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This is the first book of The Monotheism Project. It seeks to define what is meant by the monotheistic concept in
terms of those writings officially received into a canon of sacred scripture by orthodox religious authority

representing Judaism, Christianity, Islam, the Sikh Religion and the Baha’i Faith.
*

In addition, the orthodox writings of Judaism and Christianity are independently examined from a form-critical
point of view, that believers and non-believers alike may better understand the nature of their composition, and

something about the time in which they were composed. 
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INTRODUCTION

     By the word monotheism is meant for this book the following definition: (1) those religions presently in use in
the world today the focus of which is God as a singular unity;  (2) a belief in such a religion as distinct from
polytheism,  or  the  concept  in  the  efficacy  for  salvation  of  many  gods;  and  (3) the  Sacred  Scriptures  of
monotheism—i.e., what is considered canonical, and what is considered non-canonical; or, more bluntly stated,
what those who consider themselves as Orthodox (right-thinking, in Greek) members of their respective religious
beliefs have traditionally accepted as the “true” and “inspired” documentary foundation of their spiritual lives.

     According to the United Nations (World Population Prospects: The 1994 Revision) there were by mid-1995
some 3,056,969,000 people in the world (53.5% of the entire population) who said they worshipped God after the
form of one of the following five monotheisms:  Christianity (1,927,953,000 people);  Islam (1,099,634,000);
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Sikhism (19,161,000);  Judaism (14,117,000); and  The Bah’ai Faith (6,104,000). Of these, 33.7% confessed
Christianity, and maintained what the United Nations calls a numerically significant following in 260 sovereign
and non-sovereign countries; 19.2% adhered to Islam in 184 such units; 0.3% professed the Sikh religion in 20
politically  organized  areas;  0.2% were  Jews,  with  congregations  in  134 of  these  territories;  and  0.1% were
members of Bahai Assemblies, found in 210 demographic regions of the earth. [For the United States in mid-
1995, the breakdown was as follows: Christians—224,457,000 (85.3%); Muslims—6,500,000 (2.7%); Jews—
5,602,000 (2.1%); Bahais—300,000 (0.1%); and Sikhs—190,000 (0.1%). Thus, in mid-1995, out of a total of
263,248,000  people,  90.3%  declared  a  belief  in  one  of  these  five  monotheistic  religions.  {According  to
projections for mid-2000AD from this same source, the religious demography among these groups would be:
Christians—233,475,000  (84.9%);  Muslims—7,380,000  (2.7%);  Jews—5,702,000  (2.1%);  Bahais—365,000
(0.1%); and Sikhs—240,000 (0.1%), out of a total population of 275,119,000.}]

We shall now proceed to a critical evaluation of what is meant by canonical and non-canonical for each of
the five monotheisms mentioned above as operating throughout the world of today.

*
THE OLD TESTAMENT

*

     By the Canon of Scripture for Judaism is meant the 39 books of what has come to be universally known as the
Old Testament—Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, Deuteronomy, Joshua, Judges, Ruth, I Samuel, II Samuel,
I Kings, II Kings, I Chronicles, II Chronicles, Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther, Job, Psalms, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, Song
of Solomon, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Lamentations, Ezekiel, Daniel, Hosea, Joel, Amos, Obadiah, Jonah, Micah, Nahum,
Habakkuk, Zephaniah, Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi—the  canon\fn{I.e., the  officially approved version.} of which
was finally settled for the Jewish world by a meeting of rabbis held c.100AD in the city of Jamnia (or Jabneh,
about 13 miles south of Jaffa in what is now the State of Israel), known to history as the Synod of Jamnia.

1. It does not include the books of Tobit, Judith, Rest of the Book of Esther, Wisdom of Solomon, Ecclesiasticus,
Baruch (which some call I Baruch), Letter of Jeremy, Song of the Three Holy Children, Daniel and Susanna, Bel
and the Dragon,  I Maccabees,  and II Maccabees  (which  is  regarded as  part  of  the  Greek Canon of  Sacred
Scripture for the Old Testament, and is also part of the Roman Catholic and Slavonic Bibles).

2. It does not include I Esdras, Prayer of Manasses, Psalm 151, and III Maccabees (which is regarded as part of
the Canonical Apocrypha of the Geneva Bible of 1560 and subsequent English versions, and is also part of the
Greek and Slavonic Bibles).

3. It does not include II Esdras (which is part of the Canonical Old Testament in the Slavonic Bible and is also
present in the Appendix to the Latin Vulgate).

4. It does not include IV Maccabees (which is contained in an Appendix to the Greek Bible).

5. It does not include V Maccabees [which is part of the Canonical Old Testament of the official Syriac Bible
(from the early 5th century AD), known as the Ambrosian Peshitta].

6. It does not include IV Baruch, Jubilees, and I Enoch (which at one time—and perhaps still—forms part of the
Canon of the Old Testament for the Ethiopian Christian Church).

7. It does not include the following 100 originally Jewish books, and which can be conveniently grouped together
under the following 20 sub-categories. [An asterisk (*) indicates those titles which have been wholly or partially
Christianized.]  ADAM AND EVE—Coptic Apocalypse of Adam*, Greek Testament of Adam*, Greek Life of
Adam and Eve*, Syriac Testament of Adam*, Arabic Testament of Adam*, Aramaic Life of Adam and Eve*,
Latin Vita Adae et Evae*, Syriac Book of the Cave of Treasures*, Gospel of Eve*, Armenian Book of Adam*,
Book of Adam (after Harnack)*, Ethiopic Conflict of Adam and Eve with Satan*, Arabic Conflict of Adam and
Eve with Satan*, Slavonic Adam-Book*, Georgian Adam-Book*; NOAH—Book of Noah (logically placed here,
as the Flood laid waste the sons of Adam);  THE PATRIARCHS AS A GROUP—Testaments of the Twelve
Patriarchs;  ENOCH—II Enoch, III Enoch (both related to I Enoch);  ABRAHAM/ISAAC/JACOB/JOSEPH
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(2100-1900BC)—Apocalypse of Abraham, Testament of Abraham, A Slavonic Tale of the Just Man Abraham*,
Melchizedek*, Testament of Isaac, Testament of Jacob, Ladder of Jacob, Prayer of Jacob, Romance of Joseph and
Asenath*,  History of  Joseph,  Prayer  of  Joseph;  THE PROPHETS AS A GROUP—Lives of  the  Prophets;
MOSES—Assumption  of  Moses,  Testament  of  Moses,  Prayer  of  Moses,  Apocalypse  of  Moses,  Jannes  and
Jambres  (who  were  contemporaries  of  Moses,  being  the  Egyptian  magicians  who  opposed  him);
JOB/SOLOMON—Testament  of  Job,  Testament  of  Solomon,  Odes  of  Solomon,  Psalms  of  Solomon,
Apocryphon of Solomon*, History of the Rechabites (who were thought to have appeared during the time of Jehu
[King of Israel c.842-c.815BC]); ELIJAH (9th century BC)—Greek Apocalypse of Elijah*, Coptic Apocalypse of
Elijah*, Oracle of the Potter*; ISAIAH/ZEPHANIAH (8th century BC)—Ascension of Isaiah, Vision of Isaiah,
Martyrdom  of  Isaiah,  Apocalypse  of  Zephaniah,  Anonymous  Apocalypse  (after  Steindorff)*,  Testament  of
Hezekiah (thought to b named after Hezekiah, King of Judah c.715-687BC); JEREMIAH/BARUCH/EZEKIEL
(7th century BC)—Paraleipomena of Jeremiah, Life of Jeremiah (after Torrey)*, II Baruch, III Baruch, Thales,
Pseudo-Phocylides,  Apocryphon of  Ezekiel,  Apocalypse  of  Ezekiel,  Ezekiel  the  Tragedian,  Pseudo-Orpheus,
Ahiqar,  Hecataeus  of  Aderba,  Pseudo-Hecataeus  [Pseudo-Orpheus  (6 th century  BC),  Hecataeus  and  Pseudo-
Hecataeus of Miletus (6th-5th centuries BC), Thales (c.625-c.540BC), Phocylides of Melitus (fl.c.600BC), Ahiqar
(c.550BC)];  LOST TRIBES—The Lost  Tribes  (i.e.,  material  logically  placed here  as  dealing with the  final
collapse of the tribes of Judah and Benjamin, c.587BC); DANIEL/SEDRACH (6th century BC)—Revelation of
the  Prophet  Daniel*,  Seventh  Vision  of  Daniel*,  I  Apocalypse  of  Daniel*,  II  Apocalypse  of  Daniel*,  III
Apocalypse of Daniel*, IV Apocalypse of Daniel*, V Apocalypse of Daniel*, Apocalypse of Sedrach; EZRA (5 th

