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ANOTAZR APPRAAOH. ' B

Tog 8|6a6r<m\m Kol ) 1\1&« }me-.\a\s Swvonrkn & npod ﬂO‘PXWG‘qG
Yivetar yvilsews. . - irictotle, fnels posts 1,l.
"fdeas which can be emplained adequatoly frort Chrictlanity, or from

Judalsm whonee Chrigtlaalty spraaz, must nd be traced back to other religlohsy“-

-

- Cerl Clemen, in tho Journcl of
| Theological Studics (1208)
In apbroaching $ho questlon of the origin of the Loges-doctrinc in tho
" Johanaine Gaspel, two prineciples hove to be kept in front of usi-.
(a) thet the torm is introducod zs bsing alrcedy familier o tha rsuder.
| that is to say, the torm wes signifiocant;
(E) that it must have been culled from a source vith which the qaiura
of this Gospol sugzosts t?at thé rsédei isg 11kély to have beéﬁ_fémQ-
Lliar.‘ - . |
In brief, the PUrpose of tho foronoinn duacussion Hes beon to uﬂasenﬁ,
in broad outline, an cecount of the various sources to vhich soha’arsigave
Llookked for the origia of tho Lovos-tarm in tho Johannine Pﬁolenueo Dﬁi@v
sourccs huvad beﬁn brought forvard, but, since thesa heve not cammandcd any
great atteqtion, they have not bean diecussod in tho moin bedy of tnewgpn*‘.
but are to bo deult with. rore suimarily, in an an§ended excursuse In the
disoussion the aim hqs ‘bean to preaent tho various theories in 3uoh a oy
e3 %o indicete their respective gtrenzth and abbraction; but, in ecch ccse
en abtewpt hes been made to domonstraie any real weaknesssse On the whole

the conclusion 1s that all tho theoriocs discussad have £#iled to satisfy the

two principles enunciated asbove. This is not to say that nome of these gources

‘hes contributed to the Loros-term of the Prﬁibgue. But the sugmestion is that
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som2, or all, may have cbntributed, not in en& wey diroctly, but only in
80 Tar as théy aided tho development of a diétinctivélﬁ-@hristian technical
vocabvlary. I% is this, or some such factor which providos tho link botwoeen
such sources snd fhe-PTGIOgueg end waleh also explains wﬁy they have nov aat-'>
| isfied the two principles just,indicahed. And it is also possible-ﬁhat a .
mistake has been made in regarding this Johannine Logos-term as isolated and
almost uniqpe in the New Testament. |

The,pragent writer fivgd Lozan o consi@ef this posaibility as the result
of readinz the éreek Nesr Teéfaﬂent during long spells éf dﬁty in an air raid
vardens' post during the eurly doys of the Goraan atback on Britain; Some
months later, the iaﬁe Sir:Ed%yn Hoskyn?s book§ on the Fbgrth Goapol appeared,
in which he.algo aﬁégéated that it has boon misloading to congiger the Logos-
ferm of - the Johannihe Prologue in isdlétion to the uso of the Jord olaehere
in the New Taszbaaonte

.“Itvié proposed now %o initiate a discuséion of the use of the term‘Losps

in tho.NBw»Tegﬁaneﬁt. |

Theré are‘éefe:glimethodé“by;ﬁhibh the usé of the torm Iozos in tho New
Testenont could be‘cdhsiéa:adQJ e ¢od;d bezin with St Mattheurs Gospei and
worle sysﬁémnfically throuzh tha-ﬁooks.until we rToach the Revelaiiona {hile-
it wouid‘only bo confusinﬂ'to.treét éaoh book in chronologidal‘order; it would
“algo obacure tho prasontation to begin et one end and finish at tho other.
For instcace, it is obv1ously desirable to deal at the samoc time with the
Gospel ang’ the First Epiatle of Ste thn. The followinv sequence WLll_bq used,

and is the rasult of exneriment and the aﬂvioo of nthera:-



1 nd 11 Tuossatond ens
1 md 11 Covinthiuns : o
Galatians
Pnilippians
omans,
Golosaians
Ephéﬁians
o . G0s?ols\écu§rﬁiﬁ3 t@_ﬂark,
: Z{_,ul:'g,“ . | = | r
) ‘ E@&%h@w,” |
Acts of_the ﬂ@détles
Rovolation -
»*pise_le,of J@tcs |
1 zpisué of, Potor
"mo *he Hebreds"
The Pastorals
11 mplatle of ;atep‘
Goénélfdoéo“din” to iohn'
-1 Erlstle of John u |
. It will bo reuuily ;ovreeiated thet this urrange1ent is an utteqpt ot
classificution into l.-St.-P@ulvs"‘pistles;va. Synoptio Gospg1s nn&_@cta,
3. Qther New.faétamént Uritings).4.aJohannine ﬁritings. In somb 61ﬁsses‘
abteatién hgsboloarly‘been givan'tq_chronoxagy;f‘ip qthers; this»hés beéﬁt
sot esidos | :- |
It 15 not neceésarv to. glve ur~unenta for the datinﬁ of the ‘books,

,but sane commant seama to be called Tox in justificatlon of. the arrangﬁment.

PRI



It appears to the preeen_ﬁ writor that Gala‘biaps? in censiderlation‘of

its subject-matter, be],ongs to the preliminary steze of Paui's .Ideveloment
of hig ideag about "law” end "works™, culminating in Romems, Hence it is
placed after the 11 Corinthien Epistle;‘ and is regarded oo belonging to
t’he. "Ephesian epis‘qles. Thoe plaemx{;vof Ph—i‘vlippiane is made oﬁ the csa-
umption that it, too, belongs to the "Eéhesian" Epia,”c.lea;

| ‘The Synoptic Gospels; .-Aete, end the Revelation- cre treated successivaly,
not because it is imaﬁ:,ned that they succeeded each other to the exclusion
of any other part of the Ner' Teste:*ent' they ara’ here considered tozether
as bei'nn the non-onistolary New Testcm:,ent Writings. Df the synobtiate, the
G05pel desording to ITdtthew is pv-obably a li'l;tle la‘{zor them that sccording-
to I.uke, in consuderation of its effinlties with the Dldaohe ‘and. with the
Ignatipn Epistles. _

Tho exawmination of tneeEpisﬁle of Iemes foxr 'fhe' Qreeent tep_ie hes con-
vi_noed theé Iiresent writ.er: j;hut, ay @'reﬁe in. ita pfes-ent form, it requi_res
to be duted someﬁime_:- later than is indicated. iﬁ':@st modern Now TeStc:mep,t
chronologiese. F. C, Burkift once cdvanced a theory of cn erie*inal ‘".Teznaa"
in Aramoic waich wos trc.nslated into Grack ( and thot not elmnshly ) in
the sooond cez;tury, Cz;mon U, L. Knox has regenily J,ead a pa‘oer at Combridse
on thoe subjoct of the Eplstle of Jemes; this, et tho timo of writing, is
not y_et'evaillab‘le in published form'. In this paper canon.Knox dietinguished
two strata in the Eniotle of .Tames‘

(_a) A mrih.itive documenyt of the aayinr“s of Josuys of Hazareth. It
ellowence is made for 8Quo alight expcnsmns, it is quite possiblo the,t
James of Jeruaalem wss the author of this: ' _ ] ’

(o) A later iatersperﬁ,:ing.with a _conment:ary on these. ea'yings; this

T
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boing done in tho noraal Rebbinie foshion, BO tha$ the t iy Lmd qumanﬁary
pgesent.a-uqity,' The prqggqt w?%ﬁqr hgd_gonoluﬁod thqﬁ_th@'@ngcn@:of.reé»
geaeration throush the Ionos argued towards a lutor date tﬁcn ig ugﬁally:
essigued to thia Epiatlos This conc;uoiqn seems also to bo reqpire&-by the
moro general critical approach to the documsnt. ‘
Reforenco has alraody besn mede to Je N’ Bavder'o rogent book on "The
Fourth Gospel in the Early Ohureh® In this littlo worlk he'argﬁes.that thé
first Johaunine Gpiatle 1s prior to the Fourth Gospels But, while tho ergu-
nent is attructive, Brooxe'a noaition (LsCsls) sﬁlll geems worrcaved; that
the Epistlo presupposes ;hat the Gospel (at least without the Drolonue) was
already availehle. Dr. \ F. Howard ceoopss thls nosition, for he calls the
‘first Epistlo of John tho “earlitest commentary” on the Fourﬁh Gospols
("Christienity According %o St. John", D 20) .

Dith theae preliﬁinury retarks, we nov turn to tho Now Testanent itsclfs 3
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16 . L , . § Kkat up.ﬂr /,u;u,rm 17;1(0116
. | éyevifnre xai rob xupmu, 855«;4“0; ToV )\O'yov € 0).11[151
1ro7\)\17 p.e‘Ta xapur ‘n-veuparoc aytov,

Taken in conjunction with i¢ts 17;'9, this verse,eppeare to be a
reference to tﬁe disturbances which followed the preaching of thequspel
at Theeselonica, and to the rough haedling reeeived by "iae9ﬁv¢nd‘éertain
brothren”. ‘Thus Wo mey Sunose thab the Logos hors monbioned is the |
epestolio messeée- FrOm Acts e ore not uble to zay Whether, eﬁ {ﬁie
particular occasion, 3he Logzos was (q) the exposition of the Hobrew
Scr;gturee (2) or (B) the facts about "thie Jesus", vhich ehoueé that he
“ig the Christh (3). |

Taile it is not suggested that St Eaul ie hers using Logos of the
indwelling_Chriet, received after the preachinn end ecceotunce o; the
anoatolic Gosnel, it will be secen thet - thoe hlstovicsituetlon epart -
such a significance ceuld be attached to the term Lozos hore without

offence to the Reaning of the passere.
rn Axma‘ ad) dpov yap cgqxr;rm 5 Adyos Tod kupiov 8
o0 pdvor ¢ 1 Maxedovia xkal ’Axaig, d\X' év mavrl
9& Tome 1} wioris vpc.w 7 mpds 1oV Oeov sfequvﬂev, dore
I ) xpelav Exew npds Aakelv 7o \avTol yip wept judv' 9
The firsv, and thd ovvious texptation is to find in the term the

18

Lord's commend about teaehing_the-natione (Metta 2619-20), But the
affinity of thousht between this passaege and Psaim 1914 Drobably ﬁeant
that Ste Penl used the word with a sonce of ™idings". The genitive
would then eignify‘the ﬁepic-of these "gidings™. Thus theeexefeegioni"'
é ongg fbo!4ggnoé comnotes the a@oetollc news ahout the Lerd Jesus l

, Christ7 It is thie whlch.bv the aooetolic preechinu and the nctivity

of the.Taeeealonlans is moing fout into all the eerth".v_ (cp. Roim, lolS)
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11. THESSALONIANS L

) ‘ | To Aourdv mpooeiyeale, ddehdpoi, mept fpdv, iva:

31 ng 6 Aéyos Tob Kuplov Tpéxy kal Bofd{nrar xabos xal wpds
vpds, kai wa puofoper dwd TéY drémor kai Tornpaw 2
dvfpdmoy, o yap mavrev i mwioris. | Ilwros 3
IV 44 .. 8w - v -+ ewsv000TECOE

_ Tl}e. phiase Cos 6}4;5 immediately esfablisheg a close connect:iqn:of
thpught and rqeaning betwegn this vérse and ZVL'*‘Thesa. 18, Thg _bqr;{owing
of 1magery _fron_l the raci_ﬁg contests gagain sugsests very st‘rqngly‘t]:‘te»_
sense -of spriving tO‘.Carry "tidings'f. Once _again we have fhe. pic-'tu:r;e
of activity devoted to fhe spreading of story about the Loré. Jésﬁs es
news . (’see also Col. 49.)

314

, Ve - . - -
14 €l 3¢ 115 oly twakover T Aoyo fpdv 8iua tiis émorolis,
- - \ N
Toutoy  onueodabe,| pi guvavapiyrvala avr$, va év-

The_qu_glifying ;'Iu:N end the fact that the Logos is G'J_ T“TS EMSToA-
ﬁs (bearing in mind the hortatory ngture ‘of the epistle)‘ gives. the Logos
here the force almost of "the injunction®. '
1y IIESSALONIANS |

Logos 1s used without the ari;icle in 15, denoting '_'speech", as op-
posed to deed, or power (860«};\(5 )3 | 7 _
in 2° ((;v N':\q uol\une'\ds ) signifying "talking® -_"flattering speech,

e must, however, look a little more closely at 213,

© 13 Kai 8 robro kai fueis euxapioTovpey T¢ e d(‘)m:
Aelmros, dre wapahaBdvres Aoyov dkoijs mwap’ \ﬁ,,ufw Tob
Beot édéfacbe o Néyov dvfpdmov d)\)\&(xaﬂa:s a')\qﬂwls
doriv)\oyov Oeob, bs kai évepyeirar év upiy Tois maTey-

14 0uow.  Spels yap pupnTal s"yn"rierfte,. (1’8‘0\'4)013 oy ée-

{
;

The rendering in English of this bassage has manifest difficulties.
Soutart's edition of the Greek Mew Testement (‘here uqed) places»n(a&:ac &)\19&
f6Tw in brackets. But Scott, in his commentary, renders thus "but as

it really is, the word of God", ise. not the written word, but the word
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of God of which the word uritten or sp@kéﬁ is the:veﬁieleﬁ ~ the word _
which is *living end éfﬂeo@ive,".(ﬂbbr. 412 cps John 157).— ) ,_“,?
The Rovised Version-gives, "when yo recelved from us ‘the.word of

the mOSBaZe, (R. V. m.'"the word of heari "), even the uord .of God.
The Latin ‘reads, "quoniam cum accepiesatis g nobia vorbun Luditus Dei"
Abbott (1.CeCe) is inclined to regard the genitive .as subjective -~ ,"the
word Qélj;ve_xjed by Christ™ ILogos here, would connote the Ianng%h_
Gosped os delivered by Ohrist." Linntfoot howswer, book thii phrege
as BignifyinP the presence of Ghrist in the heeu.'t; & conclusion leo
suggesyed by the verb of the relative clause (eueeyc\T&l }é In viow
tho affinity of l&mguace with 18 (Gc?n,«évm \fav M’qw md eS(.go\G&e ou

~ Aoyov of gl°). Abboti's oxplenation seems to beumorg eoeeptable, Bup_
it is qnite poscible that mgre 15 beiﬁa made of the‘vofaé then need‘be,
and Logos here may signlfy no mgma than the brief ngssags wnich Panl had
been able to give to tho Thosaalonians bafore the dlgéugbcnce and the_
desnaﬁchi g of Paul and 8ilas to Beroea (ﬁcta 17101, in 419 (ev *°YV
Koﬁoi), whene ayparentlj KbproS is used Qf Ohr;st Jeauso The roforonce
nay be fo some saylng of chrlst's, thouoh not’ raooruod in an; of our
ezisting Goapols; qr to an_iqwa:d agpreciatign of tne-gpl?%t of our
Lbrd'é toachins. Machon ié,’however,-definite'oﬂ<the:innt;§$yoi‘here
conﬁotes‘a suying da;ivefod during our Lord'e ministry wnd doés not
signify a revelution.

11 T SSATONT.E

Ioﬁna 18 wnod without tho article in 23 (}W“ &u hn°° ) end In

215 (ede &a onoo )}, vhore 1% signifiea the epoken word ta aiutinct

-fromB) eﬂ’lﬁfd ?SV\"S o8 a vehj_c]_e Of beachin

o [-_ A
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in 217 (Aoyw), vhore the contrest is with c-’pyav .

1 CORINTHLANS.

i ‘o 7\oyos' -yap 6 Tob a'raupou Tois pév an'o)\)vpevou‘,
llB ,‘mpm evrw, Tois 8¢ aw{opsums' Npw Buvu;us- Oeob éariv. |

One commontator has ;en@ereda Myos ¢ @Y 6mop®  as "the ameunent
ébout the pluce of the Oroas." But many will sense that this could goércply o
besJV§fJ$ Qfébe It is at loest all that is intended by tho verb of the B
previous-verse ((::)u‘ﬁ('l\{So‘}L.,di )+ 1In verse 2 5 1t 155\9.6-@‘: -ésfug@u‘.\'&vos
v:l;olis}uaPl'd- andSeov &‘V_d)uc | « Turning to Romans 116, we havae, " em a0t
eshemed of the Goapsl; for it is SGwy\c 0e0d eis Su TPV MvT TG MibTevostiy,
Althoush no direct quegt SolﬂCTeJu 1s supplied by St. Paul, tho &b jact
mey roadily be inferred.

Thus we have a close essociatiaon of the Logos with tho Povoer of God
‘and Christ Jesuse. Nor should we close our mindg;againot»the:poss;bility
that the diofun of the Jewsrpresmrved in Ivke ¢3% was kmomn £o'sﬁs Panl

end wes in his ming as he vas "writing"i- Tis O )\oyoc 09Tos 5 Om v
CEOUG'N Wo 8uw~/u-‘ EMTHETE "fms uKo(BuP‘rols rrveoyum Mo} e’;’cp)(ovm

! «ai év 'rpo;up Wok)\m e-yevop.qv wpds up.as) Kat o )\o-yor pou 4

! xal 75 xijpuypd pov odx év mibois Lro&j)uu‘ J\o‘yocc aA\' év

| arodelfer wvedparos xal Buvdpews, va 1 wioris Sudy p s

! c'v o-oqblq du&pérraw dD\' c'v Buvépﬂ Geoi}. Bl Solav 6 ;

-n 3 — e~

24-5

At a firat glance, the sense of‘ this 'adSsa're u?)poars to be sabisfied
if "my Togos™ is rondered ag “mr ar'nmont. But :obertson a.nd lemner
rightly obsorved thﬂt to revard cho Iagos .as "private conversat’on" emd
. the Kerygme as "publie precching” ic noy satisfactory.‘"li\Tor", “they con-
tinued, _'-';s_tt}q one ‘1l:>he delivery of the messane. cnd tho othor'the substance
of 1t" {LeCeCe Do 329) Si.lll less could this be ueoepued since Dr. Dodd'

book on the "Anostolio Proach1ng and its DevalopmentSa ' R‘\bertson md
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not as a procese (Kq9d§€ ), but as a.whole.....' The Logoa is ot Youatb
the Evanzel; at the most, whetever -connootion and associations hed, ab

_ ' ) ! -
thig point in the Epigtle, bogun o oling to §9vepts Beoy,

419 mpds up.as', w6 xuptos Gskﬂtm,f xkai yvdgopar ob Té¥ -

20 Noyow ToY neduaiopévor dANG Ty Svvap, bu yip ‘,, : " .

Here the Logos and the Power of tho rrcwmw}»é-vol are clourly moant
to comnect in cont.rgzst in the reader's mind with that Logos of the Cross

and that Pouer of God of which Sb. Peul hod elvesdy writtens

1‘336 36 vaixt Aaheiv dv ekx)u]mq! *H d¢p’ v,u.w é )\ayos rob feod - I
37 sfq)\eev, 7 scs‘ u;l.as p.ovou: xan]v‘rr;o-ev, ‘E{

For\thé;purpqses»of medif,at_i_on thisﬁorlslcii;o‘cv; ’bq‘i}&tcn us spoal_:ing:
of our Lord;a going out ffom J’erusalom to Galvarj, or oi‘ his lecﬁin-f’ ou’:b
of his d’lGul‘Ol"S .ﬁ.’ter hlB Regurs: Jc\.mn und 1mlediuuely hefora his Asqensi,qn.:'-
"'Bnii .in _,viﬂew-of_ ,'a_ha Tost of,the chaz;tar ix, is'. sogrcelz,r,lfiltel:‘r theat ‘a_t. P-agl )
wréte.the' worﬂfs Qith either of’ f:hesé 'ﬂ-,n mjnd. . féséiﬁly 1':1—10' %rerse is beat.
undersmod as being heo.vily sarcastic, and a8 huvin" felo ‘n moendod +0 remlnd |
his rsqde;s hqt COLiﬂth is not the momher Chureh. In— 'Lhiﬁ’-ﬂ«.ﬂ@ 1w should
oeo a ra\"aranoe 'i.o tha Aoaa‘oolie mssion of oarrying tho Go.a )el Lrom
'Jaruad "to ‘the uttermoz;t ports of the ec,.r*h", end, parhans, to the _
colng out of the Iagos from such oemrea as Thesaalonica. (See pA ‘Ihfass. 19)
The logos of God here, then, aignifios the Goepal, proache:l oy the tmostlesm ,.';
(This vorse is ﬁiven by Archbishop Bornard es an 1nBtance oxoz\oyos ‘foo Qcoa "

~usged in this par\.icular gense - ".PﬁBtOzﬂ'al Eaiutlas" in c..-mbriars Groek.

. Tasbemont, ps 74e)



1554 & Aayos & \ex(ad/w-e'voe is. horo uscd to introduco thcn‘: apecific
‘quotation from the Old Tostemont which follows (Ise 25°, Hos.l9 314y,

11 _CORTIFTELANS
118 |

6 Nal fai kai 16 OF ou,9 maros 8¢ & Oeds Ories
3

2 o )\oyo: r”,unv o ﬂpbr dpis ovk &orv Nal xat Ou Io 9
1 . ey

— A e —— -

The Logoes hore is Ste Paul's precching, waich he claims; is not double-
P B o
tonguade Bub the donﬁ?%} of the Logos is defined as "tho Son of God, Jesus

Carist" who "was not yea and nay, but in him is yea." (19).

217 v xkal wpds rabra tis ixavds; ol yap ﬂry.w ds of wollol
Kawq)\suov-rer Tov )\oyov 'rou Beov, 'ak)‘ ws e§ et?\urpuuar,

42 zbuk)\a an'eura,,ueﬂa Ti xpunTd 'rr]f mo-xuvqs, ;u; 1r€p;1-ra
Tolyres €v mavovpyla undé Solobvres TOV Adyor Tob
Geoﬁ,‘ d\Aa 17 Qavepidger Tijs dA\nbeias ounoTdrorTes ‘

. Tae Logoa of'Goq has alrewdy boen defined by St. Eaulfa declaration of
his purpose at Troas, it wases® ey eMOV Tol )(Puf‘rw(zl'?’)_o' Inhl_"l'ﬁéuss"c‘zlohians
2°-5 tnat which is ot of error"t1s'also°fﬂtpiKAﬂﬂS . The,éep;tivo‘
'signifies that the Iogqs-is:supplied by God, rather than tha# tpefLogqs &és
tbout God. Only in fhis seﬁse can ﬁe rightly say that-t@é!%ogda bf de ié:
the’A@ostolic messaze, thoe content of which ia Christ Jisuses |

518-19 : e A

18 -ye-yovsu xawas? rd 8¢ wdvra éx 710D feod TOD | karaAAd-
© Savros r;p.a;' éaurg Bud Xpunou xai ddvros Autv v
19 Suaxoviay Tijs xara)\)\a'yqs, s ore Oeds Yo v Xpw‘rm
kéopoy karaANdoowv éavr§, pd Aeyfdpevos avrois ra

. mapanrdpara abrdy, kal Oéuevos év tjpiv Tov Aoyov Tis

It will be sesn that the curlier words huve to do with God's raconciliation
of tho ﬁorld"into himself" "in Christ."® Tolken by 1tsel£,vthen;~th¢ Losoas
appears to be the Gospel which sroclaimd thiq facte (cpe fLoka 1326, Eph R
Col. 15) But attention should'be given to Romuns 511. ™wo elso rejoice in
God through our Lord Jesus. christ “throuch whom ue hove now raoeived ‘tho

raoonolllaxlon" Thus is G”jhUSlZOd azain tho conaection between the Io



o - N . P ) o
"t.a“.t'— : i .o . . o s
AL LN . Lok

ahd the ,Perso“n' end work of Ghr’i;sﬁzIeouB. Nor should Harnaoh's advioe be

forgottent 'ia dete"':nininc tb;e maninﬁ of )\m;os 111 Panlk one mumt olways

17

keep in mind Z'L‘Cor. 27"y "I am dete:;minod not to know -anythmg gnons you,

savd Josus Chriat and him crucified.” (“Oo_nstitution end Le&7 of the Church™’
Pe 341” ) 10 A '311‘ Al émioronal ps'u.,-‘r—(;r-,;x;v-','ﬁopc'im xai loyvpal,
10-11 7 8¢ mapovela rob odparos dolevis xai 6 Aéyos ékovfe-
107 1 mpdvos.  Tobro Noyi(éobw & Towobros, 8rt olol éoper TG
Aoyp 8 émorohdy dmovres, TolwUToL kat mwapovres Tqi'
12 ?p_'y(p.' ‘O_ﬁ yip _rok@;er .-‘e‘vxe'ival_?] ovvkpivar f’aurm?s; E
In the first verse the Logos s evidently the Apostle's verbal delivery
of the messesa, es distinet from the writien ezbortation. In the following
. . ' L ’ . "V - "'
vorse there is great emphasis on "the antithesis \botwoen?\'oxtg and ‘ep,\{t;‘ 80
frequent in Tl;uoydiaes." ' (P;unme:n, 1.CeCe pe 284) This usa, of ILOSéa ia
alSO fOU.D.d. Qee col- 317' Rom. 1518

1¢cC ?II\T‘HIAN"“ '

_ Logos oceurs without tho drticle in 15 where Robertson and Plumner &
éﬁggast thatey mvp )‘\0\\{ signifles "the gift of speech"" in 117 &v Goq:lnt
&':100 where the sense j‘.s "arggx:_\on‘a bosed;on d}sreput-ablo .soghigtry."
Doboryson end Plummer again have a suggzootiop - "*bl;ome;be gift of %he _
rho’corig%-m"- ‘Qertainly, S‘b.. Paul is 'rejecbing rhetorrioalv 'J.-;?.'OfBBBi‘Qp.{:L‘I-.iBmi
Theae considerations in tu,rn fi“ the meaninc' of Lomos 111 21
in 4203 whore, as in the previous verse, Logos is oonbrasﬁed with Powor (0« w)w
ko\{u: e OV C-PVL? ); probably we could best render by "talk" cad weotion®.

Io iBBff we have a very intorostinﬂ' use of Lo"foe; ) "to one is gi?on
through the Spirit Logoa of wisdom. and t:o another Lo‘,os of lmotvled
ascording to. the seme Spirit: ( ) o onother faith, in the 5ane Spiriﬁ'

to another gifi:s of healing in the. sx.m‘o S;Jirit (10} and »o uno'bhor vorlnngs

of mlracles, and to amothor pv'oonocy, oto." It ha.s been sugﬁested that Aoyog's ' K
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. connotea "nise talk’" and t’haﬂ Aé‘fw WQG‘(‘““ meang ﬂknowledgeable BPSBth

" f' o
But why not ”wisdom” end "Imowledge"? for "faith" "propheey®; etc. are
mentionsed as ebsolute, as ia 1ndieated by the use, in the Greek; of the
noménative. (mms .ﬁeaqtfami But it hes to be remembered that the
. Apostle hea ealready séaid aeashzng thinge about "W:\.adom" {1 Cor. 24) and
"knowledge" (81) es such; :lndica‘bing their powerleaaneas. Perheps he -
vwished »to_ be specific that it. is not such lmowlgd_ge po_r;w;adom which he
now means+ Logos of ﬁisd&m end Logos of knoyledgég. by this point 4n |

tl':é epi.s"tle, ‘should ;88 we have geen, hevo cerried with them th? iiaﬁi_?_?n

of 155{#614, and.al‘sa - bearing'in mind. 15 - of enrichment apd’ aoti;iﬁy,

"in everything ye were enriched in (.Teaus Chriat), in all Iogos (ev oV}
}o‘u ), and in all knowledge (ﬁan \vwd&\ In (Buto ape 116-’7)

| ’ In 149. slnce\‘v\uGG“ means"the orzen of speech" (s normally in -
the New Testanen.f:), andé&ls'}jus meana “well-marked, Logos is beat rendered
e ralkye - R ‘ -
.'in 15‘?‘, where St Paul stressed "with Wh&t ngos" (ﬂm c\oxu s and not l";
L "Iogos with which") he had "evangeliéeﬂn the Gbrinthians. The substance
‘was. ﬁhen, the L‘vangel' 8o . that !ogos must refer to the form or method.

