 1ghorahce of "the theologians" to whom Prof.
Smith elluded. | |

After Herasolitus, the concept of the Logos disappeared
until the advent of the formal Stoles; that is, for‘about
two oéntpiiee. After all, the dootrine of 1mmanent deity

belongs to pantheism, whereas the philosophers of the fifth
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and fourth oqnﬁuries B.C. were, in the main, dualists.
Before we go any further, 1tiie as well to note that
Plato tells of no Logos. Any idea that he did so arose
Confue Lo '
from the subsequent” between Plato end the Platonists, and
from & failure to distinguish between the autheﬁio'wfitiﬁgs
of the ppilosopher and the pseudo-Platonic works which
flooded the ancient ﬁorld after his death. It could dbe
ﬁrguad - éhd it is a point to be borne in mind in consi-
dering the relationship between_the Johannine Prologﬁe and
Qregk philbsophy -'that not untiliéE;;B was the concept of
the.Stoib~Logoe finally embedded 1nithe dualism of later
Platonism. _

Leaving Heraclitus, we pause to notice that, if his
term }5\0;’ had any of the signiﬂcance which has been
claimed for it subsequently, in Anaxagoras the term vOUS
is preferred. The argument remaeins unsettled as to whether
this VS 1s immaterisl or "the subtlest form of matter".
But it appears to have been concelved of as distinguishablé
from othér modes of the oconstant matter.

It is, of course, very difficult to be sure exactly
what Soorates taught, and to disentangle his teaching from
that of his great pupil and from the fecorﬂs of Xenophon.
However, 1t may be assumed that he introduced the oconcept

of teleology into philosophical thinking. 1If we are to
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trust Xenophon we may meke the eomawhat oonfnsed assertion
that beyond Soorates' polytheiam there lay a monotheiem,
the God of which has an intelligence which pervades all
(_r:w v MVTi C?,Dév'\ 61v ). This is the nearest approach to
the ides of a Logos. But, since his genuine 1nterests were
religieﬁa. we ought to mention it.

We have already remarked that, in the suthenic Flato
there is to‘be‘fdund no -1logos. 'Byt 80 merked'ie‘hie effiniﬁy
with the dootrine.of later days- as we learn when we study
the philosophy and theolopy of Alexandria - that a brief
glance at his teaching 1s neoeseary. Suoh e glance precludes
an indioation of even the general soope-ef the greet philo-
eopher's thought; we can only men%ien that asbeot‘which
bears most closely on that subsequent development in which
we are particularly interested.

Foremost in Plato's thought is his deotrine of the
eternal "ideas". These belonz not to the world of eeneory
experience, and are to be apprehended only by the reason.

- While his writings preserve no complete and syetematio
treatment of "the hierachy of 1deas" ‘we glesn that what we
may osll "the highest term" ie 4 ®o Jya&ﬁ Ifed - the idea
of the good. No¥ can there be much doubt that he regarded
"the idea of the good" as God, of whom he speaks in lan-

guage which leaves no doubt that he ressrded God as personel.



‘Nér does Plato formuiate precisely e doctrinn of the
relationship between the "1dess™ and the "phenomenal world".
But, as will be readily appreciated, it is in the considers-
tion of this question that he comes anywhere near to the
dnotrine of the Logos. For his thoughts on this point, we
turn to his "Timaeus" (29 o;d.). where he disousses the
problem of the genesis of the cosmos. There can be no,dqnit
tnat his dootrine of a "world eoul"(30 a) end of secondary
deities (4la) had much influence on the development of the
idea of a mediating Logos, slthough there is no evidence. .
that 1t influenced the writer of the Johannine Prologue
The gulf there 1is apparent when we remember that for Plato,
there are two deitiee the Supreme .God - the Creator - and
the "world-eoul" who (or which9) is his vicegerent - the
mediator between the unknown Creator and his oreation.
Mozéover, the "world-soul” 1é'dreatgd. Plato does not say
exaatly how; oné suggestion is thnt he thought of it as
an eménétipn of the mind of his Supreme God. '

Evén from this briéf summary, it is clear how far 1is
the ory from Plato to St. John. But it is also fair to
say the_oonoeptn of a transcendent Creator and of a "world-
soul" have their logical fruition not in & statement of

incarnation but in the ideas of Neo-platonism, holding
apart the creation and the Supreme Deity.
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~ Aristotle's interests were first and foremost with
the problem of matter snd form. For him, matter 18 ep
oJé\¢ and the subject of chenge. Correepondingz to Plato's
"8« , i the "form", for which he has many names 4;5%3 ,
PoLPn ,,-7"' KT Wy Ao’y ov oZ:c;u’m L, T Ev elvn Th§
"form" has ﬁo 1ndependént being, end is, as regards matter.
immanent aﬁd not transéendent. Qhe “embarrasament of change"
he explains by a "Prime Mover", beyond that'which changes,
and which, among other titles, he calls 7ﬁP)‘;\,

Affer Arietotlé, philoaophicﬁl‘intereet in such problems
as coamology and epiatomolbgy began»tp give pléée to an
incressing conoern for ethiocal etudiee, Thé‘reQSOn for thie
19 wost likely to be sought in the oriental influenoea,-whioﬁ |
‘wére now becoming-qonsiderdble,_and in the.fhct that a euc-'
cession of teachers was springing up, who came, notSfrom |
Greece, dbut from Babyloh, Tyre, Sidon, Carthage, Cilecis,
Phrygzia an@ ﬁhodee, When wé consider this point, we see
that it is 1nadeqﬁate to say that there is an interést in
"ethiocal studies". Rather we should say that there grew
up & succession of teschers marked by "moral earnestness".
This should be borne ;n mind. It ie easy, on'a oursory .
reading of Stoical, and kindred writere, to give thoucghtless
assent to St. Jerome's remark about "Stoici qui nostro
dogmati in ﬁleris que concordant"; But Jerome's interests

were practical and, especially, ascetical; he was ill-read
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in philoeophical authoré. But when genuine philosophera!
1ike Justin Martyr and Augustine, undertook to build up 1
the metaphysical approach to the Faith, they turﬁad not
to those whom Lightfoot has desoribed as being under the
"influence of the One religion" (Commentary on the Epistle .
to th? Philippianei, put to the Plétoniste and Pythagoreans..
Lightfoot was also of the opinion thét the theological |
language - as distinet from the philosophical dootrine -
was derived, in the main, from eastern snd, indeed, Jewish
sources. (1bid.p.317). Alongside this, we may place anotherl
judegment, that "if yoﬁ strip Stoioipm of its paradoxes and
its wilfﬁl-miense of language, what is left is simply the
moral philosophy of Socrates, Plato, ahd Aristotle, ddéhed
with the phyeioe of Heraclitus". After sll, Platonism -
1 not Plato - hsd banished God from the materisl world",
had left it a dark msss from whioh the soul must detéch itself
if i1t would find him, and yet this is thg world which encloses
us on every side, with which we have primerily to do. (E.Be?ﬁh.
"Stoies and Sceptice",(b.41).. Nbr. when turning from ethiocal
questiona to those of natursl rhilosophy, were the Stoice in
ény better case if they appealed to Aristotle. His is, no-
toriously, "s Menely deity". Anaxegoras, true, had mattered
yo%s 5(&\466)&1\6& ﬂn’tv% . Soorates found this not explansatory,

but descriptive, and set it on one side. The Stoiocs, too,
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could not dbe eatiafied with 1t. The subjeqt,véaqueemga
too definite in oontent, and too personal in concept "while-
the predicate, with its traneitive verb made the maxim eapable
of a deistioc interpretation. 1In large,meaeure, the firat |
Stoioe looked upon the past two hundred years as years whioch
the locusts had eaten, and reverted to the nebuloue term
Noyos - It 1s typicel of them that they were interested .
only in an argument egganeenau omnium. '

Such, theh, are the pointe which we should bear in mind
when we turn to the works qf-the‘eafliar Stoiocs.

of these.stoios, the first figure whom we meet is Zeno
of Citium, and that he was probaﬁly of Semifio extractidn'
seems to dbe 1ndicated by hie oustomary nickname “the Phoeni-
cisn". We may be sure of Semitic influence iAfiueHRe at
Citium, with its colony of Hebrew traders and their families.
But it 1s not so easy to decide that the title "the Phoenician”
meane that his teaching owed much to Phoenician thought. We
know nothing aﬁout Phoenician wisdom. On the otherAhaﬁd, due
weight should be given to the fact that when Zeno reached
Athens, Plato‘had oniy been_déad for some thirty years, and
was very much ‘alive influentially. But even 1f we gfant |
that his message was Hellenig, and recognize his use of the
formad syllogism, hievmanner and method are much more those
of the eastern prophet. - "Zeno with that touch of oriental
symboliem which characterized him, used to i1llustrate to his
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disciples ﬁhe"atepa of knowledge by'geéhe of gestures”.
(3tock, "Stodpism" p-28). |

Again, 1t 1is not eésy'to be sure exactly what Zeno"
taught. A1l that has survived of his writings are the
titles and. & few isolated phrases. For the rest, we have
to rely on the testimony of later disciples and critica.
Nor, again, do the Stoio teachings represent a ooneietent
whole. fThus, while Zeno set the general tone of Stoicism
by sbandoning Pléte'e trenscendentel deity in fafour of

pantheiem BOethns dietinguished God and the coemes.
QM«va /,Lev v wal LRvwy 6 ZT'w""Os nepl Tns odsins ToU 9(09
‘SIC/\V\}WBOT—&—G' oo)( }Loqg.)s ‘r‘c—(al i tms S«GVov\%\)d’mf uM o/w»v.

f)l\;w ch usw},.uwv Z*\vw\/ﬁ Sc~ J‘*”j"“* T'Cfii «TAS7

wopeis ;H\SW ?qu Gellemus: Hist. Phil.16) odciav’

&6 Ecou ef:'\vw\/ //év ¢ns1 ™y Slov Konww Hatl Tov ou,Oswo v,
But although Boethus allowoi that deit,y wae an "aithereal
'su‘bstanoe" (3°le’0€ By f>"¢3‘6(3'>g eov J"’EQ'\W‘&: , Stobaeus
Eolog.I, 60) he would not speak of the eoemes as a living
‘_thing, or being. (lSOV\Gos 14 QNG ouUK C\vd\ \wov A
HOGFAV Diogenee LeeYtius, 143) o

For our present purpose, we are not oalled upon to

£ollow the vagaries of individusl Stolos; 1t is sufficient
to 1ndicate the general line and scope of Stoio teeehing.
Bnt no attempt to epitomize the mein tenets of Stoicisem

can rightly be made w:’lthout reference to the greatest single
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expreaeion of primitiva stoioism which we know a8 cleant’gr;
Hymn. Of Oloan ﬁfiz.r Laﬁgrango well said, "on dirait de lui
qu'il fut l'Epictate de 1l'sncien stoiocisme". (Vers le logose
de Saint Jean" in Revue Bibligue 1923 p.166). Here 15 Pro- -
fessor Jamee Adam's English version:- |

"0. God moet'glorione. called by manyra name,

Rature's greaf kine, throush endless years the same;

anipoténce,_who by thy Jjust deoree.

Controllest all, Hail,Zeus, for unto thee

thoves thy dreatures in all-iands to call.

We are thy children, we alone, of 81l

On earth'é broad ways that wander‘to and fro,

Bearing thine image wheresoe'er we qo. S

Wherefore with sonzs of praise thy power I will forth

Lo! yonder heaven, that round the earth is wheélzgow.

"Follows thy guidance, still to thee doth yield

Glad homage; thine unéonquerab@e‘hahd o

~ Such flaming minister, the 1e’v1‘1;1 brand

'Wieldefh. a sword twd-édgad. wﬁoae deathless micht

?uléates throngh all that nature bdrings to 1iéhté

'Vehiale of the nnivereai word, that flows

Throush all, and in the 1light oeleafiél glows

0f gtars both great and emaell. O king of kings

?hroﬁgh ceaseless ages, God, whose purpose brings

To birth whate'er on land or in the sea



Is wroucht, or in the hich heaven's immensity;
Save what the sinner works infatuate.

Nay, but thou knowest to make the orooked straight:
Chaos to thee is order: in thine eyes

The unloved is lovely, who d4id'st hermonize
Things evil with godd, that there should be
One Word through all things everlastingly.

One Word - whoee.voice alas! the wicked spurn;
Insatiate for the good their spirits yearn:

Yot seeing see not, neither hear

God's universal law, which those revere,

By reason gﬁided. happiness who win.

The rest, unreasoning, diverse shapes df ein
Self-prompted follow; for an i1dle name

Vainly they wrestle in the lists of fame:
Others inordinately Riches woo,

Or dissolute, the joys of flesh pursue.

Now here, now there they wander fruitless still,
For ever seeking good and finding 111.

%eus the all-bountiful, whom darkness shrouds,
Whose lightning lightens in the thunder clouds;
Thy children save from error's &eadly sway:
Turn thou the darkness from their souls away:

Vouchsafe that unto knowledge they attain;
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Por thou by kmowledge art made strong to reign
O'er all, and all things rulest righteously.

Sb by thee honoured, we will honour thee,
_Praising fhy works oontinnally with sbhge,-

As mortala should nor higher meed beiongs
E'en :to the gods than Justly to adore

The universal law for ever more".

Cleanthes had been aﬂprofessionﬁl pugiliet, before

_becoming the pupil of, snd, hinpteen years ldter,'the
,eﬁqoesepr of Zeno. Granted the genuinenees of his hymn,
few 00uld deny that he has left behind him "the finest:
devbtional utteranoe’offpaganismf;(stdék). From theipbint |

| of view of rhetoric, the .early Stoioé”wére unimpreseivé' |

' - e & 1esaon 1s wanted in the 1mportanoe of saoriﬁoing to
the gracee it might be found in the faot ‘that the early stoio
writers, despite their logical subtlety, have 8ll perished"

- It is & fine tridbute to the Hymn of cleanthee.that 1t 18 the
moBt odnﬂidérable utterdndé'of the eariy Stoles to havewbéen
preserved by a eubsequént wr1ter{
 As & composition the Hymn is entirely typical of what
has survived of the teéchinéé'of the early Stbioq; But we

' have to remember that it is the wb:k of a poet; If we

- imagine thaf the poét distinguished between the Logoe and
God,,wé nave to remember that this is only a figment. of his



poéfry;- and not a truth of his philqeophy. For the Stoic's
Plogoa" was one of the meny nemes of God, who 1s ail 1ife,
will, mind, breath, the motivating, divine and rational
ﬁrinoiple of the Cosmos. Nor is God "Spiritu’al“' in any-
thing nesrly aﬁproaohing what we now understand by the term.
Chrysippus "le second fondateur et desormais le vrai maitre
du Portique" speaks of God as 'rwcu,m wa«.—pov KAl rw(o wEes
('fintelligent and fiery vapour”- Stobaeus Ecl.1,2). The tes-
timony of Diogenes Iaelius, too, is that Zeno taught that
"the soul is a hot, P‘&BBOHB substance (Z'qvw sed Wnevs . ...
ﬂve% v Cfcp’/(u,ov clvon -ﬂ\v Yo KVU/ Tou‘i’o"yd(e ’]l*‘“ wa c‘/ue
Tvdouc val 018 Wiy wivéicdx! (VII 157) with which ep. Cicero

| ( Tuse. Olr.I.Q;L ) "Zenoni Stoico animus ignis videtur"‘)
_Stobaes said that the term ﬁ'vc—'af-' was adopted because 1t
was said to be -air in motion, and, further, to be analogous
too(\eq{c (TTVéura 5é €°I!\"&‘ﬂ1'ou f @ Ayerou uch

. Jcp# le” mwu),\,(,vov c(y,\o\d-ov 53 }lYV'c-(é}v(l Ha(ﬂ'é('l‘( Al @eem
We oquld also note at this point that Chrysippus gives
praotioally no place to the idea of a logos; for him ethics
is the all-important study, to which logic and physioe are
purely subsidiary. It is this which fixes -the significance

of ?\byos in his writings - such as we have them. T‘c-Aos YIVeTdl
LB dKohou Breog & s \'\\l Suep €6t KLTE PV EuoTow Ra) KA
T Twv vow, 008(\1 GV((Q\(O\JV‘W»{ by o &y 0P €V 1V LS O
é "°l“°‘ é Kx)ww R oa’tc7© co‘r.v o op@o\: H_!)YO{’ 54'-‘;
WﬁW wv (:P XO},VL-VOI'.
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("whe‘enﬁ is to 1live in aoodrdahee with nature.'that is
accordiﬁg to one's own nature and that bf the universe,
doing nothing that 1s forbidden by the common law, which
is the right principle (&5§Q3) running through all things");
And he goes on s wdcos dv T‘? A": » Wx@Ly c-,/xc/w -rfoé,/,?,~
s Gy 'o’CcW _&onKn/o’éw: (™ ... is the semo &8 Zeus, the
supreme head of the government of the universe". "Diogenes
Leertius VII(1) 88). This wholehearted Pentheism of the
_early Stoioa 19 summed up.-.cv 6 elvat DEOV Kal voov id

. . ‘ ’.
_G'I}A&(Q,LLCW\\/ l-(ot\ Agu : Tro)\)\ous‘ e e TEEOS dVO}ANGM'S‘

HG)OGO\/OJAAYL(,’(\“' e Ao §C mepl YTy Z-Livwv év
‘? rzp"@“ °A@° fGod. Mind, Destiny, Zeus - it 18 all ohé
}thinlg_ i;vhich is called by these and by meny other names. ...
‘Zeua treats of all these things in his work "Concerning the
 whole of Things" (Diogenes Laeftius VIE 135-6J. And to
obéqrve the persistenoe— of this typically etolo odtl_ook,‘
 we need 6n1y.recall Seneca's words:— |
| Quid est Deus? Mens universi,
»Q#id est'Deus? Quox vides totum,
EthuOd\non.vides.totuﬁl Sio’deuﬁﬁnn
Magnitudo sua 1111 redditﬁr, qua. u
Nihilvmajus excogitari potest, si solus
‘Est omnie, opus suum et éxt{x@%

Intro tenet.