century  BC)—IV Ezra,  Greek  Apocalypse  of  Ezra,  Latin  Visio  Beati  Esdrae*,  Syriac  Revelation  of  Ezra*,
Armenian  Questions  of  Ezra*;  ARTABANUS/EUPOLEMUS/MENANDER (4th century  BC)—Artabanus,
Eupolemus,  Pseudo-Eupolemus,  The  Syriac  Manander  [Artabanus  (d.c.465BC),  Eupolemus  and  Pseudo-
Eupolemus (423BC), Menander, (c.340-290BC)]; MACCABEES—Letter of Aristeas, Aristeas the Exegete {both
related to the Maccabees [Aristeas may be an official of the court of Ptolemy IV Philadelphus (285-274BC)]};
ELDAD/MODAD/ARISTOBULUS/DEMETRIUS (3rd century  BC-1st century  AD)—Eldad  and  Modad,
Aristobulus, Demetrius [Aristobulus (fl.c.160BC), Demetrius I Soter (fl.160-150BC)];  ZACHARIAH/PHILO
(1st century BC-1st century AD)—Apocalypse of Zachariah*, Philo the Epic Poet, Pseudo-Philo (Zachariah being
the name of the Jewish priest who was the father of John the Baptist, and Philo and Pseudo-Philo living c.30BC-
c.40AD);  THEODOTUS/MALCHUS/ZOSIMUS (2nd-4th century  AD)—Theodotus,  Treatise  of  Shem,
Cleodemus Malchus, Apocalypse of Zosimus [after Theodotus the Gnostic (2nd century AD), Shem (a 2nd century
AD Greek original), Malchus being the original name of Porphyry the Neoplatonist philosopher (234-c.305AD),
and Zosimus being (a Christian saint of the early 4 th century AD)];  OTHER WORKS NOT PLACED—Liber
Antiquitatum Biblicarum, Fragments of Historical Works, The (Jewish) Sibylline Oracles, Fragments of Poetical
Works, Hellenistic Synagogal Prayers, Five Apocryphal Syriac Psalms, An Anonymous Samaritan Text  (these
titles so named by J. H. Charlesworth, for whose book see just below).

SOURCES: (1) Bradley,  Fragments  of  the  New Testament  ,  Bryn Mawr,  1990,  25-26,  source  of  the  (more
specifically worded) titles indicated with an (*), all  of which, according to informed scholarship, are at least
partly  Christian (either in origin, or as they have now been passed down to us);  (2) Charlesworth (The Old
Testament Pseudepigrapha and the New Testament: Prolegomena for the Study of Christian Origins  , Cambridge,
1985, xvii-xxi; (3) Cross, Oxford Dictionary of the Christian Church  , London, 1962, 714; Metzger & May, The
Oxford Annotated Bible  , London, 1962, 1532; (4) Metzger & Murphy, The New Oxford Annotated Bible with the
Apocrypha  ,  New York,  1989,  xxi-xxiii,  xxv-xxvi,  iiiAP-xiiiAP;  (5) Sparks,  The  Apocryphal  Old  Testament  ,
Oxford, 1990, 1-967 pages of translations and introductions to 25 texts. 

A brief commentary on each of the books of the Received Old Testament follows below:

GENESIS

     Traditionally—together  with  the  whole  of  the  Pentateuch  (Genesis,  Exodus,  Leviticus,  Numbers,
Deuteronomy)—Genesis was Traditionally thought to have been the work of Moses [himself presumed to have
historically existed by the great majority of Biblical scholars, on the grounds that  (1) some such commanding
figure is presupposed by the unity of the Israelite tribes; and (2) that it is highly unlikely that the Hebrew people
would have sought their beginnings in bondage unless such had been the fact]. Nearly all modern Biblical critics
are also agreed, however, that the book of Genesis is not the work of a single hand, but a composite structure
made up of varying material from sources which can also be traced in other tractates of the Pentateuch.
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     [The Pentateuch naturally divides into six major portions: (I) Genesis I-XI (the story of primeval times); (II)
Genesis XII-L (the story of Israel’s ancestors); (III) Exodus I-XVIII (the story of the exodus of the Jewish people
from Egypt); (IV) Exodus XIX-Leviticus-Numbers X:11 (the story of the sojourn at Sinai);  (V) Numbers X:12-
XXXVI (the wandering in the wilderness and of the entrance into the land of Canaan); and (VI) Deuteronomy
(the giving of the Law and the death of Moses). Of these, Genesis is connected exclusively with parts I and II.
{These two parts may be further subdivided as follows: (A) I:1-XI:26, the primeval history; (B) XI:27-XXV:18,
the patriarch Abraham; (C) XXV:19-XXXVI:43, the patriarchs Isaac and Jacob; and (D) XXXVII:1-L:26, Joseph
and his brothers.}] 

     Despite its unity of plan and purpose, Genesis is a complex work, not to be attributed to a single original
author. Since the 18th century much attention has been paid to the evidence of older sources drawn on by the
compilers of Genesis and the Pentateuch, and the reasons for rejecting the tradition that Moses was actually the
author either of this book or the other four. Some Scandinavian scholars reject the theory of written sources,
holding that the traditions were orally preserved until the composition of the present book; but the predominant
critical opinion appears to be that at first these crucial experiences were related in story, song, and proverb; and
that in the course of time, as the tradition was handed on in various circles and reinterpreted for new situations,
the  Pentateuch  took  on  written  form.  This  sacred  history  was  sung  beside  the  desert  campfires;  it  was
commemorated in the liturgical feasts, such as Passover; it was transmitted by word of mouth from generation to
generation—until  all  was brought  together  in  writing,  about  the  6 th century BC (so NAB) when the literary
formation of the Pentateuch came to an end. 

     During the monarchy (which begins with the reign of Saul, c.1040BC) it circulated in a form known as Old
Epic Literature; and of this, some scholars detect southern {J, or Judean or Yahwist (from the name of God used
by this source)} and northern {E, or Ephraimitic or Elohist (from the name of God used by this source)} literary
versions. In Genesis, J (or, as some scholars refer to it, Y) is the most important source by reason of its teaching,
antiquity,  and  the  continuity  it  gives  the  book.  The  Yahwist  was  concrete,  imaginative,  and  used  many
anthropomorphisms in his historical approach. He was himself a collector and adapter; for his narrative is itself
made up of many disparate stories that have been reoriented to give a meaning within the context in which they
now stand;  and these individual  stories  had their  own literary history and life-setting prior to being brought
together by the Yahwist.

     The E source is found in fragmentary form only. It depicts Divine manifestations through visions and dreams
rather  than  through  theophanies;\fn{Physical  manifestations  of  the  Divinity.}  introduces  angels  as  intermediaries
between the Divinity and mankind; and presents a greater sensitivity towards moral order than is found in J. E is
also more somber and moralistic than J. Like J, however, E also incorporates material much older than himself.

     Eventually, this epic was edited by priestly elements (whose editorializations, which can also be detected, are
collectively known as P). P is noted for containing the chronological data, lists, and genealogies which construct
the framework of Genesis and bind its elements together. P is more severely theological in tone. Like J, within
the P tradition one has to reckon with many individual units which had their own history prior to their present
more or less connected narrative. P also adds to J and E certain legal institutions (the Sabbath rest; circumcision;
the alliances between God and Noah and God and Abraham). 

     Finally, the book of Deuteronomy—[which is really a part of the so-called Deuteronomic History (including
also  Joshua,  Judges,  I  Samuel,  II Samuel,  I  Kings  and II Kings)  but  was  deliberately  placed  just  after  the
conclusion of the priestly edition of Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus and Numbers, because it purports to be Moses’
farewell address to the people]—was created: scholars refer to its literary tradition as D, to distinguish it from the
other  three.  D has  a  history quite  peculiar  to  itself,  containing possibly the preaching of  the  Levites  in  the
northern kingdom of Israel before its fall in 721BC. It is primarily characterized by a vigorous oratorical style.

     [These are the four primary sources; but the source-critical literature for the Old Testament yields as many as
47 separate, definable sources for the Pentateuch and the Historical Books. A list of these by name of source, time
of origin, and location by chapter, is provided below after the entry for II Kings.]

*
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     Even though the Philistine incursion into Palestine reported in Genesis (XXI:32,34; XXVI:1,8,14,15,18) did
not take place until after the latest possible date for the age of the patriarchs, this does not mean, for example, that
the stories of part (II) preserve no historical memories, for many scholars have regarded them as personifications
of tribal memories, and it is possible that some such elements are indeed found in them. That part  (I) cannot,
however, be treated as literal history is beyond question.

1. There  are  discrepancies  between the  two accounts  of  Creation:  in  the  first,  man and woman are  created
together after all the bests; in the second, man is created before the beasts and woman after.

2. There are discrepancies within what now appears to be the single account of the flood: in some places a single
pair of all species is taken into the ark; in others it is a single pair of unclean creatures, but clean creatures in
sevens.

3. It is impossible to suppose that the whole earth was covered with water to a depth that submerged all the
mountains, even though it can scarcely be doubted that the flood story rests on the memory of some dreadful
devastation by water.

4. Although archaeological expeditions have revealed deep deposits believed to be the result of flood in some
Babylonian cities,  corresponding layers  were not  found in  neighboring cities;  and at  Kish evidence that  the
Babylonian flood story was already known has been found beneath the so-called “flood” layer.