' ‘N’o:f:fatt ie npar the- mark with "B‘batbment" » HUEEY | =

"','LZL commnms B R T

In the atxth ohapﬁer f:he A;poatle stresaes the 1ea&ing charaeeeristios
of the comnendation whereby he and his eonmaniona "oozxmendea themge!,vee a9
ministera of God," among whi‘ch he 1istede-' W(“ JMB&M(G) 'Ehe geniti.ve mev

- be (’1) of appbait.tdn. g mgoa vrhioh 1s truth"‘ -(21 of posseaamn, ??Logos

- belonging tQ ‘t;mth; or (8) oi’ queot, ravoured by Bdhertsozx end P‘Jszmmer,
who suggest a8 a transhation "the declaring of tru.th." This aenae oei'tainly -

' _ﬂta neaﬁly 1nﬁo the ca‘halogue. Lagos, onoe more. cbm:otes apeeoh, as 1'&
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also does in 87

¢
ooyt
6Kowwusrrw 8¢ o xu'rqxoup.evoc Tov Aoyov TG Kn;nx ‘
O ov
;év magw dyabuls. VM7 7r)\mm.0'8€, s ov

SALATIAS 6

Here.the Iogos may possibly be the subject of catechetical instruction -
the Faoithe DBut 1t is possibly best understood ss the [hostolic messeze, as

such being comparuble with the sense of the Logos Ao 1 Thos. l6
ﬂd£~
12 N
Lozos oceurs uithout the article in 5% @Y1T%noe Cvevthoyu ﬂéﬂ‘ﬂQwT“‘)

-

whare it heas the obvious mscaing of a dictum, in this 1pstance the subsoquent

18

quotation of Leve. 197, although, as Burton pointed out, even in this sense,

the emphesis i3 on "the inverd content™ (l«C+Cs pe 296)

vas Tov d8eApdy év kupiw wemaiforas Tois Betr;.tou' pov
ot Beot \a-
ai Hpw, rwés

w!ﬁ = Twdokew 8¢ Upas Bovhopar, dBehoi, dri Ta xar' éué r2
15-1 paAloy els mpokomiy rtob ebayyehiov éAiAvber, dore 1 - ol ¢
2-18 (12) Tobs Seaqpols pov Pavepovs év Xpiord yevéobai év Ao :)‘o p.ev “
¢ 1rpm-ra)pim xai Tots Aotmols m’imv, xal rods mhelo- 14 'EMO0 “'"’a’
'  Apee o g oux dyviss,

18 owp.evot Hkuj/w e‘ynpsw Tols aea,um,g pov. Tl yip; 1r}\qv :
8ri mavri Tpime, eire rrpo(batru elre a)\qﬂem, Xpurros'
xarayyé\herat, kal év rovre xaipw-l d\\d xal xapioopay, |

1

dere once rore, the Logos of God becrs the imnedicte reening of the

Apostolic messagee This is ;uggestod by the allusion in verse 12 to "the
progress of the Gospelm. But ruch ﬁore immortont to our present discussion
igs the fect that "spewvking the Logos of God™ is immediato;y succoedaed by
referances to "preoaching™ wnd "procladmins" Christ. _TTue, St; Paul prob-
ably moent no more than a reforeace to the [postolic messzge whon he used
the exnression the Losos of Gode. But in this type of passasc we cun se69
how the early Chrisiiens could well have come to undorstcend by the phrose

not only the Goapél about Jeaus Christ but "the Gr3pel thut is Josus.?

(Adfs Ramsay; "The Resurrection of Christ™ pe. 10.)
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. >~ 7
Logzos is fcund without the article in 216 (Aéwov $u11s EMéXov Tes ),
vhere it seems to hzve the force of "messase," and is perhaps to be compared

with the "tip" of the tralmer, since the context in which it is set is that

X

of comparing the fidelity of the Cpristian spiritual athleﬁe wvith that of the

determined contestant at the games. In this connection, the Engliéh autnor-

ized and Revissd Versions are sgmewhat mislezding ,rondorinz the phrase as

"ﬁolding forth the word of life; +his shonld be "holdinz fust Logos of Life",

and is to be compared with tho injunction 5f an uﬁgel of the Lord* to thg

Apostles, newly freed from prison, ™io stand and spsek in the templeﬂawa‘ﬁi
ééfﬁﬁi s Fﬁﬂ? Wit n,

=17

’s used in 4P , Logos hes the force of "account® ("rockoaing"),

' - , !
"score's (Iilligan and Mpulton);euléww"on the matter or on account of";as Aey-

f ~ .
ov U’LU\! "0 your account.e vmp rov ddeAdor pov Ty ouyyerdr pov xard odpa,
-4 oirwés elow 'lroankeira &y 1 viofeoia kai # 8ifa xai ai
- | émayyeAim,
wa, 6 ov éri

ROLIANNS ,'Akﬁﬂunv Adyo v Xpiorg, ov yYrevdopar, cuspapru- :
— povans po Tie ouvelioeds pov év mvedpar: ayie, 87ia
95—6‘ Avmy poi doTwv peydln kal ddudheurros odury 7 xapdia

. 3 ! ‘\ b 4 b J - ~
pov: nuxopny yip dvafepa elvac avrods éyd dmd Tob ypirrod 3

A Oﬁx o‘i'ovy
wdvres of €E'
ua ‘Afpadp,’
mdvres Tékva, dAN'TEN Tlcadk kAHBHCETAl col crrépma.

The Revised Version has ,e.e.es."Christ as concorninz the f£lesh, who
is ovar all, God blessed for over", Jince the ancient Graek .cnuscrints
ereo Jovoid of punctustion marks, it will be appreciated that othor renderings
ars pogsihlet-

leyees™Chriat as concarning the flesh. He who is God over ell Be (is)
blessed for ever®

2eeeeeMChrist as concarains the fleshe. He who is over all is Cod, bleassed

for avert
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"B......"Christ 2s concerning the flosh, vho is ovor all, Goaube (i9)
blogsed for evar.! ' (ReV. llarg. rcadiﬁgs.)
Nor do we get any help from other passases in tho ew Testameﬁt, for, in
each cas3, tho correct ronderianz cannot be made with certainty. If pric]
excise eegé, then thore is mo doubt that St. Paul »rodieates "language
eppropriate to the mention of God" with Christ. (Bp. Kizk, "Romans"; De
104, Clarendon Bible.) But for sucﬁ there is nonjustification froam the
point of manuscript authority. For the nurposes of our erguaent, it w&ul&
be a gain if the punctuation of the Revised Vorsion could be established.
Tor themn, even in spite of the&F&V , it would be very difficult to ;egard
the Logos of God as referring to no more than the Lpostolic messcge; in
foet, in such a setting it cﬁuld scarcaly huva that force. Sanday and’
Headlan (l.C.Ce pe 240) asroe thitb tho uso of the phress here is unusual,
end thet 1t does not mean "the Goapsl." In a context alluding so much to
the Israclites, it might, of course wofor to the 0ld Tasteent writings
(snd vorsa nine gives support to this supposition,], But it is sot in a
context in which 3t. Paul is spoakin~ arimarily of Christ; seo that, vhat-
ever he intended by the phruse as he employed it, in the cuss of thoso "wio
hed eccess to the onistlo it could eazily acqulre egsoci usiong with the
mission and Pergon of Jesus Christ. The offect of accepting the rendaringg
in the Revisers' mursin, is to regard the second half of varsé five a3 a
little doxology._ It mizh{ soem, then, that verso six uurels the onaning
of a fresh tosic. In this cass it is wore likely that 6 Myoc o ©8dy
rofara to the Jowish Scrinturcs, and points forwerd o "thig Iozes™ of

vorsge ninee.
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0% ERuayyehias Y 8 Myos &es.. .. .
"This Logos® is hore o quotetion Tra Gorosis 18,

\‘I,t 1p then, true, thai the Logos herc is used in the fozncl semso of
futtercaco” (i.es bhe quotation from the 0ld Testazant)s But the whole
discussion of the problem of Judalsa ,(91 - ll%) centros mﬁn.a‘ the
qQuotutions fron Isuiéhysl‘ﬂ’ and ?.’.81:»‘5 CRE a_n.d‘léll).‘ Ste Penl claecrly
ragurded these &g Iluééiﬁﬁ;c. 'E'hﬁs, Ll‘though li;ho‘_Io;;os hus this Pormal

' senge, it is reforred o tﬁa chsoia‘-la
15° K\ el s ({TEIFO‘ vtohq &y T ,\%yu;a Toul‘\"(..: u’vukecp

XANEUVTRL v T ... |
Tho Ionos is, couln, @ yrotation) Shls tiue :‘_on Toviticuas.

Logoa is found without the wrtlcle in 088, in & shorisacd guotation
5 ‘ . ‘

p
30,

fzom the LiX of Isciah 10%% Tt 18 not ocay o oo what St Poul.
meens by sparking of the Lord eos execdﬁing A Ingos upon tho qurbhe”
Scaduy nd Houileam render hayw e “rackoninjM;

. 12 . . R .
ia 477, vhoro it donotos “gtutenient™, i.c. acesunt, or rsors;

. . N ) ) . ] 21 .
in lbla, whore, £3aln, ©O hows tho Hhweoe Xoyk‘a W) eP\k" .
COTNITTNS ] 3 Eﬂxa;‘nm’o’ﬁpsv 16 Ge marpi Tob kupiov pdv 'Iyood

G ' 4 [Xpiorov] mdvrore “mepl’ Updv wpooevydpevor, drovaavres
1\5“0 my mlorw Vudv év Xporg 'Ingod kai v dydmpy [y

» b) I3 A} LI A LY ’ LY 3
5 €xere] els mdvras Tods dylovs 8ia Ty éAwida Ty amoxec-
”~ -~ - 4 -~
pémy Vpiv év Tois odpavols, 7y mponkoloare év TG Ndyp
6 tijs dAnfeias Toi edayyehiov rod mapévros els Duds,[kafos

° : -.< - , l | . ‘
/bbott (LeCeCs) rogardcd tho goiltliva Ths «MBEMS wn gualifving the
‘ , ~ Ny
Locou and thought thet thio compisund notion is eipleined by EuuyyCAlov ¢
So Dede IFroat is ribht in refar:v:i;lj tha ondire phwass to ihe Tholoe of

the Goopel® (Coumsntery on Lphascicig and Coldssians, Ps S5e), bo wit,
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B¢ > . St = e RS -, ST y
tho substance ‘of tho Apoatrf) gapk{ pov Umép ToU owparos avtov, & eo-r‘u)‘r; éx-
20 | kAnaia, s éyevduny éyd duarovos katrd THY oikovopiav zs
]-25--8 T00 feob v Oobeicdy poi els Upds wAnpoows TO¥
- P f ) , =t
878 dorw Xpigroshbyoy 700 feow, To puoripiov TS ﬂ"g:ﬂgymt’;'::‘ :;;:ré
m.,.awg)\)\o#w}mrw‘v aidvoy kal dmd Té yevedy,— viv 3¢ ¢ pudy
- “rois dylots avrob, ols 76é\naer o feds yvwpigar Ti TOz7

mhotros Tijs dofn

is 1t stands, tho gonse of thio »Hecssaze is adoquatoly_agpplied i:f the
Tonog of God sisnifies tha Cognel vhich fhe Anostle nrocchede In this case:
tha guiding idec 1la thah of exocuting the full demend of thet Gospel itself ™
'phs nracching of it 0 tha CGeatilzae But if we wecept tho waauscrint evi-

. o) [.; s < e % 4 = dont af + i

dence ( w8 SonSik did) which neles /Ad&r\f"@‘/ the antecedent of tho relatlve_‘
in werae 27 (8 ), wo hevo indication of a richer comnotation for the Lngdé.
Merzovar, in 28, vhilo tho »3.dires3 vory, thore is at eny rubo the Hospibility
Hhh tha gyt g definled w3 "Christt - e:'n/\(vwewfo’o ,.wS’-r\?l,W fb:’_ Bead .X@lm:?
r:'stc'bi;:; 13 aueision of)&'g\tS&':: 0F tho cdditionws mips wai o KMSEY,  Tn thig
cisSO WO ;hould hrva & noius of tho insoss of Cod, the Wwyatory®, wnd tho
Chrmiste IMor d403s it se~m thet this conclusion will be grocily affoctad if
We cecent $he onlnion thitTee 86w X 6T is “probebly a prinitive errvor
forf&,lé" M'ﬂ% . " (ses Teatcott ond Hort's odition of the Wow Tewtimont in

. ).
Creck, He 597.)

oo,
It is &lso relavant o notico thul tho vrer.lig He33220 (ll‘) “)

douls With the roluplon of Guwdss U2 wd (1L5-17) waa %o tho Chureh (1€-30) . o

-

S Al A M ».
LT3 moleared gl

fenty
< 6 Ghe pro-

wiad Shied sore counoat Sows ay e w3y wlleding

[6)

[

Toncuwenase lifu ol the Iozos, «nd dhe luster =3 »aforwmiaz $o ©ho Incurneto .
' N " - A ] ]

10208« Bub tho use of tho prezont tonsc (e6fwy ) housvir, Wt it wuch,

woro likoly %Whut tho .posile is snocking throuvthout of tha .scdndod Ch=lot.

1
Even 80, vhatcver SHe Penl win% whoa ho wrets, wad 0msuidly Bocluuchifufolok-

conturiog, orthodox theolnziing :lewy turnin~ to this ocasase fox suidoinco
3 o 1 ' = Al “
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wnd ragericl in Ceveloniaz their teaching ahout chr-ist tho Tozcos ‘

‘ o
813"16 édv Tis 1rpos‘ rwa éxp po,ud)nv’ xaﬂws‘ kai o xupws‘
14 sxapw‘a‘ro v/,uv obros kai dpeisc émt mige 8¢ rovrots
15 ‘n;v dydmny, 8 éorwv oivdeapos 'n;r TeAewoTyros.  Kai 1
GlPY]V" ToU XptoToU ﬁpaﬁeuerm év Tais xapamls' vudy,
els fiv xal éxdijdpre & [sm] awyan kai evydpioToc
16 ylveofe. & Noyos Tob "xpiorod' lvowkeira v Upiv
mhovoins ¢y mia'r] ooig- Biddokevres xai vovﬂeroi}urer
éavrovs \l/a)\;tom, Upvais, @8ais myevparikais év T ydpire,
17 aﬁourcr év rais Kapﬂuuc vp.mv 'rry 05(9 01((11 wav oo

— s _ .

Lo olance Wb wny eriticel olition of the Gree.l:_.t?aw Toobe0as anows
hew grmeat are tho texbtvel vericnta in this »essoze. Tox l{uflfos ir vorme
13 some 1755, ro;.dX?téfSS;fo:ﬁ\MTo% in verae 1&, como uneient TTEY. woad
W(D\DG «nd othnrg, €60 o The Lruih of 4ho mabiir wowld Wil to be
in hig w30 of tro Bislo \lopiors Sto Punl 1oved maJdily higlnrarls wud Porrerio
bétween Ku P\O,s *"\/Rkw@k of the 01d Testument, end cs sarving os a title
for Jasus Christ. (That this is 50 can be judrmed from his firat Enistle
$o0 the Thessclonians) The tone o‘f the wholo paﬁsase is ethicwl ruther
thet metaphysical, paricds accounting for wny luc) of Hrecisioan in terus.
48 1% stends, the Iozos of Christ (or of tho Loed) Hrovably rolens
to tho Tospol cbout Christe At vy ruba, thot is hor Dre pad&esen Scovd
bis understood ite So;:.o‘, borevor, hiva #ojawdst tho Deawen s treﬁﬁng
of the Logos cspoken by Christ Josus, elther by his Godpel, or (leuss likely)
throush tho oporution of $hu indivicu.l comscioncoe But Urinelnel G.C. Iartin
once put formrard the surgastion thct tho nhrise cv ﬁd’éﬂ Got?!'«:k shouvld bHe dotwchod
{roa the first part of verse 13, to 03rve cg tho first Dhrcse of the labtior

perte In this case we should hove the indepondent littlo izjw unctiono Ao\o:'fao

n’Aoomws‘
Y\?\“ov E“‘N*\TUG‘“’I‘“’ « It doos not rogquire ~ueh iirerindtion to s6o 107 sueh

a Dhrago could ~uin curzoneye Tac tmaltivaty KP6Tov  Lounll comic to bhe

rezaried o3 subjactivo. (7N0 LoZos deliverad by Carist"™, ene. 1 Thuss. 213)
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From this, the expression would eventually come to meen fof the worshipping
Christian communities "The Logos who is Christ". This evolution would be
éasier, too, if the phrase hed besn current in the other form in which it
is given, as we have geen, in other readings of the versve (W~ P.‘ oy )e

Perhaps some such process wes at work and lies behind John 15.
) - A

42—5 - Tr) wpoaeuxy 1rpoa'xaprspur€, -ypqyopovwsc év mn;z

év edyaporla, mpogeuxdpevor Gpa kat wept Npdy, ivas

6 Beds dvoifn nuiv Bupav Tob Adyou, Aakfoar TO pvoTi-
_pov Toi xpiaTod, & 6 Kal"(?éﬁfym,\?ua Pavepwow avTo 4

Although the Logos has the immediate meaning of the Apostolic 'Gosp_el.-
We notice that the Logos hes to do with spesking Dthe mystery", this time
"of Christ". ‘The idea of the opening door seems to have been ét 9 Péul?s
way of referring to opportunities for preaching his Gospel (cps 1 Cor.
16° and 11 Cors 212) |
48 § hoyos Sl mivtore & Yopimr, dhery 1’p—ru/4,e’vog,

'Ifhé Revised Version rendersé f\t{yos :Jro'fvas "yoﬁi' speech", Perhops
‘petter would be "your me‘ssag_e"; _in-whiéh pase we ahoulq ‘have an .apo,stolic'
i;natruction on the delivaring of the fpostolio message. On the other.
hand, we may have no more than advice on conduct in Pllblic, although
this is unlikely imm. r]‘:wlucwcwas meant vy St Paul, to gend the minds
of his readers to any reports circulating among them about' the Iprd's reference
to the need of having salt in themselves.

It may bo added that 1f the force of, B8, developed in eny wey com-
parsable wit.h that which we have conjectured, then this present verse would,
in turn, acquire a much deeper meaning.

In 223 Logos connotes "reputation" OF Maccount”; and in 317, we have

the phrase, v M;\(gi r? v é’PYV:
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EPEESTANS » -
T — érawoy anér]s avrov Tovs ﬂpoq)mxofas" b 1o Xpw'rw

& § xai Vpels dxoboarres Tdv )\oyou 'rr;c n)\nﬂsmr, T
113 euay‘ye’hov rijs campias Vudy, \év q.\ kal moreloarres

See on Golosstans 13 Abﬁoﬁt‘(¥écgq.) ronders “Tho Vard vhoso context .
is truth. i.e. the @o':-;pel" Armiﬁa,,,e ?obmson expla:hned the pas.zego es
Tthe teachino which told you the trubh of thim;s."?]hcn o I‘O_. :nber that
in this seme epistle St. Pau.l spoke 'of "tm“ch-" as being "in'J'euus", wo
can 4Qe how a reference ta 3 he Loa‘os who $old wen the trudh of things“l
could - by x__rirtue of reming ove_r E_md-over‘ agai_n,' gnd use in li‘ourc;y -
have acquired a mﬁch ﬁchef meaﬁiﬁg_ than teuo};ivz‘xg or Gosﬁéol - in fact |
& “porsonal” moaning. | . N | |

Logos in 480 Genoted "ug eeoh" -and corroapon&u toP'] )id in Mut'{;. 1256
?‘Glg Lo~os is r:mdo*o& in uhe Qevmod T."aﬁalon 'by nﬁtozq:o.co* uhio m.iu
aooent:-)d be Abbott. “Bu{: ip’ﬂ*m nobea ha otvm ?IS“ s usa by ,_Sta .Pm..
only in a oircumstance of greut soriousness aaa 1r‘“o-tunce" : l'i‘miz,s‘L{agos"_
is more ta.an g synonym fm‘ meooh" | , . )

| ‘ m c\oyax in 1 Thea. 418 neans i;ho m:ras af tho Actuul Bpis'ble' in 1 cor.
-.",1.419 five senaible words (}wL‘ol ) are contrt:oted uth ton ﬁl.cusand un--
cdifying ocstutic u’steranoee. & M\O\. i a]eo usea in Roznans 34 being ‘
.a quotation from %L.Jm al", tho Eavidic authorshin oi’ vhick St. Paul uecep{:ed. '
.t"ms b.o L.nderstood ’che M\O\ {m bo G—od's juu"ox ont on D&\hd ai‘uar his ain— |
f'til eondua‘t th Ba\,h,ahoba. ( Ln.z.hy .mcl Hodlcez howeror, rei‘or ‘vhe )015'

‘%o the A:m*' ;\r}?vkoudl?'?:210§1{>i0h?ﬁ)’. In Emesiana ,_og)oyo' aer_x_aﬁzea_ "ehabtor®s
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e turn now to consider the use of lLogos in our Synoptic Gospels.

=13
Mark 1*° = e 50
5 a mpocérafev Movgijs eis papripwoy adroisy 6 8¢ éfeNfov 45
Llark 1* fipbare xqpﬂo'crew moAka kat 8m¢17p.({€w TOv Aoyov, GoTe "~
;u,xeﬂ avrov_Sivacla "davepis els wih’ cioerdeiy, !a)\)\a
- is ;mp‘ruptov adrois.d Sujpyero 8¢ pa)\)\ou ) Royos‘ wept
Iuke 51\) aurou,q xcu o'vw;pxovro ox)\ot mwoAhoi uxouew xm Ospmreuc-

_a - LY o

The Rovised Version haus "the matter? (IT.) and "$ho reporte™ (Li.)
In an urticlo in the Journal of Theological 3tudies (4L, 1¢0, Octe 1239.
p._389) Ge D. Kilpatriok points 'out that the vsuval trzmel{.xtion of Iagos in
Ik. 1%5 g "iho story®. To this he offers two objections; firat, that
this will involve a suddep chanze of subject from the Lord Jssus to the
nowly heczled men; socond, that, as he heg triad to show, thio c&totatio:
of "he Loe’os would be unique iu I"avk's twenty taree uses of the teorm.
' Norwlly, he contonds Iosns in Tlarkk denotes mMphe wessape”™ of the Tord
Josus or the Church. ,IL we Tataln this meaning in l~5 . then Jesus mll

he he subject both of }\5‘6'-' ia verso 4%, aad of qp?rrtm in vomze 45. '

.- . ! . -

"IP we translutc hoyev us Woegsese? Mou do wo undorutiad tho vorssyY I

ig c¢loax that it muct he sewered Trom the otcrr of $nS lanrovs man so thut

wo wre 1ot 014 vhothor the injuvneticon o siloncs s kent or note Posgitively

the gentence »Hrovos to b3 a sumurizin~ vorse bobtweosn tvo storics much us

7o have in 114, 19%) ¢
In the Expository Pimes of Fobruury 1940 (p. 252) T. Wicklon criti-

cized this interprstotion; but in tho JeT«Se of Jgnum?y - f}pril leal

(X111, 165-166) Kilpsatrick insisted efresh on the validity of his a;'gument.

e may note, however, that in racozmnizing thgt in the Lucen parallcl paessass

(515)5 H‘Qs is used in the sensae of "‘story", ho insists that hed it not

/ 3
been for this use of hoyos , we should never hord tttuched this moaning
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%0 its uso in the'_ ‘r‘.larlzan ve’r&ioné _

'I‘he_lap‘or‘baﬁge _of --'thjﬁégqnsidoratioﬁfgij our praseat discussion 18 _
‘manifeste I_f Kiipatriolﬂs arguaent isv cocepted, then in lVark 145 wo have o
a raférance of the Loges which Chrict Jesus spoke.

Ilests 22 =  Luke 517

_ I N
a: 2 2 oy 8re “év oixg doriv’y kal crvvr;xﬂqcmv‘ n'o)'\)\on dore
Z i . Al 7 is-
Lazk 3 pxéry ywpev pndeé Ta wpos T oupt:v, xal e'ka)\u)\av‘roac
é ] ahuTikoy
Sy Névor.] kal Epyovrar Qépovres mpos auTor TAPARUTIKOL,

3 ﬂ.w')\o?'ov.\' al Epyovrat (P v pos apa) 0

The lato Dre C. Hy ‘I‘ume:-:-,‘ in his erticle on St. llarks Géspgl in
Gorata C‘omentary. mede a reﬂarlz yfy‘ich is well worth quoting 1:;1 _fnll; -
for it izsdioutés‘ the vury raigon d"é'hz'e of this present dis'cuséicn ",';rﬁd ..
prea;:l; the word', tthe ﬁinistry of the word' aro whriios co ingruinod in

Christian langua_ga thet 1t la difficuls ';‘.o roulize vhut ab fivet L% Tos
a qsocia; and tecl'mice;l Dugy word, 8o to gay, ao rueh ag *tho \fjggr"i 6r
- fﬁh’e ‘“sathrun“r"‘ The whole »g,uonbic::l of course is ,"‘{_Eaa'i,: wey th9 full '
content of th_e@ogos woad 2s-c Chriotien Yoehnicel torm®®  ‘Waal _:ié our
Prosond gvéabltﬂ.
In the ppasént TaRU i,\';} ﬁ,u ‘elear]_.y. the uesuer;o r.»h,ic};‘.‘nv,_;j‘{@;ﬁ wolo .

But 1% Ls clso relovent Go doviceo Lot Sho acut wouno Zadle dcy. Thats dho

"u'iz't'z'ﬂing of #ho lcgeo is '3L;o‘o;e viiton for works cf hocling wad for;i;’véne&s.
Tho“L'.‘)z'&, Jeous spoaks (Z-(\ih_a ) tho Logos, and ho SEOOE;B’-(I\-E:'y(-l.) to ﬁao"éiclc

of the palsy (5)e There is; then, a cleur egsoclation of lpo:vér and the Lozosé
(cpe Uatts 82, and 1 Cor, 24‘5.)\/ Mark 4157f ¢  1uke 8MMT o wapg. 15805
(boing the ezposition of tho Parablo of the Jowor) |

‘e threo expositions onon Lith virying omphasligse Izl aad 770 begin
- ‘v ]

with sirmle ototements, the £ormor thus"the souor goucth the Logosy and the
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latter with the snecific assertion that "the seed is the Logos of God."
But the Logos is used absolutely in the.subsequent vorssg of the exposition.
llatthes 1s slightly more discuraive; bubt the identification is clear; #the
Logos of the Kingdom" is obviously, "that which hath been sown in the heart.®
Asain, the Logos is used chbsolutely in the rest of the passage.