(Nat. Qua.%et.'r’ Prolog.13).



Philodemus has bequeathed to us this summary of
Chrysippus' teaching:- "Now Chrysippus, in his work
"Conoerning the Gods" says Zeue 1is the AQQ&S vervading
everything, the world-soul, and that all things have their
1ife by parteking of him..... even the stones. This is
why he is called ZAvih or Q(& (Note:-z.?\ vi 1is the poetical
acousative and )\« the prose acousative of Zeus. K.H.)
because he 18 the cause and Lord of everything. The Cosmos
ies animated and is a god, both its prinoiple and its entire
soul. Zeus is also named....... and the common nature of
all things, Destiny, Necéssity. Good Order, Justice, Concord,
Peace, and of kindred to them, in the same. The gods do not
differ in sex, 1like cities and virtues; it is just that they
are given masculine and feminine names which do not corres-
pond to these distinetions in the beings thus given names,
Just as is fe'v\r(w\ and M',\y . And Ares stands fo:"a:nd the
oonflict between one army and the other side. Hephaistos
is fire, Croé@b is the current of events, Rhea is the earth,
Zeus is the aether; or may Eg Apollo and\peyp@grh}s_ﬁhe
earth or the spirit in iﬁ: And he sa&é that 1t is sheer
puerility when gods are spoken of, or depicted or modelled
a8 of human form - like cities, rivers, pleces, experiences.
The air around the earth is Zeus, and the dark shadow Hades,

and the air'through the earth and sea is Poeeidon. As in
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tﬁe_cgee of those oited, he identifies the other gods with
the fnaniﬁate things. He hes the opinion that the sun and moon
aﬁd the other stars are.gdds§and aleo the law, and he says
that men have changed into gdde.& (de Pietate o.11.)

We said,above, that we should not follow the.histqryL
and development of Stoicism through the peculiar contribu-
tione of the various Stoiocs. This is not altogether eaéy;
Ae Lightfoot observed, "Stoicism has no other history exoept
the history of ite leaders. It ooh‘eiéts of moiated_inaiﬁ-
duals, but 1t never attracted the masses or formed & commu-
nity. It was a staff of profeesors'withoﬁt olasses". (ch.
mentary on Philippians p.317). Aotually.'this etatement
requires some qualification.. Tﬁeré-wae undoubtedly a certain
_ "Stoiciem of the market-place" Buf 1t}ie quite tiﬁe that
- 1% 18 virtually an 1mpoasib111ty to 1ndicate even the general -
teaohings of Stolciem without appealing to wgome
_atlleaet. of the teachers. Of these is, undoubdtedly Posi-
doqiué._ For when modern writers épeak of the conoentration,
at the beginning of the century, upon possible Hellenistio
antecedents of the Fourth Gospel, it 1s-almbat‘oertain1y
Posidoniue whom they have in mind. For they judged that
-Buch_fragments of hie wérks which remain only faintly hint
‘at‘the éxtent of his iﬁfluénoe. which involved such figures

Y @ioefE;:Philé, Seneca and Plutarch. In the margin of &
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copy of Befap?a "Stoice and Sceptios™, in the University
of London Library, I once found this summary of opinion:-

Pansetius

Poseidondius
(Adhens )

Athenodorus Seneca
(BOme)\
| Paul. »
It 1s thought that Poaeidpniua‘botrbwed'muoh from
Paneetius who, in hiS'old‘age’Thad'présided'ovér the
Stoio eohool Sir William Ramaay held the 0p1nion that
similaritiee of thought between Seneoa and St. Paul are
“to be" explained on theé' assumption of the mutual 1nf1uence‘
of Athenodorus. . | Co |
But. Poseidonius is to be singled out because he
repreeents the tendenoy of Greek philoeophy to ooaleaoe
" "Dhe grogt,body of hia writinga o;prgsaeq with unique
completéness the general miﬁd of the Greek world atlfhe
fChridtian era: he fpdusé& 1t‘and made it comscious of
1tself". (E.Bevan, "Stolos and Scoptics”, p.94). The
qqieotibism'of Pobeidbniﬁs is obvious when we oconsider
thet 1t is clsimed of him that he brought together the
teaching of the Stoics and of Plato (Beven, Qp;dit.p.loo
op.128), and that he adgpteg Stoioiam‘“to hafmonize with



ldeas of Pythagorism, and by incorporating in it the
religious views attaching to Babylonian cosmography”
(W.R.Holliday, "Pagan Backeground of Early Christianity",
p.175).
There is no call for usd to dwell upon the particular

teachings of Poseidonius. His real interest for us is

that we see in him an aspect of Stoicism which is so easily
overlooked in assessing the contribution of Greek philoso-
phy to the New Testament. It is all very well for Lightfoot
to say thaet "the true Stoic was too self-contained, too
.indifferent to the condition of others, to concern himself
whether the tenets of his school made many proselytes or
few. He wrapped himself up in hié self-concelt, declared
the world to be mad and gave himself no more trouble about
the matter..... The temper of Stoicism was essentislly
aristocratic and exslusive in religion, as it was in
politics. While possessing the largest comprehension, 1t
was practically the narrowest of all phildsophioal castes."”
(op.cit.320). Against this we oan 4o no better than set
Gilbert Murray's judgments:- "Astrology fell upon the
Hellenistic mind as a new disease falls upon some remote
island people. The tomb of Ozymandias, as described by
Diodorus, was covered with astrolosical figures....c.co..

for monarchs '
It was natural/to believe that the stars watched over them.
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But everybne was read; to(gl receive the germ. The Epicu-.
reasns held out, and so did Pansetius, the coolest head
among the Stoica; But the Stoios as a whole gayeﬂ%ay.....
.Qpioufeans and sceptios of the Academy might weii:mOQk at
the sight of s great man like Chryeippus or Poseidonius
resting an important part of his religion on the andetéoted
frauds of a shady Levantine 'medium'. 8till the Stbice'
ocould not welcome the arrival of a system of prophecy and
predestination ....."("Five Stages 6f Greek Religionﬁ
pp. 144-146). It is fairly obvious that the searching of
Greek authorq for parallels to the Fourth Gospel is largely |
as unproductive ;s the results are unconvineing. Canon Knox
has practicslly ourry-combed the literature; and the réeultg
are not impressive. But there was a "popular” Btdicism. a
"Stoicism of the Agora”, a Stoicism in which. later; Hermese
was to be the personification of the Logos. Such a Stoicism
was unlikeiy to leave behind mﬁny literary monuments. But
its existence has tended to be forgotten in recent New
Testament studies. When Professor Dodd claime that "mot only
in the Prologue but almost everywhere (the Fourth Goapel'é)
language opens ‘up vistas into fwo worlds, in both of whioch
the writer was at home", he cannot mean that the Evangelist
'héd at his finger-tips all the minﬁggo and refinements of.
Greek philosophicel thinking. It will be & long time before -
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if ever - any dare claim that of any New Testament writer.
But the possibility has once again to be given place in the
study of the Johannine Gospel that the writer knew something
of a type of Greek philosophical thinking, so pragmatic and
"popular" that ;te existence alone can be claimed, and its
details only inferred from such bookes and writings as are

| likely to have been affected by it - the New Testament and
Philo's works. Some aid may be glven in the study of the.
phenomena of propaganda today, and comparing technical or
"expert"” teaching with popular or "armchair" expositions.
Psul's slender verbal quotations from extant philosophical
authors 1is no proof that he had no contact with the "marketf
place™ expositions of contemporary philosophy.

Poseidonius is important: "the Rhodian” - and it should
be remembered that he sprang from Syria - was one to affect
the people amongst whom he lived. His morsl stature and
almost "evangelical" earnestness point to him as just the
type to affeot "popular" thinking. Moreover, "we can see
a certain common element running through much of Cicero and
Seneca and Plutarch and Philo of Alexandria - a body of-
ideas whose GENERAL CURRENCY THEY PRESUPPOSE. = If we like
to label this body of ideas "Poseidonius"™, in order to give
it a distinctive name, it may be useful to do so". (Bevan

op.oit.p.96). It would be surprising if the Johannine
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wr;tipga, épringing from a living oimrch. were not in some
,-meésux;e"“'affecﬁed by e te'a'ohi'ng which was 11;f1uencipg 80
many other writings of that first century A. D.

_ Bearing this in mind, our task is not to olose our
eyes to the possibnity of an Hellenistic - end, especially,
a Stoio-influence upon the Logos dooctrine of the Johannine
Prologne but to see 1f there is eny evidence for smch & = .
Logoe-notion as oould oontr:lbute anything to the Pro‘logue.

~ We do not pursue very far our reading of. Stoic wz‘itere
'before we encounter the phrase 6»nc(> i TirOL Noyos . Typical
is this paasage’- N Senep Gu ™ \,ow-; © o'ﬂ'c-p,ut; mep) EX et
OJtu WX TadTOV crntf)‘y.armov A-oyo\/ Shre 15 &5}\0, ol ovso
0o ?\cmco‘em Cv -n.o pyu , € G{wa otu‘t'w _ m.ou\/ru.a -rm,
u&v\v nehs ”\V Twv G s yEVETIV
("And just as the seed is contained in the genital _f,lﬁi,q,.
80 G_od.» a8 the Seminal Formula of the CO‘emo-'s,\ rexﬁaina. such
a8 he 15} in the watefy mass, modifying the stﬁfff s0 fha-t
1t yields to his working, for the production of the next |
things". (Diogenes Laertius VII 136 - the teaching of Zeno).

The bhraae_ is diffioult to render. The rendering

.."Beminal-" is Bevan"s" euggestion.v énd keeps closeij to4 the
Lgtin translation. Palmer, ‘t'ra.nelatiﬁg Zeller, ?arigé
between "oreative", "generative”, "productive". ‘a'nd |
"germmative“. Possible insta;pqea are hundreds. But even

in the brief quotation just supplied it cen be seen that
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while God cen be regarded as the 6"7599*“‘““3"“%” any
question of 6 Aiws “ﬂ@@‘—f T‘o\u Q@-Jv is ruled out by the very
nature of Stoic pantheism. |

We cannot, here, digress to disouss the Stolc idea of
the "two substances”. But we may note one point in passing.
The‘thouéht was concisely enunciated by Seneca:- Dicunt, e:ig
gseis, Stoici nostri dno esse in rerum nétura. exéuibus‘sy ia
fiant, causam et materiam, materis iacet iners, res a%bmnia,
parata, oessatura; gl nemo moveat, causa asutem 1d est ratio,
materiam format et Qﬁocumqne vult versat, ezgila varia opera

producit. Esse ergo debet, unde fiat; foc causa est, 111ud

materia. (Ep.65.2). Or, as Cleanthes is reported to have

I'd

taught: - Soer 6 Qutols e(’lQ/(ﬁ:S é"”:d' :ﬁ:\/ Fhwv  Suo ', ) TTojon
Woll Tdv nés)\;\/. ‘ﬁffv(;v o:}v ﬂ'af(gN\/ EIvel ‘ﬁ\\v d’r/lol.ov o?;é’l/a\//
fv{v MV , @ 36 Toiovy -Tov Ev 014;7’:\. ’LQ’YQ‘/ , fO\V @'G’Dlv,
("They - the Stoiocs - held that there are two first substances:
of the universe, one active and one passive. The passive is
the unqualified substence, stuff; but the active is the Logos
in it, thai; is God". (Diogenes Laeltius,VII 134).

This guotation underlines clearly the fact that, for
the Stoics, the thought of the Logos OF God ie precluded by
the entire system of concepts.

Of the thought of a Gmeppatiess MY9S  Drummond once

remarked that "the phrase expresses in & concise form a
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theory of {ational evolution and by its two terms combines
~the teleolosical idea of the universe with that of s slow
and orderly development”. The productive power of seeds
seems to have fascinated the Stoics. They saw that, tiny
as 1t was, the seed contained more than all which was to
appear in the fully developed plant or organism. Even
Zeno 1s reported to have taught that the primary, fiery
substdnoe is a seed containing all that has, does and will
happen. Now we have already seen that he taught that this
rrimary fire was "reasonable". This concept meets that of
.8 "seminal" fire to produce the thought a "seminal reason”.
A recent publication hae represented Shakeepeare as
returning to twentieth century England and being bewildered
to find what he was supposed to have meant by the words
"which he had used in his playe. If we may judsge from
Canon Hodgson's report of Professor Smith's unpublished
reper (noted above) it would seem that the Stoice would be
equally amazed to find what has subsequently been "read
into" their words by Christien writers from at least the
‘Patristioc authors until the end of the nineteenth century.
Professor Smith declared that the Moyo! 6W1€PdﬂK0{ of
the Stoioe "described a biological theory according to
which the fact that the offspring of horses are horses

and of goats, zoats is due to the fact that in each ocase
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_'bhe male ép’ez_'mata. are minieture copiés of the fulrl‘-‘s:ized
#ﬁiqals". (6p.0it.218). Whether this case is 1likely to
commend itself to scholars or not, Brofeséor Smith has..
at any rate, issued a valuable warning that the Stoioce
ghould be etudied as 8tolce and not as CLrietian aﬁolo-
giata - consoioua or unconscious.f :

1 Since, as we have noted the primary concerns of
: vthe 8tolos were with ethios rather than natural rhilo-
Isophy. we ehould ezpect tham to have eome ideas about

the ralationehip of their logos to men. Here 18 & paesage
whioh is to the point:- |

\wd‘}ms’ Tt A‘gs“\@v ) -é’pquxov nlac)\ v@(.pow ot
K\wmﬂ'nos ®nsiv €Y nSre TEe! M,povoms Kodh

L 3R K I BN BN ] . ’ L/

e Cixqwg(w 56 Qs Shkov ek dre  Mpbripas

Yofns deibev olens dfos'nfoio'wfof. .
("That the Cosmos is & living being, rational, with soul-
‘1ife, and mind, Chrysippus states in his "Concerning
Providence" Bdok I...... Thet it has a‘soul-life 1s‘plain
from our own ‘soul which is & fragment of it". (Diogenes
Laeltius VII.142-3)

The context allows, and the equatione of stoic thousht

‘demand that the individual soul is & fraotion of the God-
Logos.” This is, in faoct, the foundation of the Stoic faith

in the unity of mankind. But it leaves no room whatever

fof‘a Losoe going to hils own, who Wreoeived‘him not". RNor



g T

_;31;" B

. P - .- AR - P . e ¢ —

has langnage any meaning which epeaks of "such &8 received
him®.
We have already mentioned the fact that failure to

find para_llele of thought and expression between the
Prologue and Stoic writers (of, for that matter, other
-Hellenistio_philosophers) does not entitle us to deny the
influen_oe'd_f 8 "market-place" Istoicliism whioh has left no
11terary remains. The Neronian Stoio Iuoius Annseus
Cornutus in his Theologise Grae\@? corﬁpendinm, noted that
popular identification of the Logos and Hermes w‘hioh we have
alréady mentioned. Cornutus seems to have concluded that
this meant that the vulgar mind understood by Réxef "speech”
ré.tix'er than "reapon" - Hermes, being, of course, derived
_frqm é-@@r -. "Hermes is the lLogos, which the gods sent to us-‘
out of heaven; men alone of all things that they made on earth 
| being endowed with reason - the. things which they po‘e‘s_esse‘d
in & trenscendent degree. The namé Hermes oomeé_from the
words c—’pe—?v }b/f\dd-o' 641 , that is, “‘to contrive to spesk"™; or
perhgps-frpm the God being an Eryma to us, as much a8 to say

a 'bastion'".  ( 'rg»Y)(o(Qe- & ¢ Ef“/"“ y ,uw Sy &y
o(FcGT’(rtHv Tft,bf '\y((’ C§2 ou(‘avou & éé-m ,twvov v av&@u-
CToy Ty ;rrc Yr\; Qwv Aoy KDV Tfovnaot\l’f‘é' .0 ﬂd@“ rd A

CEOXLJ IR L3v0/wo'*ran 5¢ oNo f&i @Pew }u\ae\d@wf
ant-P e—aﬂ }.wa,y\ omé o0 LPUJ;I j,.,w\/ G’lle wa o\ov oquuJ“&

Bevan pointed out that to render the opening phrase as
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"Hermes is the Ldgos" is misleading; for Cornutus represents
the degeneracy of Stoioism, and in the entire chapter )dﬁ”
carries only the significance of human speech. If the term
ever signified Cosmic Reason in eny Stoic writer, it certainly
does not do so here. Lebreton is well worth quoting. "In
this popular egegeeis the Stoic concept of the Logos was
greatly & 4Mmg%$ and partially distorted: Zeus, king and
ruler of the wﬁrld. could alone represent the universal
reason which determines everything by its law and animates
everything with its own 1ife; Hermes was a very inferior
God to personify this sovereign force. Re was only the
messenger of the high gods; he filled, in mythology, the
secondary role of 1nteimediary and meesenger, which the
Logos was to adopt in Alexandrine philosophy, and we may
well think that the myth of Hermee showed its influence in
this direction of philosophical thought". (Dogma of the
Trinity" pp.50-51). Thus we arrive at the position of
having to admit the evidence for a "popularisation™ of
rhilosophical ideas, but in the direction of the notion of
an intermediary. As we have already noticed, there is no
suggestion of an intermediary Logos in the Johannine
Prologue.