5.  Parallels to the material in Genesis I-XI are known in the mythological literature of the Ancient Near East.
Texts dealing with subjects like the creation of the world and the origin of human cultures, the Deluge, and pre-
and  post-Diluvian  dynastic  genealogy  are  known  to  have  existed  in  pre-Mosaic  times,  some  of  them
corresponding to Genesis I-XI even in the general combination and arrangement of these topics.

     On the other hand, excavations at Mesopotamian sites, and especially at Nuzi, have contributed much to bring
about the greater respect for the historicity of part (II) that, indeed, has become general.

1. Customs which figure in these stories but which were obsolete at the time when the stories are believed to have
been written down are known to have prevailed in the 2nd millennium BC (i.e., in the age of the patriarchs) in the
Mesopotamia from which the patriarchs are said to have come: e.g., the adoption of slaves or freeborn persons by
childless people; the custom that if the wife should prove childless she must provide her husband with a slave
wife to take her place; that if the legal wife should subsequently bear a child, he must take precedence over the
slave’s child; that the possession of household gods carried the title to the inheritance of the father’s property. 

2. Further, if the ancient traditions preserved the memory of obsolete customs, the presumption is strong that they
contained true memories in other respects, although that real memory may not be able to be recoverable with
security. (E.g., the fact that Genesis relates two stories of Abraham’s passing off his wife as his sister—XII:10ff;
XX:1ff—and  a  similar  story  of  Isaac—XXVI:6ff—probably  means  that  a  single  story  has  been  differently
assigned, irrespective of whether the patriarchs made a practice of this behavior.)

3. Even when previously held modern opinions of historical  events connected with the patriarchs  have been
proven  to  rest  upon  sand,  it  has  been  possible  to  consider  reasonable  historical  alternatives.  For  example:
although the only passage available which sets Abraham in the current of world affairs (Genesis XIV) has been
proved from royal synchronisms in the Mari texts [the government archives of Zimrilim, who was king of Mari
for about 30 years until his reign was brought to an end by Hamurrabi’s destruction of his city-state during the
18th century BC] (and for other reasons) to force a reassignment of his date of operations from the 21 st century BC
to  the 19th century BC,  the  independent  source  behind  chapter  XIV was  not  a  late  document  (as  was once
commonly  held)  and  many scholars  would  now date  it  from the  time  of  David  (c.1000-960BC).  Similarly,
although there are perhaps insuperable difficulties in placing the time of Joseph’s service in Egypt (as Genesis
wishes to) as long before the time of the Hyksos rulers of Egypt (17th century BC), perhaps a majority of scholars
do wish to place him with the Hyksos invasion; and others who do not find a home for him there, find one for him
in the court of the heretic Pharaoh Ikhnaton. (This Pharaoh had broken with the Theban priesthood, which had
provided many of  the  chief  officers  of  state,  and  he  would  therefore  be  glad  to  avail  himself  of  a  skilled
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administrator; also, Ikhnaton worshipped the sun-god, Aton, and in no other age would it be a higher honor to
marry the daughter of the priest of this god, which Joseph is alleged to have done.). 

4. There is clear evidence in the story of Joseph of acquaintance with Egyptian life and customs; for the rise of a
Semite to high office under the Pharaoh is not improbable, even though there is no independent confirmation of
this  particular  incident;  and  there  is  no  reason  to  doubt  that  Joseph’s  immovable  integrity  in  prosperity  or
adversity and his magnanimity toward his brothers rests on actual history. 

5. The blessings recorded in Genesis (IX:25ff,  XIV:19ff,  XXIV:60, XXVII:27ff, XXVII:39-40, XLVIII:15-16,
XLIX) may well be ancient fragments which have been preserved. The fact that some of them are marked by
plays on words, and some by tribal emblems (while neither motif is found uniformly and some oracles have both
and some neither),  make it  probable  that  the individual  parts  come from various sources, and that  some are
certainly very ancient (especially in the case of the oracles on Reuben, Simeon and Levi).

6. Most important: if the ideals of the compiler of the Pentateuch rather than the actual character of an individual
of the remote past are reflected in Genesis, it is difficult to explain why Jacob is sometimes portrayed in less
exalted terms (XXV:29ff; XXVII:5ff; XXX:25ff; XXVIII:20ff); or why this is true also of the tribal founders
themselves  (for  in chapter  XXXVII they are  condemned for  their  treatment  of Joseph;  and the treachery of
Simeon and Levi at Shechem brings upon them the condemnation of their father, and is generally believed to have
been the direct cause of the scattering in Israel which stands as a curse on these two tribes in the blessing of Jacob
at XLIX:5-7). 

     For an exposition of 47 of the sources of the Pentateuch and the Historical Books (excluding the Book of
Ruth) see after II Kings. 

[NOAB, OT, xxxv-xxxvi; NAB, xiii-xiv, 3-4, 212; ENC, X, 79-82; NBC, 79; ODC, 546]

EXODUS

     This book is traditionally ascribed to Moses; but critically now thought to be a composite work of a much later
age, most of its strata having been written at varying dates from the 9 th to the 4th centuries BC. It is the Greek of
the Septuagint who bestowed the title Exodus (a going out) on the work; in the Hebrew Bible it is named after its
opening words: and these are the names.

     The book of Exodus naturally divides into six parts: (1) I:1-XV:21 (the deliverance from Egypt); (2) XV:22-
XVIII:27 (the desert pilgrimage); (3) XIX:1-XXIV:18 (the sealing of the covenant at Sinai); (4) XXV:1-XXXI:18
(instructions for building and furnishing the Tabernacle); (5) XXXII:1-XXXIV:35 (the episode of the golden calf,
followed by Moses’ intercession and the restoration of the Covenant); and (6) XXXV:1-XL:38 (the building and
furnishing of the Tabernacle). {NAB would combine sections (5) and (6) into one, and would divide sections (1)
and  (2) as  I:1-XII:36  and  XII:37-XVIII:27,  respectively.}  For  especially  the  first  24  chapters  of  Exodus,
community testimony predominates over the contributions of individual authors in the shaping of the literature;
yet the process of critical research into the Pentateuch itself has made it increasingly evident that all sorts of
individual voices and authors contributed to the growth of the Old Testament. Chapters I-XV probably developed
as a liturgical  recital  of  faith confessing the great  acts of  God and using the incidents  of Israel’s escape as
illustrations. Indeed, it has been further proposed that this section may have developed as a Passover liturgy.

     Critical scholarship has been much exercised about the date of the Exodus of the Hebrews from Egypt, the
evidence for which is  partly Biblical  and partly archaeological.  The extreme limits seem to be 1580BC and
1215BC. (NBC says there are two suggested dates, the first c.1440 and the second c.1290.) 

A. Based upon the testimony of the (violently anti-Jewish) Egyptian historian Manetho (250BC), the Exodus was
traditionally placed in the 16th century BC and associated with the expulsion of the Hyksos power from Egypt.
But this association lacks evidence. 

B. A second date of c.1440BC has been advanced by Unger (Archaeology and the Old Testament, 1965). The
dating of this scheme depends upon three observations:  (1) that the fourth year of Solomon’s reign would be

7



c.961BC, and therefore the Exodus would be c.1441 and the entry into Egypt c.1870BC, in conforming with the
statement at Exodus XII:40-41 where a figure of 430 years is mentioned as the length of time the Jews were in
Egypt; (2) that Thutmosis III (1482-1450) was a conqueror and renowned builder and is suited as the pharaoh of
the oppression, with Amenhotep II as the pharaoh of the Exodus; and (3) that events in Palestine, as reconstructed
from archaeological finds (e.g., the mention of the invading Habiru in the Amarna letters and the fall of Jericho)
confirm that entry by the Jews into this region took place c.1400BC. Unger’s view is perhaps a little naïve with
regard to the methods of Old Testament chronology,  assuming as it  does that  one has simply to add up the
numbers given in the Bible in order to arrive at firm dates, whereas it is more likely that in many cases figures
given represent a formal reckoning of so many years to a generation, rather than the exact passing of that number
of calendar years. Also: the Habiru, though they are attested from the 18 th-12th centuries, are not to be identified
with the invading Israelites because they were a diverse people, native Canaanites.

C. Modern scholars are increasingly unanimous in the view that it happened during the 13 th century BC. NBC
proposes the date c.1290 (so Kitchen,  Ancient Orient and Old Testament, 1966, 57-75); the following reasons
apply.

1. Exodus I:11 states that  the Hebrews worked as slaves in building the cities of Pithom and Raamses;  and
recovered Egyptian records and archaeological research have proven that these cities were located in the Nile
delta,  and were indeed founded by Ramses II (1304-1237BC).  This  fixes  both the sites and time of Israel’s
enslavement with considerable precision. 