It is manifest that our argument would be well supported if Plummer
1s right in supposing that the Logos of God in the Luken Version means
not so much *the word which tells of God," as ;the word whigh come2s from
Gode" (leCeCe) Wore this so, then we should have an indication of a New
" Testement comnection betwueen the Gld Testement concapt of the TJord of Yahweh
and the Logos which "™vas ﬂp&:iﬁvGQOV", in the Johennine Prologuee 3But
sinco the expression ™the Logos of God" corresponds to "the Logos of the
Kingdom$ in Matthew, it is probuble thut "tho word which comes from God"
doos mbre then justice to the Lukan phrasc.

It strikes the reader of these expogitions iﬁmediaﬁely that thore ;g
goae confusion of interprotetion. It is "the Logod;which is somn (ldark 41%3 -
And it is various trpes of peonlo who raceive the Logos by ﬁearing. (Mk.415_

o 1 gt?

= Tibe 159) But, before long it is those tynes of peaodle vho

are spoksn of as beiag sown, the type being identified by the capaecity td

hoar the Legos. (ark 418 = 1t. 132%). This identification of the hearers .
end the Logos culminates in the assertion the crop consists of variocus

classes of peopls. (Ilark 420- = Ik 815 = 1ite 1325) Professor Cs. He Dodd
(in "The Parables of the Kingdom") argues from this confusion of =xposition .

that an element of interprotation was being used even by vhose who purnorted
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to record the Iord Jesus' owm intorpretatione Ie &lso notes thot this

Synontic exposition includes sevoral words found novhore slse in thess

three CGospels, but which are dowonstrably P2suline. All this gugzosts

that the exposition  of the Parable of the Sower was "not a nurt of the
prianitive $rudition of the worda of Jssus, but o nlece of lpostolic
te/ching" (ps 14) Dboing "a siriking exawple of the way in which thoe

early Church reinterpretsd sayings cnd parables of Jesus to suit its
changing acedss” (p. 131) It is a fcet that this synoptic interprotation-
bears narks of an apostolic background; there is refersnce to "tribu*uxion"
and“persecution" (cpe 1 Thosse. l6 "hoving reeoived the Zogos in much aff-
lictione")

\Je hure, then, to mais allowaace for an element of interpmataiion in
the Synoptiec excgosis of the Ravubl:s ¢ tho Jov:r which hes ygpsets to bo
geen in the fact that tho identification ofs tha seed is not conzistonte.
it least in thoe instance of llerikt and Iuvke:it could be scid that the emphasis-
moves from the' econcepiion, in the first vorse of the nagiugs,rof~thoezlozos-
Saud’ahiea is sown, Yo Lo Ticbuwi of tho vusiod weopiances of the Lojos.
The tébhing of the closinz verse in all taree versions rominds the reader
forcibly of the Lord Jesus' tdaching about the relaﬁionship batweon himself
and at least two types of heu;ers, given by the Fourth Evangelis@ in the
Vine-Branches-Fruit narrativee (Chape 15) Heroe the cleamsiagz wgenecy is
“The Logos® (Varse 3.) How close in thoe thought of the apostolic Church
ves the connection boetween that which wes accomplishedsd‘d} ﬁéﬁJ and that

27

. A,r e ~ ”
which wes effectaﬂ&( XQ\GTOO cen be scon by comnaring the "I am the vine™ '«

passuse with 11 Cor¢/éi7'19.
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It is truo that the circumsfances of "tribulation® wnd Tpersecution”
uey huve forcod certain elements into the Synoptic intorpretation of the
Parable of the Sower; but the sugzestion is worthy of szrious consideration
thet the confusion ebout the role of the Logos reflacts a periqd in tho
dovelqpment of anostolic thousht vhen the idea of the Logos spokep by
Christ ves giving placoe to thé concont of the Logos who is Christe If wo

.
consider Mark 417 it is cesy to soe how this davolopment was 3ossible--?tq1&
Yevopevne BAews 0 laypcy 818wy Aoyov  &J 8Os o‘«wSuA‘govm.
Uith this compure Havt. 1%, 'kl ru««;{s Cotiv &b v AN
Wépar.. 367" Gdires Opeis  eKavEehic ens6cs0E S e,’-/u,oT,, o
Nark 4°° = latt, 155

OYPANOY KATACKHNOIN.! Kai rowadras mapa- 33

- N o .
Tlark 433 BoAais moAhdais éXdAer avrois Tor Adyov, kafas f§dvvavro
. drovew: [ywpis 8¢ mapaBoijs odk éNdAe avrols, kar' dlav 34

Hers tho Togos is the teachin: of Christ; the context wad cn.parison

s e ¥

(cp. 2633) L

wvith the Inkan cnd Mabtthewta Gospel suzgests that it was towching about

tho Xingdom of Cod (Heaven).

arls 899 = Tolra 890 . . ) o
36 dméfaver Ti & oxdMhes Tov Siddokalov;) 6 8¢ 'Inoets

p. =36 mapakovaas oy Aéyov Aalobuevor Myet T¢ dpxiovvays-

Tark 5 7 vp My ¢oBot, pévov micreve. |kai oik depixev gﬁ&s’vaﬁ

The Logos 13 hero tho ropcit of thao dﬁath.of,Iairga{s Geat=hG s,

0aNETR TEAeYTATw: Upeis B¢ Néyere|l "Eav elmy dvpo- x

3 ~ ’ » ~ & I\
Tt '?l = 2Tache 156 mos 7 marpi A T pnrpl lfoeﬁau,)&\ (a‘r:v\Aa)po:l, o éav
¢ épob Spehybs, ovxér diere avrov ovdév mojoar TG 12
I ax 715 marpi # i) pnTpi, devpoivres Tov Adyov Tod Oeob 1) wapa- 13
I C o

doer Spay § wapedokare kal mapépowa Totabra moAka )
moweire. | Kal mpookakeodpevos malw Tov Sxhov n'e*,'u{u
Liatthow 150 %(i)e)\;ﬁ;')r, ov ;ﬁ;rtﬁﬁamﬁwc’pa avrod xai ﬁxu!tm')-G
oqre 7ov Aéyor’ Toi Beod did Ty wapiSoow vpav. § viro- 7.
(Somo ancioent 1733 havoJ?rbuiﬁstan of Méeov )

oy
Soie h.ve thought thit tho phruseld oy MPAlY gussosts that tho

2Tonos of God" meuns nout so rwueh eha utherance! as “the cuthority of Code¥
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But, on the wholc, the contex% indicates that "the Logos of God” alludos

to the Decaloéue (and the f£ifsh 6ommandment in particular).

20, a
Merk 73%7 =  latthew 152°. o
29 A0 TOV \lnxlaw Tov madloy. xai elmev air) A Tob-
T arik .72': ) " rov Tov Adyov Umaye, eEe)\q)\vew éx 'rqs' Gvyarpor gov 7O

30 Bmp.ouu.w |xat mrekﬂouo’a els 'rov O(KOV au‘rqs‘ eupev 'ro

"This Lozos" is the Syrophoonician wonan's roply whout the little

doss eating_the crumbs from the childrens! tcble.

“ ; 'a‘;jfofv.\ " Kai fipéaro Siddokew avrods dre 8€i ad
T 331-92 o 0 . s 4 - s = ; =
lMark 8 ¢ 2 rhw uilv Tob dvfpdmou moAAd mabeiv kal dmoBoxua- = Lx: q Mt
. abiqvar tmd Tov wpeoBurépwy kai Tdv dpylepéwy kal THOWY
Itaric 852 ypapparéwy kai dmoxravfijvas kai pera Tpeis fpépas dva-

33 oTivaL  kai mwappnoia TOY )\_(ryov éAdhet. \kai mpooaS3.
‘The Logos is here the prediction of our Lord sbout his own cudturs,

doeath and roaurrectiﬁn; in faet the substance of the firav avnostolio
preoaching. Tho lute Sir Bdwyn Hoskyns rightly recognizad the imnortance
of this verse. '"In the Synoptic‘Géspels und in the scis of the fpostles
vhe 05D, with or withoutv an explanutory zenltive, ia a cynonyw for the
0505Le It denotos %ho toashinz of Josus Christ, the Son of God, given
nublicly to the crovds by wm3ens of Durdblos und pdruelos end privasoly
%o the disciplos.,.f.o..it denotes clgo the substuncs of the migsionuary
teaching of tho wrostlos aand o hers concarning Jesus the Tosgichecscess
Merk 999 is un imnortunt pessasse ders Josus, for the Tiwst vimer im v/,
St. Tlark's Gogoel, is said_tq have r2ferred onenly o hié Qoaﬁh and 10—
gnrzoctione The Evangelist checl:s his narpative ax this noint und zdds
tnas albdiilcant commeats Ta SPoila 1Ml OIS 02.57Y. Taut is 4o say, the
11nul conuozt of the Gossol cor 'Joud is defined ia tho death wnd weuurroction

U
of Josus.' (“T&e Fourth Gos9el,™ pp 1569 - 1GC.)

Larte 05710 o o 95570 upihen 19479,
2arle OiOvaRakovwcc ¢ 'lqt[roi}.\ xlai t,i‘rroxpuele)i 6'l'lérp:w )\é‘YG:rS
16 'Ingot  ‘PaBBei, xakdv forw nuds &8 elvay, kal

woujowper Tpeis oknvds, coi plav kal Movoel piav xal

"HXelg piav. ob yip fi8ec 7i dmoxpidf, Eofor yap 6
éyévovro.  kal éyévero wvepé\n émoridfovoa avrals, Kaij

éyévero dumy éx Tis vepédns Oris darw 6 vids pov 6
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ayrols fva undevi & elBov dmyioovray, € py Srav 6 vids !

ol dvbpdmov éx vekpdy dvaori. kai Tov Aoyov éxpd- 10

moay wpds éavrobs ocuvlnrotvres T larw 716 éx vexpoy
.A‘avao'rf;ua:._. i :cai €mpeTey avrov Aéyorres  “Ore Aéyovow of i

Cncae wora tho Ia;pa is our 7Toidts prediction of hls roesurrection.
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Cleus dxohovfer por. & B¢ oTvyvacas émi rt:'il 7\(‘3)’/(‘0 dn’f])\ﬂiu 22 im‘[au{a’ fe10ly tho
Dvmoipevos, v yip Eywv krjpara modAd. | Kai 23
toaching @oodT Th8 aliinvinvivn =0 eeme ooy o i youny mem ond the

injuaction about selling all that he had.

Markc 14%% = latthew 2622 |
3970 pév mvebpa mpodvpor 1 8¢ odpé dobeis. xkai mdAw

_ 9 il de
Llaxic 14:3 = _dmeldov mpognifaro [rov avrov Adyoy elmdv]. kai wakw 40
@ﬁssing in the Codex Claromontenus and 01d Latin vorsion]

“The sume Logos" is defined by the actual word quoted in verse 36.%
. .

A
\cwov is used collecti¥aly of the languazs used by Josus ia his prayer.!

. B gty Myov elgov
(Gould, LeCele) So also Mte 26%% (Byavioy Moyov eV ndAy,)
. 2 OICEN €K A€EION TOF Vééo?. éxeivoe 8¢ E&;)\aél}rfs-e'xqr-:
E@ark 16°Y (frorm the Jonsor sndine] 'I\ pubav. mavrayod, roi xupiov ouvepyoirros kal Tov° Adyov
Befawoivros i TGy émaxolovbodirar opelon.” )

The Lomos, althoush cleerly the Anogtolic llesscze, stondsonce more

in intimcte relationship with "the Lord."

5 .
Tuke 498-37 = piarg 121-28,
s SSdokey adrovs €y Tois aaf3B e 3
49 3 Kal 1y 01047 O S Ta o ckousia v 6 Aoyos U,
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asrod v éfov :
33 avTo. ¥ (%) e
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37 WYEUpaoty, Kat e&ep’xowm: v
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- Tis o Aoyos oV

Tois drabdpro

In thoe instance of verae 32 "his Logos may refer to the teaching
wvhich the Lord Jesus delivered in Caopornaume Or it is pogsible that we
havo hare a comient by tho Ivaagolist upon the Tord's toaching ss an

wholes In either cege, the Logos is tho lord's teachinge "lais lord”,
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in verse 36, may refer to the s&yinz so recently addrossed to the
de.ioniac (verse 34); or it may involve the gonoral discourse of
our Inrd during the incident, culminavinzg in the command which healed
the deowoniac. |

3ut it i3 to be noticed that whoreas accordins 4o St. Luke it is
our Lord's Logos which "Wasé‘ éfodﬂlivf * Ste lark tells us that it was our
Lord who ";uuzhtus é?odo!ld\/ é’){w_u (122 cp Hatt. 720) So, then, wo have
a glimpse at a 3taze 1a bhe dovelornent of tha tradivion of the Jhurch
vaen little distinction was drawn betwsen the Logos beingc:v égoml’q and
tho Christ toaching as one having%%oom’oL o« How cloge we aroc anproaching
to the view-point which 7:3 bohind the Fourth Gospel is to be realized
waen we recall that, in the Lukan and Ifarkan accounts, the narrative
goea on to racord the healing of Petar's wife's wmother (Luke 435'59 =
Harlk 129"31) Zgpecially in the Lukin version we have in the whole
péssage 481b-4L 415 jdoa of'thq Christ by utterance recreating cnd
making whola. 3imilarly, in Matthew's account of the "Ceanacnitish woman®

-28
(1521

) it is the witholdins by the Lord Jesus of his utterance which
impodes the health of the woman's daughters (5 8¢ odu Jnc-up{@w\ dev:\ Adyov. )
Similarly, accoeding to Ste Luke, the centurian believed that it was
enough for the Lord Jesus to "spsek a Logos" for the serveant o be healed
(Iuko 77) - although here it is posslble that he was looking for some
specific saying, such os "Take up thy bed and walk." 3ut the vall of

"authority™ in the neoxt verso must also bs given sone place in detvormlning

the fores of 10308 in verse 7. (eDe K. §8-10)
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Luke 51-11 = Ifaric 136-20 (although Mark is apparently draving upom
a different version).

Imke 51 : -

E'yevero 8 v v§ TOV 3x)\ov smxew’ﬂm au‘rcp Kkai
dxovew Tov Mbyov Tob Beod xal avris Jv éoros 1'rapa -n)v
apd 2
)upw]v I‘evmo'ape-r,hxal JBEV 1r)\o|a Bvo ea*rm-ra wapd

The phrased wwf Qv 91’-0-913 a fayourite one of St. Luke, boing used
four times in k}is G:ospel md twelve timos ir_l the acts of the_Apostles.
(Luke 515 8ll; 821, 11%8; ncts 431; 6%; 87; el%; 1l; 1224
135; 137; 1344; 13%6; '1713; 18ll:) oOnce agein we have 'a choice
a8 to what wes intended by the'genitiveﬁa’b ’66—0'3 3 1% could meen "the
Losos about God." But as for instunce Adeney, otherSheve undgrstooc_l
“tho ;ﬁrase to mean "the Lozosg which God speaks.® liost likely, however,
the truth is that St. Luke (or, maybe, the author of his soufce) used

the phrase to denote Christ Jesus' teaching about God; then, in time,

the same phrecse ccme to mean all that was understood by® C-JOYN!'\‘W,'and

80 on, until the phrase ccrried the notion of the Logos ©s goinsg out

fro;g Gods Today - with no offence to grawmar - the modern reader can

find the antecedant ofd?afé!’ in the Logos of the »revicous clauaec. The
gontence ulso, would be a vélid statement for the odern rsader ifmfv ltz;yo/
T{:J Gesv  be replaced by & sim;)led&?év + &4t wvhat point this becaup *Jossiblq
is not 2usr 0 suye Probably much earlier than we have hitherto suspsctaed.
Would the cuthor of the Johannine Prologus heve in’cz_'oduced the Logos-term
unless he 4id so in the full realization thuat he 7.3 using a i?aml which
had already acquirod m certain_sj.gnificuncc in the Christian vocabulaty?
To have delved iato stoic philosophy, or t_he byeways of Jewish Uigdom

li.tercturs for a torm which wes alrecdy teking its place in Chriatian
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vechnical lansuuze would have been to invito risundorstandinze

Take 621 o e 399739 o rigpihow 124250
: dorixacy o Beiv Oihorrds oe. & 8¢ dfroxptosh- elmey a1

Ll.me 821 3 > ‘ ) v 7 1 2

wpos avrovs Mnymmp pov kxai abeAgol pov ovroi elow of

Tov Aéyor Tov feod drovavres xai mowiures. o

48 1t stends, wnd beaw g in rnind thet $he othor Srucpvists say that

o
thoso vho "do the will of Codv (lask & epe Tutte 189-) wro 4.1"1313'

Ghroshor, wnd sisvor, and wobhor,® 1t aoons thol she Iozuy of Cod »ocmo
cur Lord's declaravion of the Jurosc of Gode Dul this has to be halanced

with sueh tecachinz ws $h:S ol Joan ’“l ~1.5 (*7o urc wy Trioniz 17 #3 Qo
the thinns .r:.‘-a.ich I (é’gt:: ) coL1and -ou?) Tho Tosoa of God is “ho divine
purpose jacnifsst in Jesus Chiiste |
Iuke 22699702 = rtaz: 1472 = Tiegthew 26740770,

0% o

/.
Lu'e 2951. \(u\ uﬂe)w"\ﬁ"f%\ o \I/l,&rpog To0 MYN 18 Kopiod,
| WS etmev wrw ST ...

Zoth ScWsar wnd Tosteott and Tort uceedt the road LJ_,Tou (ér\}wces :
_ o
bath Mariz and atthow haveGP'\fg.d. o Tigh o0 )wvoo is correct, it ic vsud in

i

the zonzy of Muetoruice,® nardly that pacorded in the £ollouing vorgo.

T 10=23 . L=l
Metthew 15807EY o prgn: pl4-R0
tthoew 1932 dqral Aéyovaw abrgd Oldas 61 of Papigaior drovoavres

rov AGyov éaxavdakioBnoav; Y6 8¢ dmokpibeis elmev Taca 13
X .

. e A e aG=11
™o ilzmediate sengs of tho Logos is the diecvum of vorsds 1¢8 o

.

17
But 899 notas on Ilarlk 47,

o:osi8ering the noint wois thowo, «ad noting
such vorscs w3 [lark 1437, U8 Cwd wogeznizd wou wadthar instaace of Tho
crnloyaiont of the tarmeogoa in u forsal seons3, but in gueh o conieons
that its uvooe (end 2spociuclly in liturgy) would 2oud the wully hew:ous

of the Go3ssl to wisach vo it much ¥ors than thet forol sonace .
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Jo faxr, for the duriecse of convonicnce, we have dzalt with the use
of the Logou-torm in Mer: end il mattor ecoton either to all thres Synopdiec -
uriters, or Mark and one of the othoer twoes o must now look ot the use of

this terme in passamos nzculiar to Tuke or Nattheirs

2 EINEIAHIIEP TIOMAOL  émexeipnoay dvardfacfa -

Ioke 1°. Sujynow mept TGV memhypodopnpévey év uiv wpuy;térmx:,
kafds mapédogav fuiv of aw dpxis avromTar Kai vmpé-
Tar_yevbpevor Tob_ Adyov, &ofe Kdpol mapnkohovlnkore 3

) - Y WY T ’

Wvoley miow drpiBés xabelijs oo ypdya, kpariore Oeo-

A ;

, Phe, Wa émyvgs mepl Sy karnyifns Aéywv Ty dodd-
Aewaw. —= T T

This 19 a giretically difficult doseription of the serly wvostolic
prccehors as "izoso who 2non the bn;inningluaro cro-uiitnCeres «nG winigtors
of tho Iogos;" sagondy was content to comparo the usazs here tith that
in Jets 1439, wd o wigeed the Tozos as a technical temm for "she subject
mattor of Christian teaching". Plummer rendered the taorm as "the doctrine".

The point which strikss the maader of the How Testament is thot hers,
as in the Johannino prologueozp‘f\p’\ andf\éxor ere closely agssociated in the
prefacos to what purports to be a narrative of the lifa, death and resurrec-
tion of Jesus Christe In 3t. 'larit's Goanel tharo is a juxtaposition of&pXﬁ
andéJe\xéA\ov o Hoskyns is agaln well worth quoting: *3t, Iuke clearly
meens by tho word mors thoa the tsaching Of JosUSececocoossasccss Nor, in
3t. ark's prafuco, cun the GOSN CF JI3U3 CHEILST mown meorely vhe Gospsl
waich Jesus proclauined, sinee in the cowrge of tho Goansl Jogus as the
Lbéaah becemoes WLOre and more tha gubject of alg om {owchinge?
Te zous on, “since therslcrye, No Svwaolist could divorco tha ﬁc;ﬁél or
wvord of Tod Trom Jesus himgel?, bLoth tho foazdl ond sho wvord of Col are
drevm into the orbit of his parson" (cpe cite pe 160)

Vhen we take into congileration tho Ioct thit Ori;e; (cnd, eftor him, -

Athenagius) regard the Ioros in 19 Ly ¢he Jersonel Iomos, Josus Christ,



e can see that the use of the Iogoes term in the Iuken Erxologue siands
well on the road from the wie of the Lozos-term for the uuterance of

Corist to i%s use in the Johannine Prolosue for the Christe

Noye Gte‘mpaxﬂq Kkai Bts)\o'ytfero 29
Cperd 0'0\1\ 7 8¢ émi r‘{’ oy bxai efmv o ay-ye)\ocgo

Twulke 12°

mrao"a,os ouror

PR S—

n-ofa-rroc ﬂn 6 d

_ : \f,
The Logos here is the angelic message just delivored (ep¥v pv

vorsae 98).

17 . woérn Erremce\J/a-ro é Geos‘ TOV Raov av-rou{ xai séq)\@eu 3
Lulee: 7 dai ai wdop T . -~
Aéyos -obros €y SNy Th 'lovdaia mept avrod x n Th
' TEPLYBPE. L

The Togos here is the sarlus just mentioned - "ihat God hed vieited

his pzorle by sending a wighty Prophot.” (Plamrer)
“oikiay \ xat 770¢ n» naek(ﬁq xa)\oup.eur; Mapmp, [q] kal 39
Teka 1039 ﬂapaxaﬁscrﬂuo‘a wpos Tovs wodas Tov xvau fjkovey Tov Aé-
yov avrob. \7] Be Mapoa ﬂeptso"rraro 1repx 1ro)\7\qu Siakovi- 40

P o~ . N L EUEE T T N N

Tae Iogos on this occasion is tho teaching which the Lovd Jecus gave

CAnS v 3
av this pariigular {ing. . .
éxelvoy xapova TOV ‘n'pco'rwv ) Eyeuero 3¢ év TG 27
. Aé
Tioa 1123 éyew avroy Tavta Eﬂ'(lpﬂﬂ’a TS ¢vmvr]v yur) €x Tob ux)\ov
- elmer avrg Makapia 17 kothia 3 Bacrdcacd o€ «kai
pagrot abs €djhacas- alros 8¢ elmev Mevoiv paxdpiot 28
ol dkodavres Tov Aoyov Tod feob kai vhdogovres. !

In the aéedunt’ in Acts Gf Stephénrs éf,olog'éfceoao'.c«egvis used of
koepinz, or guurding, the praccpts of Torahe This prodisnoses us to say
thet here in conjunction with the Fhrase “the Zogos of God,* the mowuning
ig "3lesscd are they thut hoar ny tcaching apd Xkeop toe procgpts thoroofe”
Taus onco uguin wo huve a 3eseinl 1n which the phrasc "5ll Loz03 cf Cod®

is z»oving o comnoloe yuch wora than the touching of Christ - in fcet, the
Po.son of Christe. Gamo'kopm{cou T umlpxowa avroid kai ¢mv170'as‘ avrov 2
. elmev adrg Ti robro dxove mepl rrou, amodos Tov Adyow

Tl 162 s otxouopms- ¢7ov, oV yap 8twy & omouoy.ew gslﬂeug
,jc év eavrm o ou«wo;ms‘ ’]‘L muqo'w ére o xvas' pov

onog is used in the clessicel uanbc of Wra pie Sl il

T ~'~--7-O—y 5&—7

Y] rptxa Aeuxqu 1rou,a-at 7 ye)xawav“ Fore' 8¢ &

[ Royoc

vp.wu vai wu, ob ov tro 8¢ 1T€pl.0'0‘ull 'rov‘row €k Tob n-ovr;pou



The Logos beapd ‘the 1mnediatq meaning of "epeech" or "ﬁalking.ﬂ But;
kesping in mind 11 Cors 11'7-4‘%,{;99 notes), it will ve realfzed that the
eerly Christiens would heve come:to ..p,g@enatand by the Xogos, es used in
this and similar contextsy someﬁhing beyond 1ts oriéznal import.

Matthew 1911 1 Gpa)rmv p.e'ra s yuvautos‘, ov crup.d)(pu 'yaw;u‘at.! o 8¢ €l-

mey auro(r Ou 1ra|rrcr xmpoum ToV )\o-yov, a)\)\ ocs 85801'41(‘

Thia Logoe is the teaching of the. Lord’ Jesus on manrwgeq (varaes a-m)
But if those MSS which omit the demonatrative fod 10 ehculd, by eny chanoe.
pregerve the original wérda of our’ Inrd. or even the fom in wh':tch the
gaying waa generally reqounted ;among ,vbhe' eaply ehriet;ans-. then {n this
verge we have just the type of phrase in which, by use and esgociation, fhef
Logca-tem would coquire a meaning spproaching that which. 1% haa in the ‘

.Tohannlne Prologue.

Baxﬂqo'ml\ Kai "ij)quoq 6 Aéyos obros mapa louBalots

. Matthew 2815 péxpe Tis oipepov [w"pac] ¥ 0i 3¢ &dexa s

- 'I'hia Logos 1s deﬁned &s the statement that his diseiplea haﬁ atole,n
L"hhe Io:cd's body out of the ﬁomb., S P
For the Reko of con#en@enoe end brevity the other uses. or Ldgos (and its
: plural) i t:he Eynoptio Goapéls may be smmnarized' | :
Ae 1o "mat*ber" dr "f:opic" Mka 1129 (’Ik- 8023 - Mt- 8134
2 "ﬁalk(ine)"a Mk. 12-'53 tnmc. 8030 s Mﬂp 215) Mﬁg 834'6

' B, "naokoning" M{;. 1823 8519 |

2 nstatemene" nc. 210 (=Mt. 18%8) |

Mt. 1306 (tﬁought by W. Os Anen" B
to be in & guotation. _ ’
- o 1¢C¢G. . 126)
5¢ in oonjunction wi#hcéwo\’ i‘.kqs 2430 ;

6e tO- render ;“H"\)’ "13."1' ("something unchaste") Mt. 533

| P'f_' . el T \ -




Be (fn the p:tural} 1. of our Iéi&' teaphing,
nms. g%8. wg. a2e), Mk, 1381, (elks 8188 = Dpe aessx

Tke 4283 547. 2084, m,g 784-33-28 {whors Lk, ha,(av\fudt .