It may be thought that this section is dispropor-
tionately long. But two pointe have had to be kept in mind;
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the'repfoeoh of those who condemn the sosnt attention given
to.poeeible Greek philosophiosl sntecedents for the‘Johani'
nine Logos; and, eeaondiy. the deeiyability'of éreeenting
the diffionltiee which lie 1n-the way of the eﬁmmone”to_return
to the stogb After all, no one has exﬁlained the ease &nd
readiness with which the apologieta turned to contemporary
philoeoPhical thought for argument and terminology. Nor will
it dO‘tO voint out that some, like Justin Mhrtyr. did not |
stop to remove their philosopher & oloaks. For the ripht
inference is eurely one of a continuity of thouzht Merely
to read a textual comparison between Epistetus and the New
Testament, euohﬂee th&t in Douglae S. Bharp 8 "Epiotetue
end the New. Teetament" ie enough to eonvineefone that

gﬁﬁh ﬁpietete le plul religieux dea etoiciene le Logoe
'nfa aquie_euoune 1mporteqoe_religieuee ‘propre", (Lagragge;

in Revue Bibligue XXXII). No doubt‘a eimilar-oomparieon
, between the New Testament and any Stoio writer would yield
the same judgment. Indeed, to one whoee 1ife liee wholly
‘within the present century, it seems inoredible that
gscholars can have‘made, in all seriouenees, assertions of
a dependence between the Stoioism of the literary remains
and the ?rologue.of the Pourth Gospel. But the mind hes
to acoept the fact that, if we, nowadays, find 1t-diffieu1t

to perceive much evidence of dependence, 1t 1e equally
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difficult to suppose that a movement which has left such
remaine, and a movement with both prophets and messages,
oan have had no effect end have left no marks upon the New
Testament.

An honest attempt has been made to resist the preju-
dice azainst any contact between the Fourth Evangelist
and Hellenistic (especially Stoic) thought. The general
oonclusion is that no fair cese can be mede for a dependence
upon philosophical authors; bdut the possibility i1s enter-
tained of a more general influence. To this we shall hsave
recourse in a later chapter. But, for the present, a balance
must be restored by conmsidering, in drief, certain genersl
difficulties which have to be met 1f a return is to be made
to the idea of any considerable debt fo Greek philosophy.

If we look in the direction of the Stoies, we shsall
have to remember that, for them, not only is the being of
God summed up by the Cosmos, not only is the "ordo naturae"”
the sphere of hie activity, but the Cosmoe becomes the
expreseion of the passions and emotions of God. This is
far removed from the thought of"a world which knew him not",
but is in line with the pantheism of so many of the poets -
‘Emily Bronte, Byron, Shelley and the Wordsworth of the
earlier poems. The thought of Stoicism logiocslly tapers

off in an immenentism which, at the hands of the poets,
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assumes the appearance of a "gqneral incarnation”, or an
incarnation in humanity at largé“. such as Hegel and Strauss
would have accepted; 1t does not point to the incarnation
at a moment in history of a Logos.who could be called}uﬁg%evnf.

The studies of recent years have only emphasized the
inseparability of the Prologue and the Gospel to which it
18 attached. The theor& which accounts. for him as the Logos
should also be able to account for the other titles which
the Christ bears in the Fourth Gospel. Both Zahn and Hoskyns,
though separated by half a century, are sgreed on the point
that the title Lozos is on a par with Fhe other titles in the
' Gospel - Bread, Vine, Truth, Life, Good Shepherd, Way, Door. -
("Das Evangel des Johan" and "The Fourth Gospel".)

FNor should we forget something of which Liddon reminded
us in his oriticism of Dollinger's tendency to "rhapsodize”
the Stoiecs; that from the ranks of Stoicism came some of
-the most thoughtful aﬁd penetrating opposition to Christianity.
And thus we are brought to the fundamental objection to the
ransacking of Hellenismfor the antecedents of the Logos in
the Johannine Gospel; the author's interests are not philo-
sophic but evangelistioc, not with the Logos, but with the
Logos "made flesh", of whom there is not a breath in all
the philosophy of Greece. 'The evengelist avails himself
of certain abstract ideas, prevalent in the religion of his

time, but he does not set out from those ideas. He takes
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his depa:ture from en historicel fact, which he aims at
unfoldiﬁg and elucidating in its deeper import. To
Hellenistic piety the speculative interest is everything...
For the Evangelist the history is of primary importance”.
(E.F.80c0tt "The Hellenistioc Mysticism of the Fourth Gospel™,
in the American Journel of Theology, XX. July 1916). And
the 801i1d fact remains that the avowed purpose of the
Evangelist 18 not to convince us that Jesus is the Logos,

but that he is "the Christ, the Son of God". (2031).
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THE WISDOM LITERATURE.

"fhe Theism of the 01d Testament oompared with
the Theism of the Greek and Romsn worlds
d1ffers, not in degree, but in kind", |
¥.E.Bladstone to Cardinal Manning
in & letter 7/1/1886. .

"It would be unreasohable to expeat in this wisdom-
literature the precise and carefully guarded definltiohs.
and distinotions of tﬁe later Church theology. cgrtgin..
things are said of Wisdom which it might be diffiodit_
to incorporate into the scientifically formlated dootrine
of Christ and the Trinity. Instead of'wdndering at_th;s
we ought rather to be-surpriaed at the‘éxtent;tq'wpibﬁ'dh
thé whole the wisdom-conception fits into the-subéeduént:”
revelation\qonoerning the peredh of ouf L§td'and his pl#de_
in the Godhesd". | | |

- Gerhardue Vos, in an artiole in the
Punectsn  Theologiosl Review XI (1913). .

"ﬁe have alresdy indioated that Bo@e1eohciare h&%e
'looked to the Wisdom Literature of the Hebrew people in
théir quegt.of‘the antecedents of the Logos dootrine in )
the Féurth Gospel. Thus there is an editorisl ocomment in

Gore's"Commentary™:-
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"We should prefer to say, whose (i.e.Philo's) influence
some scholars find in the New Testament conception of Christ,
.though to ue it seems more probable .that the Iogos doctrine >
of St. John is directly derived from the 01d Testament doo-
trine of Wiadom".> The pursuit in this direction, howefpr,
has tended to that of concepts rather than terminology.
Influenced by a hint thrown out in the commentary on the
Prologue in Dean Alford's Greek Testament, some have even
looked for p"mediated Stoicism", finding the medistor in
the Hebrew Saptientisl Literature.

In this chapter, then, we shall be oonoerped to
examine this Wisdom Literature, consider ite place in
Judaiam and disouss the question of its relationship to
Greek philosophy. We shall also have to try and assess
the poseible influence on the Johannine Prologue.

it 1s not intended to give an exhaustive acocount of
the Wisdom Litergture. We may, however,take it as begin-
‘ning in the urge to presérve "pithy" and apt dictums
indicative of the contemporary resction to circumstances -
what some might even csll an uneystematized philosophy of
life. Although it is generally held that the bulk of the
surviving Wisdom Literature belongs to the Greek period,
and later, traces have survived of an earlier "Wisdom"

8‘15 120
tradition, e.g. Judges 9 op. Judges 14 I Sam: 24



(s saith the proverb of the Ancients, out of the wicked

cometh forth wickedness: but mine hend shall not be upon thee")
may legitimately be called in as further evidenmce. In point

of fact, of course, the Jewe themselves looked back to the

time of King Solomorn &8s the golden age of Wisdom teaching.

(I Rings 429). |

In Jeremiah 1818 we have these words:-

"Torah shell ndt perish from the priest, nor counsel
from the wise (B 27T), nor the word (127 from the prophet”.
From this it appéare that "the wise" stands alongside the
priest and the prophet as & teacher. (cp.Ie:2914). As priest
and prophet each produced his literature, so, too, the wise
man has bequesthed us his Wisdom Literature. In the Pales-
tinian Canon thie includes Proverbs, Job, Ecclesiastes, to-
gether with some of the Psalms and parte of Psalms. Extra-
ocanoniocal are Ecclesiasticus and the Wisdom of Solomon,
together with passages in other books. Another bequest of
"the wise" is the treatise Pirke Aboth. "But", Oesterley
reminde ug, "it must be émphasized that these teachers were
the spiritual descendents of an important ancestry, the
history of which goes back for centuries before this period".
("Judaism in the Greek Périod", p.234.).

On the whole, with the exception of the Book of Job,
modern scholars assign this Wisdom Literature to an intellec-

tual movement which is related to & specific era in Jewish
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hietdry. and which,<while lasting possibly five hundred yeara.'
1ies, brosdly, between the decline of prophecy and the ribé:’
of nationalism under the Maccabees. At such a time the Jews
wers most likely to submit passively - indeed unconsciously ;
to extraneous 1nf1uenoqq.' In the main, the Hebrew Wisdom
Literature prqbably represente the resotion of Judsism to
Helleniatic penetrétidn. For the present, this general intro-
duotion, in which many pointa.afe'igngreﬁ. is aﬁffioient.
.But it yill be ne&essary to give some subse@uent oconsidera-
tion to the last point - the topioc of Jewish reaction to
Hellenism. | , |

Briefly, the approachee of thoae who turn to the Wisdom
.Literature for the entecedents of the Logoa term of the Johan- R
nine Prologue, fall into two classes. There»is first.the-
group which maintaine that the idess - or predicates - ex-
pressed in the Prologue and even some of the terminology,.
are derived from the Jewish Sapiential Liter&ture. Secondiy;
there are & few who maintain that behind the Logoe prologue
there is to be diacerned 8 more primitive Sapiential-hymn

To open an account of the first category, it is beet
to indicate the principle sourges in the Wisdom books from
which theyfhafe diaﬁn_theirfconolﬁsiona; -

Whatever may be the date which we finally select for

the Book of Proverbs, it will by no mesns necessarily be
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'the date of any partioular quotation. "With the exception
of the Pealms there are no books of the 014 Iestament whioch
lend themselves more easily to additions by later acribea
than those belonging to the Sapiential Literature. And’of
these the Book of Proverbes, with ite numbers of Shoit coup-
lete of mést varying content, guipp independent of their
context in most cases, is the one;more likely then any of
the others to receive additions, 1ndeed one might say tiat
1te aphoristic character invites. then". " (W.0.E.Oesterley,
"Book of Proverbe", intro:XX.) While in 1ts finsl form the
book is undoubtedly one of thé last works in the Canon - to
which 1t wes not admitted without dispute - in a8ll piobability _
it prgserves some of the most primitive of matter. VMoreover,
4t is olear that the first chapters oontain some oﬁ,thé most
recent of the book's materisl, while 101 - 2216 - thé Prpvetbs-i
of Solomon - mafﬂrepreeent the most primitive stratum of the
collection. If we treat of froverbs first it is only because
Greesmann has argmed that, in the paat the tendenoy has been
to regard the date of the book as too late (He places
chapter 10-50 about 700 B.C., with 1-9, 3110 somewhat later).
But this is nof the place to discuss the respective meriﬁe
of a pre- or post-Exilic compilation date. It is sufficient
to notige that there is every likelihood that the first
section (1-9) belongs to the Greek period.



~ - T A e - '
e YA N

It is impossible to-tabulate all the references to
- Wisﬂom 1n the literature under review. Only the more
1mportant paeeages are to be quoted
"Wisdom orieth aloud in the etreet
She uttereth her.voioe in the broad places;
She orieth in the chief places of concourse;
At the entering in of the Gates,
In the city. she uttereth her worda
How long, ye simple ones, will ye love eimplioity?
And scorners delight them in soorning,
And fools hate knowledge?
Turn you at my reproof:
Behold, I will pour out my spirit unto you..
I will make-known my words unto you". (120-23)
"Fof‘iiedom.éhall enter into thine heart, -
And knowledge eshall be pléhéant'unto thy aoul".llz;o)
~ "Because I have ocalled, and‘ie iefneed;r -
I hévb‘stfétched out my hand, and ho men regarded;
... Therefore ghall they eat of the frult of their own way,
And be filled with their own devices. .
~For the backsliding of the simple shall elay then,
And the proeperity of fools shall destroy them".

24,
(1 31- 32)



".es the upright shall dwell in the land,
And the pe:féot‘shall'remain in 1it.
But the wioked shall be out off.from the lsnd,
And they that deal treacherously shall be rooted out of it'".
(221-22)

"For the Lord giveth wisdom...
e That-pe may puard the paths of Judgment,
And preserve the way of his saints.
Then shelt thou understand righteouaneae end judement,
And equity, yég;'every good path". (26'8'9)

"If thou éeek her as .sister, |

And search for her as for hid treasures; _

Then Bhalt.thou understand the fear of the Lord,

And find the knowledge of God".

For the Lord giveth Wiedom.

... Wisdom shall enter into thine heart". (24-6i9)-

Thus Wisdom calls to a ohange'of heart, EQ% the promise
of help through the outpouring of her spirit and by dwelling
in the heart; she judges, and gives power to recognize her
Judgmen&. Qo thoep who seek she 18 God's gift, énd, in
return, gives knowledge of God and spiritusl 1naight.(op.45)
To find her is to find hapbinésa; "happy 18 the men that

findeth wigsdom, and the man that getteth understanding"(zlﬁ).
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It may be noted, in passing, that "y;edom" is expressesed
by the plural (JWiTH?E) 1n.120&1.141 and g47. Probably the
plural is @esigned to 66hvey the perfeotioﬂ and excellence
of Wisdom. This 1des may also be carried in 91:-

"Wisdom hath builded her house,

She hath hewn out her seven pillars)
Where the "seven pillars™ would convey the completeness of
the building, seven, as neither a factor nor multiple of any
nupber below ten, signifying perfection. (?hilo: de %reat.33).

In Proverbs, Wisdom and Création are closely assoclated
in sevefal passages.

"The Lord by wisdom founded the earth;

By understanding he established the heavens.

By his knowledze the depths were broken up,
19-20)

"The Lord possessed me in the beginning of his way,

And skies drop down the dew". (3

Before his works of old.

I was set up from everlasting, from the beginning,

Or ever the earth was.

When there wwre no depths, I was brought forth;

When there were no fountains abounding with water.
Before the mountains wer; settled,

Before the hills was I brought forth:

While as yet he had not made the earth, nor the fields,
Nor the beginning of the dust of the world.
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When he established the heavens I was there:
When he set a circle upon the face of the deep:
When he made firm the skies above:

When the foundations of the deep became strong:
When he gave the sea its bound,

That the waters should not transgress his commandment:
When he marked out the foundations of the earth:
Then wae I by him, as & master workman:

And I was daily his delight,

RejJoicing always before him;

Rejoioing in his habitable earth;

And my delight was with the sons of men". (822-31).

In order to express the full significance of this
passage, it is necessary to add a few comments. In verse 22
the Authorised and Revised Versions show a bias of transla-
tion indicated by the Vulgate alone of the Ancient-Versions-
Dominus possedit me in initio .... Addition is made to the
difficulty of deciding upon the sense of “}gflbecause we
have no Onkelos Targum of Proverbs, a point made by Professor
Panby in his review of Guignebert's "The Jewish World in the
-Time of Jesus". (J.T.8. Apr.1940 XI1 No.162).

In the Journal of Theological Studies for Januery 1926
(XXVII No.106) Burney had an article which has won wide-

spread approval, while calling for a revision of conclusions
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received by Liddon (Bampton Lectures) Newmen (S8elect Treatises
on St. Athanééius") and R.L. Ottley ("The Inoarnationjﬁ In

the contribution he gives detailed coneidération of Proverbs 8?2
especially in relation to Colossians 1%5-18. which he regards

as & plece of rabbihio exposition of 21 VWX ) in Genesis 11-

He demonstrates that the verb 73\ means "get, acquire", and
cannot mean "possess, ownﬁ. (Fr. Lagrange, Revue ﬁibliqne V.493
note 4 renders "domner l'etre"). He says, "In.the face of thie
evidence (some eighty-eight uses of the verd and of substan-
tives derived from the root) we must surely conclude that the
ground meaning of Kg“ﬂ% is that of acquiring something not

previously possessed, which is done by buying or making it, in

the case of a child by begetting it, in the case of wisdom by
acoumulating it through mental application......' The Hebrew

Kéﬂ&é , in fact, in so far as it contains the idea of

/
POSSESS8ING, 1s exactly like the Greek K7dopd (in the perfect),
and the substantives derived from it 11keK7ﬁ»d (162) ceeeees

Now the i1dea of buying or soquiring from an outside source

may clearly be excluded without argument, since wisdom is
certainly not pictured as something originally externzl to God.
We thus have to ohooeehbetween the two meanings f‘oreated'or
'begat'". (165).

By examining the foroce of the verbs used in déaoribing

the production of wisdom ( 'JI >.b.fm and "S12D)) he 1s able to
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say that 1) 2,3 711" means "Yahveh begat”.
Burney also pointed out thet our English Versions remder
13‘¥I fr-ﬁijy'an adverbial acousative ("In the_beginhing
of his way"), while the marsinal rendering of the»Reviéed
Vereion has a direct acousative in 0ppoeifion to the object
of ’JJS("As the beginning of his way"). In the first caeé;
such & ég;aﬁ}tQ%:Aanseparable preposition 2- would be unigue,
and this rendering by the ad?erbi@l acousative may have been
influenoed by Jerome, who, in quoting this passage, inserted
the preposition L .In more recent timee this mode of rendering
seems to have been accepted by the late Fr. Lagrenge. In sa.
footnote to an article in the- Revue Bibli@ue V he has:-
"Jahve m'a donner ii;fra 'au' commencement de'ééa' voirs 'avant'
ses oeuvres d'anten; | ”
| J'ai ote fondee des 1'eternite, |
Avant 1%origine, avent le debut de 1a terre".
Burney also notes that‘3“1‘aie not used in Hebrew ag
a preposition, but denotes THAT WHICH IS IN FRORT OF, FOREMOST
mhus he renders the verse:=- _
nmhe Lord begat me as fhe beginning of his way, |
The antecedent of his works, of o0ld".
While there can be no reasonable doubt that verse 22
1168 behind Colossians 10 >0 and Revelations 3%, and while

there 1is evidence that the passage was used in Chrietological



-98-

contéxts at an early date, this does not necessarily mean
that there is any dependence between it and the Johennine
Prologue.