2. A stele erected by Merneptah (one of Rameses’ sons, who reigned 1236-1223) to record his victories over the
Libyans c.1220BC, lists Israel among the peoples he destroyed in Canaan during this campaign; and this implies
that Israel was in Canaan during his reign, leading some scholars to place the Exodus rather early in the reign of
Ramses II. This has the effect of making the 40 years wandering in the wilderness not a mere cipher, and so we
have 1290-1260 for the Exodus, and 1250-1220 for the invasion of Canaan by the Israelites. On the other hand,
there is increasing evidence that the Hebrews in Egypt did not include all clans known by the title Israel, and
therefore the Merneptah stele may not be a decisive factor in fixing the date of the Exodus. There are, however,
other reasons for maintaining a 13th century date for the Exodus.

3. Excavations at sites in Palestine appears to demonstrate that the invasion began in the second half of the 13 th

century; for Lachish, Bethel and Hazor fell about this time.

4. The immigration of semi-nomads from Asia, Semites driven by famine into the sown lands of both Egypt and
Mesopotamia, was a constant feature of ancient oriental life, abundantly illustrated in Egyptian records.

5. That such migrants maintained their distinctive tribal customs and organizations amid a settled society, often
for several generations, and sometimes returned to their nomadic places of origin is also a matter of record.

6. There are extant Egyptian portrayals of Semites engaged in bricklaying under Egyptian oversight. 

     Accordingly, modern scholars are increasingly unanimous in the view that the Exodus occurred during the 13 th

century BC, with Ramses II commonly referred to as the Pharaoh of the oppression.

     Scientifically verifiable details relating to the desert pilgrimage (chapters XV:22-XVIII:27) are few, although
modern research has confirmed the Biblical report that the center of Israelite life during most of this period was at
Kadesh  south  of  the  Negev.  Since  at  least  the  4 th century AD,  Jebel  Musa,  the  southern  point  of  the  Sinai
peninsula, has been accepted as Mount Sinai; but modern scholarship is more inclined to associate the mountain
where Moses was given the Law with the wilderness of Paran in the neighborhood of Kadesh; and for this there is
also persuasive Biblical evidence at Numbers X:12, Deuteronomy XXXIII:2, and Judges V:4-5.

     The  chapters  dealing with the  instructions  for  the  building and furnishing of  the  Tabernacle,  and their
execution, are not set in the context of the covenant ceremonial, but follow its completion; and there is wide
critical agreement that these sections are the work of the late Priestly School in Israel; which, while it exalted
Moses  as  prophet  and  lawgiver,  tended  to  feature  Abraham rather  than  Moses  as  the  real  mediator  of  the
Covenant; and which felt (perhaps not surprisingly: H) that in the priesthood of Aaron, in the Temple and its
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furnishings and in the rites in which these were utilized, Israel possessed a Divinely appointed means by which its
Covenant with God was maintained—and through which the grace of God was mediated—to the people of God.
This late Priestly School also assumed that this ritual and the appurtenances for it were in use in Israel from the
days of Moses; which is the reason why the writers here put forth so great an effort in their detailed description of
the portable wilderness Tabernacle (treating it  as the prototype and model for the Temple of their own day). 

     For an exposition of 47 of the sources of the Pentateuch and the Historical Books (excluding the Book of
Ruth) see after II Kings. 

[ENC, VIII, 967-969; NAB, 71; NBC, 115-116; ODC, 484]

LEVITICUS

     The third book of the Pentateuch, Leviticus consists almost entirely of legislation: the rare narrative portions
are subordinate to the main legislative theme. The name is derived from the Greek Septuagint version, and is
appropriate in a general way, since the priests were, of course, Levites, in the sense of being members of the tribe
of Levi; in any event, it seems especially intended for priests (Aaron and his sons being mentioned many times in
it).

     According to modern critical theories, Leviticus is derived almost entirely from a document known to have
been written during the 6th century BC. Generally speaking, the laws contained in this book serve to teach the
Israelites that they should always keep themselves in a state of legal purity, or external sanctity, as a sign of their
intimate union with God. 

     The book divides into four obvious natural sections: (1) I-VII (which constitute at Sacrifice Code and present
detailed regulations for private and largely optional sacrifices);  (2) VIII-X (which resume and carry forward the
narrative-style rubrics broken off at the end of Exodus); (3) XI-XVI (which constitute the Cleanliness Code, and a
subsequent Atonement ritual); and  (4) XVII-XXVII (which constitute the Holiness Code). {NAB would divide
the last section into two parts:  (a) XVII-XXVI, for the Holiness Code, and  (b) XXVII, for the redemption of
offerings.}

     Chapters I-VII are recognizably homogeneous in style, even though with it chapters VI-VII represent a second
forumlation (perhaps for the use of priests) of the material already formulated (for the laity?) in chapters I-V. It is
simply what it pretends to be: a book of rubrics. Chapters VIII-X may be best considered as a unit with Exodus
XL and Numbers Iff, into which the remainder was somewhat abruptly inserted. Chapters XI-XVI have no special
uniformity of style. Chapters XVII-XXVI, however, seem to form a clearly defined unity of their own, and (since
1877) have been known as the Law of Holiness, or Code of Holiness—after their recurrent thematic, You shall be
holy;  for  I,  the  Lord your God am holy.  This  is  generally  thought  to  have been drawn up after  the  fall  of
Jerusalem in 586BC, and probably left  its  compiler’s hands c.550,  to  be united  75-100 years later  with the
remainder of Leviticus (which would thus be said to attain its final form between 475-450BC: H).  

     For an exposition of 47 of the sources of the Pentateuch and the Historical Books (excluding the Book of
Ruth) see after II Kings. 

[ENC, XIII, 1004-1006; NAB, 122; NBC, 140; ODC, 645,805]

NUMBERS

     Numbers forms the fourth of the Pentateuchal  books, the bulk of which narrates the experiences of the
Israelites  during  their  wanderings  in  the  wilderness  down to  the  point  of  Joshua’s  appointment  as  Moses’
successor. {Indeed, chapters I:1-X:10 are substantially a continuation of the material from Exodus XIX to the end
of Leviticus; and in the Hebrew Bible it is named Bemidbar (In The Wilderness)}. The title “Numbers,” however,
is an English translation of the Latin title Numeri, itself a translation of the Septuagint’s Arithmoi; and the book
was so named because of its preoccupation with numbers throughout its text, particularly in the early chapters
and  in  chapter  XXVI.  NAB divides  the  work  into  three  chief  divisions:  (1) I:1-X:10,  preparations  for  the
departure from Sinai; (2) X:11-XXII:1, the journey from Sinai to the plains of Moab; and (3) XXII:2-XXXVI:13,
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on the plains of Moab. 

     Numbers is composed of the earliest and the latest of the four chief sources of the Pentateuch (i.e., those
known as  J,  E, D and  P).  It  has  in  it  some very early fragments  of  narrative poetry (X:35,36;  XXI:14,15;
XXI:17,18); and the so-called  L (for  lay) Document (older than  J or  E) is thought to be incorporated into X-
XIV:20 and at XIV:25. It seems, however, that as diverse in origin as various elements of Numbers are, they have
been united for one purpose: the establishment of a theocratic form of government. This is demonstrated on the
presence in the book of theological insights common and accepted among those of the Priestly School; and in the
indication in Numbers of a substantial unity between the wilderness and the post-Exilic community. On the other
hand, there is almost a complete absence of any Deuteronomic influence in Numbers; and the same can be said of
influence from the Holiness Code of Leviticus. 

     That Numbers may be ascribed to Moses in its present form is to also overlook the following facts: (1) that
throughout the book Moses is referred to in the third person, the typical style of a narrator;  (2) that to ascribe
every utterance to Moses directly makes him the author of his own commendation as the meekest of men (XII:3),
which would hardly be the best  evidence for the reality of the claim; and  (3) that  such a claim requires an
explanation  for  differences  in  details  between  the  different  books  of  the  Pentateuch  relating  to  sacrifices,
festivals, and other matters.

     It is therefore critically believed that Numbers is a predominately Priestly document, i.e., a bringing together
by editors  of  the  late  post-Exilic  Priestly  School  (i.e.,  after  586BC)  of  quite  old  traditions  and very recent
recensions; and a fusing of these two elements into one book which would enable the post-Exilic community to
understand  itself  more  clearly  as  the  contemporary  separated  people  of  God.  They  used  the  concepts  of  a
theocratic society to exhibit the meaning of the wilderness tradition as they understood it, thereby enabling the
members of their theocratic state to understand their own society more profoundly. It is as if the past, as it were,
is looked upon in the light of their present; and that that in turn leads to a deeper understanding of that present in
terms of the past and its continuity with the present.  

     For an exposition of 47 of the sources of the Pentateuch and the Historical Books (excluding the Book of
Ruth) see after the entry for II Kings. 

[ENC, XVI, 745; NAB, 159; NBC, 168; ODC, 969]

DEUTERONOMY

     Deuteronomy forms the fifth and last book of the Pentateuch. Its distinctive style marks it off from the other
four, for it consists largely of speeches allegedly given by Moses and supposedly delivered in the plains of Moab
just before his death; and the theory behind its composition is apparently that the first Law {Deuteronomy means
“second Law”, the English title being taken from the Septuagint Greek phrase  to deuteronomion touto (“this
second lawgiving”)} was given 38 years earlier at Mount Horeb, and was confined to the Ten Commandments;
and that the present precepts and exhortations are offered for life in the land of Canaan, which Israel will soon
enter. 