)
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2. of spoeific teaching, mﬁ,'io??: Lre 0383 984
| e 20l 26Y;

3s of tho mosgaga of the twelve I't, 1014,
4 of tho facts of the Faith, Ik, 1%, IR
Se of tho mesgago of'Isaiah, Tk 54 |
8¢ of a spocifio anﬂellc pgophecy, Tize 120 .
7+ of talk (or conversation), noﬁ our Lord's; Luke 2417 Emw 12375

Since the book of tho ActB ot tho Anoaﬁloe is tho atory of the
Awostles® work in sproading the Cospol “both in Jerugalém.'and in all
Judea and Samaria, andiuntofthe utteraost part of the earth® (Acts 18)
thore s small wondor $hat - the Lsgoa-torn 1o so £requently found - sig-
nifjinv, vy 1t go orfien deos, thé Cospole In this connoection 1% is
.ln'eveauino to rcmazk that H.‘Uo Culbury, in hiu noto on “rlanes ?0“ :
C’m.;\a sienc and Ghr: uulanitv pA:) Lﬁts,“ lnm.x,,aoahxos L by 1"‘" ued vin
tho pease of Ohriaaiaaity," (tha;osvf Jackagn.an; K— Laza?;ﬁxcgignimés
0F Christienity." Vol. 1Y p. ”Ql) As a;a&ﬁﬁcr ofgfactilo"gé, in'variOus
forma, ia uoed newsly uwcntw RS 3;w AChH e Tt.wr“1“ *e;n»wa-v:ﬁJWGﬂnﬁ v
the present enqplry to 1mpossihlo length to ex amine 1nd1v1dually hnd in
detail each incidence of tho Loﬂoseterm in the Acts of tao QﬁQSulBS"
It will, moreovor, bo'ugpraciatod that the.nuuura oflthg hoo& ;taalz
is & clear indication df t&ovqonde in whiehk&pé_is likoly ﬁq-hg~ﬁaed\
in mogt of tho .instan’ce‘s._ ".‘hL,s, on]_.y thooe’ pé.ss-m;';s: of partimzlor,‘
intezrast in the present dlDOUBSiOD w111 be yrauted saparaualy, wm;le

the others ara ino]uded in tho folloJing summaryo
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The Gospel viewed as the burden of tho Anos‘holic preaching:-

‘the full e zpression (which is so characteristic of Acts 419)o onos
w3 &¢dv or l(proa is found in :-

431; gl4; g25; ;11; 137 (vhore it aluost awounts o “the Faith")
1544 134'6; 13285 l *3 (hccording to 1% 46 acceo»anc,.a}or zajection
of .tl_1e Lozgos of Cod is intrinsicually bound up with{‘,ﬁ d?Vt{ci) gmv’\phile of
15%9¢ it wizht be rewudied that it is difficult to\”uﬁcfgmtand how, if
therao ves a aiffusica of such contcmts, tho early Christiaz; re:del_'s
of_the Johannins Prologue wou:!.d be likely to refer_the ngos of John
11; to Genesis 1 1595; 15%6; 16%2; 1743, 1gll; 10lg;

r:itl_lout tk_le q_ua.'_L:".fyinn genitvive wurol-

4-29; g8%; (R.V. has ":gatter", but in viev o7 814, it is probebly
bettor to regard the Iozos as the Gospel) 10'4'4
Pat;'ine Dronouncement -((S'( rdf# -~ in the firs’ Hart of the varsa) 1435;
16%; 1711 ( evidently in contrust rithi) yeag)

(b) A purticular pronouncowontt - 69 (of tho twelve) 72° (yuotation
Zode 219) 2000 (5%. Panlts shahc onbt o Yhc Trhosices Shed thoy would

4l

not soe hiw gsain)  Probebly tio uso is sisiler in 2775 (Tsterty

Sem.on} 4% (uessume of Peter and John about the Resurrection) 207

(Paults sermon at Troas) 2222 (Paul's remark cbout being sent to the.
Gentiles;) _
(c) llatter or subject:- 1029; 1315; 156: (whowve pore IS5 in fact

haveé&r&ﬁ#))l@l5; 19%8-49; 202 (almost teaching);

"(us distinet from the
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(@) Book:- (apparently St. Tuko's Gospol) 11

{e) Roport:- 11°%

(f) account (value):- 208% |

?\é‘{ 0¢ is also used in thoso o z:hrases:ér'\"oé}wvos tov Agyod (1412 s Toffat

ronders "chief spokasien®) ang Sid onov (1027‘00 torallyt) e
ND

Tho ﬁ wral ig vasd of, or dlluding to )ro:cuuc:‘aats in 2“”;

{2

%0 55 584
1515; (0.T. quotations) 152¢ (of the Jucaizeras) 1639 (of the Philipj;an
magiatrates) 2099 (of Christ); aad in tho semso of “yalldng? in 732

The fol1o"1nv ingteaccg of the usoe of the Lo"os-uorn in ;ets urs of
partioglar interest:-

(a) 84 135; 1119;

4. 4 O pév olv Siaomapévres Bzr]M‘)ov euayye)u(opsum row
ISE 5)\o‘you didurmos 8¢ kareMov els Tiy woAw Tis Zapa-
6 pms‘ sxr;pvmrt'u au‘rou‘ 'rov Xpm-rov |1rpoo‘nxov 86 oi uka

It is quite trve that this vargoe, Uhieh introducos tho account of
Pnilip*s visit to 3enaria, could n2an ho ..0r3 than thot ho 7:~\c“cl tho
Gosnele DBut ubbention should be miven to three other instences of the

he diract cbjoet 3o Yosus Cuvioh

I3

uge of ho vc"aéua\\ehf§%m| in yeve, Unens

. s S0 ~ . .
(543; Ge~s 11~ s} Swoa Raesey deserihes the oz;_ua:ron o Gogysl Tesus®

as “thls strilsing Dhrasch (uasurﬂ“ction of Ghrist Je 1:)? T2, Lo Lo cGvidence
BUizEosvL,y thare wus cuvront in Oa?T" uhrl Awrcogzuﬂitioq’tnu QLQTG?SlQDG

g0 Gosnol Josus® and Sto Tos J tho Logos, ¥  thon e vy 1o ~itimatoly auonose
thut there would he & close ugsqci‘ticz h:tnagn Josus «d $he Tozes in tho |
minds of thoge early Christldas. If would be to such « use of Iozos that a
subsoquont Christicn swigon vevla ~onu h;$97uliy sumy LG :aula B3 gueh a

ucs of Lozasg whiclh rag the mors liloly to be cosociutad with hic cuployment

of tho %orm, in $he winds of thoso who re.d hig Prols

F 2T
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Parhdty tha BLYi0 Processes are ar‘c. wvoxrle blhaind kphosiensg 21‘3‘; and

4170[“0‘, \6‘9(0 m 59‘6 wg’lc_éf\v n GIP'\V‘\V}WV vee Acts 10-36.
ENOGY s yy ek Goo GV ..

4 -

Rr guanld Gho neind ha disnenrod Shot, vhiloe voerse 4 tolls us thab

the siooytlus,vhen "ocaittarsd ebroei® went about Pgespolling the Logos®,

the ncxt voraoe tells uwg that Pailip ¥prrached Chwdst® (e’xo\'euesc-v VSV )(pﬂfc’w)

¢ thne Soaritano.

(A fov enciout 255 Lhave cgdyycm\omum -rov koy@v “Tao @@eu)
) «f Avdrot pw oly_ékmepBévres dmd Tob dyiov wveupn-ror
1'35 {(Darnebes - Panl) xarq)\ﬂov €ls Ss)mumav, éxeifév Te dmémhevaav eis Kwrpou,
5 Kai 'yevo,u.wot € Eakap.wt karryyeAlov -rou Abyov Toi Be-
ob &v rais cuvaywyais Téy Toudaiov: elxov 8¢ xal 'Twdr-
6 vy vmnpéTyy. \Atek@ourts 8¢ S\nv v vigor,
althovza this is nov e ODLY YAutoace in Lota OlMtdyyeMuiiih Mo yof

othar iustuiccs (Cege 1599) haws boen inelunded in tha sw.mary Tor tho sde

oF hravity wnd convonionco. DBub atvention ig dravn to the Tact that this

verb is also usad in [cts in close csgceiubion with the nemo Jozua (Sere
Goy a3 Y / o on ' :

17°% "moug OV EyM WAL VR ) 5h, Paul eloo wsad $he vard in this weg

e e .y -12 - / '

in nis lotiora (Cege Thile 117 1“X9\5&)f KT Yy CAAE 1\ )

L1753 s not thc only ingtenco in the .elg of "he i ’QJL"OJ ia

JhicMAGY hig tho Fogos egs o divect objoct (o.c. s9t; 229 159 olc.)

Suy thig verso is particularly intorustineg Macwuud it Dnecedszs ons of tho

Poopoolling Jogus® vorscge

. ol pev oty 8mtr1rapwrcs‘ and Tijs 0)\:\1/60:: Ths ycuops- 19
vas émi Srepdvg Moy éos Powixys kai Kwrpuu xkat
*Avreoxelus, pndevi Aahobwres Tov Aéyov el py pdvor 'Tov-
dalos. i"Hoav 8¢ rwes éf avrdv dvlpes. Kimpior kai s

Tho concluzion would uhmeas o he thab in the [ets of thoe spoailos
the mmoe o Lo al oo by Which the Loszd Jeovs Christ wod the Iozod of Cod
woro idontilicd.

{n) G2, %
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al xnpas aﬁr&iv.‘f " wpogkakeaduevor 8¢ ol 8wdexa To WAT- a
os Tov pabnrdv elmay  OUk dpeorév éorww fpds karahel- : y \
Yavras tov Adyoy 1ol Beol Siaxovely rpaméfaist émiowé- 3 -
Vaole '8¢, ddeddol, dvdpas é¢ Spdy paprupovpévous éwrd
wAljpes mvedparos xai colas, obs xaraoTigopev émi Tis
xpeias Tabrns: nueis 8¢ 17 mpooevy) kai rj Siaxovig Tob 4
_Méyov mpogkaprepicoper.  |kal ijpecev & Aoyos évimiov
) SN 54 Lo S -

Set, as thoy w3, in $h0 narzative Gerling with she asaointeont of tho

Ppoven mon Tvll of neod moerh,t in Aleh gho ghiaf torle io tho dloting-

(N)

Twsly woostolie veilz, thoe Toros hawro $ho nabitedl gan:e of thae sooglolie

oV
v

Juy asvontion ig Graan to tho clooe wmouiladlvyr of hid

Tomos-tox wus 110l G0 hewd asytinad the 3isaificcacc whieh 14 huw in She

e

Johurnino Trelosnde  Toa Uarmeel rovacred of $he weo in 8 Shed 1t Sy havo

LoE s Bl B3 aard of Cod lu Gho veater of tho Juostiocs, “wnd ho tragss'
W
an wnGkorhtsd st oLl the Tohemics Iosog dach GShednsa e Tl in hlg

- )

1 !
. Paecloous, th?JKOYOC ol vorso U rLolic GGAQYQ\ inorawmsa &, though

. s . . X . ma a e ) R
Heznack doubted if sris wea intontionol cad thown s thutig Aeyed could have

Leen ugeds (“Constitution wnd Tes of ths Church™ p. 357, nl.)
o 'xai”gb:yﬁ{'&pcuoc./a't;nt-&aﬂuqu Sexrds avTg doriv] TON36 . o .
10368=5T Ingron "amécTelheN Tois viois ' IcpatiA eyarreAizémenoc  dpéduevos d::—b Tis I‘ah)\‘m':lf perd [ ﬁ'afr:m-p,u 8 éipy-
€lpANHN Sid 'Inoob Xpioroy: ofrés éorw mavrev xipos. 38 fev “lodms, lgooty Tov dwd Nq{a])¢0,jms Expicen airiy
Sueis oidare 8" yerbpevov pipa ka8’ GAns Tis ’_Iguanias‘, 37 .
3 N . - .
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'

Tazy anelont
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;s eisevhus Lfev bo thoe corroct moulimz, whom o could
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Gplie Lo wWhviel (Cod) comd weko tho e lirun o2 Torasl;

good tidings of peaco by Josug Christ (ko is Lord of all) - thib scying ye
yourselves oy, whick wos uwrlighed trwov-hous W11 Judasa, boginning Trom
Galiloo, aftor the buyticm whieh Jelm mracched; IZULT Josus of Mezoroth,-

how $hot Cod cuncintad Lis Lith whe Folwr CDhols «ad uLlel Ldwlleoeoo

N
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T2 the OV ber zojoehcd (wid the 156 owidenco L. oncd, hioush nov
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conclusive) then we could follow the R.V. marging =
"{God) sent the: Logos unto the children® etce
In either case, and before discussing this passaege any further, we
note thet in this context the lLogos stands in close relationship to Jesus
of Nazareth. The insertion of EVEN before Jesus.of Nezareth in verse 38
shows that the translators wished to emphesise that the Logos end Josus
of Nazereth are in apposition to one amother; in the Greek both are in the
accusative cases Nor should the presence.ofe:zdww( goyaww be 1g’no£ed; nor
the fact that it is nominative, agreeing with the subject ofﬁﬂé&aﬂdé- God.
The general meaning of the passage is clear, but theré are cerfm‘.n
obscurities due to the overloading of the sentence, perhaps by a redactor,
including in the text phrases which were originally marginal comments.
 Westcott end Bbrt, in their edition of the Creek New Testament, sought greater
clarlity by the use of different punctuatione In the main text they reJectedv
Sb and the result maybe rendered:- ‘
®(God) sent the Logos to the sons of Israel, "gospelling" peace by
" Jesus Christ; he is Lord of all. You know the saying which was spread
throughout all Judesasecseses (namely) Jesus of Nazareth" etCes....Their
marginal reading runs:~
| "The Iogos which {God) seut to the sons of Iarael "gospelling" peace
by Jesus Christ (he is Lord of all), you know; the éaying wasg spread
abroad" etce |
Poésibly the truth of the matter is that we are here dealing with the

mishandling of an Areameic original. ‘The Greek is strained, and there is ean



PO g < o st S 6 g

- ‘w

MRS UL , T,

*

; absence of the nomal connec'bing pazbiciples., Perhaps the q_riginal réad
somsthing like this |
"The Logos which the Lord‘ pf al; aent $o: the gons of Iarael. “gospelung'*
peage through J’esu;s Ghrtgt; the sﬁpry which was ‘enacted fen. Eebraism)
$hroughout all .’maaea. beginnlng i'rolm Galﬂee. after the baytism which Io‘hn
proaghed, you know - the +0ne about Iesue ‘of Nazaroth and how God anointe&
'him" otce (For this use of "\ 2 “{ t6 render 727 cpe Lke 215 ﬂo“F. Teckson
end T+ Léke render vye know the event whic‘h happened.) o

The above matpg; wes prgpared bpfore the ;gub_lioationj of Mgrs ReA. Kiiox's
new ﬁrana],-ation of the New 'i'é_,éﬁament. -I% 18 interesting to notice that his

re'ndering of the passege 15 very simllar to that' Juat. given, .and'cénveys"the

same notion of the mission and work of the Logos as the . subject of the storya"f

) 26 dfios 16 Vmodpua rév moddy Aioar. \ "AvSpes aﬁe)\d)m, vioi
1526 ‘ysvous- Aﬁpaa/.:. kai oi év vuiv PoBovueror Tor Geou, npiy
27 6 Adroc tijs cwrpias Tavrys ZATTECTAAH, toi yap xaro:-

‘I'his is a quo‘bation from St. Panlts lpesoh at Piaidian Ant:looh in answer-_"._'f“

' ,tq the invitaf;ion ﬁc give enymos mw\s -0 the people - phe .’Pewa aﬁdd cpo‘%oo}\evo.

o @ch . Dou’otless, if S*b. Paul is reported accnra'dely, he uaed the phrase
"the Logns of God" knowing therb i’t would be mamiateﬁ in the minﬂs of thls- |

. parﬂoular andience with the Saerea Scr‘:!.pturea of bhe Hebrswa, 6¢p¢ m, 713),

o and perhaps wif:h such as Ps. 1072°¢amuae u?au Mwov a&m\; mu w ﬁd.‘lb ot m:

' Bu‘b the main burdén of the speeoh is con:teinea in the expoaition of the in‘icé

and- ministry or Iesus in relebian {:o ﬁhese Scripturea» For 1% eeema cmear
that” vorsos av - 31 refar to the fate of Yosus Christ et ’bhe hands of tsi‘zem
“that awell tn “:reruaalem.‘ Yet, wh_i_le.ﬁv."\w‘ l"\5_‘“‘»‘ of verse 23 pould be the

antecedent of the Wotov of verse 37; the renewed mégt,iiié_é' of verse 26

gt e e -

P A
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neke iﬁ much more likely theb we should £ingd ‘the entecedent of Taatev in
-the logos of Gody Thus we heavo the Logos of Go& anoken of in relab!cm to
the events of 'bhe death. burield and resurrection ‘of Jesus Christ. Then,
almost as if to clear up our doubks, the mebter 1s clinched by the intro-.
l-duction of the. reference to the raising up of Tesus In- verse 33. Dr-.

Howard is rig‘h’c; St. Paul "wes speeking: of the Gospel, tmf: as. a word spoken
by God and sent fontn by God in a personal ife." -("Christientty Aooord;ng-
t0° St John". p¢ 83: )

Intereeting, $oa, are the reference to "the Iagos of his Crace", 143,

8033, RPN ) <y . : :
37or €0var kard Tov adehdpow.’ lkavov pév olv xpovoy y

. , . V- ;s - |

g Bcsrpu[uw wappnam(up.evm éni TG kupip TG paprupeiyTi ;
14 16 Noye Tis xdpiros au-rov, 8:80vre ompeia kai Tépara 3

ywurﬁat S 6y xnpwv avrav. [doxialy & To r)\qﬂoc

It is irreleVant to the present & Técneeion to decide whether verse 3 $a d1s-
"gﬁbged and should folIOW'verge 1o

2032 Baxpumv vou(krmv Ta exaorov. | kai T@ Vv wapart@sp.m .

EEEO spas ¢ "ruple’ kai Tg km/m Tis xdpiros avTod TQ 8uvapeva)

: omo&o,,u]o’a: kal Babvas 'rr)v KAHPONOM‘AN év Tofc Hria-
CMENO!C l'l'AClN ] ap'yvpmu 1) xpvmou 7) cp.aﬂapov ovﬁcvor 33

L

‘I'he first ie a rererenee to the méeﬁage or Bernebas and Pe.ul anﬂ the
aeoona is what is presented as a verbat'lm report of St. Pwl's farepeli
' 'speech to the Epheaians at Miletus. Our attention. 1n view or the present
:enquiry, was bound ﬁb be arrssted by any assoeiat:lon between the i’ﬁgos end L
| ¥89u*. | o e
. in 143 Euoffatt is probably rlght in regaraing \{opws aa Ohrist (6“( denotea
-"'relianee upon") Taken by itee}.f, it might not merit special aﬁtent;kon; bnt
in view of the recurra.nee of the phraee 1n 2052 11: ought to be notedp Pres-
' 'oieely what is ‘moent by ite use 1n 145 is noﬁ eaey ‘bo see. It mev ‘be a- re-

ferenee to the works: accompepging and follow;ng .t_he pre_ec]ﬂpg;
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of the Logos (cps Acts 1119'24-) or it may denote that the Apostles had been
speaking of the life of the Lord Jesus in such a wey as to draw out the

picture of the grace of God which wes upon him {cpe Luke, 240) or, more

likely, it may signify that St. Paul had besn speeking of his own convictions
gbout the grace of Christ which he had himself received. (cp. Romens 123, 1 Cor.

1510, 3 Cor. 129.) v

In 2032, we are faced with a conflict of MSS evidence ‘i‘u;a
%&\;;) Rl €2 l\ﬁé\v;’ 15 well attested.

But thers is good support forty Ru@h?) Hal ﬁ’% Aé,e,;: (which has the support of

Ce Vaticenus, a 12th and 13th cente I'SS of Oxford end Upseala, the Stockholm
(Giges) copy of the 0ld Lats V. and the Sehedic V.) In the latter case'\\(o?t{i §
will refer back to the Lord Jesus in verse 24, in which event it might b; |
thought that "the Logos of his grace" might correﬁppnd to "the CGospel of

the Grace of God.," It may strike us as gtrange that Paul should commend

men to a person and a Gospel; but we have to remember that 1t was part

of his thought to essociate Logos with "building up" end "grace" (cpe Eph.
420 "Let no cbr‘rﬁpfz Iogds proceed out of your mouth, but such as is good

for the building upfecs 0"'@50}« ?{v)or what is needed, that it may give grace
(T &',} X&gw ) to the hearer" ep. Cole 46) Surely we may suppose, t00,

that the story would be current about the lord Jesus saying "Thou art Peter
end upon this rock I will build (ou‘MSoJm\’o"u ) my Church." (Mt. iele).

In other words, we have evidence of the circulation of ideas aboiit the Logos
muilding up," end also of Christ "building up." (cp. also ILk. 433, é@du’/\dfo\/
éﬂT Tog M’yms e )(9(@\ Oty | @ ef<ﬂo@e’uo);lcgvat; e TSy s1éd f,}fo‘i)

If however, the reaﬂing&:ﬁ bé accepted, then the Lozos "is meéntioned
: |

alongside of Cod" (Cadbury, in "Beginnings of Christienity" 1V p. 391.) 1In



this cese, thers ig an ideﬁtificaﬁion impliod not mwdrely of the Iogos and
_ﬁhe inostolic Treachlng, but ulso, in soms mecsure., of the Tosos and the
Lord-Tasus .(sco Cudbury ope cit. pe282) iven Cafbury, who resarded this
vorso us coming most closo of ull $he iugtancss Lo on hyposiutizetion,
but atill rofusad to 2llow thay this had havpend, has to concede that
hers ths tor: is "o conerove trinz.®™ nd Dockhuw Graw (stention to the
/

fact that BUdeka Toformg Lo the Iogos.

St. Peter, according to iActs, opened his spesch at the Council of

Jerusalem with these words:-

dvagras Hc‘rpm‘ elmev 7rpas‘ avrovs\ "AvBpes aBehdpol, vpels

érigracle &t A’ r]pepmv dpxaiwy év Uply e'ge)\('fa"ro

6 Oecos Bid Tod o-'ro,un-rus' pov dxoboar Ta &y Tov ANoyor
8 Tob edayyehiov kai moTeboa,|kai o xanw‘yumtrrr]c Oeos. (157

It is possibie that the’ genltzveew»nehmu is definitive, in waich
case the Logos of the Gospel is best renderad as "the messaze about the
Gospel? 3ut it is worth while notvicinz in passing that in 3t. ﬁark's
Gospel, when our Lord first sneaks oponly of his death and resurrsction,
the Zvangelist comments, "ho spake the Logos openly.” (832) Llany have
arsued that 3te "ark's Gospel represents the mrouching of Peter. If
this is so, cad if Acts 157 preserves fuithfully the words of St. Petor,
we ghould be very wary of dismissing "the Lozos of the Gospel? as no more
thaa thé ‘'messazs of the Gogpele" Lxactly, what, however, we can othorwise
give us $he force of the exprassion.-is not eusy to sae, unless e are to

rogard the Logos as the subject master of the Lvansgele i8§% '

A(.S‘l’e ‘lovdmiovs. kai "EAARFas ™™ T Qg 8¢ xﬂ,qhgov ﬂp 7\qu: 6 Havhes, amp.aprupnp.svoc rois ’lovdaiois efvan
“b" . amd tijs Maxebovias § te Bikas kai & Tt;wﬂsos, Tuvelyero 1} ToV. . xpw'-rou lr;trouv \avnramrouevmu 8¢ adrév kat Bhae:

Aocording to Sontaréoucfu in the contoxt means "I am pressod." The
vorso could meun no more than that on coming down from Mucedoniu,-Paul 7as

overcome with a sensa of the urgency of praaching the Gospol in ichaia.
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But two considerations should de notiead. 1r§t, in similear circuristances
it is the “Spirit™ (CR9, the case of “hllin oﬂ’uhe “*hloni«ﬂ(l-f;ﬂﬂ or
the "3pirit of Jesus" (167, the forbidding to 5o .to Bithynie) to vhom is
attributed the prowpting vo evan;alize. Secondly, when 3v. Puul uses the
verb in his owa letters, it is "thd lovo of Carist waich eoastraine th"
@U‘éﬁe‘ll Cor, 5;4) “or2over, in the coantert 189 is quite clear thes tho
ngos is not a synonym for Christ's toachiigy ot the very least it is

thoe setting forith of tho faet "Josus waa the Christ.

By way of drasing to a cloge this exuninction of the use of the LoéoQ-

torm in the icts of the fpostles, wo nay congider the fact that, of ths six

varses waich swmarizo tho divisions. of the boolk, thiee contuin the term,

(67; 12%%; 1620; cp. oB1:  165; 2231) and. tha Jaamvaze is clvost identical.

t Kai 6 Niyos rab feod yifavev, xat émAnfivero 6 dpi- 7

67; 1334; 1920 ‘Quos Ty ,me,,mu év Ispovzm)\r;p apdpa, mohvs Te Fyos o
TGV aspsaw Umijxovor T mwiore. ... Kupiov & Niyos pifaver ka} 1
3 xai yevopevos orwdnkifperos éEépuler. 0 & w— . & v kai toxver
Adyos rob “kupiov® nlfavev xai émhnbivero. lcta-o

, v
. . ) . .
It ig Lwd vo seo hou tho Vﬁfhhdea goil be anmlied to the Lozos (of Cod)

or hew $hoso thise gwriarics cwa hard way rodd sisnificenes, 1P the neanins of -

thae foms iy G0 e limibad ta $ro33 3anorullf cllorzad v bromsloserns dad

COL 2CLS W05 @ cowld, like Oudbury, rogard the Logos as synonyTous with
Caristicnity. Rut it seems reasonchlo und ¢ in the ovidencs to suzzest
thct these suumorics ba:long to the finzl radaction of the book wnd to the
tie whon the us.3o of the worshinninz Christien Shurch was lifting the
torm "tho Lozos (of God") forvard from its curlior ristricizd sonsc towards

the peosition waieh it occuniazs ia tho Johamminoe Prolosue.
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The use of the Iogos-term in the Revelation of Ste John the Divine
has on the whole received adequate attention froam most commentators.
This maikes the neglect of, or the éuperfici‘al éoﬁsideration of the term’
in the other New Testament writing all the more difficult to understeand.