It is not appropriate, at this point, to discuss fully
the significance of Hokmah; but it will clear the ground
considerably 1f we note that of the meny passages which
tfeat of Wisdom, only a few in the entire Sapiential Litera- -
ture are even conceivably transcendental in character.
Normally Hokmah connotes a certain human endowment, distinct
from factual knowledze. "It was applied to the faculty of
acute observation, shrewdness in discovery or device, clever-
ness of invention". (Driver:"Introduction to the Literature
of the 014 Testament", p.368). ItSprqoiée_nature need not
detain us now. The éérlier quotations glven above are ins-
tances of the normal use of the word, and gzive a fair indicatior
of its content; but, it may be remarked that, while the |
earliest usages 4o not ocarry s specifically religious conno-
tion, the significance is never exclusively secular. Indeed,
et the hands of the Wisdom writers, Eokmah "has as its domina-
ting principle, the fear of God". (H.G. Box: "Judaism in the
~ Greek Period". p.119). |

Turning now to the Book of Job our special interest is
in chapter 28. There is a ooé@ie of opinion among scholars

that this chapter represents an interpolated poem; this is
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the conclusion alike of exegetioal and linguistic studies.
Canon Knox describes it, for instance, as the fragment of "sa
writer who thought (even if he did not write) in Greek"
("Phe Divine Wisdom", in J.T.S. July 1937 XXXVIII No.1l51,
pp.230-7).
The poem sonsists of three strophes. Aocording to
Duhm, the first (1-11) was originally introduced with the
question, "Whence cometh Wisdom?" (cp. verses 12 and 20).
It represents an aobount of human achievement in discovering
the wealth of the earth. The second strophe (12-19) is again
introduced with the question, "Whence cometh Wisdom?". In it
the contrast is drawn between these accomplishments and man's
failure to discover and to gain Wisdom, the price of which
transcende hugan valuing. The third strophe (20-28, again
introduced with the question, "Whence cometh Wisdom?" con-
tains the answer, that none living knows.(21) "Destruction
and Death" admit that they have only heard "a rumour thereof".
(22) God alone knows the truth about Wisdom. He "understan-
deth the way thereof, and knoweth the place thereof". (23).
(Commentators daiffer as to the status of verse 28.
Some claim that it is an original pert of the poem. Others
maintain that it is an inserted gloss, since 1t t:eats of
human wisdom and gokmah has ite more usual sense, ability in

mofdelling one's 1life. This point, however, ocould be conceded
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by those who argue that the verse is an originel part of
the poem. They would say that, while the rest of the ﬁééﬁ
aéegka of the Divine Wiasdom, the poef does not 1gnofe the
place of a man's wigdom in his 1ife. The ocontemplation of
the former should urge him to use his own capacities.
Driver went 80 far as to say that, while the fulness of
Wisdom belongs only to God, he "has appointed for men, as
ita SUBSTITUTE. the practioe of a righteous and holy 1ife".
(“Introduotion to the Literature of the Old Testament"
p.397). In this verse wisdom hae.somgthing_of the foroe
which 1t has in the interpolated speech of Elihu (32-37),
iﬁ}whioh the point is pﬁt forward that'wisdom does not
necesearily come to & msn with advanoing years but is a

6-22 op. Prov.ze)

diving gift, irrespective of age (32
Althoﬁgh the Book of Ec¢clesiastes is oertainly to be

classed as Wisdom Literéture. it is not very importent for

our immadiate purpose, as none of the statements about Wis-

dom adds to that which has been said alresdy. On first

noting Kuhn's proposition that Koheleth, although the name

of & man, is feminine in form since Solomon is regarded

a8 the representative of Hokmah, we seem to be on & hopeful

track for an assertion of personification. But against

this must be set the poeaibility'thatlKoheleth is & title

of office, and, as such, would be feminine under the normal

conventions of Hébrewvgrammar.
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Certain of the Psalms, and a few isolated passages of
others, are to be olassified as Wisdom Literature. But,
azain, there is little of moment added to what has been
mentioned before. As we should expeot, like Ecclesiastes
their place in the Wisdom lLiterature is due not to their
containing any exposition of Divine Wisdom, but, rather,
to the faoct that they preserve the practical advice and
the meditations (op.493) of the sages. ' But, interesting
enough, in 49° (verse 4 in the Bebrew Version), the Hebrew
for Wisdom is again plural (5ﬂ573§>2); but so, for that
matter, is the word for Upderstanding ( 5153322J?). Briges
regarded the firet four verses of the Pealm as an introduc-
tory strophe of later date. (ICC.Vol.I.p.406) and classi-
fied these plurals as "abstract intensives”.

Moving now to the Wisdom writings oﬁtside the Pales-
tinian Canon, we turn next to Ecclesiasticus, "the Wisdsm
of Jesus the son of Sirach". The book is of relatively
late date (0.180 B.C.), and fhua shows how the writings and
influence of the Wisdom school persisted. The aﬁthor him-
self acknowledges that he is a belated contributor to the

literature of his tradition (3316'18)

... But while a re-
markable pilece of'writing on any reckoning, the author does
" not show any great originality, being dependent on the

014 Testament scriptures, and particularly indedted to



Proverbs. "Ecclesiastiocus 1s a compendium embodying the
teaching of the Wise regarding the problems of life"”
(G.H.Box "Judaism in the Greek Period", p.163). It would
be unjust, none the less, to dismiss the son of Sirach as
& mere obmpiler; he had his point of view. Althousgh
primarily interested in practicel ethics, there is a
reverent and vigorous religious element in his book. But,
for our interest, it is Jjust in connection with this last
that he is most obviously dependent on the work of another.
This will be seen by comparing ghapter 24 with Proverdbs 8.
It may even be that less than 50 years separate the two
passages.

0f particular importance to our comsideration are
the first and the twenty-fourth chapters. Chapter one
falls naturally into three divisions, 1-10, treating of the
origin of Wisdom, 1l1-20, of Godly fear, and 22-30 of the
wise and his desire for Wisdom.

1. All Wisdom comes from God (1) and, slthousgh oreatead,
was in existence "before all things"™ (6). "The root of
Wisdom" (6) is revealed and given "freely to them that love"
the Lord (10).

2. "To fear the Lord is the beszinning of Wisdom" (14)
"the fulness of Wisdom" (16) “"the orown" (18) and "the root

11
of Wisdom". (20) op. 16%,21° ", 34°.
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3. "Wisdom ie the reward of those who keep -the com-

mendmente”. (26). ‘ |

Here, again, Wisdom does not correspond to pure know-
ledge. Although employed of human wia@om. the source is
with God. Thus, every manifestation of Wiesdom is religious
in charscter. |

In chapter 24 we have what we may call an autobio-
graphicai rhapsody of Wisdom. She "came forth from thé
mouth of the Most High, eand covered the earth with a mist".
(cp.Gen.zel. She had "sought rest"™ (7) "in every people
and nation" (6). "The creator of all thinge" commanded ,
"Let they tabernacle be in Jacob, and thine 1nher1tance
in Isreel™ (8). There was she "established in 8ion" (10)
Moreover, she identifies herself with the Law ("The creator
of a1l thinge gave me commandment"). Established in Jeru-
‘salem. she "took root in a people that was glorified even
the portion of Jehovah's own inheritance" (12). Those roots
flourish in & vine ﬁhich ﬂputsAforfh grace"i(lv). Men sre
to eat and drink of her (21), that is, to partake of her
1ife, by those obediences snd deeds (22) which are "the book
of the covéhantrof the Most High God, even the law which
Moses commanded"” (23).

In the Book of Wisdom we meet the finest and most attrac-

tive of all the extra-canonicsl writings. Dr.'Thackeray
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declared that, so far as we can judge, 1t was the only
uncanonical book used by St. Paul. ("The Relation of
St. Paul to Contemporary Jewish Thought".p.223). The book
is in three sections:- 1-68_19 addressed to the "judges
of the earth" (11), end includes what seems to be an attack
upon the Scepticism (or, perhaps Epicureanism) of Koheleth
(2) and upon the doctrine of a causal relationship between
sin and calamity (e.g.41'7'eto). The second section intro-
duces Wisdom as the spesker (69°111), while the last part
recalls the deliverance of Israel out of Egypt and the wan-
derings "through a desert without inhabitent, and in a
trackless region (112). and contrasts the fortunes of Israel .
and Egypt”.

"Whereas thou didst provide for thy people

a burnine pillar of fire

To be a8 guide for their unknown journey,

And withal a kindly sun for their proud exile.

For well did the Egyptians deserve to be deprived

of 1light and impriséoned by darkness.... (183-4).

As we should expect, the unity of the book has been
ocalled in question. But the topic is immaterisl for our
present consideration. It is sufficient to note that there
is a consensus of opinion that the second section - the most

relevant to our purpose, is pre-Philonic.
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It is said of Wisdom that she permeates all things
(724). being "a vepour (JTﬂfg ) of the power of God",
making men "friends of God"(gvcp.l4). Wisdom is

"4 reflection (Jm@g@6y$ op.Hebr.lz) from ever-

lasting light, an unspotted mirror of the working

of God, and an image of his goodness" (24).

She is "compared with light", and found to be before
it (29). Against her "evil doth not prevail" (30). and she
orders "all things graciously” (81). Therefore"Solomod'piaye.

"0 God of the father (91) ......

eeee With thee is wisdom, which knoweth thy worka._

And was present when thou wast making the world (9)

«es+ Send her forth out of the holy heavens,

And from the throne of thy glory bid her come,

That being present with me, she may toil with me, v

That I may learn what is well-pleasing before thee"(lo).

God's oreating asctivity is expressed in language remi-
niscent of Psalm 33, but is also attributed to his Wisdom.
God made "all things by his word" (& Mvyw 6. ) and"by his
wisdom"™ formed man_fﬁ Guéf 6oV ) (91,
Also included smong the Wisdom passages is Baruch 39'44.
oonstituting a homily on Wisdom, being prefaced with the

Shema, the usual mode of introducing such a composition in

& synagosue on & solemn occasion. The spesaker sets out to



treat of the problem of Israpl;s exile. "How happeneth 1t

0 I;rael, that thou art in thine enemies land? (310).....
Thou hast forsaken the fountain of Wisdom (12).... Learn
where is wisdom™ (14); the rich, the wise and the ancients
failed to do so. "There is none that knoweth her way, nor
any that ocomprehendeth her path (31), But he that knoweth
all things knoweth her, and he found her out with his under-
standing (32).... This is our God (35)... Afterward did she
appear upon earth, and was conversant with men" (37).
Wisdom, in faot, "is the book of the commandments of God,
and the law that endureth for ever". (41).

Verse 37 is quoted in Patristioc writings as a witness
to the Inéarnation. Accordingly some have suspected that
1t is a Christien interpolation. But:-

l. It follows naturally from the sense of verses 32-36.

2. The passasge is clearly a commentary on Ecclesiastiocus
248- This verse is in keeping with the ideas there
put forwarad.

3. Rabbinioc teaching oontained the concept of Torah
as existing with God prior to its appearance.
"Torah preceded oreation by two thousand years”.
(Gen.R.8%) "Nine hundred and seventy four genera-
tions before the creation Torah was written, and

lay in the bosom of the Bleseed One (ARN31%).
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4. Verse 3 of chapter 4 is probably an hostile allusion
to Christians. If the homily had been subjected to
a Christian re-adjustment, we should expect this verse
to have been modified or exoised.
Thus, we have strong grounds' for regarding 37 as

genuine and original.

In mentioning Wisdom 91. we have already had the hint
that in the sapiential literature there is not only the
concept of Wisdom, but .also the idea of a Logos, which
"although on lines parallel to those of Wisdom", yet "is
much less developed". (Lebreton, "Dogme of the Trinity"
P.-99.E.T.). It will have been noticed already that the
Greek of Wisdom 9> - &v '\5‘5U, Gov . lacks the precision
suggested by the Revised Version. The Revised Version
of 1814ff has: -

"Por while peaceful silence enwrapped all things

ceee Thine'all-powerful word leaped from heaven
out of the royal throne...."
Here, however, we find the article ¢ ﬁv"ws'!\lvpol‘ v
NG yos . with this we may compare 1612 Mxe¢ 6 ey o "°;/"""’°c
In Eoclesiasticus we resd€v Meyos Kopiow G’F'W #9737 (421%);
€V NOYOIS dyjoi1s dMEovTa) KETR K@\'}A& (4310. where, again,
the Revised Version is more definite than the Greek cp.435)

*
14

WYY eV M’)Vuf QUTou GOVKEL TH! ""3/\"(6& (4326(28%.
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We have already noted that, while there are references
to the Ldgos in the books under review, there is not the
extensive use of the term which we find in the case of
Sophia. Lagrange's Judgment, moreover, may be quoted:-

"On sait que 1'idee de 1la Sagesse 86 d%veloppa ensuite en
oelle'du Logo8...." (1a Paternite de Dieu", Rev.Bibl.V, (4
Oct.1908.pp.481-499).

The next task must be that of deciding the nature
of this Wisdom—categdry. Have we here a personification,
or personaligation,or hypostatigzation such &s would.have
enabled the author of the Johannine Prologue to derive
"direotly" his Logos-doctrine "from the 01ld Testament
dooctrine of Wisdom", as the editorial comment in Gore's
Commentary has suggested? Or have we no more than a
figure of speech?

R.L.0ttley put forward the view that in the Sapiential
Literature we can discern a development in the concept of
Wisdom. "In the Book of Proverbs (e.gz.8%°%) Wwisdom is
introduced as a gquasi-personsl being distinot from God.

She is personified, but never pefhaps actually hypostatized.
She is no mere attribute of Deity.... 1In the Wisdom-doctrine
of the 014 PTestament we oan discern prosressive stages.

Thus in Proverbs 8 and Job 28 Wisdom is personified as being

distinet from God. In later books she is represented as at
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' . 23-25 -
once emanating from God (Wisd.? ) and immanent in

1H). The ascription etoher of personality

nature. (1b.8
is more clearly marked". ("The Incernation”, p.44).

It may be stated, quite biuntly, that éverything which
Ottley said can be supported and contradicted by reforence
to other writers. For example, in the case of Job 28,
Oehler affirmed, while Hackspill disputed-a distinction
Between Sophia and Yahweh. There 1s'no room in the preeunt'
treatment to tabulate and survey all opinions. Any Judg-
ment can only be anotherropinion. On the whole, it may be
ssid, R.D.Middleton's judgment ("Logos and Shékingh.in the
Fourth Gospel"; J.Q.R. Oot.1938) reﬁresents a faii estimate
of opinion; 1in Proverbs 1-9 - being the later part of the
book - Wisdom 1s personified, and is not an abstraetion, as
it 18 in 10£f. But the language is always that of the poet,
and not of the metaéhysioian; there 18 no sign that the
writer intended to expound the idea of an hypostatization.
Indeed, the religious imasgination of the Hebrew poet never
mofed in the sphere of speculation for 1ts'own sake. But,
even with these reservations, it is not easy to ageess the
extent of the personification. Treating the same evidence,
different conclusions have been reached. It has bgéh noted
that if Wisdom is personified, then so, tbo. is understan-
28 74 glt),

ding. (Prov. Lebreton noted that the language
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used of ﬁolly is similar, and that if we want to find &
hypoafatization of Wiedom, we shall have to accept, too,
an hypostatized Folly.(Op.oit.p.92). He would use this
oonéideration to 1limit the extent of the personifioafion
of Wisdom. I% is thought, therefore, interesting and
instruative to recéll Liddon's words of ninety years ago.
"Are we listening to the language of a real Person or only
of a poetiq ﬁpréonification?. A.gidup-of oritics defenda
each hypothéeis' And those. who maintain the latter point,

to the pioture of Folly in the euoceeding ohapter (913 -18

yw
Liddon Suggeated that the consideration of Folly led to the
opprosite conclusion. "Folly 18 there no mere abstraction.
she 18 sinful woman of 1mpure 11fe whose gueets are 1n the:<
depths of hell! The work of Folly is the very‘work of

the Evil One, the real antaszonist of the DivinefKochaEg
Folly is the principle of absolute Unwisdom, of ;;hsummate
morsl Evil. Folly, by the. force of the antheeist_enhangea
our impression that ‘the Wisdom' 18 ﬁersonal“. (our Lord'e
Divinity" p.60). It will be seen that Iiadon set the
éxtent of personification very near to that of hyposta-
tization. In tﬁie connection we note that in prov.315'az'
and Job 20'° Wisdom 1s ssid to be better than rubies (or
coral).” The only other occurrences of the word ( R 7%)y)

: . 10 . 7
ere Proverbs 2019'31" and I Samuel 1, where it 1s said of
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Hannah that she was "better than rubiles”. There is &
possibility that here we havé an Hebrew idom fdr "a good
woman".