     Deuteronomy falls into six very well-marked divisions:  (1) I:1-IV:43 (an introductory discourse, largely a
historical  retrospect  of  the  journey of Israel  from Mouth Horeb to the  place where Moses is  allegedly now
speaking);  (2) IV:44-XI:32 (a second introduction, consisting of a repetition of the Ten Commandments and an
exhortation to observe the Law);  (3) XII-XXVIII (a code containing both religious and civil laws);  (4) XXIX-
XXXI (a concluding exhortation); (5) XXXII-XXXIII (two poems ascribed to Moses) and (6) XXXIV (material
concerning Moses’ death and burial). {NAB would stop the code of religious and civil laws at XXVI:19; and
would style the remainder of the book (XXVII-XXXIV:12) Moses’ final words.}

     Most modern Old Testament scholars believe that Deuteronomy forms the third of the four major strands that
comprise the Pentateuch, the two preceding it being J and E, and the one following it being P. Further, its time of
origin seems discoverable with relative ease.

1. Nowhere in its text does Deuteronomy claim to have been written by Moses.
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2. The last chapters recount his death and burial (and so must clearly have been added after that fact: H).

3. Deuteronomy is by no means a completely new work, but includes some old laws and traditions, stemming
very likely from the northern kingdom.

4. Centralization of political power went hand in hand with centralization of religious worship in the Jerusalem
Temple; and it is known that Josiah not only promoted independence from Assyria, but had in fact extended
Judaean political control over territory that had been in the Assyrian province of Samaria.

5. The  reforms  of  king  Josiah,  as  described  in  II  Kings  XXII-XXIII,  correspond  in  large  measure  to  the
prescriptions  in Deuteronomy, involving as they do the centralization of sacrificial  worship in the Temple at
Jerusalem, the purification of the cultus from foreign influences, and the renewal of the covenant between Israel
and God.

     In short, the theological outlook and the type of society presupposed by the regulations it contains make it
most unlikely that Deuteronomy is a product of the Mosaic Age; and the view most widely held critically at
present assigns its composition to an individual or a group who lived during the 7 th century BC, perhaps in the
reign of Manasseh (698-643), or the early part of that of Josiah (640-609); more or less in line with the (very
generally accepted) argument first put forth in 1805 that Deuteronomy was, in its original form, the book of the
Law or covenant  that  was discovered in the  Jerusalem Temple in  the  18 th year  of king Josiah  (621BC);  but
allowing for the possibility that it was produced during a period when prophets were persecuted and the religion
of Israel was suffering a serious decline. According to this theory, Deuteronomy was certainly written centuries
after the Israelites had for centuries been resident in the Land of Promise. It was composed as a compromise of
priestly and prophetic ideals of religion, and was then set aside to be brought forth at the first opportune moment
(the 18th year of Josiah).

     These are not the only views of the matter, however.

1. Since  king  Hezekiah  (c.715-c.686BC)  made  certain  religious  reforms,  in  the  nature  of  a  compromise  or
harmonization of both priestly and prophetic viewpoints, but similar to those of Josiah (II Kings XVIII:3-6; II
Chronicles XXIX-XXXI), it has also been conjectured that Deuteronomy may have originated during his reign, or
may have been the result of the experience with the short-lived reforms instituted by him. Some recent critics
have therefore argued for a date of composition during the 8 th century; and if it is recognized that Deuteronomy
includes some old laws and traditions of northern provenance, there is no objection to the view that the form of
the book used by Josiah came from the latter part of the 8 th century, or the early part of the 7th (perhaps during the
reign of Manasseh); and that it was “found” at an opportune time when Josiah was favorable to a revival of what
was believed in his day to have been the old Yahwistic faith.

2. A few scholars have placed the origin of the book, or of its original nucleus, much earlier than the 8th century,
on the grounds that (a) Deuteronomy does not name Jerusalem as the place where sacrifice is to be offered; (b)
that there are passages in it (XI:26-32; XXVII) which seem to imply centralization of worship in the Northern
Kingdom, at Shechem, rather than at Jerusalem;  (c) that there exists a concern in the book which seems to be
rather with cultic purity rather than with cultic unity; and (d) that XII:1-7 is definitely an addition to the original
code, with the phrase usually translated the place which the Lord your God will choose being properly rendered
as every place which the Lord your God will choose. Accordingly, these scholars find the ultimate source of the
Deuteronomic tradition to have been the sanctuary at Shechem, and its time of origin during the early monarchy
in Israel (c.1060-1000AD, the kingship of Saul: H).

3. A few scholars date Deuteronomy later than Josiah, viewing it as the product of Josiah’s reforms rather than
their  basis,  and  emphasizing  the  impracticality  of  some of  the  regulations  of  the  book,  believing  that  they
originated with visionary priests in the small land of Judah in the post-Exilic period, rather than in the pre-Exilic
period when the nation was larger and had its own king. They point out that the book may embody a program
rather than a law code, and that every reformation necessarily includes both old and new elements—some of the
latter in time proving impractical.
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4. The view has also been advanced that Deuteronomy originated with rural Levites, who were teachers of the
laity  but  had  access  to  priestly  traditions,  and  who  were  not  concerned  with  centralization  of  worship  or
prophecy, but rather acting on behalf of the property-owning, free citizens of the land, who were interested in
reviving the old institution of the holy war.

     During the time of Jesus, Deuteronomy shared with Psalms a preeminent religious influence among the Old
Testament books. 

     For an exposition of 47 of the sources of the Pentateuch and the Historical Books (excluding the Book of
Ruth) see at the end of II Kings. 

[ENC, VII, 321-323; NAB, 212; NBC, 201; ODC, 392-393]

JOSHUA

     Joshua is first of the Historical Books; according to the Hebrew version, the first of what it refers to as the
Former Prophets. The book is divisible into three parts:

1. Joshua I-XII (the conquest of Canaan);

2. Joshua XIII-XXII (the division of the country and the return of the Transjordanian tribes; NAB would divide
this XIII-XXI); and

3. Joshua XXIII-XXIV (the farewell and death of Joshua; NAB would divide this XXII-XXIV).

     That the author of the book (so M. Noth, Das Buch Joshua, in Handbuch zum Alten Testament, 1938; ibid.,
Uberlieferungsgeschichtliche  Studien I,  1943)  depended  upon  many  sources  of  various  ages  and  of  great
historical  and religious import,  has widespread critical  support.  Joshua was built  up by a long and complex
process of editing Traditional materials. Among these sources are:

A. Ancient stories, perhaps as old as the later 13th century BC, underlie  (1), partly supported by archaeological
evidence which indicates a contemporary destruction of some of the Joshuitical sites—Lachish, Debir, perhaps
Hazor (the reduction of another of these, Bethel, is reported at Judges I:22-25). This source also presents the
conquest as a gradual and incomplete event (several places in chapters XIII-XXII); while the miscellaneous list of
areas taken by the tribes (Joshua I:1-II:5) also indicates that part of the land remained in the possession of non-
Israelites.

B. There is also present in  (1) a later  (probably Deuteronomistic)  account which presents the Conquest  as a
complete event accomplished in a series of swift and devastating campaigns (Joshua X:40-42; XI:16-23; XII).

C. There is a tradition present in (2) which consists of a list of boundaries of the tribes of Israel, and which stems
from the period prior to c.1040BC.

D. There is a second list of cities for (2) occupied by the several tribes (Joshua XV:21-62; XVIII:21-28; XIX:2-8;
XIX:41-46) which reflects territory actually possessed at a period considerably  later than the actual Conquest,
and has been assigned to various times between the 10th and the 7th century BC.

E. The first farewell address of Joshua (Joshua XXIII) is a creation of the Deuteronomistic historian, who was
probably the final major redactor of the book; it probably served for a time as the book’s actual conclusion.

F. The last chapter (XXIV), though probably added during the Exile (c.580-c.540) is, on the other hand, a very
ancient document having to do with the covenant of Shechem.

     The narrative relates, then, to events shortly after the Exodus; but the composition of the tractate is very much
later, and though some of its sources may date from the 9 th century BC, or even earlier, the book itself probably
did not reach its present form before the 6 th century BC or later. It is generally critically agreed that the compiler
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made some use of the recognized sources of the Pentateuch. 

     For an exposition of 47 of the sources of the Pentateuch and the Historical Books (excluding the Book of
Ruth) see after II Kings. 

[ENC, XII, 90-92; NAB, 259; ODC, 746]

JUDGES

     The book of Judges professes to be a sequel to Joshua, but in fact covers the same period. It is divisible (so
NAB) into the following three parts: (1) I:1-III:6, Palestine after the death of Joshua; (2) III:7-XVI:31, the stories
of the judges themselves; and (3) XVII:1-XXI:25, a discussion of the tribes of Dan and Benjamin in the days of
the  Judges.  Its  account  of  the  entry  of  the  Israelites  into  Canaan  (the  Promised  Land),  which  depicts  the
settlement as gradual and spread over many years, is probably more accurate than that in Joshua, which claims for
Israel the credit  of a swift and thorough victory. The compiler of this work has supplied a framework which
enabled a continuous historical narrative to be constructed out of what were probably separate and unrelated
histories of the individual judges (from whose existence,  indeed, Judges derives its title),  and has used it  to
illustrate his philosophy of history, which saw a regular sequence of sin, punishment, penitence, and deliverance. 