There are five passoges tthich may conveniently be considored. togethers- .
E) I3 I3 )
‘1 AIIOKAAY®IS IHSOY XPISTOY, v &wker ;adrod ¢ BSovhe avrod ‘lwdve, os epaprupnoer  Tov.
11-2., avrp 6 feds Beifar rois Bovhots avrob, & AT renécBar  Aoyow tob feod xai ™v paprupiav ‘lv)o'ou,X}:w‘rW, 30\“ |
1 & rdyey, xal éofjpaver dmoorelhas Sid Tod dyyéhov ;3 eldev. § paxdpios 6_dvaywdokey kai of dxovoyres ToUs]
. = Eye lodws, & dBeAghds Updy kal cuvkowwves € ’
173 m  O\ijet xal Pacikeip kai  Umopor év  Iyood,
éyevduny év TH wijoe T rakoupéypy Ilarpe S Tov
Noyov Tob Oeob xai Tiv paprupiav 'Ingov. | éyevduny i
59' N1 KAl vwd rér OHplWN ‘ THC raey” " Kai o
*  Gre dvoker v mépmry oppayida, eldoy Vmokdre Tob
Quaaorypiov Tas Yuxas Tév odaypéver ik Tov Aé-
17 i Toi feot kai 8ud T yaprt_x_piav r‘]v’ Jxox:. \xai 1o

12 F ‘ N - . R

YéBakev o Bpdkwy éx Tob orduaros avroi:) kal w@pyiohy 1

< o Yy e , ) . -

o dpaxwy émi Tj yuwawi, xkai dmiAlev wojoar mwokepov
. A - , - .

peTa Twv Aowmdv rtob owépparos avtis, TV THpOvITGWY

~ ~ 3 2 M ’ N 3 7‘.
ris vrohds Tob feod xal éxbvrwv Ty paprupiav lpoov

| kai éorddp émt Ty dppov rr')grﬁu)\da'a’q&\ ) N ®

— Lo A -
204. €AGOH avroish kat ras Yuxls TdY memeheiopévoy Sid Ty
3 papruplav 'Inoed kai Std oy Aoyov Tob feoir) kai oirwes

In connection with the first instance (12) we have to decide whether
genitive‘l'\s& KQ‘“&" of the first verse is subjective or objective. -
Dr. Hort declared that "Jesus Christ" is the subject of the Avocalypse.
But. this leaves the dGTL:; of tha clauseﬂ:l dhuve o 6 8cos 52‘%“ somevhat
"11.1 the aire" This difficulty is solved if, as the greammar allows, we
I;egard’ "Josus Christ" ag thoe giver of fhe Revelation. Turalng next, to
verse 2, and, with R. . Charles, regarding the geniti.ve’\qh"\l )&Q\Gfo/b as
subjective, we could render the verse, "(John) bore witness of.,1.;'hia. 0308
given by God end of the testimony bgrné by Josus Christ';. ‘"he Revisers,
by the insertion of ZVEN, rightly Iindica"te that the Logos and the witness
are the objects of the vision; and the Logos is alrealdy defined by the

previous verse as the "revelation™, For our imanediate purpose, e need



se:y no more' than that, from-the outaeﬁ » tho Logos term is used in the
Apocalypse vgith, a much wider reference than v_né. Evangel or Apostolie
Messeges But, when we come._jto the next i_nstance, we «£1nd that HeB. Swete
has suggested .that, .nnile‘ ne regarded the ‘Ib‘gos‘ of God in the seoond
verse as thé Apoc;_alypse itself, .ye'b in veraeig tne ‘sarna.phr'ase .connotes

"the preaclﬁng of the, Gospell.'“ ,Thnel-, the vorge could meon either that

/ Fohn was in Patmosa for the sake of ca.rryinu the Goapal ’ahither, or that

he was there - in ov:ile? - a3 the result of his’ h‘vangelistic work. I

‘must be admittecl that we should not ‘expect-to f£ind such a chengoe of

meaning in a phrase of almost 1denbioal wording recurring within the
space of a fow verses - unless we can be persuaded that the first three
verées‘aré a 1a‘ter ulﬁitibn. This wbuld predispose us. to regard ‘the

Lo 308 ag again connotin_., the anocalypse 1tself. But whether denoting

thls or "The preaching. of uhe Gospel, the olauae does not: mean EQR

'TED SAK}.‘. OF - at 160311 no‘b if Chal‘les is right in insistinc 'bha‘b glal

oannot carry this meaning. Certainly the use- in 69 supporbs the view

that we could render g!(‘ as "becanse of". In the case of 69 tho closing

: words "\500 )S@'ﬁfw are missing, but thero need ‘ba no heBitation in

Bupplyi them. in order to eluoldabe 'the meaning of tho phrase. Gertainly .

'the I.ogos-tem- ‘here bears mos‘a naturully the connotation of Gospe'la In

'bhia ceso 1 1t too fenoiful to supose that tho usb-OF the torm in 19 -
is poxsed between that in 1‘3 (th.e ?evelation) zmd 1n 69 (the Gospel’ﬂ
Although Charles did not argue ... . in this way, his conclua,lon W:Lth

rega.rd to 19 is just such a daducvion as this su estian :Lndreates,

namely that in 19 ﬁho Lovos-term rofers to. the ﬁhrisbian revela‘f:ion :

48 A THOLE.

e,

g
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The exemple of 137 is worﬁh»néting for two reasanses In the first
place, there is the recurrence of the phrasec "the teétimony of Jesus",
Most commentetors understand by the ezpressioﬁ'.—"bea.ring of witness to
Jesus" (Swete), compared with "the testimony borne-by Jesus Christ" in
12, While it will not meke much meterial difference to_ the present
enquiry, it can be said that the sentence is still lucid if we retain
the rendering "borne by Jesus". As "the commandmeht,s"“ are given by
God, so "the testimony" is borne by Jesuses If the testimony was to
Jesus, then we should have looked for wording similar to that of 6°
es wo find in 1211, The second reason for noting this verse (1217)
is that it is foundliﬁ the narrative of the woman and the man-child.
Many are the interpretations of the vigion, and the a‘bt.empts to 1den-
tify the figurese Some years ago Dr. Ge He Dixg put forward a well
argued case for identifying the women with Divine Sophie and the man~
ohild with the Logose '

(TeTeSe XXV1, Nos 101) To sunmarize and discuss all the evidence
brought forward end the conclusions brought forward would teke us

too far afield from our present taske It is sufficient to say that
his finding was that in the Apocal&pse we have the revival of one
strand of tradition, nemely the expectation of aimessiah, alreaﬁy
identified as the Logos of Gode Thus, in the Apocalypse we have a
series of passegés - at present under exemination - which speak of the
Logos of God, and related to the Vision of the woman end the man-child,
who 1s the Logose. -

The remeining verse (204) does not call for further commente.
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In chapter 3 there is the messags ™o the uneel of the Church in
Philedelphia,” cormonding tho Caricticns bocause, in spite of their
veakness, thoy have kopt Christ's Iogos and not donied his ncme (5°)
Svete temely suzgestoed that that koeping his Logos'meant that "the
vords of Christ hed boen keﬁt." This is obviously a very restricted
connoivation. The Logos is here probably best understood ag revolation,
that is, teaching wnd truth cbout our Lowrdts person and - gus~oatad by
K\:o}\ﬁ- - wubhoTity.

Ia varge 10, the Philedeslshisns o promisad a rouesd, hoawiso thoy
have keptmt Myo/ The 6ﬂey°rg§ J-n o If wo atbauch tho genitive
to the Losos, this vay bo some‘specific gaving of ouvr ILord's uhout Dub-
ioenca, Dut it ig ruch ..0ro Lilzly thet tho perasendl nroacun bHolonss
to “pabioncog Thd phra3d could»ﬁhan gignify "patienco cxcunlified in
Chrigs's oxcle®, and, us such, a "rsvolution.”

Tho piurul is uscd, in 18 wointing Tomzerd to $ho wossenes whilch
follou, g in 1717 is usol ol Dwopusiic oruclez. T 1610 (2ioebod
Ly Chuwrlos ws rourititoun Joudlot of BB:"Q), 12 %0 vemus iy, w3 heo boon
sunassd, the eoneluzion of 010 of the deeirminss of :hich the Dol is
alloncd o b3 co ozsd, 'i;.'.y;)::é/ Ao%@l wro thae provions cullue Qtheruise,
they coui& be ths follouwing wvordue

Tho nuriorous vsds ofé( AAYO( in chantor 21 wné 28, vawy bdtwécn
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verse 1l2¢ and verse i3b. %o ars told, in the former, ﬁha’c he that upt
on the white horse "hath a name uritten, which no one kunoweth (o ou&ét(
mSe—v) but ho himself". But in 13b we learn that "his neme is celled the
Logos of God." Q. H. Charles proposed to solve the confllct by excising | ;
12¢ (1.CsC.), Bousset decided that 15b was an i}nterpolation. (Die Offen-
bdrung Johgrm:ga.) For néither is there any -textuul ovidence. It will
be recognizcd that both Charlses and Bqu.sset nIoposea very radioa.'!., solutions.

Even some ;)f the most consorvative of cormentators hove :ﬂ.io::cd that
hore, in the Firsat Johannings Episﬁlo and in thé Prelosuo %0 th“ Fourtvh
CGogpoel we haveo the comi:cin vge of "a transcendental nene of Curiste™
(Co ho.3z0%%) ..It is . onorally conecded, ’uéo, that in the .nocalypsc we
)’;"iﬁd- fhe earl:‘.oét vl . o'f the Ibgos-tenl £g a personel naree Thus we
suaJl hove to sse if eltbez- of uho ¢llezed internolations muat nocossarily
be PInATGOL o8 Sl’Cho ""s Le Jcbac, in thoe Revre 4' o uu;;‘ ﬁco;@siastique
(i&iV, 2, Jprs 1929} has en arvicle in which he diucnssce Noussob's pro-
nossd owelsione ‘j_"abac, DOUETPOR, BeoTs i.gnarant of Charlest prg;;;saﬂl in
this n-:.a.‘ater. But, since‘vboth FEDS! v.m'lnc to solve {tho sume »roblem,

Pabac's criticigms ero e@ 1y rnlevanu, Tae madn points wwa be outlined:-

Y SR ) =

1. N3 gproolo of ToB J.l to 13 donanG sk ratanticn of Lih. Any

excisior will dostroy thise

Ze 0\ f)t# JI‘. the Johannine vo caouluf'r sisnilfiss "0 praetraete.® Of course,

T =
S )
/Lﬂ. Qe C., Tobac ecc9pts wn idensity of authorship for all the 7oy .
\‘J ’ . o . \

Teatbanent Johennine writinnse. Houovor, that this iz the lconnotion oI‘ 16
coenfizmad by Abbott in hic oxhorgtivd wozlr on thi vocabulary of uLS

Now Testcoment. - This boing so, the clause {13b) does not resn that the




-l - | S

nexo is not Yo bo divalzed, LS thel 15 1o 1ot to ho nenotreted, thot

is, fully understogd, exeawt by tho bearcr themgol. 3oussot ves wiutdien

in rosardinz tho verh as -zaniag “:’?.c“% 50 ha daeizhorade™

Se Tho Logos of God does not, as it were, constitute the unkmovm name,
-which may be regarded us the nume 07 the lozos of Gode "Il n'en f;sulte
Pas encors que ce noﬁ 80it ¢alui do'Verbe do Dieu.*

(It is intéresting o noté that, a9 a Romon Cctholic 1. Tobaé rogzards his

argurient es illuminating the beoliaf of his Chureh o3 to tho authorship of

the ipocalypse. "Lo verast 13b serait parfaitment wuthentique ot fourniraid
3u3%es slgnes le plus luaineux 3¢ ltorizine Joheanijue do lprocalypse§>"
(pe227) He has, howsver, to admit that waile in tho Johunnine Zrolozus

. . s

aad tas Anocclypso the Jojos is o sitle of Chriat, *dons ltivensgile, le

Chrigt <3t appelé Lozos duns sa pr53xistanca a? ¢33 32 gon rgla doas

la 50clss dos enois do Dicy o% 193 crorantae” {He 250)

“mat the secret naas i3, can, of couwrs:z, only hHo a nuttor of spec-
ulutina. THaiaw bagnana siven to o viesor (314) or thus givon %o the
congquariag Charist (217) zad v qnly 2 hin The mocsives ite TR0 sooms
to »a an'05su;9tion of gy arswaont i chich Shis paszals 1g usad o

1ol iaamsify tho Jhawist a1d $ho maa on tha Thito hoinse.
3inco rafuronce 1as Jusb baoaa taads o ths guasiion of ildeantifying
©20 awr on thz w2ito Mwrad, 1t e 3u4d thut $ho identification with
-tho Chrisﬁ is indicetod by tho fuct thctesutting wzido "thoe valtionr noad¥

7

Ié

19

s 1l
» »

-.tho T.cgos of God ig*tho oaly nor nene of tho Fessounlie (Gze Xy o
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ep.199; 229)

Having noted the lines of argument for identifying the Christ and-
the Logos of God in the Apocolypse, and for the authenticity of 13b, we
can now claim the conclusion of most New Testement scholars, that in
Revelation 1913 the title logos is givern to our Lord.

Before quitting our consideration of the Avocalypse, reference may
be made $o the fact that all commentators not2 the similurities of 19,11"16
and Visdom lB}particularly verse 14 to 16, This is interesting,for it
means that tho logos used in a sense which is generally adnitted to
approach that of the Fourth Cospel, is found in a work fellins within
the tradition of Jowish apocalyptical writing. « (und yet the Logos
dgoctrine is wanting in other sarly Christiaan writinzs with & Jewish
bias, such &3 the First Epistle of Clement wnd the Shepherd of Hormag.)
The argument in the saction on ths Jewish Tisdom Literaturs was not
designed to prove the cowplete indenendance of the Prologue ond this
litorature, so much as to indicate the inadeyuacy of guch a source. If
there was a debt to the sucroad uritings of the Hebrews - esnecidlly thoe
Tisdom Literature - it is more likely to huve boon :wdistzd throush such
cheannels as have survived to be reproadnted in canon of %thoe Wew Tostament
by the ‘nocalypsa. Taat such mediation would involve rodificuvion is
appareont when we.romambar tho placo of the fnocalysse iu the eschatol-
ozlcal writings, and the fact pointed out by Canon Knox thut the apo-
cryphal ‘isdom Books 'are non-sschatological in char.ciaof ("Expositof"

8th Series, No. 67.)

In Epistle of James there is a passage so well-knowm that its

importence tends %o be overloolad.
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e have alreudy mentioned some rausons for giving to the idnistle of
James a later place in the New Testament Chronologzy théﬁv most modern
writers have given it. Liddon's advice, given so lonsg ugé, is still
worth hearing; "3t. James' Epistle is so far from belonzing to the
toaching of the earliest apostolie: age, that if prasupposes novhing
less then a very widespread and inairéct effact of tho distinctive
teaching of Ste Paule” ("Our Lord's Divinity" pe. 282.) 4s a conclusion,
this still holds good, though nowadays we should not make so muéh of

~ the "faith-works" theme as the nexus betwsen the Zplstle of James and
the Pauline Jpistles. It is recognized novadays that this wvas a standard
topic of discussion und exegesis in vhe Nabbinie schoods.

Liddon undersitood by ’DO'bhAt;TOs'{,I\'[QL—):‘f and bylé’tos czﬁtpvw "8hristian doc-
trine;"® "Christian doctrine is the absolute truth;" “Christian doctrine
is also the snzrafted word." (ope cit. 288). But he has to go on, this
AJYQS is clearly not tho mere texture of the languuée in which the
faith is faught. It is nof the bare thought of the boeliever moulded into
conformaity with the idsus sugzested by the languuzs. It is the very sub-

stance and core of the doctrine; i% is he la whom the doetringe centros;
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it is the Person of J'esus Qririst himsel:f: csceseessescscecell D.Ot Ste

Janes here.in fundaental agrecment not merely with St. Paul, but with
Ste JODN? coesoeecessscce Ste Jamesﬁkmoctrine of the ingrafted Uord is -
a compendium of the first, third and sixth chapters of St. John's Gosgpel
" essecsssesccace™ (ODe clte 289) R. L. Ottley, while he denied that the
Iozos-term is hara used in a parsonél sense had to admit that it 1mpli§s
that the messaze of God o man is embodied in the life and~work_of the

Incarnate; Christ is himself a word from God". ("The Incarnation™ p. 20)

It would geen fair to wonder with what meaning a mem is using words when
he says in the same sentenceﬁ; héyoﬁ in this text has not, indeed a
personal sense" and that "Christ is himself a word from God." Nor does

his next statement  make this any cleerer; "the word of God is iﬁ him,

as a creativé and oporative powrer.” The only exnlanation seens to be a
détermination to maintain the uniqus use of the Logos term in the Johannine
writings.

Incidentally, it is in this Hpistle that we have a glimpse at the
influences at work in the devolopments of the Lozos-torm in the vocabulary
of the worshippinz Christian commuaities. For Hort is almost certainly '
right in taking 118 as a reference to the creation of nan, though it is
difficuit to see how he egquals the Logos of truth and the Creatb&h resolve
t0 create. It is much more likely that James is viewing God's croeative
work in the perspective of its regoneration throush the operation of
Christ Jesus; that is, sseing the creature as the "new creature”. It

would be in such teaching that the concepts of the 01ld Testament would



bo able to talke their part in the devologmont mnd oxpression of the
Christien doctrine of Christ es the ILogos of God.
Toed in 3° Iogos (& NAY‘-{) ¢loarly denotos "spaschfae

In the First Epistle of Pofer, wo nofo this vesseza:- J
22 etvas els Oedv. Tas Juxas vpdy ﬁngérgﬁ[OON {ovra, vmd 4
122— 82 év i Umakoj s dAnfelas els ikadediav dvumikpiroy aph B¢ Oe Exhe-
23 ék xapdias d\Afhovs dyamijoare éxrevis, dvayeyewwmpé- Gvres oikoBopeiobe s
vou olk éx omopas ¢laprijs dAAG dpldprou, Bk Aéyou Y dvevéyxay mvev-

24 ZONTOC B€0T Kal méNONTOC:  didre @t 'Ingot Xpraroi-
maca cApZ &s YOpToC, . . 6
xal Tr&ca AdZa adris (e EnBoc yxdproy: €KTON AKPO[wWNI-
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moféuevor odv wacav kakiav kai wdvra 8éhov kai "vwé- BOC TTPOCKOMMA- 8
) , .
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3abrd adfnbire els cwrnplav,| el érefcacOe STi xpHCTOC |
. Tord of God, living cad wbiding for over, is the Author of the souls new
birth; end Christ Jesus our Lord doos not only bring us this Logos £rom
heavon; he is this Lozos" (ope cite Dp. 200-399) It will be noticed. that
- wittingly or unwlttinzly - Tdddon gicdo-trunized once of tho aiffiqul’aiea .-
of vhis Dessuze by rendering the Greoi: porticiplaes. (55\/695 ma/t{dtzvro;_) by .'
Enslish participlos, thus avoidinz the uso of relative Oronouns, @ad, in
eonsaquencs, the neald of cttachinz thu: to ei*t‘aar.lé‘oo wBEOY o« Toidk easlgned
Sa?’vmr toé&cﬁ » VUt moat comentaiors hard tazen tho othor vieve Fdr |
our own dlscussion, 1t.‘ma’cj'es no materi.cﬂ. diffarence vhich is abcapﬁéd.
Tao only 9oint is thob cléa.:cly the abtughing of tho purticiplet Uyﬁs wil}
.bc'{;o hoighten itslsigﬁificaacs and %o underline its posaiblevafi'ini"b'ies
w7ith vorae 4 of the Johénninp 2rologue. |
But weight mlst bo given to the possibility thut;\o’yos of veras 23 j,sﬁ

N

4 ' .
(S.’\],a 5 eodyyeAsUevor 26b, hick, in viow of its aPfimitiocs vith Matthew 2495
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most likely connoues thoe zposgijolic pressntation of the teaching of
Jogus of Nazarath. If, of course, the participies belong toA°x&&t

is unlikely that hoyos 6 T3 @"f\“)w are to be identified.

K?inoe these notes were preparad Daun Selwyn's cqmmentany on
the First Zpistle of Peter has come $o hand. Vegyintéresting, thers-
fore, is this remark on the Passags which we have been considering:
s have not yet reached the explicit idemtification of the Tord (of
God) with Chris: which we find in Reve 19ecsc...sseand in the Prologue
to the Fourth Gospelesseess but Now testament thouzht is already on
the way there." (p. 151) Dr. Selwyn also says that this is why Peter
prefers?\%\vs t”éé‘:(fd, although(sﬂﬁa g is in his quotation from Isajuhs
(pe 152)1
ﬂ This seems a good opportunity to summnarize the use of@ﬂﬁﬁ in the

Mew Testament. It is used to render some of the sense of the Hebrew
l. a snoken word of @y kind, e.g. Mt. 1236 P'\’d lpro\/

2. anatter, e.g. Tk. 197 odik 860V$T"n6(-:l ﬂd{bol Tou Geou ‘ITV\V
Pt\r\k(nothln'v shall be too hard for God); Lk. 2157 ﬁn}u TouTo To YéyY VoS ; ;

S¢ 1in a sole:m senss, such 23 "$he word of God™ to a urophat, Ce.g. L. 32

-\(’CVC‘DO §V\}¢i 5'60\) QT“ \NUW\V

4e ©speclully of the Curistian veaching, G.z. Hob. 3. 8o T. sraitoge
Robinson in his commentury on the Epistle to the Iphesians (ppe 206-207);
he regards 1 Peter 125 as ean instunce of the fourth usage.ix

To verse S of Petoer 2 wa racds -

o‘ npoéko“r'rouo‘uv Ty Adyhs L6l BoDvTes €S d wad cTe-e—;,@,,\,

C(s 0 is generully ivokon o rufer to tue stwiblinze fThe firot nart of

the verse could iwewn, "They stumble, belnz discbediont 4c the Lozos." In
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view of 3l this is the more likoly sense of tho words than, "They stumblo

. at the Iogos™. L

31 roads, g \J/uxaw u;,u.w Ol.wt'wr Yyuvaikes v.'unorao'a'c'meva:':
Tais diots dvdpaow, va " el Twes ameebobow T Aoy did

. -rqs- ‘réov -yuvaumw avawpu¢qs dvev Aoyov kspSrqua'owm‘
2 émonTevoavres TV év Pifo apiy  avagTpodiy v,.u:ny

Tae quotation in 28 Zrom Isaieh 814 1s also used in tho Fpistlo of

Paul bo the Romana 933b, vhich ‘runs,

1803 fitmut, &v Zjdv  Msov MEosKR }lﬂdfas’ o m':rPo‘v 6l<uv{a/\ou .

[ty 6m chwy ¢nrod TR od NAmISXU v reTa| .
ras'bhe quotacion frou Isaiahngs ):!Snsa%d in the middle of a quo- _

tation fron Iaaiah 2818, In the Hebrev original the roforence 1s to

Yahweh, but t*w rcfaronoe in Psalm 11823 Lo "the gbone® rojected of the

bulldora had acquired a Messianic ram"eﬁne.‘ It ig, _also, quite poasible

that "the Stono" be;oemne aFessianic title in Jowzye “Satur&lly, other

pugsuges in which "’*he Stoné' wes Lnomioned mw’d ecguiro arxessiamc

roi‘orence. In the Firat Emstle of Peter, Iaaiah 814’ and 2816 are

b.quotod separatolj (28a and 25) und ard connoctod by tho. quotavion of

*arsalm 1183~ 27, It is *Jossibla the author- ‘of the First retrlme

Epistlo ’;xner tho Enis‘,le o the Rcmana, but iy 15 muob. mord l:!,;soly thqt

. _bo*uh *Jriter,a TOXD usinw a eoxmon Testlmny Eook. comais uiﬁ° Df quota"'ions

rrcm the 0lad ”eate:u ent, : md rlr*a"n u’) for uso J.n conﬁrovomy with 'bhe Jewa.
3oy taen, 'Lhe allusion to tboso rmo oT0 "seazxdallzod at \,ho Logom"

15 conjoimd vO ressiem.c quotations 1~som tho 0ld Toatwent dravn, accord-

inu »o mdem oninion, fmﬁ a Book of "-’oa"*ix;onio.; Gpwm up by Chriatiaas

ol) vﬁgﬁ'the lr%uon\. that Josuas of - Fazaroth is the p» omisod Hezglch 'of S

Tos sl jm?a;oe oftly Auw JJTCIBOWﬁS"ixad tho meaning ofcfnéiﬁoud!v a3 A:yf}y

1% whiloobw lﬂY o 3 “m,tnout taa.Lln_g“ (mhau 13,*\:7“9110?1{, ez;amplo“hnd
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may ovon conptitue a vit of play upon words.

]

* Tne uae’ of r\é’g_o_r- in 520 g 45 o dencte "rasson'br Faccount
18 clagsiocale. . | | |

Before going roxward %o .éxémihe the .E'p;s‘.tl_e to »the. Hebrews, there are
: E'everal ﬁoﬁﬂ;é v}orth-mentionihgén‘ anch'-of these id worth’y of 'f'ui"'ther -aisé |
cussions but ‘the present 1nvestigat£on Is not the plaoe, end briet ref~
.erenoe must puffice. o ' a '

i)r, Inge was typmaj. ot the times when hé pald in his Bemp'bdn leoturea
'(1,899), "'I'he Epiatle o the Hebraws cannot be the work of Stg Paul"
("Ghrtatian Mys{:io:tsm. Do 72.) We can aceept Grigen'a ot’t quoted remark
f.hat "God alone know& who wrate the Epia‘ble. But, making all aupwanceg,
,hn& wmbhoﬁt guggemng a J?au.une author&hip; the tendenoy of reoenﬁ years
haa been ﬁo adm:lt that the :ﬂ.gure of the Apaatle .'mrks somswhere in the
' 'baokground experience of the Aucto:: ad Hepraeba» ‘I'he Ep:ﬁstle atands soma-
| -where between the Apostle Panl ana the I‘ourth EVBngelist, (See aeminaon,
'"Naw 'I!estament Doetr;ne of Chrtat." p. 1’76) . N

. ‘I‘here ax!e oertain ﬂimilar.tties of 1daas and expreasians in the Epistle

| .-:‘ho ﬁhe Hebrewa and Worke of Philo, suoh as the equatmn of the Iogoa wi.th
B ;Melchizedek and the high-prlaat. Buﬁ thoae can besb be explained aa a.
bomwing by both rz*om cu,rmnt Babbino-\ exésesia Of the QI.d Tesﬁanent, |
and by puppoaing that both Wére ,inﬂuenced by Alaxandrine b’ewish thought.
_ ' Lasﬁlm lt can be aocepted that ﬁhe .Tew;j.ah msdom literatu:e and
%Wﬁ plewed their part in tha deVelopmant of tha meas of" the Auctor

‘ ,;ad' Hebraeom
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Two most importent pesssges in the Epistle to the Hebrews ere 42 and 412
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12 Guas \ Zc.w -yup o Royos‘ 106 Oeod «ai evepch xat

'ro,uw-rcpog vmép macav paxatpav Bw’rop.ov kat  Suxvor-
pevos dype p.epm'yov Yuxiis kai mlcup.aros, app.mv Te kai
pvekay, kai xprrucos euﬁup.mrswv Kkat suuouou xapﬁms‘_\_

'I'h'e‘English Revised VBI?SIO'H of 42 follows the bulk of the MSS )and
reriders the verse; "The word of hearing did not profit fhem; beceause they
were not united by faith with them tha{-, heard. u(éox«'c-aePM}M:/“OS )

The R. V. margin follows the reading of&, the OldLatin and Peghitﬁa
vergions, given gbove. But in apite of the weight_of EES evidénée,'the
sénée is mgfe consistent if'thé readingamweﬂepafﬁéa: be ietained;.other~
wige Celeb and Joshua are "those Who heerd", in dlsegreement with 316,
rwhére1ﬁ49f&5 is unqualifieds Narborough, in the Ularerndon Bible,
brings -out ’thema_énip,g.'with;- "The word of hea:;ing d1d not benefit, not
having been mixed with feith in then’; th_ét heard i." #This is reminiscent
Af thé.teachihg of the parable of the Sower, insisting qn,fhg two fectors,
phé sped end the grognd (tpe reoipient). Thus, while the sense of "the
Iogos of hearing” ﬁﬁst be fi:ﬁd by 1fs-preéent context, allowance mﬁst‘be
_ made for a ehange of emphasia or modification of meaning in view of posaible
aasociationa such as with the. parable of the Sower.