Canon ¥nox (J.T.8.XXXVII,151, July 1937) argues that
thé personification of Wisdom may represent the reaction
of Judaism to Ptolemaic cultus and belief, since thetg is
a fair probability that the opening chapters of Proverbs
were written while Judea was part of the Ptoyéﬁaic Empire.
However this may be, the attitude which we take towards
the degree of personification (or possibility of hyposta-
tization) will depend on the date which we accept for the
relevant passages in Proverbs and Job. If we can "date"
them late enoush to have beén influenced by Persian and
Greek religion and philosophy, then we shall incline to
Liddon's position. »

It haes been argued (e.z. by J. Drummond, "Philo
Judaeus" I.p.145) that the writef of Ecclesiasticus had
contemplated the separate existence of Wisdom as more
than a divine attribute. This, it is suggested, may be
inferred from 1%:- "Fisdom hath been created before all
things"”. But the second half‘of the same verse reads
"and the understanding of prudence from everlasting".

The degree of importance which we attach to the first part
will depend upon our attitude to Liddon's 1dea that the
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personifiqation of Understanding, Folly, and the like
argues tbwardaithe personifioation of Wisdom. But it
scarcely seemellikely that the suthor of Eccleaiasticué
contemplated the distinot existence of "Understanding".
We shall, then, be restricted as to what may be 1hférred
from the firat part of this verse. Moreover, 2423ff
ghow that the writer's interests are ethical rather than
metaphysiocal. It should also be borne in mind‘that the
approach to the queation of fhe pérsonifioation of Sophia
in Ecclesiastious has been coloured by the Vulgate gloss
in chapter 24, Ego feci in ocoelis ut oriretur 1umen in-
qifioiene.

Many writers have warned us that we must remember
that, in reading these Wisdom passages. we are at grips
with the poet aﬁd not the metaphysician. But.-ﬁhatever
our final conclusion, there is no,doubf that "in the Book
of Wisdom the Sophia is more_dietinotly personal”. (Liddon,
0p.oit.p¢62).'.80me would go f@rthor and sayfthgf ﬁere‘fhg
poet has been seduced by the philosopher, and that the
language used of Sophia ia not to be minimized as that of
poetic fanoy - particularly in the kernel of the bcok
(722g1), ‘"That in Sapientia Solomonis Wisdomvappeare as
- develdpeﬁ hypostatioél being is generally recognized’.
(G.Vos, Princéton Theological Review XI.p.399).
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Some of us, however, wili'still want to allow for

)
the language is atill that of eymbol end metaphor (e.gthrIS)
Weight, too, must be given to those passages in which that
oreative aotivity which has been aaoribed to Wisdom 15 »
attributed to God_Himself (15 eto) Drummond went so far
as to say that "Wia@om eiéroisés»not & primsry nor even a
delegated, ppt qimply'ahfinstruhental BEONCT. .. .s ail_héfi .
aotivity 1s_in-rea11ty the aqtivitylof Fod“' (Op.citlzzl)u
The truth of the matter seems to be that 17 we empha-
size the poetic character of the book we shall want to
minimize the idea of Wisdom as an entity, and regard it
as an attribute of God. But if we can believe that the
book ie intended to be taken seriously as & philosophio
work, we shall take the oppoéite viqw.
Even irf, however. we can be perauaded that theipoet
i oonsoiouely and deliberately handling philoeophical
,ponoepts, we should remember that he shows no signe of
knowing anything of the "exaot writers lika Aristotlé"
- His philoeophy 1s“that of the market place or at least of
‘the. lepture room". (Goodrick "Book of Wiedom",p.410).
This 18 not, of course, to deny entirely all Helienietio
influeﬁce;. for such is obvious in the treatment of the
dbotrinqs 0f the soul (8‘209»15 ep. 47 15) and 1mmortality

(37'8), 8o, too, the tra&itidn&l Hebrew doctrine of
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oreation ex nihilo hes gone, apparently in favour of
oreation out of an already exiaﬁing'matter (é§ JﬁAquu
Cf&\c . 1117). But, however marked the influence, the
faitﬁ is that of Judaism, and it is going beyond the
evidence to speak of "the aubmergenoe of Jewish apoca-
lyptic in Greek philosophy”.

Before leaving the Wisdom of Solomon, we may notioce,
briefly, the questidn of the personification of the Logos.
Naturally, our attit@de‘to the supposed hypoetaéiglof
Sophia will govern our estimate of the jérBOnifidafion of
Logos. This 18 most apparent in gl-2 wheré év LQ\mg'ﬁoa
is parallel to " 1”5'6'0 Pl%\ oy, In 2%+9 Ldgoa eeéms to
sonnote the "life prinoiple”, but 1612 goes no further
then the Psalms (e.g.1062°). In the case of 18_]"‘J""]‘6 some
have ¢laimed to find a bold personification, on the.groﬁnd‘
that resemblance to the destrpyipg angel of I Chron.ail6

points to more than poetio 1169noe. But, against this,

there is no evidence that the writer had Gﬂfonioieslin mind.

1t 1s, again. doubtful if he would have turned there for
more than 1magary:

Before abandoning the topic of an hypoetatizatibn of
the Sophia and the Logos, we should not ignore the fregmen-
tary‘liadom source embedded in the 81m111tudeé of’Enoch.

and representing the development of ideas aboﬁt Sophia.



— AT

;1i54

"Wisdom found no place where ehe might dwell.

Then & dwelling place was assigned her in the heavens;

Wisdom went forth to mske her dwelling among. the
children of men, h

And found no dwelling rlace:

Wisdom returned to her place

And took her seat among the Angele (42 '2r

Thus we infer that Wisdom is regarded as angelic -
a8 belief peculiar to the Wisdom-source and not ieitepate@
in the rest of the Similitudes. In the source it;;e”aleo
said, "The Wisdom of the Lord of spirits hath revealed him
to the holy and righteous” (487), and "Wiedom is poured out
like water” (491). (Tranelatione from Charles Apocrypha
and Pseudepigrapha). Theee last quotations sre set in a
messianic context. For the compiler of the Similitudea,
the Meeeiah ie a person and no abatraetion. It ueed to be :
~:thought that we have here & conneotion between Sophia éﬁ& |
a-pereonal Meesiah; this would sugpest an hypoetatization
of w1edom. But eubsequent investigation hes traced thie
identifioation to a mietake made by the Ethiopic tranelator.
But, this apart,_?.H.Charles deelared that "the influence
of Enoch on the New Testament has been greater than;thdt'of
all the other apooryphal and pseudepigraphal books taken
together" (op.cit.p.41).
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Having given some account of the Wisdom Literature,
we must now give attention to the other tasks mentioned
in the early part of this chapter. The examination which
we have Just finished has been protracted to a certain
degree so that these other questions may be the more briefly
treated.

As it confronts the present day reader of the Complete
Holy Bible, the Wisdom Literature 1s very lmpressive; but
what is really important, howevér, is the question as to
its status at the time when the Johannine Gospel and Prologue
were written. If we ocould divest oﬁr Christolozical heritage
of the dexterities and ingenuities of patristic and subse-
quent theologians, we should probadbly find that Narborough
is very near the mark when he observes that "it is indeed
doubtful how seriously the personifications of Wisdom were
taken seriously by the Jewish mind". ("Thé’christ" in
Essays on the fr#nity and the Incarnation, edit. Rawlinson
p.51). -

It will, again, be noticed that much of the "advanced”
Wisdom literature lies outside the Palestinian Canon. While
in the present undertaking we cannot enter upon a discussion
of the locus of the Fourth Gospel's drigin, it'may be
pointed out that while none has established the fact, the’
door has not been finally or securely closed against

Palestine. And it is also true that the Wisdom books were
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only admitted finaelly to the—canons.after no small strugele.
(Vide,e:g. Barton, quleaiastee.I-G,Gf). Probably‘only their
aécription'td Solomon made possible their final aooepfanoe.
for, és or. Dix axpreséed it, "in the post-prophetic déveioP—
ment of Jewish thought comcerning 'Wiedom'..... is the most
strikingly un-Jewish of all the nation's religious ideas".
("The Heavenly Wisdom the Divine Logos in Jewlsh Apocalytic",
J.T.S. XEVI,101 Oct.192¢ pp.1-12). How elien these Wisdom
paseéges aré to the_litérature 1n whioh'they étaﬂa is the
better relished if we remind ourselves that character of
Wisdom had to be introduced in order that she might disser-
tate upon herself. As we shoﬁld expéof, the radigal pos;tion
hes been assumed'by at~1east one oompetent socholar; cénoi
¥nox points out that all thoee passages ‘praising Wisdom may
be excised. He is, in fact, prepared to assipn them to an
"interpolator", who may have been the one who caat.thesg v
books into their present form. (J.T.S. XXXVIII, 151,July 1937,
p.230 f.). | T
' The truth of the matter seems to be that while 1t’won1dr
be foolhardy to diemiss any serious debt to the Jewiah
Wisdom literature, we muet also guard against a tendenoy to
"read baok" into that literature 8ignificance ‘which has
accumulated 1ﬁ aubsequent Christological thought. Bulgakov's

reminder merited; Sophia "is used without any relafion to
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Christology. M&ttflllg and'Luké 77", ("The Wiedom of qu".

P.50 - but reserve is necessary in appealing to‘pylgakOV._for ’
often his teaching is more reminiscent of Valenéiénism than

of orthodox Christianity). Nor shbuld we forget how soon
inifhe development of‘christo;pgioal thought the stress upon
Christ as the'Logos‘of God gives place to a stresa upon his
Sonship. This began with Tertullian. (Dorner: Person of
Christ, Div.I. VolIX.p.65,E.T.).

Some scholars, as we have elready mentioned, while
regarding the 8ophla of the Jewish Wisdom Literature as fhe
direoct precursor of the Logos of the Johannine Frologue, had
argued that this Sophia-idea, in turn, involves & debt to
Stoic Philosophy. Professor J. Rendel Harris argued this
thesis on several occasions. (The Expositor, 8th. seriéé
Nos.63-72, Aug.-Dec. 1916 - "The Origine of the Prologue to
St. John's Gospel".) ﬁe summarized his position:- "In thé
sources of the ?rologue of John; the Logos is Sophia, and
Sophia is Zues, and Zeus is Fate. The Stoics say}definitely,"

A :

that Zeus and Pate are the same thing". (Bulletin of J.Ryland's
Library (1922) p.449). N

Harris®' erticles and pamphlets cover a good deal of
matter, and not elwasys very systematically. The following

is en attempt to summarize his expositions as contained in

his various publicsations.



Logoe 1n_the New Testament normally means the Evangelic

Message, except in thelﬂpocalyppe, where it is a Mesdanic

» title, and in the Epistle to the Hebrews, where it is "expli-
ocable by Philonean paraliele in a metaphysiocsal sense". (Ex-
positor, p.150). He sugeests, thefefore, that Logos replaced
an earlier qetaphyaicél title, namely by Wisdom. He points
to I.COr.lal, maintaining tﬁat the use of thé conjunction is
to throw the emphasis on Wisdom, which should have a capitai
letter.

He draws up thke following comparison between the

Prologue and Proverbs (IXX).
EV P Av 6 Adyos. Kdpios  ExTisev Me Jp)(ﬁv d Siov
g /o
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‘Moreover, 1f we substitute the term Sophia for Logos
in thé opéening sentences of the Prdlogue,'we shall see
‘remarkable affinities with Proverbs g27-30,

Harris puts forward four questions:-

1. Is there any literature praising Sophiae? In answer
he points to the entire range of the.Sapiehtial Books.
The bridge between Proverbe end the Johannine Prologue is
found in Wisdom 91. which provides elso a traneition from

Logos to~Sophia.

0 TI'OH]G‘vKS" W aavs Cv Aoyw o0y,

'K-u ‘Tn f“muk. Tou  RaTeFREdRATUS Jv@ywrov
2. Is there any literature in which our Lord 15 equated

both with Sophia and Logos? Harris points to Luke 11
("Therefore also said the Wisdom of God, I will send unto
them.....") and the corresponding passaze in Matthew 
k"Therefdre behold, I send...." 2334). He notes that
Fatian's Harmony (Diatessaron) hes "Behold! I, the Wisdom

of God send....." .

3. A8 1in the cage of the Prologue, are such praises

: derived from Proverbs? « ) As we should expect, he readily
establishgs the nexus between Wisdom 9 and Proverbs. g) He
is able, here, to point to the Testimonia Adversus Judaeos,
which are bound up with Cyprian's writings. In the "headings"
with which fh?se»open Christ is cslled both Sepientia Dei
and Sermo Dei, and in the text itself Proverbs 8 is invokéd.
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In the later form of Testimonia (generally attributed to
Gregory of Nyssa) I.Corinthians 124.15 actually quotéd.
In his pamphlet, "The Origin of the Doctrine of the Trinity",
Harrie also argues thet in the later editions of the Teeti-
monia "where Logos and-Sophia oome together, 1t_1e the Logos
whioch is the after thought and intruder”. (p.30).
4. _Are Logos and Sophia genuinely interchangeable?
Harris'-answer is rather technical; but, in effeot, it is
that Wisdom and the Prologue are both of Stoio origin. 1If
this is so, then we can legitimately erase "In him was life"
and say "In her was life". For the Stoioé equated;ggggia
end Zeus, and the Stoic philologists had derivedﬁzjiv (33371

!

fromx;\" . . : ' S

"The Logos in the Prologue to John is a substitute for
Sophis in & previously existing oomposition". (Bull. of
J. Ryland's Lib.). Moreover he declares that not only the
Prologue, but also the famous Christolopical passage in
001o§sians are oonetruotéd out of maférial available in
ben Sirach's eulogies of Wisdom.

In support of his theme, Herris produces Patristic
evidence thaf,f) Christ was there equated with Sophia, and
that,/%} the statement "the Lord created me the bezinning
of hise way, bgfore his works of 0ld", was used by these

writers in a Ghristolpgioal oontext. (Justin, TheOphilna'

of Antioch, whom he claims as representing a time when the
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lLogos~-doctrine was replacing the Sophia-dooctrine (op. on
this point, Prestige, "God in Patristic Thought", p.89),
Ireﬁaena. Tertullian, who substituted Logos for Sophia in
the Proverbs passage, Origen and Eusebius). |

"Reviewing the course of the ingquiry, we see that the
commentators on the great Christological passages in the
New Testament..... have failed to set thesé passages in the
true light of their historiecal evolution. We have tried
to restate the texts..... first, by correcting a grammatiocal
error in John 11..... second, by showing that the theology
of the Church is best seen in the first days of its making
by a careful consideration of the primitive books of Testi-
monies; it follows from these correotions and identifications
that the key to the language of the Johannine Prologue and
to St. Paul's language in the Epistle to the Colossians lies
in the Sapiential tradition and not in the reaction from |
Plato or Philo or Heraclitus". (Expositor p.393).

Harris' argument is impressive and ingenious. But it
has certain difficulties, chiefly that it falls completely
to account for the writer of the Prologue's preference of
Logos to the term Sophia. Besides, in postulating a proto-
Prologue with Sophia, instead of Logos as the key-term,
Harris would seem to infer that Christ's impact upon his

followers was that of one manifesting the Wisdom of God.
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In his pémﬁhlet‘on'the Trinity he doea; in~faot, suggest
that"the 1mpressic;n which he made was one of "abnormal, super-
naﬁur&l Wiedom". For this there 1s no evidence. Jesus of
Nazareth was re;ognized as Messish; "the Christ", és the
result of theologioal thinking, is spoken of as "the Wiedom
of God". If it were true that Jesus of Nazareth gave this
1mpreesioﬁ of "supérnatural Wisdom", we should have to
suppose that he thqught of himself as the Wisdom of God.
For this we have, agaln, no real evidence. "The parallgls
between the oénsoioueness of Christ and the conception of
Wisdom personified do not seem fieqtent enousgh or cloee
enough to suggest that he entertained any form of Wisdom
Christology". (Narborough, op.oit.p.42). _

Harris, rightly, noted that many of the terms used of
Christ in the two great Chrietological pasgages ﬁere origi-~
nally Saplential; but he has to admit that in no Sapiential
source, as we now have it, can Pleroma bé found. He ié,.
therefore, driven to pbefulafe aﬁ intermediate ddouhentrih
which Sophia and Pleroma are related. (Expositor p.417).
 This is, of course, no more than sPeoulétion; there ie no
evidence for the existence of such a doocument. }He construc-
ted faots to suit his hypotheeis.

In trying to persuade us of the place of Stoic terms
in the early Church, Harris suggested that St. Paul used



«l24=

Stoic language in the Areopasgus. But it is generally
recognized that this incident lies outside the general
trend of Christian policy and preaching.

. By way of conclusion we may note that, While fhe idea
of a previously existing Prologue is still held (W.F.Howard,
"Christianity Acocording to St. John", p.46), it is now ad-
mitted that any such composition must have been an essen-
tially and characteristically Hebraic work. "If", said one
writer, "Hellenism could not be imposed upon the Jews by
force, neither could they resist it by foroce alonen'for this
new world temper, this complex of ideas and of aspirations
seeped through all walls of division whether politiesal,
religious, social, racial, or economic. Hellenism was in
the very air breathed by the men of the (first) century
(B.C.)" (Purdy (and Maogregor) "Jew and Greek: Tutors unto
Christ"). But today it is more and more recognized how easy
it has been in the past to over-emphasize the effects of
the Greek world upon Jewry, and to underestimate the virility
of the reaction of Judaism to the challenge of Hellenism.

A more balanced Judgment is needed, in which due weleht is
given to the fact, that though some of the Wisdom Literature
is anti-Hellenioc, this does not preclude the possibility
that the writers were themselves affected by that which théy
tried to belittle. (Oesterley{»Eoclesiastious" XX1vf). But
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the judgment must also give weight to the faot that the

very existenbe of the Septuagint shows that it was the

Jewish Soriptures which the Hebrew of the Dispersion wanted
to read. Or, to put it differently, we have to allow for
the influence of the Greek communities in Palestine, while
admitting the possibility that the Jews of the Diepersion
reacted to the Gentile world with exclusiveness. (G.K.Gilbert.
"The Hellenization of the Jews between 334 B.C. and A.D.70",
J.T.S. XIII. No.4 pp.520-540). The late Dr. C. Mon@‘fiore.
in his "Judaism and St. Paul", also insisted that the Judaism
0f. the Dispersion was less liberal than that of Palestine.
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PHILO OF ALEXANDRIA.