     These judges themselves were not magistrates, but military leaders sent in time of external danger, exercising
their  authority  during  the  time  between  the  death  of  Joshua  and  the  appearance  of  the  monarchy in  Israel
(c.1040BC). The stories of Ehud, Barak, Deborah, Gideon, Jephthah, and Samson are based on local traditions,
which preserved the memory of historical events; while little is recorded of Shangar (Judges II:31) and the other
five judges (X:1-5; XII:8-15): but it may be assumed that the stories of these heroes were preserved among the
tribes to which they belonged; were originally transmitted independently; and may have been put together in a
continuous narrative as early as the reign of David (c.1000-c.960BC). The so-called Song of Deborah (Joshua V)
is contemporary with the events it preserves, and is thus one of the oldest surviving pieces of Hebrew literature,
possibly the oldest. The story of Abimelech (Judges IX:1-57) must have been preserved at Shechem, and that of
the trek of the Danites (Judges XVII:1-XVIII:31) in their sanctuary at Dan; while that of the offense at Gibeah
(Judges XIX:1-XXI:5) may be a piece of anti-Saul propaganda preserved at Bethlehem, the birthplace of the
historical David. 

     In addition to the twelve judges of Judges, two more—Eli and Samuel—appear in I Samuel. These latter two
judges appear to have ruled the entire nation of Israel just prior to the institution of the monarchy. The twelve
judges of Judges, however, very probably exercised their authority sometimes simultaneously, but only over one
or another of the tribes of Israel, and never over the entire country.

     It is also probable that some of the Pentateuchal sources persist in Judges—e.g., the account of the conquest of
Canaan in Judges I is either a continuation of or a supplement to the J document (commonly dated during the 9th

century  BC)  of  the  Pentateuch.  Indeed,  the  accounts  of  various  events,  whether  written  shortly  after  their
occurrence or orally transmitted, were skillfully unified according to the moral purpose of the redactor of Judges
at some time during the Israelite monarchy. But it may have been during the Babylonian Exile that the expanded
narrative of conquest and settlement was incorporated into a history of Israel which began with Deuteronomy and
included also the books of Joshua, Samuel, and Kings; and subsequent editors made further minor additions to the
book to bring it to its present form, probably during the 3 rd century BC. The Hebrew text, which is often corrupt,
may sometimes be restored to its original form by the use of the Greek. 

     For an exposition of 47 of the sources of the Pentateuch and the Historical Books (excluding the Book of
Ruth) see after II Kings. 

[ENC, VII, 137: XIII, 119; NAB, 288; ODC, 750-751]

RUTH

     The story of Ruth is set in the last days of the judges (c.1000BC); but the book itself—at least, in its final form
—is evidently of a relatively late date, certainly no earlier than the 6 th century BC, for the writer knew of the
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Deuteronomic editor  of  Judges,  and Ruth IV:7  gives  the  impression  that  the  custom mentioned therein  was
already obsolete. Light from archaeology on the Hebrew language, however, and on marriage customs, suggests a
pre-Exilic date for the bulk of the story; but in the Hebrew canon it appears in the third and last division of the
Hebrew Old Testament. 

     This is not to say that Ruth is not based upon a solid core of fact; for no one would have invented a Moabite
ancestress for Israel’s greatest king. Indeed, although one might characterize the literary form of Ruth as dramatic
(since about two thirds of it is in dialogue form), Tradition has always held that it contains true history. There is
no certainty about the author; although according to evidence within the book itself, it was written long after the
events its describes had passed.

     The genealogy at its end (Ruth 4:18-22) may or may not be an addition to the work in its original form, the
disclosure of a Moabite strain in David’s lineage demonstrating that the author of Ruth had a broader view of the
legitimacy of marriage between Jews and foreigners than was inculcated during his time. The aim of Ruth is to
demonstrate that  Divine reward exists  for piety even when practiced by a stranger.  In this,  it  is  alleged, the
universality of the Messianic salvation is also foreshadowed—the piety, spirit of self-sacrifice and moral integrity
of Ruth being favored by God with the gift of faith and an illustrious marriage whereby she became the ancestress
of David, and therefor of Jesus. 

     In the Greek and Latin canons of the Old Testament, Ruth is placed just after Judges and prior to I Samuel: for
it  is closely related, because of the time of its  action, to Judges; and it  forms an excellent  introduction to I
Samuel. Ruth’s genealogy is cited also at Matthew 1:2-6, in Matthew’s genealogy of Christ. 

[ENC, XIX, 830-831; NAB, 317; ODC, 1191]

I SAMUEL

     I and II Samuel were originally a single book, The Book of Samuel, which was first divided for convenience
by the compilers of the Greek canon of the Old Testament (the Septuagint) This is its Hebrew title, so-called from
the name of the leading figure of the first book, who was responsible for the enthronement of David, whose
history the second book recounts. They are the primary authority for the history of the Israelite people during the
crucial years of the 11th-10th centuries BC. The combined books fall naturally into four parts:

1. I Samuel I-XV (stories of Samuel, the fall of the house of Eli, and of Saul until his rejection. The opening
chapters may be from a now lost history of the Ark of the Covenant.);

2. I Samuel XVI-II Samuel V (the story of the rift between Saul and David);

3. II Samuel VI-XX:11 (David as king. II Samuel IX-XX, which bears every evidence of being contemporary with
the events it discloses, is clearly drawn from the court history of the reign of David—c.1000-c.960 BC—and thus
forms the oldest piece of continuous Old Testament prose. It is continued on into I Kings I:1-II:11, where it is
used to introduce the story of Solomon, David’s son, and probably originated early in the reign of Solomon.); and

4. II Samuel XX:23-XXIV:25, which forms a miscellaneous appendix that may have been added to the book after
the Exile (i.e., after c.540BC).

     [NAB prefers the following division: (1) I Samuel I:1-VII:17, history of Eli and Samuel; (2) I Samuel VIII:1-
XII:25, the establishment of the monarchy in Israel;  (3) I Samuel XIII:1-II Samuel II:7, Saul and David;  (4) II
Samuel II:8-XX:26, the reign of David; (5) II Samuel XXI:1-XXIV:25, appendixes.]

     Scholars are for the most part agreed that there are two main strands of source material in the two books of
Samuel (which they designate A and B, respectively). The earlier history is A, in which Samuel is a local seer and
the prime mover in anointing Saul to be king, the man who set out to seek lost donkeys and found a kingdom. B is
a later account, where Samuel is a national figure, judge of all Israel—indeed, the last of the Judges. Evidence for
these two strands is to be found in (1) the two accounts of the founding of the monarchy (I Samuel IX:1-X:16 +
XI:1-11/I Samuel VIII + X:17-25a + XII);  (2) the two accounts of David’s coming to Saul’s notice (I Samuel
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XVI:14-23/I Samuel XVII:12-58); (3) the two accounts of the saying Is Saul also among the prophets? (I Samuel
X:10-12/I Samuel XIX:18-24); (4) the two—considerably interwoven—accounts of David’s flight from Saul (in I
Samuel XX); (5) the two accounts of the treachery of the Ziphites (I Samuel XXIII:19-28/I Samuel XXVI:1-3);
and (6) perhaps also the two accounts of how David spares Saul’s life (I Samuel XXIV:1-22/I Samuel XXVI:4-
25a).

     The Samuel/Saul/David narratives clearly depend on several written sources:  (1) a Samuel cycle;  (2,3) two
sets of stories about Saul and David; and (4) a family history of David. There are besides many passages which
do not fit into  A or  B, however [e.g.,  (5,6,7) the three ancient poems which lie embedded in the narrative at I
Samuel II:1-10, II Samuel II:19-27, and II Samuel XX]. In any event, A is earlier than 800BC, B is from the end
of the 8th century; and the two books probably achieved finality (apart from the appendix of II Samuel XX-XXIV)
in the great revision under Deuteronomic influence (edited c.550BC). (NAB would put this final redaction at late
in the 7th century BC, when the other volumes of the “Former Prophets,” from Joshua through Kings, were built
into a more or less continuous historical corpus.) 

     The appendix also contains some early material, but appears to have been added after the rest of the book had
been compiled. 

     For an exposition of 47 of the sources of the Pentateuch and the Historical Books (excluding the book of Ruth)
see after II kings. 

[ENC, XIX, 989-990; NAB, 322; ODC, 1212]

II SAMUEL

     See under I Samuel.