Even to resd some of the standard commentetors on 413,15 to realize
'the confusion of thought sbout the Logos of God in the Tew Testament.
Poeke (Gentury Bible) eaid,,"Thia word is not the Son, the personal Logoe
of the Prologue to the Gogpel of John; for this would have no relevance

in this context." Narborough (Clarendon Bible) writes that we haye "A
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peraonification of the Woxd of Gods" Mograth {1404C.) nobes that »“:iiaere
the writer pﬂetidélly berso@ifiég:the‘reveianidn-éf.éoa for a'QOeﬁxs...
The reveiAtiOn, hoWevér, 1evb:oader then Seﬁigtﬁraa it iﬁpiﬁdés the
. revela$xon of Godts purpose in Iegusv" "Ebr aOme reason. not readily
appanent. Hoffatt withdraws himself. end is conxen$.$o aay,"ﬂera it
demtes the Christien Gospel. Ls e Jacks 1s right; "men. ere slow
to realize the resnlta of bheir own thinkingc o o . ;
' muigan and Ioultdn here speak of ™the eomewhat exténded use of (\ey
of v, a1t is retreshing to turn to Westeott. who seld thet the -
fiva epithets move "sbep by step from tha$ ‘which is most general t0 _ | ;
that whioh is most peraona&" 1p¢ 101) . Bub "by tha Wbrﬂ of God wo
mnst unaarstand the word: whieh he apéaka th:ough hig measengers O
1mm9diately in the heart of each man‘" This daes, at eny rate, 111,
ustrate the proximity of: thought between tha Johannina-Prologue and
the Epistie to the.ﬁebrawa. whioh ahoﬂld laaﬂ us to suspect‘namethins
. in common 1n the use of tenms. And Wbstcoet haﬂ to aﬂmit that "the
Daﬁmage shcws how namral:w the tranamion \vas made ‘from the reve:!.ation
or God’ to\him whn waa at once tha Ravaiation and Heyealer.n '
The.pasaage in "berewa" naa commonly understood by paariatio
writera to refer to the personal I.ogogo (See .Bright's edits.on ot
A‘bhanasills contra A:aum 11 §~§ sa. 225 pp. 105, 148.) How nem-y
the paasage ralla 1nto the 1ine of the. davelcpment of thought abaut the nogcs :

ean be seen by a glance at the Bevisers' oritical apparabus. ﬁaemplstnty

11 18 &lso truc Jhet Origen rcoarded Jeeus Ghrlcot as con-

1 . ~ 1 ) D
pletely ® idonvigicd wivh the word." { cp. Ko.Hes HTIrachan, e

gqistoric Jesus in the Nev Yestament,' pe. 117)




Peuke wiun wide of the mark, them, in judging the personal Logos
irreoeﬂant to the context, and in decluring thet its inuppropristenoss
is tc he seen in the suhatitution of ternse

The effinitics of the puss. ‘e with Widdom 1815ff ure nunifest, and
it is guite possible thut throurh such puss. es the writer of the Johsnnine
Prolo:.e stood in contact with thu Jewish ilsdom Iiteratures Fut, curiously
enouzh, while the ispiatle to the Hebrews has some passaoges in which Christ
might have been presonted s the Visdom of God, the term "iisdom™ 1s
missing in tho Epistle.

In view of all thaet hes Just beecn said, 1t is not ezay to uccept

the ‘evisers' rendormg of the following verse? N T
nd\/rd f( \‘UPV‘ h(VI T T F’X')I\IG‘}* évd 7"IS o¢&/A/-‘t°'$ UUrOUl!T(\US QV’)/”VQ AOYDC

"All things are nuaked amnd l:id open “efore the eyes of him with whom
we have to do." Litersl:y, this should run, "towurds whom there is for
us the logos«" But, the trenslators have rcndered the pussize very freely,
o Aoyos

emd have understood to meen the Mutter” or "the subject”s Porhups

0 M’]“ is used in the clessicacl sense of "the scoounit," (Zsglung, Rechmumg,
vide Theole Worthe Zs Ve Te Pe 73) The use of KTI,O‘LS awrlioer, sug‘“e-sts
thises Peorhaps 1t is sufficient to ronder the phruse :s "to whomx wo huve
to give our acsounte™ This use of )\L';YOS is ulso mcie in 1317,

In 8l &PK"\ © r\oyog tre brought together,
&S o/cPQV‘(_‘(S oV ™ ufst To KXo o Aoyov.
"Vherefore let us leava the Lozos of the .RXH OF Christ." But thore can

|
te no doudt thut NC YOS here demotes "the to-ic,” or ":he subject,” of

Christ's - RXi.



s
"2'2'5‘- 80 \k'éxwv 7""“)95‘-““5 "-“9)03" memia "'ﬁhe" J;aié';‘i AMyos heving been .
prefm-ed to o val.ws eg mamtamgng the amphaaia upon the div:tne hw\l'w
: Bu‘b in. 157 the 1‘:0808 of GQ& oarri.ea st:lll the simple meaning of. the '
fgpgatpuc massage. In v:tew of 1ts afﬁnity with the literary devige notws o
f hoyac ("there 18 much- o aaynzm:m '\;\w oa\m;os fn 511 18 dést rogarded
'. &8 "the themeo ;n 1333 we meet 'che phrase "the ngoa of Ekhortationa"
. ﬂhere the ume is compereble wiﬁh th-at in__Acts 37_@15..and the forge 1s |
lpé’ce‘nﬁiy"“éhe méséégefdf the Epwiatle’." Iﬁ ':Ié3:!:bh'e'ragos' 18 e 'tei:;b"
| or the ecﬁual words of the oracla, n&nely Pyalm ;B.O" and the emphedis
ia’ on@pr(u}uw!& while fa 1319 the term denotea "matﬁer. 4n this instancey
' é,nother commandment. | '

Flnally We 100k &t 51 yihaxros, ' o3 ‘Grepeds Tpods- ¥ mas ydp o peréywy i3

-ya)\axrns' a-rrupos 7\oyou Bmawuuw’s‘, vimeos 'yap sa'-rw\

‘ Westcbtt noted thaﬁ the absenoe af the article is aignifioanﬁ, |
_alvhough hia augseation 13 nct very helprul. "Qhat the main ooneept:lon ,
li.ea 1n the oharaotér and not in the conrete realizacbion of the nword®.
The con;unet&on orMos éﬂmqmdvmprpbably aﬁnnbtes en. eith:lcal oategory,

| 'and ﬁhe phraae maybe rendened ﬂrigntjudgemant“ Oi‘ "diacrmnation.

‘
e
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In the brief compass of the Fastoral Epistlos we find
not cnly an interesting range of uses of the Logos-term,
but elso a number of instances in whlch there has becn the

Nidest dlvergence of opirion &s to interpretatlon.
L Dir. 44-5

- . - o o
s &)\riﬁeuw. ore Tav xﬂ'op.a feot kaldy, kai ovdév dmo-
s BAgrov  perd euxnpw"rms' AapBavipevoy, ayidlerac yap |
6 ata )\oyou Geov i«u cureu&ws Tabra vrorifé-

By using the definite article in transleting Bi4 )K',"w
@Egb it'ié pcscible that the English Versions convey.. a
biesscd notion of the force of the expression. |

Ldgos'could refer to some‘dominical ordinance, cither
preserved in the writtern Gospels (e.g. Merk 7), or circu- ’
lated in an oral traditicn (cp. Titus 115 and Romans 1414'20)
But Zrchbishop Bernard (ir : the Cambridge Greek Testament)
0;ined that a Logos of God would connote an Old Testamént
seying embodied in a "grece before meat", perhéps a verse
fror a psalm. To illustrate further the division of
opinion, however, we may note that the late Dr. "J. Locke
(L. C. C.) compared the use here with that in Justin Mertyr's
\poloey (1.66), S1d Adyos 8650 Geproforn Beis Ims03s
X@SGK and agreed that the phrase may be used in the Joh-
annire sense. But since he also held the view that the
Johernine technical usage is "foreign to our writer", he'
was not prepared to press this point. Moffatt rendered

the clause, "it 1s consecrated by the prayer said over it".
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- The phrase;gv K&Yﬁfis also found in fhe‘Pastoral Epistles
but ,in conjﬁnction Withéungq . In 1l Tim. 412‘the force
has to be decided by feference to thé use éf the phrase in
Sl where it is accompanied bywl &Seb‘xu)\mﬁ Thus the
;hrase refers hot to mere speaking, but to talk concerred with
the presentatlon of teachlng. In_Tltus 28 we have a
reference to?\S\os Gx\ﬁs 'but, in view of the use of.G\v{S
in 1 6° and 11 113, we-hhould probably understand here a
reference to some knowg}»\(§\ éf Christ's sayings. In
11 £° we learn that "the Logos of God’ in not bound. "
This may be an allusion to the freedaﬁ“ééfered in the Cospel
foreibly undeflined by the physdcal captivity of the wriﬁer.
Ii is, however,.possible that the Logos of God is used with
reference to the written message of the prisoner, the free-
dom c¢f which is compared with the writer's captivity.

11 215
' isTov. omovdicoy ceardy Sbupor mapaorigas TG Oed,

épyarny ave-n'ma-xuvrov, dpdoropoivra TOV )\oyov ris dAn-
"6 Oeias.  Tas 8¢ Befilous kevovias meptioraco énl

_ (;FOOT(?/-A&’VTO‘ is best rendered
ES "giving right'direction to the Logos of truth", In
view of Col. 1° gna Ephesians 113, there can be little
doubt that the Logos of truth is the Gospel, and the wrole
phraée means "applying the Gospel boldly to situations.”
The verb%p@oavuﬁu 'is found in the LXX of Froverbs 35,

whereé@@O(O)U\ renders X _"_" ’1‘0’ means, "to make smooth



by clearing away obstacles", The-ﬁse of Loéos here end
" in 29 fiabs the meaning: of the absolute use of it in the
irjunction (43)Kq€0€m/ Tov &AIOV (ep. 1 Thes. 16, Gel.
6% ena Co1l. 4%)

" In Titus 25 allusion is made to the defence of "the
Logos of God" from blasrhemy. " This can scaréeiy:be the
‘injunctions regarding womaniy behaviour. It is at least
the Gqspel which is in denger of béing blasphenmed. Ter-
here the phrase ans"fa'x's to that of 1 Tim 63 )\Q’Bm , o’\'.»‘ﬁ;:;
\<og'oo ’ULC?\/ Xpistow | (ep. 11 115.)

In 11 Tlm. 217 mention is made of the Logos of "Iro-_

fene babblinms™, that is the talk® disseminated by. the

li?e of Hymenaeus ani Fhilatuns.

TAYAOZ 8oihos fead, amdorolos 8¢ "Inaod XpioToi' «

Titus 1-3 kardé mioTw éxhextaov Beol kai émiyvogww dAnbelas Tis
- xar edoéBaav ér’ Amidi (wis alwwviov, v émnyyeilaroa

¢ &\[/cvb‘v‘;c feds mpd xpévaw alwvivy (’¢auépwtrev 8¢ xar-3

pou‘ s&ots, oV Royou avtob v m;pu-ypan o smo'rsu&qv
eym xar’ em‘ruyr;v Tob cwripos fudy feod, rrcp ymaio 4

Bernard Dé1irevel tPStQVK“Qégyﬂﬁ\ is’ deflnltive, and
es such, rules out the ;ossibllty that the Logos here
‘rentioned in the Incarnete Logos. But at least one
Conmentatoir has noted that "here the wriﬁer trembles cn
the verge of the Logos doctriﬁe of John", and that "it
would not be inagpropriate to trenslate it "the 1noarrete
Logos'", >(Horton) Of course, what really matters is, as
o kave pointed out-before, ngt so much what the writers
'0f the New Testament actually meant by theirwords, but

ratler the sense in which those words would come to be
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understood aé.useé,in the worship of the Church. The
Logos is, 61éarly, the sub ject ofK*puYfﬁ; and it is

taat which would govern the sense in wﬁich the term would
be understood. If the case could be proved that the
Logos,of fhe "Paithful Sayings" is pérsonal, then the
argument that the Logos of Titus 1% refers to the Incarrate
Lcgos is very strong. | |

In this connection it is worth nbting that £ Valder
in his article in tneiﬁurnau.of Theological Studics on
"The Logos of the Pastorel Lpistles", (Vol. XX1V, No. €5),
refers to Titus 12'3,‘897’\‘9“‘1‘9»‘”’@0""'T‘;" hoyov U&rof,‘:") év Kf']'@ufw‘ﬁ”
odé'f\ﬁé:()%v C“,Iy‘s , which he rendered "BEternal Life.........
3ven his Logos, by the pfoclamation with which I was
. entrusted." He claimed thét here Logos "seems to require
a pertonal seﬁse.....{...It is.parallei-to 'eternal life,’
just as'the Logos of the Cospel corr53ponds to the sterral
Life of the Epistle of. St. John". (p. 311)

Valder's argument beglns w1th en attempt to show that
taere ere strong, traces of Johannine 1ideas in these Pastoral
3Jpistles. He notes the use oanrYWNu§€K(tv ("to know
the truth"), and that the secuence@aveedw .. ~ETIglVE(d. . cpca;’ \CF
age¢ with reference‘to the Incarnation "have a most marled
Jéhannine colouriﬁg." " (p. 310) He notes that'é&uyyeAfév
(11. Tim 19-10), while a perfectly good Fauline word,

cerries with it in the Yastoral Epistles a Johannine
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connotation.

~ S \ 7 / ) / ? .
8 | yVP Tov enigxoTov avey kAN Tov, Givel, ... ..,

T pevov WO Ta TV 5186k (71t 17-9)

mMétos Myou. : .
In. connectlon with tris passage we have to be prepered

torreckon with obscurity resulting from subsequent ecclesi-
asticaijéontrovgrsy. ~ Those who, like Archbishop Bernard,
Aistinguish between the force ofﬂqugéfq?OG and éﬁIEKCﬂT@f
‘point to this passage as enunciating the episcopal duby of
g}arding the deposit of Faith. On the other hand, thosé
wno like Horton, conybeare and Howsoh, identify these two,
" woulé say that the ;ogos here is the "proclametion of the
truth which Paul had taught". Vlalter Lock (1.C.C.) thought
that "the phrase sugrests a stereotyped outllne of doctrine
elthegI%& written, such as is quoted in 1 Cor. 159ffn,
Moffatt proposed the radical solution of regarding verses
7-9 es . a gloss "a¢ded, rather awkwardly, to the original
text". Interesting, then, are Waelder's comments -on the
pe ssage. |
Where&VTéXQﬂUl occurs elseghere in the New Testament,
it is used with a personel object (Matt. 624, Lk. 1613 1
Thess;‘514)ﬁ Tﬁerefore he proposes to regard the Ldgqs
~of the present passage as personal and to render thus:-
"cieaming to the Logos who is faithful according to the
téaching, in order that he may be empowefed both to exhcrt

in doctrine which is soun#, and to convict gainsayers",
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The passage thus appears parallel to ‘11 Tim. 417:

17 "éykaréheimov™ — piy adrois Aoyiaflein'—\ 6 8¢ xipids por
mapéaTy kai éveBuvdpwoédy pe, a 8 éduod 4 xipuypa
mAnpopopnbfj kai drolowow mdvra T4 vy, Kal épvabpy

18 €k cTOMATOC AéONTOC.) pooeral pe o wipios dmd mavros

"Eut the Lord stood by me and empowered ﬁe in order thet
the GOSpel published through me might be full& believeﬁ,".
Walder also believed that his case would be strenth-
3ned by attaching a personal significance to the "catch
phrese" of the Pastoral Epistles MéTos & Ké%os . Wiﬁh
_this he comparedfsTos d Deds ( 1 Cor. 19, 103 11 cor.
lla)ﬂﬂﬁﬂk G KAy 5}63 (1 Thess. 524); anﬂ.1N6T3€ 8&
é’g»n\) § l<d@ljos (11 Thess. 33), where the use is ‘clearly

personal. In 1 Tim. 119 we read

" 0o S A -, - .

is moTds ¢ ANoyos kai mwdams dmodoxijs dbios, O1c Xpm'ﬂ:r
. N -~ .

Ingobs AAfev els Tov KdopOv dpaprodovs cdoar \wv

AR ARG ST NN I 5

Horton, while noting that‘the expression "Jesus ceme
into the world" is Johannine, thought that the Logos referé
Yo fh;ngs commonly said emong Christians. Turnér regérdedw
‘it s a marginal noté by & later copyist. Buﬁ mosﬁ con-
mentetors foilow Bernard and H. B. Sweto (3. T. 8. XV111.

-~ 6e) in regarding the phrese as. a preambie to a subsequent
saying, possibly from a collection of Testimonia, the link
beirng supplied bygﬂ . But Walder points out that to give
an imrpersonal sense to the Logoé entails a break in the
line of argument; whereas this ls avoided if the Logos is

personal "...........falth and love whith is in Christ
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Jesus. Faithful is the‘Logos and worthy of a;l-acceptétion-
‘bedause Christ Jesus came into the world to save sinners",
"The only impersonal interpretation of1n6ﬁ% é‘ké\ef the£ has
evér'been advanced is thet it introduces a liturgical refrain.
That'it plainly does not do in all the passages. Sufely1uat§§
o &éxos is itself the refrain, parallel to the pre- |
cisely similar J’§t6§ e e{’pv{ov (tpoc. 512), for ‘& ofbw/ov'
of the Apocalypse is the equivalent of¢o hérOS’.in the-Goépel"
(ps L13). ‘He also appeels to the use of the expressién
ceme into the world" 'in the Johannine Gospel, where it
"is used exclusively by John of the Logos. (Jn. 19, l"‘]’6
1628, 1837 )n |

He considers,next 3l

‘llsv\ crroaqaefm 8¢ Bua Tijs 'rsxuoyow.as‘, éav pelvoaw évis

mioTes kal dyamp xai aylaa'pm pera aw¢powmc moTos e
6 Adyos. Ei nis ema'xom); opéyerat, xakov ép- N
you émbupei. V8ei odv Tov émiokomov dvemidpumrov ewau,

Fe accepts the readingfieidg as agalnst s(v&(;w HWo.s

\\

in the Bezan MS, the 01d Latin, Ambrosiaster and the/%estern
co¢ices known to Jerome. He also accepts Ch:ysostom's-'
purctuation, by whichmgtos ¢ Aéygg is attached to the
rrevious verse. Ilo renders the passage thus:- "She stall
be scved through child tearing, if they abide in faith and
love and sanctificati$n with sobriety, for''the Logos is-
faithful' end wiil revard the faith and love which is in
Christ Jesus". He notes that}tévcxlv‘ & is "distinctly
Johannine",

¢ /
In 1 Tim. 49 we moet againﬁ“ﬁﬁ&k 0 Aﬂyﬁf ‘in company



withwa! rra’ms Jﬂo&o){ﬂ ;9105, and Walder interprets the "pasé- |
se¢ 26 by éaying that the é}\d\\ek(ﬁ Xwﬁqg _is assured because-
the Logoé is faithful. He has already noted (p.:312) that
outside the New Téstameht"ﬁo{sﬂs’ dhoSél\qg ~°?’§b°5° carries a
perscnél significance.  Thus, Fhilo ("fraem. et Poém;'ll
140, 2), "All things are open to accusation'(éﬂd(ﬁOc ); he .
1lone is worthy of acceptation (Jﬂogoﬂﬁg<¥§of )". Bernard
("Pestoral Epistles", p. 32) notes that an.inscription was
founc et Ephesus, "Titus Aelius Friscus.........ﬂ&gns ’ﬁkﬁ}
Rl u’ﬁssoxqs J§1/OO L R

There are two points to;be noted in connection with the
exyression Mistdy 6 kéxwy’ as it occurs in 11 Tim. 2573,
First thaté%l is missing; and, secondly, that it is followed
by& w}é" veee....Swete (J. T. S. XV1ll, 69) maintained that
the Losos is a saying irtroduced by thié:-phrase in spite
of the omission of 61t , end he accounted for the\%&grby
attributing it the original source of the cuotation. Valder
estaﬁlishes the personal nature of the Logos by pointirg out
that the rhrase "he abides faithful (8H&}os rﬂfﬂﬁ‘yfbét )
for he éannot deny himsélf" (verse 10), harks back to "faith-
ful is the Logos™.

In Titﬁs 34'8, the phrase once more occurs, and Valder

says, "Not only does-the context require the personal logos

who is faithful and will not belie the hope of thoge_wbo

have put their faith in God; but the Laver of regeneration



-

(AQQTQ53 ﬂahvkevesﬂxf ) and the renewing of the Holy Ghost
(°/1V0‘ KotV €Géws -Hvecfwm rﬁyllov ) are obviously the writer's
interyretation of John's 'born of water and of the Spirit'n,

fuch, in outline, is Walder's interesting a_ prouach to
the "feithful sayings". Lock, in his volume of the Inter-
nationel Critical Commentary, notes the article in question,
but dismisses its f;ndings airily. But the weakness of his
criticism appears to be that he did not seriously considér
Walder's idea that1n6139‘£ hgye; is itself a "liturgical
rofrein®. To this there will follow two corollariss;
firstly, that in the repeated introduction of a catch .
parace the.appositeness must sometimes be somewhat straired
ind the phrase itself appear e little awkward; secondly,
thet we must not forget whet is meant by a_"liturgical}
phrese", It means that the phrase was being used in a
liturgical setting, in vhich it would acquire deeper and newer
shedes of meaning. .

The}5§0l of 1 49 probably refers to doctrinal state-
ments which Timothy had been authorized to make, and in 11
415 mey denete the apostolic greeehing, or, conceivably, it

mizht ellude to the arguments put forward in the trial at home.
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In the second Epistle of Peter the pluralkéﬁ@l is used of

/
"talk" (2 ) and the Logos is used with the adjectivenfa@qﬁKog

of the 0ld Testament (119).
' The following passage is, however, full of interest:-

%0s «rigews) Aavbaver yiap avrods toiTo Gélovras Omis
] 0 b4 » v ~ 3 o \ LI 4
ovpavot foav &kmakar kai yij € Udaros xai 8¢ Udaros
: - PO P +

“ovvegrdoa’ T¢ Tov feol Noyw, &' Sv 6 Tére KéopOs 6
o N AT
vdart karax\vofbeis damwdetor ol 8 viv ovpavoi kai 17
- -~ 3 -~ ’ ’ RN N ’
¥i T avrg Aoye Tebpoavpiopevor elgiv mwupl THpov-

pevos els fpépay kpicews kai dmwhelas Tav doePBdv dv-

Opdmaov. | ‘Ev 8¢ rovro uy Aavfavéro vpas, s

. ' ~ . . . 0 ' . . - .- .
5=7

(3 )

Hére we have a ieliberatg effort to connect the con-
cept of creation by the Logos of God with the early verses
bf Genesis. In the Epistle we have allusions to specific
acts of creation, and a statement that these were done b&'
the Logos of God. ' But in Genesis we have only the mention
of these specific acts, with no mention of the Logos; " where-
as in the 3ohannine Prologue there is no réference‘to the
seﬁeral creative apts, but only to the Logos who made all
 thirgs. |

| This consideration should be given attention, since
it sﬁggests the possibility that this Epistlelis later than
the Fourth Gospel. Bﬁt, even if this thought is not to
be entertained, the passage does show that theré was an
attempt on the part of some early Christian thinkers to
bring into the ambit of thelr speculation the relation be-

tween creation and the work of the Logos, a thought wlich,
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as we learn in verse seven,'was puréued to. the extent of
identifying the work of creation and dg¢ struction with the
Logos. |
We pass on now to review the use of the Logos-term
in the Fomrth Gospel ltself. The varying useges can be
grouped under several categories. _
1. There is, first, the normal use of the term to denote -
a. a quotation from the,oid Testament, 1238 (Isaiah 531’2);
1525 (Psalmr 35 or 6a) |
b. a provertﬁal saying 457.
Ce. a statemant by someone, 439 (by the woman of'Samaria);
d. the 01d Testament Scriptures, 538 (In view of the con-
text, there can be no doubt that Hoskyn$p was right in
seeing he;e a reference to the 0ld Testament.) |
The Plural is used of our Lord's statements (ﬁ#o, 10lg
1425) and of the statements of the Jews (191°)
198 (by the Jews); 2123 ("that disciple should rot die").

. 2 In two instances the term denotes the apostolic mes-
' o kéopov, it .TobTo puael Upls 6 kdopos. pvnpovevere Tob 2
sage ’T 15 )\é'yfw 017, e’zn‘) szzro,u ‘ij;:l: Ovk ?o-r‘tvh 805)\’09-;161'(@11, Tob
kuplov avrob: el épé édlofav, xal vpas Buifovow: el vov
Adyov pov éripyoav, xkai Tov Upérepov rnpioovaw. _(ﬂ)\t‘z 21

c. . .
20 20 dAnfeig} 0% mept tobrwv 8¢ épwrd pdvov,
T 17 dA\d kal wept THY moTevdrray But Tob Adyov adrdv els
» 2 ;@ , J \ , , 2
21 épé, va mavres &v dowy] kafds av, marip, év épol xdyo
y r - . - . - L - - - . —

"Sinde the words of Jesus and his sacrifice are of universal
validity through the preaching of the disciples, the Lord

| extends his prayer to embrace the whole body of the faith-

ful" (Hoskyh%s "The Fourth Gospel", p. 599).
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3. The term is often used to denote a spscific saying of
our Lord. 222 (the Lord's words in verse 19); 44ll(his mes-

50

sage to the Samsritans); 4 (the statement to the nobleman

that his son_shbuld live. Here sgain we meet the thought

already noted in connection with Synoptists, (cp. Lk. 71-10,

Mt. 8°°1%) of the giving and withholding of the Logos as
vital to recovery. One commentator gives the opinion that
here the Evangelist is exalting faith "fondge gur la parole
non sur des miracles"); 660 (the saying about the Bread of
Life); 7°% (defined in the second part of the verse); 1424
(where it may correépond to theké*o\ of verse 24a, or,

more likely to the voAsh of verse 21); 15°C (defined by the
second half of the ﬁerse. So Hoskyn's; but»Bernard (11

492) finds thé definition in 1316); 18°. (defined by the
second half of the verss.); 1832 (tle Lord's statement as

to the manner of his death, 1252’53)

In 176 & 14 tﬂk-kgyov Gov ) the Logos is the revel-
ation of the will of the Fathef given throigh his Son.
"Jesus himself speaks of the readers of a certain Psalm
as those to whor the ‘Jord of God came, and of his own
message (rataer then himself) as the word of the Father
which he had cormunicated to his disciples". (J.R. Harris,
Expositor ,8th series No. 68 p. 149) Rendel Harris inferred
from this that the Logos of the Féurth Gospel connotes no

more than the message of Christ. Commenting esgain on thé



My - ‘*i;yg'
passage, he finds the sense of(\cfx‘éf here fixed by (SVI\)«&’F&
of verse 8 (Article in Bulletin of John Rylamds library,
January 1922). But, surely, the remarkable thing is that
é&ﬁﬂﬁ- is abandoned in verse 14 in favour ofASyOF . So,
too, in his "Origins of the Prologug of the Fourth Gospel™"
- (p. 20) he appeals to the works of Justin MHartyr, claime ‘
ing that the word Logos is used '"not for Christ, but for
the scripture". - But the reading of Justin lartmr shows
that in many contexts he uses. frequently Logos to denote
the Pegson of Christ. For this is the Whole point of |
ﬂis celebrated.argument for "Christians before Christ".
He is the Logos of whom the entire human race partakes
(Apol. 1 46, 2); and it is because they have, although
reckonned atheimts, lived with the Logos sgif@ A5you )
that Socfatés;iHeraclitus, Abraham, Elijah, end the resé
are to.be cﬁlled Christians. He says specifically that
"Christ is the Incarnation of the Logos in #ts entirety"
The purpose of the prophecies of the scriptures is to -
prove that "Jesus is Christ, the 3on of God, his messenger
being from forteé ages, the Logos™. (Apol. 1, 63, 96)

» This pqint has been noted aﬁsome length, since, if
Harris's criticism 1is accépted, it will militate against
the claim that wiﬁhih the New Testament itself we have
to be prepared to find réflections of that process (and

progress) whereby the Christian worshippers roved from the

thought of the Logos as given by Christ to that of the
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Logos whq is Christ.