"Phe worst extravagances of mystical interpreta-
tion asmong the Fathers, combined with the most tedious
plétitudes of a modern sermon, will convey an idea of
the manner in which Philo 'improves' Scripture”

- Benjamin Jowett,"St.Paul's Epistles"p.388.

"To thread the maze of Philo's inconsequent and
self-contradictory language 1e the work of a life-time,
and students admittedly of the first rank come to dia-
metrically oppoeite conclusions about him".

- The Bishop of Oxford, in an essay.

"I have no doubt that in & general sense St. John is

here following the thought of Philo; but this does

not mean that he was & student of Philo's writings".
- The Late Archbishop William Temple,

in his "Readings in St. John's Gospel".

In devoting any cpnsideration to Philo Judaeus during
& discussion of the Johannine Prologue half way through
the taentieth century, any writer must be aware of a certain
element of unreality. Yet the present writer can turn to
the notes which he took as a theoloerical student in the early
nineteen thirties, and find this statement:-
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"mhe.wrf£ér of the Pourth Goépélkﬁaseé his conoepti&n‘
(of the Logoa) upon that of Philo. He found it ee & popular
category which almost exaotly expressed hia notion of the
funotion.of Jesus". (op. Senday: "The.preponderanqe of:
opinion at the present time (1904) doudbtless léans to the
view that there is some connection between the Logos of
Philo and the dootrine of the Logos in the Fourth Goepel".
- "Critioiem of the Fourth Gospel" p.185). There are, of
gourse, reedrvatioha and qualifioations. but.‘as»wé have
already indicated in the Introduction, it 1is doubtful ‘
whether any lecturer today would venture such a'statement.
While we should always reokon with the possibility of a
change of fashion, it seems unlikely that Philo will receive
much consideration, for soms time, as & possible source of -
chﬁ Logoe 1n the Johannine Prologue. James Drﬁmmohd' in
his great work on Philo, might well have been speaking of
the modern situation when he oonoluded 80 many yeare ago.‘
that Philo's writing "was too early to be influenoed by
Christian ideas; and although it is possible that his worke |
may have beeh known to some of the‘writers of the New Testa-
 ment, and there are occasional startling coincidences of
' thought and expression, yet there is nothing to prove
conecious bofrowing. and it is probable that the resemblances

are due to the general condition of religious culturs among



- -128-

~ the Jews". (I p.12). Harnmack's rejection of a borrowing

from.Phiio is hpw generally accepted (History of Dqgma._I
E.T.p.114), end few would today go far with Siegfried in

. his argumente for the dependence of the Johannine Broibgue

on the work of Philo of Alexandria ("Philo von Aloxandrien/}
As a philosophical writer Philo was indebted to

Platonio sources. But some have seen in the allusion to
"the all-cutting Logos ( outws 6 Geds oKov e 4;“4"’@’* wv
Tojcf'd TV o’%'ﬂdlku/ adesl. Adyov «++s. Quie Rev. Divin.Heres,
XXVII,130-140), a borrowing by Philo fioﬁ the philosophy of
Hersclitus. It 1s also likely that he was indebted to the
Stoios (apd especially Chrysippus) for his teaching that the
Logos gives cohesion to the universe. His ldentification of
the Logos with the moral law is characteristically Stoio.
(dﬁlﬁ) (Fomtdin )58-' ESTIv 6',1':?: ¢$o“eu£ J@Bo:t: M’yo:

¢ Go Opii. Iyndi, 14 )

>‘/

It would be, it is alleged, with these essociations of
the term Lozos in his mind that Philo would be confronted
with the Grdek Version of the Jewish Scriptures. Here, too,
he woﬁid meet the category Logos used to render )T, and

thus signifying the divine "revelation", rather than the

'unifying principle" of the Greek rhilosophical suthors.

~ (see chapter I11). The situation, then, is thet Philo read

the Greek translation of his netion's sacred writingé, and

encountered the term Logos, which, on account of his
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philosophicel studies, had clearly a peculiar significance -
and that not in the minds of those who had written the Jewish
- Soriptures. Thus, in Philo of Alexandria the two meanings
meet; the uttered word of the Scriptures, and the Reason of
Philosophy, the divine Utterance and the metaphysical Logos.

Indebted to many sources - Hebrew Wisdom and Word,
Platonic Idea, and the Stoic concept of the Divine Reason,
at least - it will be appreciated that Philo's Logos will
scarcely admit of systematic presentation. Since the number
of passages in his writings in which he treats of the Logos
is about thirteen hundred, and since many of these are irre-
concilably contradictory, there is no use seeking for twen-
tieth bentury standards of consistenoy in Philo, and any
attempt to present his teaching about the Logos (unless all
the passages are to be quoted) must be arbitrary to some
extent.

It is proposed now to give & selection of passages from
Philo's works, such as will at once indicate his thoughts
about hié Logos, and allow him to be heard speaking for him-
self. So meny have written to tell us what they have found
in the works of Philo, but it was Pr. Hart who set the
example in letting him speek for himself, althousgh the
articles reached from October 1904 until January 1908, in

the Jewish Quarterly Review. As has been mentioned salready
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ahy seiécfibn of paesagge;must be to éome extent arbitrary.
The following series is given with the frank opinion that
"in the past¥ abnormsl sttention has'been direocted to Philo's
fluid and confused conceptions of the Divine Logos and the
Divine Powers". (H.A.A. Kennedy, "Philo's Contribution to
Religion" p.5.).

i. The Logos is "the Beginning", God's "Eldest Son", his
"First—born , the "0Older of oreated things"

AoV }mSeﬂw vor 'ruy)(uw\ Tig atﬁt\)(c,\@ws' bv bios Gecu  +
“Pocuyopeu eSO |, gov ém\(rw I-(os'lueso"em WTd  Toy TOW TS -
Yovov wdeS Adyow ... Todu W Vuk oV kP XovTh .. Kad Yol u,o)(»\

(de confusione Linguarum,l46).

"If there is as yet anyone unfif to be called a son
of God, let him endeavour to take his place under God's
First-born, the Logos..... he has many names ...... the

Beginning...." :

J R N 4 Siov o v dAwv
TOuTov eV Y TTPCG’ VfdTov VIOV O o
Wétehe ardp, By érdow o MuTdyovov o patbe,

"That men is the Eldest Son (1.e. the Inocorporeal One,

(ivid 63).

differing in no way from the Divine Image), whom the Father
of 8ll raised up, and elsewhere calls his "First-born".
6 Aovos 5“'9"“'{“ Tegos v ybvesiv C‘"Mqéfu/ .(de Migratione
Abrahami,é6). |
"The Logos, who is the Antecedent (or Older) of those

things which were oreated”.



Philo also expressed the relationship between God and
the Logos thus:- | , -, o
70 & Y&V \KU T Tov amiv 3 Otos Kal Swurepos o O¢0v Aoyos,
(Legum Allegoria 11.86).

"The primal existence 1is God, and next to him is
the Logos of God".

2. The Logos interprets and guides men in doing the will
of God, being & prophet. '
otyu-r'}rov eRy Mm« rou ova}wmr | owwu S\Jvne{a/,q.vl om-,o ,,,, 6y
fopavévs Moy (Legum Allegoria I11.207).

"We mugt be oontent to swear by his nsme, whioh .as ;

we have seen, mesns the 1ntezpretat1ng I.ogoe" ' The referenoe o

may be to "Quod uns Immutqbilis 81t" xm 138, which reade--'
- "Phe soul.. ehould fonow the guidanoe of that Logoa
which 18 the Interpreter and Prophet of God " (O SPpAYEds
Toa Beov ... .... wew')'.fns ).
cees (de ﬁutatione Nominum, 18)'
"His (1.e. thedt))(wv eovereign 8) 1n€erpreting Logoa
will show me ...."
The seme ideas are expresged differently, e.g.,
"Phis hélloived flook (the Universe under God) he leads
acoording to right and léw, getting over it hie trﬁe'Logoe
and First-born Son (ﬁ'@wfévovev ftov ) who ahall aseume its
government like the viceroy of some great king" (de Agricul-
‘tura, 51). |
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3. -The Logos is the source of Light.
Tb'}u:v WP ﬂd\{laS(nY}m ) ﬂl\q@co"mwg r;v oluwu /\oyos cgu:
(de Somnus,I.75).

NThe pattern was the Logos, which contéined all

ite fulness - light".
.(Retaining ¢wc , which Mangey emcised).

4. The Logos 1s‘the creative instrument.

CopRoels }u(@ wiTiov ,( of the Cosmos) ,uc-v WS Tov GEov

Y ) 'éjémcwwr——— opyotvov £6 A.oyov Ereov.

(de Cherubim, 127).

"Phe cause of the Universe is de by whom 1t came

into being, the 1netrument being the Louoe of God" , .
[o w®y Oecy ontos] TS Av oov L!r\ %‘Mv g Hyos' o ’19¢"50‘T¢P°$
Tav yévesiv eiNgo Ty, 05 xueun‘cfb ofdkos ev e-hvv.wvos o Ty

6 Awv/ Kuﬁcpvﬁfqo “rqdahlouxu -r-c o‘u}urdvuu ,Kou dre €Xo0-

).uﬂs?\o(o'ren *no‘af.evos o@w.vu -rouw npof n\v wv ot d\-ruow
tmv uroreruJ.Lvav d’uéTdUlV 5

(de Migratione Abrahemi, 6).

"What then can the house be except the Logos, who 18
the antecedent (older) of ell that came into existence - the
Logos who is the Stgersmah of the Universe, grasping & rudder
fo guide 8ll things on their course; even as when he was
fashioning the world, he used it as his instrument, that the
fabric of his handiwork should beiirreproaohable9"
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(Quis Rerﬁm'Divinamm Heres S1it,205-206).

"the Father who has begotten all thi'nge, granted as
hie supreme gift to .his chief messenger and most honourablq
Logos, that he should stend in the midst between the Creatdr
and the oreated, being neither uncreated like God, nor
oreated like you, but placed between the extremes as & plgdgé
to both".

It 18, of course, impossible to mentior; all the
striking etatemente about the Logos; but the association
0f 0 M’ybc ande'hﬂ:’\/ is particularly arre‘eting. It will be
remembered that St. Paul useeCHﬁw\/ of Christ in II.Cor. 4%,
In "to the Hebrews", in affinity WithGIK WY e have Xup
v(-\(’\"r\(o (15). Interesting," then, is this passage from o

de Plantatione (5)
§ s8¢ e\uc Mwucr\r: ovSLyI TWv \(e oveTWY “Pris )\oy.\q‘g

\’(U)(qc -ro el dos w,)w .JM\’ emev oan]v ToV Belou
K} e(open‘ou v ed }ut-foc -ﬁelvou 84 g:ou élwu Vcwﬁ'm&, ;
én esw&‘év Kt fUilw &V FQPAyT &1 Beav ﬁ%‘o | »d\(qu

"gup ‘{greikmaogSB qdi gged the fashion of the reasonsbls
soul to no created thing, 'but said that 1t is a genuine
image of ‘bhat aread _spirit, divine and invisible, eignad
and impreesed\ﬁzthe seal of God, the imprint of whioh is
“his eternal Logos".

So, also, t\oYos 3 STV e"‘“" B¢co (Spec.IeP 1.81)
and when God had perfected it, he sesled the Univerae with

‘a.n 1mave and idea, even his own Logos (E-.\KDvl W? 16(:0\ , T
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[nd PN -
EU TOV N‘)W‘ de Somnus II.45 op. de op. Mundi 25).

Although the modern student may not find the alleged .
affinities of thought and expression between Philo's works
and the Johannine Prologue very impressive, the fact remains
that in the quite recent past competent scholars found such
likenesses. But, in coming to a decision, 1t is not diffi-
oult to tabulate these. The essential point is that the
writer of the Prologue introduced the term Logos without
explanation, from which we infer that it must have been
intelligible to his readers. Proof is still wanting as to
the place of origin of the Fourth Gospel and of the preoise
locus of the Christians for whom it was designed. Recently,
J.N.Sanders has argued in favour of Alexandria as the place
of origin, on the grounds of a papyrus evidence, the contacts
between Johanniﬁe and Alexandrian thousht, the use of this
Gospel by the Gnostics, and the slow acceptance of the Fourth
Gospel by the Church at large, since Alexandrian Christianity
was suspect (as being tainted with Gnosticism) until the
middle of the second century. But Mr. Sanders did not accépt
his own argument as final, and does not insist upon & non-
Ephesign vlace of origin. More serious consideration, too,
is being gifen to the possibility of a Palestinian "locus".
But, for our purposes, it is sufficient to note tha£’there

is no sufficient evidence of the influence of Philo at an



appropriate date in any of these centres -ePalestiﬁé.
Alexandria or Ephesus. The ingenions suggestion Has gome- -
ﬁimee been advanced that singce Apollos had worked and taught
ét.Ephesus. and that siﬁcg he was "an Alexandrian by race"
(;ie; by birth“»-Té:YévF‘ ), he may have famllisrized the .
Bphesian Christians ﬁith some of Philo's thoughts by inclu-
ding them in the‘subjéct-matter of his teaching. Agéiﬁet'
this, the Acts of the Apostles (1824'29) indicates John the
Bapﬁist as in the influence upon his thought; he knows

"only the baptism of John". It is a very far‘cry froﬁ the
Baptist to Philo Judseus. Moreover, the evidence suzgests
that Stephen was also an Hellenic Jew, probably bf Alexan-
dria; but there is no hint of Philonic influence in his

- apology. (Aots 7). PFurther, Apolloe is reported to have'beén
-"mightyiin the soripturea” (&WWSS' Gv & "l';‘f ‘(f‘“q’(ﬁf .'-;18-'24)'-

an expreseion reminiscent of the description of Moses in

Stephen's defence - "he was mighty in hie words and works".

ﬁ‘ . N B . , X . '”’.—--’_
(o 8¢ Bowwms €v Ayous N €PYois W Tou 722) 1t 1g gatd,

too, of Apollos that "he teught the things concerning Jesus".
(1825). This may mean that éither he expounded the Qid.ies-
tament prophecies, demonstrating their fulfilment in Christ
Jesus, or that he told the faote about the 11fe, death and
resurrection of Jesus of Nazaereth. On the whole, his

subsequent trestment (26) favours the former explanation.
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And after receiving instruetion from Priscilla and Aquils,
1t was the Jews whom he combatted. It will be remembered
that the point'under ﬁisoueeion is the lack of evidence for
Philomic influences. There is 1little to suggest a knowledge
of Philo's dootrines in a tent-maker from Pontus, settled
in Rome, or in his higher-born, and possibly Romen wife.
nAo'be"_lepitomi'zee his work:- é& TG\’/Q; \J{S Tols ’lmSul’mg'
&dt—(u'mhéYX@ro (28):. The lenguage is much more forceful
than the Engliesh Versions reveal. In effeét. it means thsat
Apollee brought the objJjeotions of the Jews into court, and
confounded them by laying esgainst them the evidence of their
own soriptures. But, at the same time, it should be remem-
bered that Apollos* manner of scriptural interpretafibn
differed from that of Paul, and was evidenfly better relished
by some at corinth. An adequate explanation could be given
1f we suppose that Apolloei teaching'abbut the sacred writings a
was more allegorical. But this allegorioal~approa¢h was made-
b&'mény who took no acoount of Philo and his teadhinge.

It should not be forgotten,veifher,‘that Philo was by
no means the only exponent of the faith of\Judaiem in Aiexan-
dria. Wevahall,have more to say in an additional note about
the usual desoription of Philo a8 & "lone figure"™. Mean-
while, we quote Eéirwéathgr. that Philo puts "the crown upon
alrea§y exipting traditione" 1n Alexandris ("5geus and the

Grecks", p.174), an opinion 3190 §#prés§ed by E. EKerbs in
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"Dex iogosnim Ersten Jahrhundert". The possibility is that
what has béen taken for the influence of Philo i1s no more
than the influence of Alexandrian traditions in general.
And, if we are to look to Palestine as the place of origin
of the Fourth GdsPel. we shall have to fece the initial
improbability that the works of the writer who, if not a ;
"lone figure”, is outside the main stream of Hebrew ortho-
doxy, should have enjoyed such a diffusion.