I KINGS

     The two books of Kings were originally, like Samuel, one book. They form the principal source for the history
of the Jewish monarchy from the accession of Solomon (c.970BC) to the fall of Jerusalem in 586, carrying on the
history begun in I and II Samuel forward another four centuries. It forms a single book divided into four parts: (1)
I Kings I:1-II:11 (a preface, probably broken off from the story of king David told at II Samuel VI:1-XX:22); (2) I
Kings II:12-XI:43 (the reign of Solomon); (3) I Kings XII:1-II Kings XVII:41 (the subsequent history of Israel to
its fall in 721AD); and (4) II Kings XVIII:1-XXV:30 (the fortunes of Judah from 721 until its fall in 586). [NAB
prefers the following division: (1) I Kings I:1-XI:43, the reign of Solomon; (2) XII:1-XVI:34, Judah and Israel to
the time of Ahab; (3) XVII:1-XXII:54, stories of the Prophets; (4) II Kings I:1-XVII:41, the kingdoms of Israel
and Judah; and (5) XVIII:1-XXV:30, the kingdom of Judah after 721 BC.] The work is designed as a religious
history; it is the Temple—in its capacity as the chosen site for the worship of God—which occupies the center of
interest.

     The original editor of Kings—there is evidence that two Deuteronomistically-influenced editors formed the
original volume—used three sources, which he names (Acts of Solomon; Book of the Chronicles of the Kings of
Israel; Book of the Chronicles of the Kings of Judah). These three documents, evidently still extant at the end of
the  7th century  BC,  were  the  official  royal  annals,  comparable  to  those  unearthed  by  archaeologists  in
Mesopotamia in the 19th and 20th centuries; for it is obvious that the editor set out to write a history of the two
kingdoms in the belief that the summit of excellence had been achieved when King Josiah centralized the worship
of Yahweh in Jerusalem and destroyed all the local shrines. (There is no doubt that we have here before us an
edited version of original materials: the reigns of individual kings are adapted to a framework—consisting of a
presentation; an obituary notice for each, rendered in stereotypical formulas; and inbetween, a report of the royal
achievements.)

     It should also be noted that the sequence of these royal chronicles is interrupted in both books by a cycle of
Traditions surrounding the prophets Elijah (I Kings) and Elisha (chiefly in II Kings). These cycles were very
probably preserved and transmitted by the prophetic communities to which there are references in the respective
Traditions; with the Elijah cycle the more important, since it dramatically underscores Israel’s critical struggle
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with the accursed paganism of the Canaanites.

     The general critical opinion is that this first editor concluded his work (with the word  Moses at II Kings
XXIII:25) soon after Josiah’s death (c.609BC; NAB says this first edition was finished sometime between 621
and 597). This would be just prior to the disaster suffered by Jewish arms at Megiddo (609), which ended the
prosperous reign, and also falsified the first editor’s whole theory that success and long life were the inevitable
result of centralizing piety. 

     These books, however,  underwent a second and final edition after c.550BC (NAB says during the Exile;
probably shortly after Jehoiachin was released from his Babylonian prison). The theological attitude of this editor
is also clearly Deuteronomistic: what counts above all is the fidelity of the ruler and the people to God, with
prosperity being the reward of the faithful, and ruination the reward of defection. This second editing dates from
a time when Evil-Merodach had released the captive king Jehoiachin (561), thus providing this editor with a ray
of hope that perhaps both Jewish kingdoms would be restored, and thus the theory of the first Deuteronomistic
editor would be verified after all; at any rate, it is most likely that this was the time when the three northern
narratives  concerning  Elisha,  Elijah,  and  Ahab,  and  the  one  southern  narrative  (II  Kings  XVIII:13-XX:19)
concerning Isaiah and Hezekiah, were introduced into the text. 

     For an exposition of 47 of the sources of the Pentateuch and the Historical Books (excluding the Book of
Ruth) see just below.

[ENC, XIII, 364-365; NAB, xv, 393; ODC, 769-770]

II KINGS

See under I Kings.

THE 47 SOURCES OF THE PENTATEUCH AND THE HISTORICAL BOOKS

     The Pentateuch (from the Greek pentateuchos biblos, book of five volumes) designates by this title the first
five books of the Old Testament—Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers and Deuteronomy. (The Historical Books
consist of Joshua, Judges, I Samuel, II Samuel, I Kings and II Kings.) Jewish and Christian tradition until the late
18th century, with a few rare exceptions, attributed the Pentateuch to Moses. It was the French physician Jean
Astruch who, in Modern Times, first suggested (1753) that Genesis was compiled from two documentary sources,
one of which employed the Divine name Yahweh (this was later to be called J), and the other the Divine name
Elohim (later to be called E): but even he believed that it was Moses who undertook the compilation. Somewhat
later, Ilgen (1798) said that E could not be considered as a single source, but must be divided into two; and later
still De Wette (1840) isolated Deuteronomy (D). In 1853, Hupfeld seems to have been the first to identify one of
Ilgen’s  E-sources as the Priestly source of later scholars; though Graf (1865) seems to have been the first to
introduce the symbol P for it. By 1900 what came to be known as the Graf-Wellhausen Hypothesis had gained a
general consensus of scholarly favor, its main conclusions being (a) that four major documents, J, E, D and P, lay
behind the Pentateuch; and (b) that they arose historically in that order. 

     In its classical form the Documentary Theory finds the Pentateuch to be basically a compilation of four
documents: J (composed in the 9th century BC); E (8th century); D (7th century); and P (5th century). J is Judahite,
E, Ephraimite in origin. These two versions of early Israelite tradition were fused into one document after the fall
of Israel in 721BC. Deuteronomy was added after the Exile (which ended c.540); and these were amalgamated
with the Priestly source into the present Pentateuch c.400BC. Further research has clarified the concept to the
point where it is now generally accepted that J, E, D, and P represent strata of material rather than single unified
composition; but that the processes of redaction and expansion which some of these strata have undergone over
many centuries are too complex to permit a definitive analysis of the entire text, and for the same reasons a
precise date for each of the sources is scarcely possible. It seems also clear that, whether the sources of the
Pentateuch be literary or oral, each one of them contains both very ancient and much more recent material, so that
the generally earlier sources (J and E) contain some quite late elements, while the generally later sources (D and
P) incorporate some quite early material. 
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     The following table presents a chapter-by-chapter analysis of 47 documentary strata in the Pentateuch and in
the Historical Books (excluding the Book of Ruth), together with attempts to fix approximate dates—sometimes
very accurate dates indeed—to their time of composition. (In the data itself, the numbers running down the left
column represent the numbers of the chapters of the books; and those across the top the numbers of the sources,
keyed to the table of symbols at the bottom of the data run. Where there is an “X” it is supposed there is, within
the indicated chapter, one of the 47 sources.) Unfortunately, I cannot attach any precise source material to them at
this time, but must content myself with reproducing the references given in the Britannica (vol. XVII—North,
Pentateuchal Criticism in Rowley, The Old Testament and Modern Study, 1951; Bentzen, Introduction to the Old
Testament II, 1952; Cazelles,  La Torah ou Pentateuque in Robert & Feuillet,  Introduction à la Bible I, 1957;
Anderson,  Understanding the Old Testament, 1957) and noting that I am responsible for naming some of the p
references  p (whose superscripts continue but also systematize an original tradition restricted to Old Testament
poetry).  The nomenclature used for these source in the table is otherwise not my invention, but that of their
discoverers; and though temporarily unavailable is certainly recoverable. I remember encountering it in a printed
source of some age—it used the archaic German ƒ letter, and was printed on a thick, soft book paper such as one
finds in 19th century book-stock; but though at the time I searched and searched for it, it was nowhere to be found.

[ENC, XVI, 743; XVII, 581-583]

[In what follows, the 47 sources are numbered 1-0 consecutively across the top of the table, in four units of
10 each, + 7 to carry on to the 47th source. The sources themselves are listed below the table itself. The

numbers down the left hand side of the table indicate the total number of chapters in each of the
respective books.]