In 1248 we read that he who rejects Christ and his
6&}(1% "hath one that Judgefh him: the Logos" which
Christ Jesus spoke "shall judge him in fhe last day".
Again the Logos replacesé&hﬂfi » 'This is no place to try
to discuss.the sayings of Christ about his-judgment upon
men. It is sufficient to say that he recognized that
his presence involved judgment. Here he speaks of his
Logos as exercising that critical office upon ren.

In 155 the work of Christ in *cleansing«is attribu-
ted to the Lozos spoken by him, and his work of sanctif-
ication is said to be in the truth, which is declared to
be God's Logos (1'77') The disciples are clean i tov
AA\OV . Had the genitive been used, then the implication
would be that the Logos was the instrument of 6leanshﬁg.
The force of ths accusative 1s ‘to express the notion that
the Logos ablding in the disciples is the\reaéon for their
purity; this point is emphesised in the eéposition which
follows; Thué'we have an attribution to the Logos spoken
by Christ of‘thét cleansing function proper to himself;
-and expressed in the washing of the disciplesf feet;

 In the case of 1717 ;-6 kéwr Seos o/ Anbeix 6TV -

1942, where the word of God is

we have an echo of Psalm 1
his Torah. But in 117 we are told that the Tcreh was

given by Moses; but that "grace'and truth came by Jesus
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Christ". We shall have something.mére to say leter on
about the relatlonshlp which would develop in ‘the minds-
of his followers between Jesus Christ and the Law. For
the present we need only notice that the Fourth Evangelist
said that "truth came by.Jesus Christ", end thet he records
that the Lord Jesus declared that God's Logos "is truth",
and, of course, that he is himself "the ﬁruth". (146)

To keep Christ's or God's, Logos is'a characteristic
phrase of the Fourth Evangelist (851 52 55, 1425’24’1520,
etc.,) Vﬁﬂoxoqupeu/ is not the equivalent of "té keep
the commandments" of Christ; in 1 John 25-3 we‘héve, "Tn
this we know that Qe‘know him (Jesus Christ the righteouskﬁb
s S Cohds wiTEY ¥ PO pkv . e 5 av rq@q §WTOV
v kéYN/ , truly the love of God hath been made perfect in
him". (cp. also 1510 in the Gospel). It is vith this
in mind that we ndtéce the Lord's c}aim.that if "a man keep

R .
”2). _ Just

his Logos he shall never éee death" (851 cp. 8
exactly what he meant by Y“keeping his Logés" is not,eésy
to see; but it is not to be restricted to "keering his
commandments.” Nor is it épparent as to what hé meant
by saying phat he himself "keeps God's word" (verse 55)
But Jestcott 1is surely cloée to the ma;k when Le comments,
"The relation of the Son to the Father is attested by the

same actiwve devotion as the relation of the believer to

Christ". . ("The Gospel According to St. John.p. 139)
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In other words, this dual relationship of Christ to the
Father, and of the worldto Christ, finds expression in
terms of relationship %o God's Logos and Christ's Logos.
Bengel suggested "doctrina’” as a rendering ofAéY@r in
verses 51 and 52; but such a translation will not do in
55. e can, it seems, come no“pearer than rendering by
the loose ternm "revelation?, in the one case, known to
Christ in virtue of his relationship to the Godhead, and
made known, in the other insténce, to men in virtue of the
presence of Christ among them, and of the teaching which he
geve themn.
Thus we come veiy close to the Prologue, with its statement
that "the Logos was with God and was God", but that "he came
to his own and dewlt among us." |
We have already noted the presence in the Gospel of the idea
of Christ's Logos exercising the office of judge, and of Christ's
own recdgnition of his critical function (cp. 959).
e have just noticed the saying in which he declared thét
the man "shall not see-death" who keeps Christ's Logos. It
is interesting to ndtice that in 522 the Lord Jesus acknow-
ledges his own office of judging, and then goes on to co-
ordinate the avbidanée of both judgement and deaﬁh, ginoce both
are dependant upon "hearing his ngos, and -believing him that
sent him." .(524) The doéing of “this; moreover, is to

"have eternal life". The statement, moreover, follows
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closely upon & disconurse in whioh the Lord has been expoun- :
1ng the thnught of himself as the giver of life. And,"'“
once more, we ocome- within a stone s throw of the Proloﬂue

with. its. elaim that in the Logos was life._i
31t

In 8 vwe‘encounter a most interesting pessage.
Tov. 'E)\(-yev oty é ’chroﬁr 7rpbr ToUs memt- .311

“grevkéras avrg 'lovdaious ’Edv upets /.mw;rs v TG Ao~
e ¢ €pd, a)\ryﬂwr pabdnrai pov éore, - kai -yvmo'urﬂe 32
T dhijfetav, xai ] a)\qﬂsm s’)\suﬂepwa'u upar ' ‘aﬂ'ikpl. 33

 In the egriier part of this passage two points are
noteworthy: -
1. the'similarity'of the thought_of abiding in Christ's
‘ Légos,,anq of abiding in Christ himself (15lff the Vine
and the Branches disdourse, especially.verse 7 ¢§“b}Z€4V°
7 v ﬁ*p\ and ¢p. also 1 Johﬁ 28, in which the
thought 1s of the Logos of God abiding in men- and 214
speaking of the in-blding of that which has been heard
&“"'“PX%S and the consequent abiding & -ru?'c; u:: Kl ev

4

/
T@ rv“@f ) \
2. the phrase in ll John 29, whosoever goeth onward and w
abideth not in the teaching of Christ (k yd y&vuv EV Tq
&5¢Xn 109 Kemt°° ) hath not God". Here we should«a&t_
S _ !

expeot MYOS , but find, instead S8 . It is true that

1€,17

the word is also to be ‘found 1n the Gospel ( 7 .and

), but in riew of the verbu&v(tv , we should have
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expected BéYOS g to have been uéed in the Epistlé.. It is,
of course, possible to attach too.much impbrtance to this
use ofﬁlS*ffK'in one instence. But in view of the fact
that Archbishop Bernard drew attention to the similarity

of thought in g5l

of the Gospel and this verse of the'Epistle,
it is, perhaps, not out of place to notice the change of
terminology.

The use of the'Logos-term in versgﬁB? has an immed-
iate referende to the impabt of Jesus of Nazareth upon
contemporary Jéwry. But iﬁ'the eyes of tﬁe réaders of the
Gospel it would have;a consequent application to the impact
of Christ upon the world. In other words the term is
used in one of those contexts in thch it would become more
and more difficult to diétiﬁguish precisely between Christ
Jesus and his message or teaching;_ Thus Hoskyn‘s'comments
on the use of the term.avlittle latér (in 845), "The failure
of the Jews to perceive the meaning-qf Jesus'! spoken word
(SPELCH) can be explaiﬁed only by their inability to hear
the Word of God which is made manifest in the teaching (WORD)
of Jesus". .(p. 393) |

We noticed, above, Rendel Harris's reference to our
Lord's speaking of the readers of a certain Psalm as those
to whom the i,ogos og'sgame." (Psalm 826) Actually, it
is much more likely that our Lord's thought was rather

of the coming of the revelation of God's will through his



word granted to the great prophets of Israel. But it
is'aleo'quite-obvious‘that“the-LOrd Jesus meant to bring

info close relation the thought of the coming-of the'Logos_

‘ of God and his own belng "sanctified and sent 1nto the

"world“ (verse 56) With ‘such ideas stored up in his own

mind, it would be- strange if he d4id not draw upon them
in- writing his Prologue. Once more Hoskyn‘s is well
worth quotino. ' "The Evangelist has 80 phrased the
contrast that_the‘reeders'of the Gospel recognize the
distinction between "those onto whom thevwor&‘Of God

came" and the Son.of God sanctified and semt into the

-.world; a delicate reference to the Prologue". (p. 486)
 And Augustine himself maintained that a oontrast'is

eimplied between "those to whom the word of God is ad~

&ressed" (by whom he understands the oroPhets of old),
and the same word of God, Christ the Logos.'

{IThe present writer has a page from a note book in

“which, a good number of years ago, he wrote side by side

. e 18 ' 44-50

~John, 1 and 12 : and.commented on the similarity

of “arohiteoture"'-

A. the ¢h0ught of Light in relation to which men stand

'o};'B} the oonoept of the Logos among men.

o C. ‘tho mention of the Fatheriﬂ

e turn to the openlng words of the First ipistle of John:-
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, O HN AO' APXHS, § depcdaper, § éwpdkapey rois 1 |
opladpois fudv, & ebeacipefa kai al Xetoes nudy -
Aadnoav, mepi T0d Adyov ris {wis,—~ kai 1§ (o) épuve- 2
,3:.50:,, kal éwpdkapev kal paprupvipev kai amayyé\opey
vpiy v {wiv Tiv aldnor frs e mpds rov marépa kal
_fpavepaiby Ipiv,— ,.‘," éwpikaper xal denkaper dmay- 3

Liost édmhentators.are content to class the Logos
here and in Revelation 19, as personal; but by no means
all; and Tobac discussing the possibility of a distinction
‘between "La Vie, cest le Christ” and}la'Parole de la Vie".
(op. cit. p. 233) (A. E. Brooke (1.C.C.) thought that the
use was not personal, and "estcott, in trenslating the phrase
) kéyos o ?d{} as the "message or révelation_of life?
appears to be unwilling to allow that this is a personal use
of the term. But most commentators (e. g. Huther, lleiss,
etn.,)lregard the reference as being to the_Logos who 1is
Christe Law, in his exposition of the First Johannine Lpistle
("Tesfs of Life", pp. 44ff cp. p. 370), decided that the Logos
in l,i has the same meaning as in the Frologue to the Gospel.
éo, also Haupt; "It is certainly inadmisseble to trenslate
‘the words as ieaning the annunciation or message concerning
life; for St. John's aim is nét to speak ABOUT the preaching
of the Apostles, but to announce that preaching itself".
("The First Epistle of John" p. 3)

Looking at this oonflicf of opinion in review, the

case for the impersonal use in 11 depends on
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two main arguments' l) the use four times of the neuter
A&

© ; 11) the fact that the- term is not used absolutelyt _

But against these can be set the fact that all the verys
in the early verses of the Epistle suggest a reference o,
the historical life of Christ. -Attention, too, oanwbe
drawn to the fact that in the Reveiation (1913) the use
is not absoiute; Plummer's point is worth noting, that
‘ﬂ(P\ 1s normably used of testimony concerning a person :
.(Cambridge Greek Testament.) He also puts forward the
_idea that the genltlve'ﬂl f4fk is-desoriptive, and that
Aoyas and “q may be considered as beinz in apposition.
Since there is a good case for seeing in§UW\, as used |
in verse 2, a personal neme, we have, thus, ¢ strong
suggestion that the Logos 1s also such a personal neme.
But against ell this must be reckonned the fect that TrCP'
has the genitive and not the simple accusative,
Theffollowing seems to the present writer a fair
conclusion. | ,
A.  If we accept the usual position'thatthe Epistle
is "the eariiest oommentery" on the Fourth Gospel (W.M;,
Howerd "Chrlstianity According to, St. John" P. 20), then
it is natural to suppose that the Logos of the Epistle
is that of the Frologue of the Go.gpel, and personal.
B. If, on the other hand, we agree with J.N. Senders,
who, as we have already noted, claims that "the author

of the Gospel knew the_EpiStleS"..(OP- cit. p. 88) we



shall also agree with him in eaying that 1n the First

Epistle hhe Lob s "is only oh the way to personifioation"»

(ps 9), and’ thak“AoYﬂf would only be transleted 'Uord“
"(with the capital) by one who already held that the
Gosuel and Epistles were by the same author. E

We shodld thue, think of"the ﬁpoealypists""Logos

_ of God“ and the Epistle - writer's Logos of Life" as

v:the final steges in the development of tﬂe.New Testament

v concept of the Logos before im emerges in the Johannine
'Prologwe.u_ Nor,\sheuld “wete 8 oomment be forgotten"
"The relative use of the term would neturally precede .
‘the absolute®. (Revelation pi 252) ; R

: As used in 1 John 2 , the Logos may refer to some

“'-of Christ's teaching elready known ( old cemmandmenb")
»“,as distinct from that which is not known, and is shortly'

. 10 ”
‘to be divulged ("New commandmnnt) ~In l the reference‘

'_-isvmostlikely to Chriat's teaohing or even to- his teaeh-
;.eing ahout sin, while 518 it 15 olearly "word of mouth"
 v‘be1ng without the artlole and 1n company witr‘yAtoﬁsr\
'; contrast1ng withe€¥wfmﬁ dAQEG’“ L '




All that has been written 80 far on the subjeot of the
Logos in the New Testament has been.said with the full con—;
‘sciousness that it is not enough only to'examine the use of |
| thé;term. But‘it'is‘alsq apparent that certain limitg.have
to be sét to the present enquiry. During the'éoﬂéiderétiqn
‘of the Fauline Bpistles and the Acts of tﬁe A@Déties there
>iwas a strong temptation to examine 1ﬂ detail the relation-
~ship between Pauline an& Johannine th@tght..; Again, the
Epistle to. the Hebrews invites the reader to go muoh farther
and investigate the affinities of thought and expreSSmonn
with'the Johannine Prologue,rand the,implicationg of the
stressvin'both thét'Epistié and the Fourth Gbspei.uécn‘ﬁhe'
historical events of our - Lord's life._ T

| The present enquiry 1s oonducted with ‘the essumntion

' _.-that both in the Epistle to tha-Hebrews and in the Johannine

writings we have e gnnuine and natural develogment of the '
' Paul1ne_teaching$a- (For this afflnity struok Wernle, in
'therQBegiﬁhingslof ﬁhristianityﬂt 11 80 atrongly that he |
-Largued that John was a disciple of Paul who finally seeured .
. the aseendency of his master 8 teaching withing the Ghurch) A
| It is also apparent that, even if St. Paul does not use the
'Ttexm, all the elementt of a Logos—doctrine are ;resent in
.a chis Epistles ﬂN R. Inge, "Persohal Idealism and Mystioism"
:ip. 47), and that the Logos~0hristology looma larger for him |
fthan for ‘the Fourth Evangelist._ This is’ obvious even at a

’chrSer glance at the apostle 8" expositions of Gﬁﬁist's




three fold relationship 1) " to the Godhead, op. 11 Oor.

5
Gol llu, etc.,v, Liddon maintained that the term eu«av

4 45«

‘18 here ueed -as the equivalent ofl@@f -; {"our Lord's Div-
1nity“,‘p. 52@) _
- 2) to the world, cp.ﬂ(mrouor mm\e maceur  Sto

- 1 1
3.......'7'@0 ‘D‘Jvfuv duvc,d'tru%v -.  Col. ]_'11"3""‘f ‘1 Cor. 86,
© phid. 2° Eph 1%, 6o1. 32, eto, o |
3) %o the human soul, Gal. -_l 1 corﬁzla‘w, ete.
It will be noticed thet twioe in the abeve notes reference
'.ie mede to the great Chrletologieal paseage of the Lpistle
to the COloselans. 'No one can. go far in 2 study of the
'Johannine Prologue without eneountering references to
this passage.'. (e. "B U. Phythian-Adams" The Prologue‘
eof the Goepel seems to be a veritable echo of Golossians
_ llé-BO ,' o. Q. Review CCLXKVII D3 18) -.Jithout going
very fer 1nto the matter, B few words may be seid on thie
R topic.-' _ . . , o SR
John and Paul (thie without prejudlce to any queetien
-of authorehlp) had the eame problem. _ To the Gentile
) world in which the Ghristien Gespel wae having an ever-y
.widening dirfueion, tne title Ghrlst carried little 51g-"
'nificanee,:ana the expension of the Ghurch led to a dem-lv
iand that cabegeriee be eought tg;expreSS intelligibly te“’
‘the world the Churoh's convioéins about the Person of

...,r

;Jeeus of Nazareth.,f John chose Logos. aome have said
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_that he dia this becauge the term was . intelllglble to thosel
“whom he approaohed through its contacts with current theolu
ogical,. or philesophioal expression or through - its associ-
ations with Alexandrian end espeoially Philonio, religious
- writings. The idea which is being put forsard in the pres

“.sent discussion is, of oourse2 that John used’ the term

becauserit had become famili&r through the diffusion of the

" type of christian 11terature whieh hes survived in the New .
iTestamemt, and was already, through the use of such liter--

ature in Christian worehip, well on the way to- beceming a

'technical term in Christian circles. 'In St Peul's famous"

. Christologioal passage (115ff), although we can see “how
precisely st. Paul is in.accord with St. John" (Frost, com=
lmentary, p. 62), the Logos-term ls missing, andﬁuunv was,'
":for ‘this - occasion, St Eaul's choice. Burney hes effect- a
etively shown (J T S. XXVll p. 160ff} that in this passage
' we, are offered a normal piece of rabbinical exegesis on the
>', opening wora of Genesie.? In tﬁe passege, tooz Peul trans-"‘
':fers to Christ functions esoribed to Sophia in the Hebrew
.:Wisdom Literature. d The mystery has often been discuesed
“:as to why, where we shoul& expect to find 1t, P&ul eschews
: fthe use.. of the Logoe-term It has been suggested that he
!dia so because it was 11able to be misunderstood, ‘on aoeount
‘of 1ts use in ;nestic and kindred oircles.f ‘To the question

Why, then, does St John use the term? it hae been answered
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ﬁhat,pefhaps ho sensed no need for reserve in usiﬁg-it, éﬁd,
even thgt he chose it'dqlibefately so as to constitufe aﬁ act
.of éggregsioﬁragainst vhat he cdnside?ed'td be’ﬁhé erroneougg%f
the term. |
Canon Khox, however, finds the éxpianation'in "the gféduai

diffusion of language in the synagogue of Dispersion®, and
suggests that by the timo of 3ohn; as it had not been when.
.Paul wrote, "Philo’s term}......;has become a common place

of the Synagogues".  (St. Paul and the Church of the Gen-
tiles p. 12412), - |

_ But this suggestion should be considered- that St. Paul
idid not use the term because it had not, at the time that
he wrots, emerged fully as a Christologlcal tltle uheroas
. when St. John vrote, that process of,developnent virtually
forced the use of the’term{ugdn hin.  Although ;he gource
of the fbllowing'quotation héé been losf, it is still w0rth
recofding.u WThe Logos hdentiflcatlon with the person of
.Jesus Ghrist must haVe ‘been known before, and the Livangelist
seems now to be giv1ng only a more deliberate and definite
. expression fé this identification." (? Berndrd).

“Anqther point to which we sqid that we should have to
return is that of Christ in relation to the Law,‘and of the
'possible'éffect of early Christian thought on thié subjeot
upon the dovelopment of & Logos Christology. |
| We'héﬁe already‘seen thatm attractive as the;theory'

is’that the concept of Chriét as the Logos springs from the



- Hebrew Wisdom Litefoture! thére'is'é d}ét&noa'bétﬁeen the
two which has to be bridged. This, we have alr"e-aay hinted,
is accomplished in the distinctive contribution of that
11terature represented by the NeW'Testament |
: In the Naw Testament, Ghrist Jesus is calied by St

| Paul "the Bisdom of God ® (1. Cor. 1?4)

v
:statement was quite haphazard and dhpremedltatea then.

. Uhless this

there must lie behind it some’ progess of thought. .AQJ.'-
ottempt to reconstruct %his can“only:be'provisionai and,
to some degres, auppositidgg But let us make the attempt.
" In the Synoptic Gospels we are given the view of Jesus
- of Nazareth as the one who outbld the authority of Torah.
(Mt 545 Lk. 627) ‘He woulad, thareforé ‘stend before:.
i,.those who aocepted his disPlacement (or fulfillment) of
Fthe;old Law, ag. the new Torah. The 1dent1fioation of
':the old Torah with the Wiédom of - God (in the Sapientlal
‘iLiterature) would naturally lead the followers of Christ

' »,to identify him, as the embodiment of the New Torah, with

‘n'“f'the Wisdom of “God .

We haVe already seen that Rendel Harris propounded the
:. idea of a proto-Prologue 1n'whioh Christ 1s spoken of as the
Sopnla of God But in point Qf fact, so far es. the
LJohannine Prologue 1s conoerned the aophia-cnrist identi-

.'ffieatlon is superfluous. (Gerhardus\log in the Princeton
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Theological Reviewrxl, ehallenéed the Whoie idea of suehl
an identification,an& Sir Edwyn Hoskyn k: commented that
if Harris' ) argument “were finally adequate the Gospei
whould have opened with the words ev up\\'\ -\v 4 Zo@m C)
For the Ghrist - (New) Toreh aseociation orened up, in the
1iterature of rabbinio Judaism, a tremendous source of gust
such expreseions,,preeicates‘anﬁ deseriptionsvae we-find
_in tHéfJoheeeiteJErbmégqei 'This ocan be séen at e glance -
by-exaﬁiniﬁg the*meterial fromerabbiﬂio exegeeie coileete&
in the Strack-Billerbeck Kommentar (zum,Beuen Testamentun
| aus Talmud und Midraseh) " “
Torah existed 2 000 years before the quld. |
| Torah lay on God's lap as he sat on his throne of glory.
A8 oil is the 1ife of the world sb are the wards of Toreh
"ilifeﬁv‘rthe world; S RN
: As oil is the light of the world . 80 are tﬁefworae»offforeh_ :
light ﬁer the world.. | l " f'e ',_ c
'"'Torah is Yehveh's oniy begotten daughter, medded to his
people Israel , ‘ . . .
. By hia flrst (Torah) God created heaven and earth (11 pp. 355)
-t » In oonnectlon with' the supposition thet Ghristiena
'came to think of Christ as the dlsﬁom of God by regardlng
| “him as the new Torah there 1s one possible weakness which
sought to be mentioned this is the pOSsibility that the

,"madom - Torah identifioation :[s not authentie. Indeeﬁ

5
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‘ :‘Bousset diemissed the equivalence (in Eocles. cus 2423)
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ae the work'of an Aiexanafien”glossator. But even if thie

Torah-wiedom-Chrlst hypothesis is a 1egitimate reoonstruotion |

of the" developmenb of dhrietian thought < a8 seems to be vouched

for by the fact in the early "Testimonia" of apostolic-

times the Wisdom" paseages of the Hebrew Scriptures are

apnlied to our Lord - the point which still has to be

-explained is the choioe of Logos and the rejeotion of

| Sophia ag a title of Ohrist in the Prologue to the Fourth |

GosPel ~ The contention to-which the whole of the presnnt .

argument leads ia ‘that the ‘use of Lopos wes. forced upon the

'writer of the Johannine PTologue by the &evelopment of the'
'terq-ln the'teehnical vocabulary of the Ckristien Ghurdh,
,. @ process which has left its merks upon tre New Testement

. itself,
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CONCLUDING REMIARKS..

The whole ettempt to account for the Logos-terﬁ'and con=
~ ception in the Erologde to the Fourth Gospel has moved iﬁ |
circles.' We have secn somethiﬁp of the enthusiesm of Pro- .

- fessor James Adam for seoking the origins of the expression
end its significance in the bye-ways of Greek philosophical
end religious thinking. This was in 1905. Writing in 1908
Carl Clemen pleaded "the definite necessity for & broader .
basie of interpretation™. But he found the iiterature of the
01d‘Teetament and later Judaism inadequate for that purpose.'
At that time scholars were ransacking the writings of Philo

of Alexandria for parallels to the Johannine Prologﬁe; buﬁ .
evehvaﬁ'that date Clemen declared his dissatisfaction with that
‘approach.  But in 1915 the late A. T. Garvie ocould still
write: "The dependence of the Prologue on Philo is so evi-
dent as net to need discussion". (Expositor, 8th series No.
56, p. 164). Reaching its high-water merk in tie works of
Reitzenstein and Lolsy, therec have been thewvarieuseaﬁtempts
(noted briefly in &n excgréus) to diseern the roots of ﬁhe

- Johannine Froloszue in the Hermetic literature, the various
:'mysteryreligions, Yandevism, Gn\fifigh’ (so-called) and so
feith. In all this the stﬁdent cannot holyp tn;nking of
Plato'e seareh for the definition ef juﬁfice, and he begins

to wonder if the solution has not been lying at ﬁ;s feet all

the time. And so there has come, in these later years, the
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renewed attempt to find the sourceé of thé Johennine Logos-
ldoctrine and title in the sacred literature of Israél. The
movement is in the_right difection;'for, as Canon Phythian-
Adams puts it, "there is, in'fact, in the fourth_GosPel not
a trace of "Alexandrian" or Frotognostic" teachirg. .. It is
Biblical through end throdgh". (C. Q. Review CCLXXV1l Oct. -
Dec. 1944. p. 19) . Bﬁt the student is bound to te aware that
despite the develorment of 0ld Testament and rabtinic studies
during the last healf century, he is invited to a source which '
has‘been explbred before and found deficient.

But there is a hint of a furfher field of investigation.
/e continue to quote Dr, Fythiah-Adams' article: the Fourth
. Gospel "repfoduces in iis own language all the essentialv
doctrines of Paulu“ |

This suggests that, if the teaching of ﬁhe Fourth Gospél,
no matter how distinctive,!is an integrgl part of that oﬁ the
New Testament - and this is more and more fecogniZed -ftﬁen
there is every reason to suspect that its characterisfic
terminology will be derived from that biblical scurce - re-

membering that the Bible has always been the Bible i

f the
4

| ﬁorshipping Church.
The principle which is seen to govern even vhat to us

seem. perverse and outlandish attempts to account for the

Logos of the Fourth Gospel is that'the Author is using a

term which he could introduce without explanatior, as, mani-
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festly, significant fo-those to whom his work is addrpsséd.
Moreover, we have to reckon with the fact trat by the.

time of.Polycarp the title of Logos of God clung to Christ

and was accepted as normal. In fact, by the time of the

Epistle to Diognetus (i.e. by 135 4. D.), a work had been -

wripten employing neither the name Jesus, nor the title Christ

but using only the title Logos.