Thus we have to face the lack of conclusive evidence
for thet orientation of Philomic thought which would ensure
that the readers of the Prologue would 1nterpret the term
Logos in accordance with it.
| For Philo, the Logos is pre-eminently the creative
activity of God (vide de Migr.Abr.i.etc). Yet in only one
verse of the»Prologqe does this aspect of the iOgoe reoeive‘
any mention =~ "ali things were made by him". The late
Dr. E.F.Soott, in his book on the Fourth Gospel, pointed
out "that thé omission of this verse in no way interrupts
‘the line of thousht which is developed in the Prblogue".
The posaibility is at any rate open that tﬁe phfasp was
not found in the original version of the Prologue. For,
“liteféry etruoture and the interrupted sequence of thought
both argue for fhe theory that.editorial revision has taken

place at some stage in the history of the Prologue®.
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(W.P.Howard, "Christienity According to St. John",p.45).
While there is, of course, n6 textual evidence to support
it, it is possible that there wés an original cqmposition
»about thé Logos (perhaps verse 1.2,(3).4.5,10.11.14,18).'
It may be that the phrase in verse three ("All things were
made by him") was inserted when the Prologue was cast in
its present and final form. It is, after all, remarkaﬁle
that if the Prologue is dependent upon Philo for the content
of ite oéntral term, Logos, only one phrase should be used
to mention what is, for Philo, the outetending festure and
funotion of the Lozos. (W.R. Inge "The Theology of the
¥ourth Gospel" in Cambridge Bibliocal Eseéya,p.zvv wrote:
"It 18 trus to say that-fhe Johannine God is not &an abso-
'lutély trahéoent Being who oan only manifest himself through
an intermediary. In oconsequence of this, thg cREA$IVE
iunotioﬁ of the Logos loses 1fs interest for St. John and
is not:referréd to again éfter the Prologue”). |

| ' The poiemid.éims of the Goapel, such as they are, may
be taken into consideration. Even 1f the Goepel is not
deiiberately polemicel, some 6f the references and teachings
séemed to be stressed as 1f in oppoaitiqn to errors preva-
1eﬂt at the time of writing$ - perhaps those of the Ebionites
and the Docetists. So close is the affinity between the
Prologue and the rest of the Gospel that it would be
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gsurprising if the polemic designs obvious in the one did

not find an echo in the other. For example, if it is true
that the writer intended to correct the exagsgerations of
John the Baptist's devotees, this purpose is fostered both
in the Prologue and the Gospel. The aim of the Gospel is

to assert that the Lord Jesus is the Son of God, the Christ
(20%1); that of the Prolosue is the same - to msintain that
the Lozos 18 personal and fully divipe. This the Fourthv
Evangelist acserts against the Gnostios - although, since
Dr. R.P.‘Casey's cautions (J.T.S8. XXXVI, 141, Jan.1935) we
must beware of attaching too much to the term Gnosticism.
The Gnostics, so far as we know, held that the Logos, the
Christ, was an inferior and intermediate being; for them,
that he could be the One God's agent in creation was possible
because the Logos did not partake of "the Godhead fully".
Thus, as regards the instrumentality of the lLogos, Philo is :
nearer the Gnostios than the Fourth Evancelist. While the
Prologue, as it stands, asserts that "all things" were made
by the Logos, this is done only after the writer has declsared
the‘complete deity of the Logos. Drummond argued that the
Logos of Philo is not personal"(Philo Judesus"II,223ff);
Heinze took the opposite view ("Lehre vom Logos"™ 291ff.)

"Is Philo's Logos a personal being or is he after all a pure

abstraction?" asked Liddon; and answered, "Philo is silent;
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for on such a point as this the Grgék and the Jew in him

are hopelessly at issue". ("Our Lord's Divinity",p.66).
Zeller believed that Philo gave answer neither for or against
the personality of his Logos. (Die Phil. der Griechen" III.
378). This confusion of conclusions points to the fact that,
in Philo, there 1is no clear doctrine of a personal Logos,
Ionly of an c;/f?"{b\@i)?x:nﬁ Beov (de Cherub.35 cp.X?qSJMVDS ,
émglwkf ‘Coa,ﬂ"z" de Migr.Abr.1). Nor, again, does Philo
gpeak of a pre-existent Logos in ahy:terme comparable with
those of the Johannine Prologue. In the Prologue, the Logos
1s.yov0\eﬁkg', whereas, as Lightfoot pointed out, the Logos
of Philo is not evenﬂ@u‘roro/K os , but ﬂeu’t‘é%’wo;’v

It is, again, true that Philo speaks of the Logos as
embracing light in all its fulness; bdut there is no attempt,
as in the Prologue, to conneot the two mighty categories of
Light and Life, both of which are also characteristic of the
rest of the Fourth Gospel.

The reader of Philo's works is conscious that he was
pulled in two directions, and that much of his inconsistency
is due to the tension between Hebrew orthodbxy and Greek
philosophy. Although the tendency has been, df recent years,
to see Philo more and more a&s carrying out normel Rabbinic
exegesis, comparable with that of the Midrash, [H.St.J.
Thackeray, "The Relation of St. Paul to contemporary Jewish
Thought",p.232), the ocase is still gotue strong that he was
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by inclination & metaphysicist. Although Moses is his hero,
‘he is for him, as Aristotle was for Aguinas, O qm\'égo gos - |
Thus, while it is doubtful if his Logos is hypostatioc, there
are numerous passages in which it is contemplated as abstract,
metaphysioal intelligence. But, as we have seen, the Hebrew
religious concept of the Word of God is soktangib1\3that it
is late on in the development of,Judaism that anthropomorphic-
desoriptions are even oriticized. It is compared with the
crash of thunder (Job 409, Pss.7718,104” eto.); or the blare
of the trumpet.(E;od.1915). Whatever the finel conclueion as
to the origin of the Logos in the Johannine Prologue, it is
no wonder that recent scholars, seeking to find the way opéﬁ
for an Incarnation, have returned to the path of Hebrew
Seriptures rather than the track of the metaphysician.

While Philo closely relates the idea of creation'and
the idea of the Logos, his Logos - as ocan be seen in the
extracts already given - is an instrumeﬁt. and "ocoupieé;a.
ministerial and mediating position". (R.L.Ottley, "The Incar-
nation" p.45). Although he did not wish to say‘that the
Logos 19\1;Vqtéf , yet he cannot have it that the Logos is
JYéintes - (Quis Rev.Did.Heres 206). In fact the Logos is
part and parcel of his teaching about the intermediary powers.
Only in de Somnus I.72-76 does Philo expound the traditional

Jewish.dootrine that matter was oreated by God. Otherwise



R e R L AR B TR P S NN L

-_1429

Philo appears to héye.acceptgd the Platonic dootrina of
matter as existing before oreation. The Logos has the task
of vitalizing matter buAt.c)n Myoc ...... 11966@0/11‘50: Mol yevi m.:»
Twtos TOV 67 yéyove. (Leg.Al1.II1.175). It is here, then,
that we see that Philo and the Fourth Evangelist are poles
apart. The Johannine Logos creates because he is God; the
Philomic Logos oreates because he is other then God, who is
precluded from that mundaene contact necessary to oreative |
aotivity. But Philo would have recoiled from sny suggestion
that the Logoe could "beocome flesh". "To Philo, as to any

of his pagan contemporaries, it would have appeared sn in-
vegsion of all'valugs, whetﬁer religious or metaphysiocal,

that the Evangelist Should have dared the tremendous asser-
tion 'the Logos became flesh and dwelt emong us'". (H.B.8.
Kennedy,op.cit.177). The theology of Philo might have led

to a dootrine of "eternal incarnation", such as that sdvanced
»by Schelling in the nineteenth century, but not_to the incar-
nation of the God-man at a specific point in historyf
"There are three types of 1ife: one of which is neéf Bcov
another of whichfis'WQBC'Yéveslv ; and the third of whioch is
a conglomeration of the twb. But the ?wﬂ Tﬁﬁs sedy haé not
come down to be face to face with ue (Hdﬁbgq neos éﬁék )
nor has it approached the necessities of the body". For
Philo, there is no Incarnation; his Logos does mot "become

. f-loehi' R v



| -148-
| In the oase of Philo we are partiqulérly aware that
any attempt to find precedentes or backgrounds for the use
of Logoe in the Johannine Prologue is beéet with the noto-
rious difficulty of the obecurity of the term's mesning.
In Philo it is probably best summarized by>the word "reason”.
In the Prologue the picture is that of & word prooceeding .
forth, or being uttered by an act of divine will. For all
 pignificant words, as distinct frém untolligible sounds.:
are produced by acts of deliberate willing. We noted, in
the introdusction, that Robert Bridgea; in hie "Testamen%lof
Beauty" rendered the term AY3S @s "mind". Soott Holland
protested againet this; and he was riéht. For such a trans-
lation is given an arbitrary Philonic bias.

It will be recalled fﬁat we piotured Phild as beingl
‘oonfroﬁted. in the Gfoekfvereion of the Soriptu:ea. with &
ternm whioh had already aoquired distingtivo eignificance in
the Greek philosophical authors. When this-happgned. three
. 1issues were possidle; a synthesis of meanings; the élimi-
' nation of one in favour of the‘other; the use of the term
without any deliberafo resolution of the contradictions
ent@iled. Tﬁe last course was adopted by Philo. Henoe.
thefa is no "syétem of thought" abont the Logos, and no
| consistency of uee'or-meaning. Moreover, Philo was, above

all else, an allegorist, whibh the Fourth Evangelist 1s not.
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While later Christiaﬁ'writers were bound to appreciate
Philo's eclecticism, it was his allegmorical methods whioch
they weloomed, and not his originality as a thinker. |

As long ago as 1904, Sanday threw out a hint of what
may well be the truth of the matter. He noted, in his book
on "Criticism of the Fourth Gospel”, that "many catchwords
of the Philonian dootrine are entirely absent from the
Fourth Gospel*. However, "among these expressions are several
that at an early date entered into Christian literature, but
they are not found in the Fourth Gospel”. (pp.191-192).
Prom this we seem driven to conclude that the appeal to, and

the use of Philo by Christian writers are post-Johannine.
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ADDITIONAT NOTE. Pe e

The quest for an adequate Latin rendering may well
have received a spur from Tertullisn's discussion of the
term N6YoS (in ADVERSUS PRAXFAN, chap.5).- He notes the
custom, among Latin-using Christians, of translating
Noyos by "sermo", and of speaking of the Sermo 8§ having
been "1@ the beginning with God". He pleads that it would
be more apposite to speak of "Ratio", since God is not-
."eerﬁbnaiis" from the?beginning,?Whereas "before the begin-
ning" God is"rationalis”.

| In his APOLOGIA, he speéke of "the wise mén of the hea-
thense" being agreéﬁ that the Logos, "that is Sermo and

- Ratio" was the "Artifiocer of the universe".
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ADDITIONAL NOTE.

The faet of the matter seems to be that the approach
to the eﬁtire Fourth Gospel has altered radically, and the
treatment of the Prologue has been deeply affected by this

~ohange. We used to be taught that the Johannine Gospel

was a pious meditation upon the‘words_and deeds of the Lord
Jesus Christ; now we are being persuaded that it is a plece
of "sound,hiatory"f- A'guarter of 6 oehtury 880 @oakee-Jack—-
son and Kirpop Lake spoke airily of St. Paul's "capitulation
to Hellenism". In those days we believed that the Fourth:
Gospel was written to commend the evangelio message to the :
Greek philosophicsl world. Thus attention wes drawn b& N
commentators to the Evangelist's explénatione.of Jewish
ferms énd'customa. But nowadays our attention is drawn to
the fact that "we are hardly through the Prolozue when we
meet with priests, Levites and Pharisees, a reference to
Elijah, and a quotation from Iseiash, all without explana-
tion". (Dodd) Rebbinic doctrines end exegesis of the Sorip-
tures are introduced without odmment. In faoct, the material
18 ready and the time is ripe for the presentation of the
Pourth Gospel as & Judaea-Christian "apologia" directed at
ﬁhe Jewish Diaspora.

The general attitude had it that the Johannine Gospel
was written to supplqment the work of the Synoptioc Evange=-

liasts. Then Pro%eseor Windisch, in his "Johannes und die
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Synoptiker”, advanced the proposition that the Fourth
Gospel is intended to replace the other three Gospels,
and not to correct or supplement their Accounts. 1In
1935, Dr. I Sigge, in his "Des Johannes Evengeluim und
die Synoptiker", put forward the thesis that the Johan-
nine Gospel was written to meet the requirements of a
Church which was actively dissatisfied with the Synop-
tioc Gospels.

In English, Mr. Gardner-Smith has put forward his
theory ("St.John and the Synoptic Gospels™") that the
Fourth Evangelist's work is quite independent of the
Synoptic tradition, representing, in fact, a different
tradition, which over-lapped that of the other Evange-
lists at certain points. With somé reservations, both
Strachan and Howard accept his position.

So, too, Harnack regarded the lLogos~concept as
extraneous to the remainder of the Gospel, being "inhar-
monious and incommensurable therewith". Modern scholars,
however, take the opposite view, finding the Prologue,
Gospel and first Epistle of St. John integral parts of
an whole. A recent article has hailed the first Epistle
as the "first commentary” on the Gospel, while none ocan
fail to be impressed by Canon W.1. Knox's demonstration,

in his 1942 Schweich Lectures "Some Hellenistic Elements
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in Primitive Chiiatiﬁnity“). that there are nine episode-
discourses in the body of the Gospel preserved there in
order to illustrate the thesis that Jesué of Nazareth is
the Logos. (pp.60-87).
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ADDITIONAL NOTE.

In Psalm 68, verse 1l reads:- "The Lord giveth
the Word: the women that publish the tidines are a
great host". But both the Hebrew and the Greek Ver-
sions are devoid of the precision of the English Ver-
gions. The Hebrew reads:- 'TTSX ']J'\" "QLT X(verse 12
in Hebrew), while the Septuagint hes:- (o Oeds )
K\;éwg Suicer 4 pd Tois GJ#Y}(:’M\SO/A,(:,VNG L ma ‘ﬂ’o:\Ab‘:{.

In the English Version of Psalm 1058

we find:-
"He hath remembered his covenant for ever, the word
which he commanded to & thousand generations". The
Greek 18'-6/4\/4\66\ 615 oy witiva 5\«:&@»\«1“: e(dfov’
Moyou 00 eteAaro 6 )(u\nots' yc-vea,,- for the Hebrew:-
SRYE THXY MY 127 11712 RRYH N2

Again, 1t 1is easy to see how the English Versmn con-

veys a preciseness whioh 1s wanting in the orisinal.



ADDITIONAL NOTE. D23,

:Isaiah 403_;5 ﬁot an excéption. Verses 1 to 11
gconstitute one poem, from which, on metrical grounds
-verseé 6-8 should be excised, and transposed to 1htro-
duce verses 12ff. It ie.'however. true that in the
later chapters of Isaiah the "word”™ of God has e much
morg"heightened“ significance than elsewhere in the
prbphétio writings, oconnoting not so much a specific
message,but, rather, the proolaimed purpose of God,
especially in relation to the Rétﬁrn'to Palestine
after the Captivity. Thus in Iseiah 5019-11 we have:-
"For as the rain cometh down end the snow from heaven,
and returneth not thither, but watéreth.the eé;th, end
maketh 1f bringAforth and bud, and givefh seed to tﬁp
sower and bread to the eater; so shall my word (‘"ﬁ%Ti
be that goeth foith out of my mouth: it shall not re-
turn unto me foid,_ﬁut_it shall’gooompliéh thﬁﬁ which
I plesse, and it shell prosper in the thing whereto I
éént_it“. Reading such passages we oan readily sppre-
oiété‘ény tghdency on the part of the Hebrews to regard
an "uttersnce..... as almost e personal power fulfilling
1teelf", althugh we should not exasgerate this te#@éncy.
In fact, it is apprépriate to remark that the IXX héﬁe
renders '“jg‘s 13§&r¢fou. 8o, also, Isaiah 4522;24.
although the Hebrew 727 is rendered in the IXX byoi 'Aoyo
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In both these contents we should be justified in saying
that the "word" is well on the way to poetio personifi-

cation.
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ADPITIONAL NOTE. _ pe40-

In the Targums, & men's "memraﬁ normally signifies
himself. For instance, the Jonatham Targum on Ruth 38
has, "Between his word and Michael".

We may note, too, that, while God's sotivity is
usually represented by speaking of his "memra", somé—
times the term "debbura" is preferred. In the Jerusalem
Targum on Numbers 7°° we find, “the debbura (Y127
was talking with him" - Moses.

It will be seen that "memra" (or "debbura") bears
the sense of"word", and not "reason". This is only one
of the many meanings of AoYOS |, a meaning, moreover,
which we do not often find in the writings of Philo.

30 that we may safely say that there is nothing in common
between the "memra" of the Targums and the "logos" of

Philo.
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ADDITIONAL NOTE. pe42.

in the same article, Moore also affirms that

"Shekineh" { (1] "0V) is no more than & circumlocution
.for'God: and "odour" of personality which ﬁe éeem to ,'
diseern in its use 1is only present beceuse it is em-
‘ployed to signify God in motivities which can be aeqcr;beﬁ
ae;péreqnal. Thue in Exgdus 345, we rea&nthat "the Lqrd—

passed before" Hoses. But the Targum tells us that'mhé |

Lord caused his shekinah (presence) to paeé before him".

( AJ1T DY),

It mey also be noted that, unlike "Memfaﬁ "Shekinah"
is to be found in the Aramaio Midrash end the Talmudio
writines.

Moore, also, discussing the idéntity anﬁ-meaning of
"Métatron", shows that the derivation is from the Latin
“metator". e military wofd dgnotinp a"pidneer". and -
that this passed 4into the Palestinian dialect. He ghows,
by illustrations from the Babylonian Talmud poet Babylo-
nian Talmudio literature (and medieval recensiona) and
the Midrashim, howkéasy it was for subsequent Chriétian
writers to find in the statements about Metatron, not
only aaumbratibns of the Christ, but also grounds for gn

equation of thé.tWQ. But he is also able to'demdnstrate

how great is the gulf between the New Testament concept
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of the Logos and Talmﬁdio Metatron, to whom no prayers
are offered, and who rece;ved punishment for error.

In subsequent Cabalistic speculation the‘title
Metatron waé used for a sort of divine emanation, dbut

not for an"intermediary.”



" ADDITIONAL .NOTE.

It is also 1nterost1ng to remember that St. Jé;ome
said that Paul came frdm Gischela in Galilee (de V;ris
Il1lustribus ). But in his coMentary on the Epistle |
to Philemon ( 23) he says no more than that the Apoatle 8% .

parents came from there.
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ADDIMIONAL No?m. pe5E.

In the "Phaedo" Plato clearly indicates that he under-
atood Anaxagorés to have intended an inoorporeal VooS .
The faot that-both ﬂe and Aristotle (Mﬁtaph.A 3.984b15).
greeted Anaxégdras' dootrine a8 an innovation in phiio-
gophy, ceems, to me, conclusive. : =

While there 1s no passsge in which he 1dentifiedér@
and God, Anaxagoras has been called"the founder of théiéﬁ
1n.the Western World". This is largbly because hié{iﬁéé}
has many of the formal atfributos of:deity. Buf agaiﬂ;%
this should be weighed the faoct that he did not teach the

ldootrine of oreation "ex nihilo".
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_ L p.68,
APPENDED NOTE.

Prose Translation:-

Hail to thee Jupiter, the ruler of néture. most
glorious, worshipped under many names, for ever misghty,
and governing all by thy command. For the law of all
mortals is to address themselves to thee. We are a
race spring from thee; alone we, by fate, bear thine
image, in our mortality living out our days and treading
our slow way upon earth. I shall sing to thee and laud
thy power unceasingly. Yon Cosmos entire, round the
earth revolving, obeys thee, celebrates thee, and wil-
lingly is lorded by thee. Thou renderedt sure service
by thine unconquerable hands - a two-edged sword, fla-
ming, undying thunderbolt. For by thy formine every -
work of nature taketh shape, by which thou guidest aright
the universal Logos, which goeth to and fro throush all
things, and subtly mingling through great and small, doth
shine. Thou art the supreme King for ever. Thy divine fiat
brings into being whatever work there is on earth, in sea
or sky, save such deeds as evil men contrive by their own
mad follies. But thou canst mould the abnormal to confor-
mity, shape in symmetry the chaotic, and .for thee the un-
loved is lovely, who didst shape in one whole all things
good with evil things, so that for ever there 1s one Logos

pervading all things. From thee ill-fated, wicked mortals
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flee, always yearning aftér the heritage of fhe good.
But they will neither olap eyes on, nor give ear to

the univ;rsal law of God, but which those obey whose
noble life is guided by reason. But these senseless
fellows hasten forward after evil in various forms.

In an unholy strife they lust after a good name, and
try to stand well iﬁ reputation. Others seek dili-
gently after licentious pleasures of the flesh and try
to enrich themselves by devious ways, striving to have
things entirely opposite. O &ll bountiful Jupiter,
whose cloud-wrapped darkness is shot through with light-
ning vivid' Redeem us mortals from dismal ineptitude.
Do thou, O FPather, dispel the soul's darkness, give
sound judgment and power to apprehend truth. Truéting
wholly in that, thou rulest all things righteously.

'So that when thou dost favour us, we, with honour, may
in turn give reverence unto thee, in unbroken hymning
of thy works, as befits our mortality. No ereater
privilege can there be for men or gods than ever richtly

to laud the universal law.
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APPENDED NOTE.

The Stolcs drew a distinotion between, to quote
Liddel and Scott, c:v 610(9‘61?06 f\évﬂ :+ a conception,
thought, opposed to Pocee P”‘J" \"9‘(09 (an expression,
word). This distinotion appealed to Philo and was
avidly seized upon by Patristic writers. But there is
nothing in the Prolosue to suggest that the writer was
acquainted with it.

The clearest expression of the distinotion which
I now is that in the pseudo Heraclitan Homeric Alle-
gories (c.72) $)1TABUE o M‘YDS' Toé*rwv & or m}\o’soqm
(i.e. the Stoies) TS/AL.,C-V év Slé%o‘fev |<«Ao’::e”'. Tov §&
Tpogo (O\Kév 0 j““’ 0OV Tov evSov ?\owo"}va e-6‘°ru/
Ci\i\(ye?\os 5 40 Towr Gcepvols K OEI0 K ra) . Qo

fe ‘l‘bu'ro;a XPV\0’9“W Nel T3 Bdiov.
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APPENDED _NOTE, |

>Mény ﬁaﬁq'obaeote& to the possibility of an
Hellenietic deriﬁétion for the title;Légoe on the
g:ﬂﬁhd"that the Gospel shows no partioﬁlar interest
in the Greeks. So Hoskyns. (op.cit.p.158). But
the greét philbsopheré of céntemporary Hellenism
were not Greeks at all. This apfeare to reduce the

force of the argument.
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ADDITIONAL NOTE. DellO.

The Rabbis readily identified Wisdom and Torah
(0esterley, Book of Proverbs pp.64-65). Rabbi Hosea
the Great, in the Beresheth Rabba, interprets Genesis 1
by Proverbs 830, but for Wisdom he substitutes Torah.
0f the relating of Sophia And Torah, however, there
were already indications in the literature itself

11. Bar.41l).  canon

(e.g. Ecolesiasticus 151,19%0,21
Xnox finds the first equation of the two in Ecole-
siasticus 2429, which he places after 132 B.C.
(Bousset, as we might expect, regarded the verse as

an Alexandrine gloss).

Readers of Rabbinic literature will recognize that
the equation of Sophia and Torah could arsue in favour
of an hypostasis of Wisdom. But, as Dr. Dodd points
out in his review of Strachan's and Howard's books on
the Fourth Gospel (J.T.S.XLIV, 175-6, July-00t.1943),
in John 117 the Logos 18 not only expressly related,
but also contrasted with Wisdom Torah; and he also
notes that while the Jewish theologians identify the
mediatorial Word and Torah the writer of the Johan-
nine Prologzue identified it with the Christ.
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‘Anlix‘hi:di\f'Ai' NOTE. ~ p.llBe

| The original intention of'the writer was to inoludev
the post New Testament writings 1n the scoPe of thie |
thesie and a fairly lsrge aouroe book was cOmpiied for
this purpose. But it was found that this would entail
a much longer time than aeemed'reasonable; ‘But porner'a
,oqnclngion was borne out by‘thé work of colleoting these
| souroos-' Although great use was made of the term Iogos

this s only true of the pre-Tortullian writera.



ADDITIONAL NOTE. pe119.

For ﬂag; ﬁg @6é the writer of the Prologue
uses TR Tov peov (op. ﬁ-okeo(\(,\ﬂ(ov &,Xoj,,ev PO v
\\dféfA I John 21). 1This poor Greek am& is
comparable with the Marcen usasge (55.919.1449).
There is a marked Aramaioc savour, and John, like
Mark, is mishandling the Greek language. The

preposition should be ﬂdpé , a8 in Proverbs.



ADDITIONAL NOTE. 120, puwe S,

PR

Christum primogenitq}nfesse et ipsum esse
Sapientiam Dei, perquem omnia facto sunt. Quod
Sapientia Dei Christus, et de sacramento concar-
nationis eius et passionis et calicis et altaris
et Apogolorum, qui missi praedicaverunt.

Quod Christus idem sit et Sermo Del.
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 ATDITIONAYL NOTH..

10.124:-

Harria' restoration of the PrOIOgue to 1ta
1ntermadiate form:-
\Prov.agzpp- ~ The Beginning was w1edom.
Wisdom was with»GOQ. S
S&p.801-94- Wiadom was the assessor of God.
o AA11 things were made by her'

Apart from her nothing was made that
came to be._

Sap.S01.626, In her was Light, and the Light was
' the Life of men.

. That Light shone in the Darkneee
Bap.Sol-ng- And the Darkneas did not overmaster 1t.
| -For no evil out-magters Wisdom.
Wisdom was in the World, |
In the Torld whioh ehe had ﬁaae;f‘

Prov.l 13 The World aid not'recoghize'her.'
-Sirach 3& ff.
"Enooh 41:

She oame to the Jews and the Jews did
L : not receive her.

'Sép.901.727. ‘-Those who did receive her became the
_ ‘ friends of God and prophete. '

Sir 345. 25 ,She tabernacled with us, and we saw her -
.Sap gol.7 o splendonr the splendout of God'e only ohild
sap.sol.sg. ~ Full of Grace end Truth.

Ode,Sol.zs. (8he deolared the Grace of God among us)
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Sir.3519. From her pleroma we have received
Grace instead of Law.

For Law ceme by Moses.
Sap.Sol.alg- Grace and Mercy came by Sophia.
Sap.S501.9%6., She is the image of the invieible God.
Sap.S01.6%%. She is the only Child of God, in the bosom
Sir.345. of the Father, and hath the primary.
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ADDITIONAL NOTE. P.125.

In connection with Jewlsh reaction to Hellenism,
it should not be forgotten that, while Justin still
wore his philosopher's clesk, early Christian thinkers
seem to have been at pains to point out that the use
of Stoic terms did not necessarily mean the sdoption
of Stoic thought. Thus, ratyan ("Oratio sdversus Graecos")
explains that fod is not a spirit in the Stoic sense of
all-pervading power and presense in materisl things.
(It should, of course, be kept in mind that Tatian_went
to great lencths to dismiss all Greek philosophy as

pernicious).
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Tatiani Assyrw Oratio Adversus Graecos.

EN o : -,/\ / 1 { | /-
9&05 0 Ko ®' q/«olf VUK EXE GUGTHGIV Ev Xpovw /wvar
/
WPXOS' K wdies Jfo‘prV‘ My Odwv JPX"'\ lveume & Beos, ob

8*\\va S Tas Ans rVLU‘}«&T”V §¢ MKWV N TGV v uur;‘

6\ G tuTotO‘Kevssmg dopo("ros Te - Kot dem *EONTSy K

dopa(’rw oHVT0S yeyov s TP,
Deus noster non esse coepit in tempore, auun solus sine -

L.

principio sit et ipee universorum principium. Spiritus
est deus, non pervadens materiam, sed materialium spiri-
N
tuum et figurarum quse in materia sunt opifex: et visu
N N
et tactig indeprehensus, quippe quum ipse sensibilium

et invisibilium exstiterit parens.

t
G.%f' and Latin rescripts edited
by John Ch. Th. Otto. 1851.
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Apmmpmx.‘ NOTE. Pedbe

Sinoe Er. R.P. Cesey's article on "”he Study of.
Gnoeti m" (J.T.S. XXKVI, No.141, Jan.1935), more oare
haa had to be taken in speaking of Gnosti;%, and some

,/

N~
are now more ready to allow that Retzenstein and
V”\

Boussget were right in repar&ing Gnoetiam as older than
Christianity. being the result of the impaot of Oriental
and.G:eek'thought. Thus, in any refergnoe_to Gnosticism,
the Quéetion of pre- or post-Christiasn 1s involved.  If

we bear this mind, the following consideration mey be
mentioned-~ In several Gnqst{o ;ystems, SOPh;a appears
‘as'one‘qf_the‘aeons. It mieht eeem‘strénge. in fiew.of .
the polemical aims of the Goepel (end Prologue); that th6>: 
wfiﬁer of the_rrologue gshould have adapted a sbphia-Prologﬁé
nih'addreSSing’himseif to Gentile Christianity.
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ADDITIONAL ﬂOTE. 0126,

It is very difficult to make statements about

- Philo which do not require modification or qualifi-
cation. For instance, Dr. Howard hes refused to deny
&ll Philonic influence on'the Fourth Gospel, thoush
he would 1imit this ae having been exerted in a meneral
wey. He notes, thus, that Philo brousht together © Sos
and ASys . "It 1s not impossible that in the circles
in which this Gospel took rise Philo's assoéiation of
the wordsosS0s andMyoc was already known, and that
the Evangelist intended his hearers to discern a con-
nection between the words in the fourteenth éhapter,
and the summary of the Gospel under the title logos

in the Prologue”. ("Christianity Accordine to St.John"
p.175.)
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ADDITIONAT NOTE. PelEBo

The late Sir Edwyn Hoskyns also pointed out that
it is a misteke to infer literary dependence from

"parallel imagery". "(The Fourth Gospel"p.158).
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ADDITIONAL NOTE. Pel20,

Although indebted to.the Stoics, the reader of
Philo is aware that his attitude to Stoicism is marked
by a certain revulsion acainst its materialism, a
recoil which causes him at times to revert to a type
of Platonism. There are passages where he is within
an ace of equating the Logos with "the idea of the
good". (ep. de opif. Mund 6).
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ADDITIORAL NOTE. p.129,

Attempts have been made to include Egyptian influences
among those which contributed t§ the development of Philo's
thought. Thus E.F. Scott wrote:- " The Greek conceptions -
on which Philo raljed for his interpretation of the 0ld |
Testament had undergone a second growth in the soil of
Egypt, where they crossed with the native theology. His
Logos was something more than the immanent Reason of
Stoicism, or the oreative Word of Scripture. It was in
some sense a personal divinity, corresponding with Thoth,
the utterance or self-manifestation of the supreme God".
(American Journal of Theology, XX, 3,July 1916). W.Scott,
in the second volume of his edition of the Hermetio
-writings, considered that while this is not impossible,
it has not yet been proved." The chief sources of the
Philonic Logos doctrine, if not the only sources, were
Jewish and Stoie; and it can be sufficliently accounted
for as an outcome of Judaes-Stoic speculation, without
assuming any part of it to have been derived from the

indigenous religion of Egypt". (24-25).
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ADDITIONAL NOTE. Pe100.

A good example of Philo's inconsistency is to be
seen in the fact that in his de Somnus he says the Logos
is derived from Sophia, whereas in his de Fuga et Inven-
tione he deolareé that Sophia is the mother of the Logos,
a statement which¥glso contradicts in the same work. (ep.

also de Providentia).
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ADDITIONAL NOTE. Peli¥a

By waq of 1llustrating the work of other writers,
we coﬁld point to the gquotation in Eusebius of Ezekilel
the Tragioc (end of second cent. B.C.?), dealing with
Moses and the burning bush.

ét"rg( ) &,os‘ o\uﬂo “POGO)Q
@\1(6)&(.(‘ G q,&,omc ju\ 11906(:\\'\6"15‘
i)
MN"\ “‘PW V\ u,.av suiv Tosly AJen Se@’w

oiy(o\ d~}0 qf 6u Y'\" cqeéoqmc‘ ?!ﬁg f"ér\él
6 8w Batov Got Béos dxMper Adyes .
Praep. Evane. IX,29,8, (Teubner Ed.).

Even those who believe that the writer of the
Johannine Prologue was acquainted with Philo's ideas,
seem to have had to concede that the diffusion of those
was restricted in 1its scope.: "It is interesting to
observe as showing the gradual diffusion of lansuacze in
the Synagogue of the Dispersion that Paul is not acquainted
with Philo's far more convenient word (Néﬁs ), while the
author'of the Fourth Gospel is. The latter has even less
contact with Philo's contact than Paul himself, but Philo's
term has become by this time a ocommonplace of the Syna-
gogues". (W.L. Knox, "St. Paul and the Church of tﬁe
Gentiles" p.l44,n.).
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ADDITIONAL NOTE. P15

Harnack said,"the Gnostics are those Christians
who, In a swift advance, attempted to capture Chris-
tianity for Hellenioc oculture, and Hellenic culture for
Christianity, and who gave up the 0ld Testament in order
to facilitate the conclusion of a covenant between the
two powers". (Hist. of Dogma, I1.227). This view would
be resisted by many today, who would allpw for modifica-
tion in consideration of Bousset's argument that Gnosti-
ocism is older than Christianity. Casey took a somewhat
extreme view: "There is no trace in early Christianity
of "Gnosticism" as & broad historical catezory, and the
modern use of"Gnostic" and "Gnosticism" to describe a
large but 1ll-defined religious movement, havineg a specisl
scope and charaoter, is wholly unknown in the early |
Christian period”. (p.55). But however the case may be
about the historicity of the recognition of Gnosticism as
an entity, this does not affect the arguments for the
existence at the end of the first century, of what we

should now call Gnostic Christianity.
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ADDITIONAL NQTE. p.142,

J. Wellhausen pointed out ("Das Evan. Johannis",p.123)
that in the Johannine Gospel the dualism between light and.
darknese 1s synonymous with the distinction between good
and evil, and has nothing in common with the opposition
between God and matter in Philo. If the Fourth Evangelisé
had depended appreciadbly upon Philo, we should have expec-
ted him to develop the concept of the anthesis of God and

matter. This he does not do.
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pP.lés,
ADDITIONAL NOTE.

It will have been noticed that no use has been made
of the favourite argument that Philo is a "lone figurq".
lying outside the 1life of Judaism, and therefore out of
the way of the early Christian writers snd thinkers.
"Philo stands alone, a pathetic figure in the history of
thought, and adopted only by the foes of that religion
which he loved". (J.H.A. Hart, Jewish Quarterly Review
XVi1,65, 0ct.1904). We have noted in the text of the
chapter, that the picture of Philo as a "lone figure" may
require some adjustment. We may also note thaet, in speaking
of comparisons "according to the rules of allegory" (TR
“ﬂ&'Tﬁg Qhkﬂy@@é& M VéVos , de Somnus I.73) he seems to
regard himself as participating in o tradition already es-
tablished. Such considerations, too, strenzthen the plea
that, for all his metaphysical studies, Philo remained
essentially an Hebrew.

But it is aléo fair to mention that Philo is ignored
in pagan literature except for one. citation in Hellodorus

(1IX,9, echoing de Vita Moysis II,195).
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ADDITIONAL NOTE. Do ltde

Hernaok said:- "No philosophizing Jew had ever
thought of identifying the Messiah with the Logos; no
Philo, for instance, ever entertained the idea of such
an equation!"("What is Christianity", E.T., p.207).

On the other hand, Fairweather declared that Philo "does
indeed identify the Messiah with the Logos". ("Jesus and
the Greeks",p.172). He gives no reference; nor can I
recall a passage making such an identification. Perhsaps,
however, FPairweather had in mind Philo's use of Messianio

titles (e.g. Branch") in connection with the Logos.