’ We have, therefore, re-examined the use of the Logos
'ﬁerm-in the New Testamént It is not proposed to tabulate
.all the uses found therein, but only to summarlze some of
the more relevant and interesting instances:-

1. Logos is still .used in the New Testament to Q?note the
utterance of God: e.g. Mk. 713 (=Mt. 156), acts 729, ¥,
Peter 55; John 598,

2. It is also used'of that which Christ Jesus sroke, some-
time‘ of a pronouncement but sometlmes of his megsage in a
broader semse: e.g. Col. 316 (?) Mk. 145 (=Ek. 519) 22, 433
852, 1022, (=it. 1922) 1439, Lk. 821, 1128, mt, 1512, gn. 22,
441 g3l 1252 146 153, |

Special attention is directed to Lk. 4°2-37, sl, gn, 176kl4,
522; in these instences we sew®: cases where it is not enough
to 1limit the meaning of the Logoé-te;m to Christ's message.
3. Indeed there is a little group of instances where the

Logos is at least the Christien revelation as an whole, and

just such uses as would influence one writing the Johannine
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Prologue and drawing upon é.préfound store of Gﬁristiaﬁ é;pé}-
ience; ©.8. Rev, 12, 2, 69, Hebrews 412_(Whioh;ﬁthanasiﬁs‘~
regardéd as a personsl use of the term), 3n. 891ff (if the
term.is not merely a summary forditohd ) 857 (for Augus-
tine appears to have understood by the Logos hére, Christ.
the Logos).

4, The Logos, term ié reguiarly used_to connote the Gospel
eépeqia}ly viewod as the'apoatle's message; 0.B. 1‘Theé.-18,
11 Thés. 3}, Gal. 65, Col 15, numerous verses ir Acts, Heb;
42, 11 Tim. 235, Jn, 1580, 1720, and especially ﬁph. 113,
where, agaln, we cen gec subsequent use in a liturgical set-
ting could roadily lead to o change of Zmphasis. Harnack
himself drew attention to the use of Logos in the Acts, and
said, "It was through the Aets of the Aﬁostles......‘;.that
the eipression 'the word of God' was naturalizec in'thé
Churoﬂ". {"The Constitution and Lew of the chdfch", D. 335)
.5..y Eol1bwigg clopely on these is wsnother grou; of uses

‘ where,'although ir cach case {though sometimos with a great
impoveriéhmegt.of gense) no more then the Apostclic message
may be meent, it is now suggesﬁed that we have the idea of-
Christ thé Losos «s preached, and‘even,‘in some cases, the
thbﬁght §f.Christ the Logos Inoérnate. Speciel attention
1s dréwn to those rassaszes underiined. 1 Thes 15, 1 Cor.
118, 24-5 1/};36 11 Cor, 118, 217, 42, §?:9 ".(_althoﬁgh this
could meap the OhfiSﬁian,reveldtion es an whole), Fhil, 114
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- was bound to become a title for Christ Jesuss

Cié"
ﬁ . L _ ‘
, Rom. 96 (?) Gol. 125 (1n the second and third centuries the

: passage,was used in developing the presentation of Christ

as the Logos), 516, yerk alBff (=Lk, 8l8ff =y, 13197f, ox-

positlon of the persble of the sower) (162C), ncts 62 & 4
1036, 1536, 14°, 2082, Tit, 15, ' .
Farticular attention 1s drewn to James ll7ff 1 Peter 123,
25 nn@,Bl.' v;n these cases there“is good reason to think
that tne wnitérs‘hed-in miné-tna‘incarnnte.LOgos of God.
It hnsralso been argued that the "Faithful Snyings" of the
Pnstdralfﬁpistles cbnstitute'd personal use of:the term,
6. . It nas not been_théugnt necesgsary ta dwell ét great
length 6n the uses in 1 John 11 and the Apoonlypge 1913, in
view of the genoral acceptance thqttthe_referende'heré is
to the iogos Personal and Incnrnaté, | But very impoitant
is the use in Lk. 12, alsonstanding in the Prolcgue to a
Gospei. ~%part from‘l‘29 (a specific saying of the Arch-
angol) ‘and 515 (followed by the deflnitiveﬂ%pl dvfoo )
12 1s the onlv absolute use of6 Ao in the Lukan Gospel,;
and was regardad by Origen as personal. 1 |
It will be seen that We suggest that-we hnve--
aj a number of instances in the New Testament of the use of
Logos 1n which, by use in teachlng and worship, the term
b). signs wlthin the Neu Tostament of this prooees of devel-
opment and of ‘the pressure tnereof upon the New Testament
wrlters; "thegnnctor'ad-Heb;neogyf,‘,ﬁ..f...seens, in the

v
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'resounding exordium of his diséourse, to challenge his readers

to hail their Lord asé MNows oo BCiv v (y,F, Howard;

."Christlanity accérdlng to St. John" p. 42.) Nor is the
Logos termllikely.to be unique in this connection. A glance
at fhe use of @;Séeifor example, reveals that, while used

in a normal literary~Sensé, it also developed irto altech-
nicel Christian term. ) |

That the development of the Logos term may not have
been altogether haphazard, nor its introduction foftuitous,
seems to be indicated by the fact that ina, 4 3\'5\(05’ (as a
technical term) is missing. It is), then, possible that the
exigencies of the early presentation of §he Gosyel deménded
the introduction of some kind of primitive techrical lang-
uage, and that the Logos-term came to be introduced into
the Christian tredition and literature in this way.

It is, also, impossible to estimate the effect upon the
meaning which would result from the attachiné tc the Logos-
term of certain definitive words and phrases. - If the early
Christians knew that the Lord had called himself "the way,
the truth, %he Life,".this was bound to affeqt the signifi-
cance which they attached to éuch expressions as 6 ﬁéyoﬁ‘ﬁk

Ihn G6ies  (Col. 15, Eph. 113, 11 Tim. 215). Nor, in
view of the fact that in-sdmé'contexts the Logos connotes
the Evangel snould we forget the effect upon tre meaning
of the term from the identification of the @JNYFGA{O%_

and Jesus Christ involved in such instances as 1 Cor(\g\\)
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.EPhG)ll "Tim; 18, ~ Attention has alreedy been drawn‘-

_to the point emphasized by Canon Ramsay, in his book "The
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Resurrection of christ“ - the importance of the phrase in
Aots "to Gospel Christ (Jesus)"-~

" In view of this attempt to. demonstrate the possibility

- that, in the composition.of his lrologue, and for its leading ‘_

term, the Log 3, the-Fourth Evangelist was draw1ng upon a

itechnical vooabulery developed hy the Christian Church in

its teaching and worship (WB have even gone S0 far as, to

suggest that thls development foroed the term u;on himg),

. and in conslderation of the argument_that we oan mark,thls

process in the New Testement itself, it is gratifyihg to

~find a‘recognition of this in a book published vheon the

bresent investigation was already in its final stages. In
his GOmmentary.on_the First Epistle of St; Peter,'Deeh _
Selwyh, although there is'no_reasoh‘to think that he would
allow all. that has been said in this'study; admits of'the |
use of the Logos-term in that Epistle that "New Testament
thought-is already on the way" to the Fourth Gospel. (p. 151)
' But everyone who attempts such an investigetion‘es |
that ehioh now closes must bear in mindﬂfrofesso: Dodd's
admonition' | |

| "The thought of the GosPel is indeed S0 original

and erautive that a search for ts "souroes" or

even fOr Xre "influenoes" by Whi@h it ney have been
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affécted, may easily lead us estray. Ve may
be sure that its principal sources were inward,
end that whatever influences may have been pre-

sent have been masterfully controlled by a power-

_ful and independent mind."
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Excursus on s0me of the othez_gaurogg_mhgngeﬁtn“1 ,f,-~

ations of the ngos in the Johannine Prologue have bean sought

Ip,the stu@v aﬂ tho subject of the present work the stur
dent inevitably meets certain other. attﬁmnts to account for h
the Johannine Erologue and its Logos-term which fall oubside
the elassifioatiohs Scriptural iellenlstic, Sapiential
Philonic. These have failed to commerd themselves to scholars.
‘This 1is s0, on the whole, for two reasons;:fifstly, the inherent:
1mprdbability of the suggestions put forward, and, secondly;.

the laock of:écouraté informatidn about the propoéed sources
| themselves.

It is prdposed to mention some of the sugsmestions which
haée been adﬁ&ngedf No great'details will be given either
a8 to the afghﬂents of those who have advanced them, por as
td-Why they have not been generally accepted. :.Nor is there
| aﬁy pretence at a complete survey. ‘ | -

In the case of "Gnosticism" during the ééflier pdrt of-
this century Bouseet and Reitzenstein persuaded*us to reg@rd
this not as the bastard of Christianity ang Greek philo~
sophy‘but as the result of the impact of Greek and Oriental
.thqught,'and, bhnseQuently, as'poséibly older than ChfiSt— |
1anity, and, thﬁs, at least likely to have influénééd:the |
Fourth Evengelist. - More recently, hoWeveerhe closer |
'investigation of literary souroes reveals that the earlier
'Christian writers never reckoned With Gnost101sm et all but

only with Gnostics and Gnosis. The 1ate Profersor Burkitt's



"Church and Gnosis" sees the position again under review.
He éccepted the faét that we can no longer 8peak.of a bfoad
éategory called "Gnosticism", but thought that "several
systems are best understéod-when considered as Christian
systems,” (p. 9) These he attribﬁted to the effect of the
non-realization of the Parousia. Whereas orthodox Christ-
ians were content to refer the eschatélogical prophecies
to the femoter future, otheré began a pseﬁdo-philosophical
attempt to interpret these eschatological passeges. It
is here that he found the beginnings of."several systems"_
wﬁich, a century ago, would have been classed together as
Gnosticism,

In 1925, R. Bultmann had an article in Zeitschrift

fur die neutestementliche issenschaft (Vol. 12C pts. 1/2
pp. 100 - 146) entitled, Die Bedeutung der neuérschla;sen
mandaeschen und manichaische%/fﬁr das Ver{i%&is des
Johannesevangeliums. In this he takes up the thesis of
an essay which he had contributed to a series of papers in
honour of Gunkel's sixtieth birthday (1923), on the reli-
gious background of the Johannine Prologue, and in which he

hed argued that this is indthed "nicht auf philosophischer
| Spekulation, sondorn euf orientalischer Mythologie." In the
l;ter artitle.he also argued that the Johannine Frologue
is a Mandaean document, adapted for Christian use by-the
addition of a few verbal additions and the intrcduction of

verses 6-8., 15 and, possibly, 17.



The parallels between the sacred MNandean writings
(Ginza, Book of John, Qolasta - the Liturgy Book) are obvious
and have been listed by Bauer (in Lietzmann's Hardbuchkum
Neuen Testamentw 2nd edition, Tubingen, 1925,) and later
by E. Percy ("Unter-suchung uber den \yrsprung der Johannes-
schen Theologis.") So, also, Norden, "Agnostos Theos?.
p..181ff.

The I’'andaans continue to exist by the banls of the
River Tigris, and call themselves the Chris#ians of‘St.
John. An eighth centufy orthodox Christian account of the
fandaeans (by Theodore bar Konai) attributes their found-
ation to .\da, a "wanderep" of Adiabene, and says that the
llandaean doctrines are derived from the Mercionites and
Manichees and the "Kanfeans", thus meking these doctrines
post-Christian.

A good deal of the confusion about the Liendaeans arose
‘from the fact that in a book published in 155%, mention 1is
made of "imperfect'Christians" at Barsra’,, and in which it
is also said that St. John the Evangelist preacked there.
This is repeated in a publication of 1665. Accordingly, as
early as 1784 comparisons were drawn betwecen lMerdeeism and
the Fourth Gos?»el. »Cleariy bhé initial mistake was made
in 1555 by confusing John the Evangelisf with Jchn the
Baptist. Since 1697 (when a ceréaiv d'Herbelot issued

nis Bibliothdgie Orientale) there hss. been a steady opinion
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Mandaeism is not e pre-Christiaﬂ, Gnostic-ChéIdean growth,
but a western ind post-Christian development, with contacts
with later Judaisr (although this last was rajected by
Pallas in his "Mendaean Studies").

Still, the para;lels between the Mandaeean texts and the
Fourth Gospel'@re there. Ve have secn that Bultmann has
tried to turn back the clock and account for these by post-
ulatinz the depcndence of the Johannine GcSpel cn the Mand-
aean sources. As we should expect, such a reversal of
opinion, together with the proposal to strip the Frologue
of all that makes it épecifically Christian, has not been
accepted. |

The obvious elternative is to suppose that the lMand-
aean writingé draw upon the Johannine Gospel. Since the
‘establishment of this case cannot -assist our thesis, we
can only afford to note it briefly. Gressmann (in
Zeitschrift fur rirchengeschichte XL) also examined the
Ma@daeen literiture and declared that there is little
evidence of a pre-Christian Mandaeism. Dr. Burkitt, in
the work already mentioned and in an article‘c%he_Mandaeans")
in the Journal of Theological Studies (XX1X No. 115 April,
1928), has argued that the concerts of Mandaeism are
derived from the Teshitta (Syriac) Version of the Christian
Scriptures. He gives.his opinion that the !landaeans are

"properly to be lodked on as Christians, though heretical

Christians. They are, in fact, dissenters."
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("Cnuren‘end Gnesls,"'ﬁ. 114) He concludes thet "Mandeelsm
?mﬁrbe interestlng in itself, but it 1is useless to go to 1t
as a key tu-unlook the mysteries of early Christian develoP-
ment." (J. T. S. XX1X p. 255)

| The third alternative ig that the Mandasan wrltings and  '
the ‘Fourth Gospel were dependent, as regards their parallelisms,
upon a common source. -This is the 0p1n10n of TrnestﬂPercy,.
bp. clt) and was ahso reached by Dr. Vincenb Teylor. ("The'
Mendaeansvand the Fourth GosPel" in the chbert Journal,
" XXVill, No. 3. April 1930.) who: conoluded that these paral-
lelisms have no "significance at all" (p. 532) "The
:Iohannine sayings are not directly‘dependentvon»the‘Mand-

aesan sayings and the lapter‘are not directly derendent on

the Fourth Gospel... ..... . .The relatlonship-between the
Jonennine sayinge end those of Mandeisn lieSﬁin'the facﬁ
thit both the Evangelist and the nandeeen authors have
-independently dravn upon the same-stock of common forms,
symbols, and figures, and to some extent, of idees as well."
(p. 544) | | |

Taylor s conclusion is supported by the cohsideration
that parallels also ex1st between the mandeean gources and

”hilo, the Odes of Solomon and the qe“metlc Writings.

In the 1ntroduct10n to his two volumes on the Fourth

Gospel in the Internationel Orltical Commentary, Bernard

included among the feotors which infl enced the writer of
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the Prologue, the Hermetiulwritings; and Gfangef,nwriﬁing’”'
in the Journael of Theblogical Studies for April 1904 (V. Mo.
19) declared taat the key to the Fourth Gospel "is to be

found in the GnoStic ideas which underlie the TPoimandres.™:

(p. 411). Certeinly the Hermetie literature of itself comsi. .-

stitutes one of the most interesting Teatures of any in-
vestigation into the Johannine writiﬁgs.

The Corpus Hermeticum consists of eighteen tractatés,
although the latc 7. Scott, by dividing X1 and X11, listed
nineteen‘in'his four volume edition. The writinés rep-
resent a type of literature which results from en amalgam
of Platonism and Stoicism. (Plato's"Timaeus" and the
works of Posidonius sre cleesrly among the sources from vl:ich
the Hermetic writers drew ideas.) The Hermetic Corpus
represents an attemnt to offer this teaching, not as the
result of philosophical enouiry; but as a matter of super-
natural revelétion, derived from antiguity. Tre writings
purport to be 3reek versions of anclent Egyptiar books, con-
sisting of the commﬁnicationffrom Hernes to Tat,‘(='Thoth,
or Asclepius, or fmmon.) Bevan ("Later Greek Religion"

p. 176) thought that Egypt coﬁtributed no more than the
names. Moret ("Myétgres ﬁgyptiens" pp. 105ff) discerned
in the Corpus some elements of Egyptian mystical piety.
Scott ("Eermetica™ Vol. 1 P.1ll) considered the Egyptian

contribution to be the religious fervouf of the writings.



Although it seems that Clement of Alexandrie knew that
the Hermetic wrltings were.not of great antiqulty, 1t was
not until 1614 thet Isaac Casaubon had the temerity to
: suggest a date later than MOsee. ' Richard Hooker, for 1netance
aocepted the sequence Homer, Mercuruis Trismegistus (1 e.
the Hermetio writings) A{ijgghras, Plato eand the. Stoecs.
Reitzenstein, ia his preliminary work, "zwel rellgions- '
geschichtliche Fragen" (1901) and his "Poimandres" 1904)
inltiated‘the modern etudy of the Hermetic‘Litereture.
("Poimendres" is the title of‘the tractete stending first
-in the Corpus)wi Most of the conclusions which he.rea&hed
'"heve, subsequentl&, been rejected or contradicted. He
thought that at least in the case of an hvnotheticel
Hermetic llterature deriving from the PtahFheolOgy of Mem-
phis, tnere lay rorular relggion. Soott (op. cit. ) and
‘earlier,‘Cumont, (Les Religio@ﬁ; Orientales" p. 340.)
bohh'deny'that this 1iterature'repre5ents any considerablﬁ-v
religions'following. ' Reitzenstein dated the entire oollection
as in the time of Diocletian, and considered thet "P01m—
andres“ was availeble before the writing of the ehepherd of
Heﬁmas. He claimod thet the Hermetic writings have in-
fluenced the New Testament.

In 1918 Vindlsch (writing in Theologiﬁ%b Tijdsohrift)
deolared thet the entire Hermetic Corpus is- nost-Few Test—
ament and hroll (“Die Lehren des Hermes mrts Meglstus"

f pp. 386ff) oould find no traoe of Christian lnfluences. o
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But Canon Knox persisted that the 1itérqture may have béen
known before the destruction of the Temple. | Kerbs-("Der .
iogos als Heiland") contrediéteiiégbll in discerniné Christ-
ian sources as influencesgiq Poimandres;" in contrast also
to Reitzenstein, he denied the possibil;pﬁ;bf anything -
approaghing Hermetic Literature in the Ftolemaic periodi
‘Bevan (op. cit.) thought that what others had corsidered to
'bé traces of Christian influence were no more th@an reflections
of the LXX, and pointed out that even the doctrine of rebirth
in (Tract X111) is not indisPutably Christian. Scott's work
has forwarded the tendency to see less and less roint of
contact between the Hermetic and New Testament Literatureﬂ
He judged the Greek to be late, and, almost certainly, the
" original language. He infers from 1 § 13 that the Hefmetio
writers foﬁnd Christianity beneath contempt, and unnoticeable
as a serious'féﬁtor in their religious prospect. As early
as 1914, the late Frof. J. M. Creed declared for Christian
influences in tractates 1, V11, X111, but rejected Reitzen-
stein's discerning of a Hermdic source behind the Shepherd

of Hermas. (F. T. S. XV. No. 60). Twenty years later com-
menting on C. H. Dodd's "Bible and the Greeks", he wrote:

T am still disposged to-think that Christimn Baprtism may.
have been in the mind of the author of No. 1V, on "Baptism
in a Crater"....ec0ccc.e But even so Christian influence

if present at all, is a quite subordinate feature." (J.T.S.



IXXV1 No. 143, July 1935).

C. H. Dodd firds no trace of Ghristian.inflvence ahy-
where in thé Corpus, with the possible exception of a
.Pauline touch in No. X111; but this is mofe likely to have
been due to contact with the Greek commentators, like
Chrysostom. “That might be thought to be traces of Christian
influence, ére, in Dodd's opinion, no more than torrowings
from later Judaism, tﬁat is from thaﬁ circle.of Eellenistice
Jewish ideas which was -available to the writers of the New
Testament. He concludes that parallels between loimandres
and the New Testument "are explicable as the result of minds
working under the seme general influences," ("Eible and
the GreeXs" p. 247.) a conclusion expressed in identical words
by E. Cérpenter ("Johénnine Writings" p. 312)

i(Partibularly interesting is the wide range of meanings attach-

-ing to in the Corpus:-
teaching of *The Hermetica VL ¢ 2
doctrine X111 § 1
speech X11 (1§12
discoursa _ : X ¢ la
reason ' V1 § 16

faculty of reason ' ' ‘ 1 % 1llb
utterance of ’ 1 & 5a
« person distinct from God i 9 6

'though S¢ott suspects some meddling by a Christien interpol-

ator.)
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When, in 1912 J. Rendel Harris bublishéd“the secoﬁd
~edition of his translation and notes on the "Odes and Psalms
of Solomon", to wrote: e may bo sure that trLe Christian
Church of today has been enriched by the discovery of a:lite-
rary monument of the highest value". (p. 89) There is no
need to comment of the vanity 6f this statement. Liko the
case of the Didache, the discovery of these poems was h'ailed
as the clue to all mysteries. But none today gives any
serious attention to the Odes as throwing any light on the
influences at work on the Fourth Evangelist. Round about
1915 Dom Conndly end others conducted an interesting, but
academic discussion on the topic of the original language
of the Odes. \Jith this, all interest in them seems to
have eﬁded. All we can do 1s to give a summary of the prin-
cirpal 1iterature ava;lable on the subject.

In 1910, Harneck ("Texte und Untersuchungen’) put out
an edition of the Odes, claiming that they are of Jewish
origin, 50 B.C. - 67 A.D., and subjected to Christian red-
action C. 100 A.D. In the same year Zahn (Neue Kirch.
Zeltsc). Said that the writer of the Odes knew_the Faul-
ine Epistles. and the Johannine and Mathhew's Gcsbels. He
dated the Odes 120 - 180 A.D;;:but thought there were traces
of pre-Christiasn origins. Spitta, also in 1910 (Zeits.
f.4. Neueﬁ#best. “fiss.) working on the same material, con-
cluded that Paul knew the Odes, which,,in turn, vere inter-

polated by one knowing the Fourth Gespel. Berperd, in the
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J.T.S. for 1910, considered the Odes to be specifically
Christian, containing gquotations from the Fourﬁh Gospel
an@ constituting a series of Eaptismal hymns. He re-
iterated these orinions in hié "Texts and Studies" Vol.
V11ll (1912), and was supported by H. B. Swete, in J.T.S.
XV11l. VJellhaussen, in 1910 (Gott. Gel. Anz) declared
for the dependence of the Odes upon the Fourth Gospel.

In 1911, as we have noted, Harris issued tte segond
edition of his Gnnotated translation of the Odes. In
the first edition he had assigned the Odes to a Jewish
source and allowed no Christian redaction. But in the
second edition he conceded that the references to the
Virgin Bibth and the Descent into Hades are the work of
a Christian interpolator. Battifol (Rev. Bibl. Internat.)
in the same year, put forward the suggestion thet the Odes
belong to the 3snostic-docetic type of‘teaching. Connoliy,
in the J. T. S. for 1912 declared thaﬁ thé Odes ere Christ-
'ian works, and, in 1920, assigned them-té Alexardria ét
~the end of the second century Vos. (Princetor Thebl.
Rev. 1913), on the ground that in the Odes there is "a
theotiogical definiteness &and’ suggestiveness“, thought that
the Odes must be rost-Johannine. In 1913, E. F. Scott
-(Amer, J. of Tweol.) suggested that the Odes are the work
of a Jewiéh poet, redressed in a "Christian marb."

Since then no interest has been shown in tre Odes,

and the general conclusion would anpear to be thet their
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lMessianism is, at any rate, Ph??esa;D and that they are too
late to have influenced the New Ted&tament.

In his "Religion des Judenthums," Bousset Irofessed-to
find the original ef the'Hebrew hvzostatization of Sophia
in the hypostatical beings of Persiaﬁ religion (Amesha
Spentas), and thought that in the “Good Thought" (Vbhﬁ-
Maﬁ%), coungellor of Mazdo (also. represented as the son of
Mazde) there was & remote resemblance to the iater Logos-
idea. To establish this, however, wquld require an earlier
dating of the relevant Persian literature (Gazag) and of its
diffusion then cen be demonstrated

Attempts have also been made to associate the personifled
Word of God in the Babylonian and Assyrian religions with
the Sophia of Hebrew Sapiential Literature and the Logos-
idea of the New Testament. But these efforts ignore the
fact tha£ in such religions no dietinction was nade‘between
the being .and function of disty, thus emptying the idea of
an utterance of deity of the significence which we attach
to it. But, so far as the present studj is eorcerned, it
is enough to note that Clemen(American Jour. of Theol. X11)
who wasydetermined to give full place -to foreién influences
upon the Fourth dosPel, decided that Babylonien influences
are confined to the Gospel exclusive of the Prologue.
(Call of Disciéles, ‘Joman of Samaria) He also sets aside
any'question of Buddhist influenee, since there is no proof

of contact betwecn Christianity and Indian thought at a
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sufficiently early date.

. . . . b ' ; ’ N h ) P
In the second chapter. of Alexandre Cumontf{s Mystefes: -

7z : o ' .
Egyptiene" (pp.llOSff) there is a readable acoount . of

the 1dea of the Word in Egyptian rel1gious thought, al-

though his purpose is to find parallels between Egyptian

:texts on the one hand,.and'Hebraic'ané'Hermetic;writings

on the'other. The main impression lfft on reading'&is

'fevidence is thet the Egyptian ideas about the dord o? o

'VOLce (verbe) had to do chiefly with the work of creatlon,

a matter of little 1nterest in Johannlne thought There
is, however, good evidence for the diffusion of the con~

cepts of anclent Egyptian rellglon. (Plato. FPhaedra,

',_2740 Cicero. de Natura Doorum, 111 28, 56.) But while

there 1s ev1dence that the Lgyptians revarded God (Thot)
as creeting aus sprechen" there is no. evidence that
they held a ‘doctrine of the Word as a distinct person.
In fact Egyptian roligion wes pantbeistic, the produetion
of another God is only the production of self - "from
every God39 body or moutn he produees his oun being". tAan
inscription of_the 8th centqry B.C.).ﬂagypt," remarked-
Cﬁmont,fﬁoeverfprofessed any but a chaosic sggregete of
‘dieperete‘QOotrinesr"_ ("Oriental Rel%éions of Roman -
Paganism,f p. 198) |

(A1l thet Las been sald above is not & criticism
of.Gaﬂon Knoi's explanation of the eevelOPment of the

concept of Sophia in Alexandria as a "counter blast®
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_rto Esis. Ganon Knox hags continued %o press this idea Whioh
_he put forwerd in 1037 in the J. P. 8. (TLEVI1L No. 151) }
4. As regards the possible influence of the eontem@orery |
mystery religions, the 1ate Dr. N, ®. Williams {in his con-
tribution to "Essays Batholie and Britical“}-provides en |
excellent review.pf-that tendency duriﬁg the fiféﬁ:dﬁérﬁer
:ofethe century;-ﬁﬁder such ieaders as Bousset enﬁ Iﬁisy;

to find the origin of ell dhrxstian iaeas 1n mhe mystery
religions, and also (pp: 392ff) subgects the tendeney to

a penetrating scrutiny, successfully re-establishing the
case for the 1nherent genius and originality of the ﬁew
Testament. | (‘His thesis has the subsequent supyort of
Dr, A. D. Nooki} After all, the literature of the mystery

g religions ia 90 extensive and voluminous that it would be

:surpr151ng if it &ia not afrord some inzmances of pasgages
“and idees similar to those of the Fourth Gospel., ;Buigff‘
' as W. Ha Rigg eays, all that 1s 1ndioated is “that the |
‘fevengelist had Greek readers, eepecially those attraeted by

"‘the mystery’rellglons. (Oh. Q. .Rev, GXX (859) “The

Purpose of. the Fourth GosPel"' p. “1e).
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