THE TABLE OF 47 SOURCES FOR THE PENTATEUCH AND THE HISTORICAL BOOKS

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

GENESIS
1. X
2. X XX X
3. X X XX X
4. XX X X
5. X X X X
6. X XX X X
7. XX X
8. XX X
9. XX XX X X
10. X XX X X
11. X XX X X
12. X X X X
13. X X X X
14. X X
15. X X X X
16. X X X X
17. X
18. X X X
19. X XX X
20. X X
21. X X X X
22. X X X
23. X
24. X X
25. X XX X X
26. X X X X X
27. X X XX
28. X X X X X
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29. X X X X
30. X X X X
31. X X X X
32. X X X X
33. X X X
34. X XX
35. X XX X X
36. X X
37. X X X X
38. X XX
39. X X X
40. X X
41. X X X
42. X X
43. X
44. X
45. X X X
46. X X X X X
47. X X X X
48. X X X X X
49. XX X X
50. X X X X

EXODUS
1. X X X
2. X X X
3. X X X X
4. X X X
5. X X
6. X XX
7. X X X X
8. X X X X
9. X X X XX
10. X X X X
11. X X XX
12. X X X X
13. X X X X
14. X X X
15. X X X X XX X
16. X X X
17. X X X XX X
18. X X X
19. X X X X X
20. X X X X X
21. X X
22. XX X
23. XX X X
24. X X X
25. X
26. X
27. X X
28. X
29. X
30. X
31. X XX
32. X X X X X
33. X X X
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34. X X X X XX
35. X X
36. X
37. X
38. X
39. X
40. X

LEVITICUS
1. X X
2. X
3. X
4. X
5. X
6. X X
7. X X
8. X
9. X
10. X
11. X X
12. X X
13. X X
14. X X
15. X X
16. X
17. X X
18. X X X
19. X X
20. X X
21. X X
22. X X
23. X X X
24. X X
25. X X
26. X X
27. X

NUMBERS
1. X
2. X
3. X
4. X
5. X
6. X X
7. X
8. X
9. X
10. X X X XX
11. X X
12. X X X
13. X X X
14. X X X X
15. X
16. X X X
17. X
18. X
19. X
20. X X X
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21. X X X X X
22. X X X
23. X X X X
24. X X X
25. X X X
26. X
27. X
28. X
29. X
30. X
31. X
32. X X X X
33. X
34.1

35. X
36. X

DEUTERONOMY
1. X X
2. X X
3. X X
4. X X
5. X X X
6. X X
7. X X
8. X X
9. X X
10. X X
11. X X X
12. X X
13. X X
14. X X
15. X X
16. X X
17. X X
18. X X
19. X X
20. X X
21. X X
22. X X
23. X X
24. X X
25. X X
26. X X
27. XX X X
28. X X
29. X X
30. X X
31. X X X X
32. XX X
33. X XX X
34. X X X

JOSHUA
1. X X X
2. X X X X
3. X X X X
4. X X X X X
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5. XX X X X X
6. X X X X
7. X X X X
8. X X X X
9. XX X X X X
10. X X XX X X X
11. X X X X
12. X X X X
13. X X X
14. X X X X X
15. X X X
16. X X X
17. X X X
18. X X
19. X X X X X X
20. X X
21. X X X
22. X X X X
23. X
24. X X X X

JUDGES
1. X X
2. X X X X
3. X X
4. X X
5. X X X
6. X X
7. X X
8. X X
9. XX X
10. X X
11. X X
12. X X
13. X X
14. X X
15. X X
16. X X
17. X
18. X
19. X
20. X
21. X

I SAMUEL

1. X X X X
2. X X XX X
3. X X
4. X X X
5. X X X
6. X X X
7. X X X X
8. X X X
9. X X X
10. X X X X X
11. X X X
12. X X X
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13. X X X X X
14. X X X X
15. X X X
16. X X X X
17. X X X
18. X X X X X
19. X X X X
20. X X
21. X X2 X X X
22. X X2 X X 

23. X X X X X
24. X X X
25. X X X X
26. X X X
27. X X X X
28. X X X X
29. X X X X
30. X X X
31. X X X

II SAMUEL
1. XX X X X
2. X X X
3. X X X
4. X X X
5. X X X
6. X X X
7. X2 X X
8. X X
9. X X X
10. X X X
11. X X X
12. X X X
13. X X X
14. X X X
15. X X X
16. X X X
17. X X X
18. X X X
19. X X X
20. X X X
21. X X X
22. X X X
23. X X X X
24. X X X

I KINGS
1. X X X
2. X X X
3. X X
4. X X
5. X X
6. X X
7. X X
8. X X X
9. X X
10. X X
11. X X X
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12. X X
13. X X
14. X X X X
15. X X X X
16. X X
17. X X
18. X X
19. X X
20. X X
21. X X
22. X X X X

II KINGS
1. X X X
2. X X
3. X X
4. X X
5. X X
6. X X
7. X X
8. X X X
9. X X
10. X X X X
11. X X
12. X X X
13. X X X
14. X X
15. X X
16. X X
17. X
18. X X
19. X X X
20. X X X
21. X X X
22. X X
23. X X
24. X X
25. X

Footnotes
1None of the 47 sources indicated above was discovered for Numbers XXXIV; the only one, therefore of the 335
chapters in these eleven books in which my sources say that there has been no editing since it was first created.
Unfortunately, the data also does not supply the time when it originally came into being. 
2On the manuscript table I am transcribing, the indication is: 12 or 14; apparently at the time it was impossible for
me to tell from the printed text I was originally working with which number was meant.

KEY

     The 47 sources indicated in the table above are listed below, in order of age, oldest to most recent. The
symbols used for each source were those used in the materials I consulted, except for the superscriptions to the p
sources and some of the p’s themselves (which I deliberately intruded as a measure of standardization); and also
the system of superscription used for the reference HC (which is brought out in brief notes at numbers 2 and 39.
Number 18 I put here in obedience to the appended scholarly note; which is vague. All dates are to be read BC;
the column on the right indicates a median distance between extremes.

1. AG = 1350-1200 1275 26. LE2  = after 800 750   
2. HC1 = HC material older than CC 1250 27. LE3  = 750 750
3. CC = 1200-1100 1150 28. JEr  = 750 750
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4. RD = 1200-1100 1150 29. CI  = 724 724
5. p1 = 1125 1125 30.  P5  = 739-701 720
6. p2 = 1250-1050 1100 31. LS  = 750-650 700
7. J1 = 1000 1000
8. p3 = 1050-950 1000 32. I  = 650 650
9. BJ = 1050-950 1000 33. D  = 622 622

34. Dr1  = 610 610
10. ES = 950 950 35. PR  = 600 600
11. SS = 960-920 940 36. JO2  = 600 600
12. L = 950-900 925
13. S = 950-900 925 37. CJ  = 590 590
14. J2 = 900 900 38. CCRv = 550 550
15. JO1 = 900 900 39. HC2  = HC material from 550 550
16. x1 = 900 900 40. Dr2  = 550 550

41. p6  = 500 500
17. J+E = 950-750 850
18. TC = much older than 700-600 850 42. p7  = fifth century 450
19. AS = 842-837 840 43. P  = 450 450
20. p1 = 836 836 44. Pr  = 430 430
21. AL = 900-700 800 45. Sr  = 400 400
22. A = 900-700 800
23. E = 825-775 800 46. x2  = after 400 350
24. AH = 825-775 800
25. LE1 = 800 800 47. JO3     = third century 250

     Although many of the dates assigned above are approximations, their existence is as the product of a linguistic
science known as Form Criticism—and this is in and of itself of value because it is an objective measurement of
available data. It relies for its success on the assumption that the same linguistic forms—narrative or poetic—
recur  in  non-Biblical  literature;  and its  use  entails  three  distinct  processes:  (1) the  analysis  of  the  religious
material into separate units, each of which is held to have been gradually fixed in the oral process of transmission
from mouth  to  moth;  (2) the  recovery  of  the  earlier  history  of  these  linguistic  forms;  and  (3) the  correct
ascertainment  of  the  historical  setting  which  determined the  various  linguistic  forms in  the  first  place.  The
existence  of  the  approximations  themselves  is  to  compensate  for  the  obvious  fact  that  a  history  of  textual
transmission involving in some cases over 1,000 years is inevitably going to yield a product whose exact time of
birth must remain ultimately obscure. It may nevertheless be useful to know that attempts have been made to
uncover the various editing strata, if for no other reason than to establish once and for all the truth about their
composition: that in every document of the Received Old Testament we have here before us—with the possible
exception  of  chapter  34  of  Numbers—materials  which,  whatever  these  writings  say  now,  are  not  the  same
products that they were when they were originally written. The consequence of this is that the structure of one’s
individual faith in the truths based upon these documents can not therefore be precisely the same faith as that
which could have been constructed upon the originals; and this in its turn means that (insofar as documentary
dependence is concerned) the nature of one’s view of the Divinity itself also can not be appreciated in exactly the
same manner as  when the original  text,  unedited—and so,  however  slight  the  editing process,  by definition
unchanged—emereged fresh from the (Divinely inspired?) mind of its human author.

     In other words, decisions of a religious nature based on documentary evidence must, perforce, all be based
upon situational relativity; which is probably why the uniqueness of the path between God and the individual soul
exists; and which is probably why the best faith is not based upon words at all, but upon the practice of love and
compassion; which, God being God, is probably the only criteria It uses in Its judgment of the fitness of the
individual soul to enter Paradise.

[Brief documentary criticism of the Old Testament books resumes at this point.]

I CHRONICLES

     The book of the Chronicles record the history of Israel and Judah from the Creation to the return from the
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Babylonian exile under Cyrus the Great (536BC). In the Hebrew canon they are a single book; and they are called
in the Septuagint by a Greek term (Paraleipomena) which mean “that which is left over” (i.e., from the books of
Samuel and Kings): it is Jerome of Strido (c.400AD) who first termed them “Chronicles.” The author (termed
“the Chronicler”  by scholars)  is  apparently otherwise  unknown; but  some authorities  regard Ezra himself  as
having been this otherwise anonymous person.

     The principal divisions of I Chronicles are:  (1) I:1-IX:34, genealogical tables, and (2) the history of David
(IX:35-XXIX:30);  and of II Chronicles:  (1) I:1-IX:31, the reign of Solomon;  (2) X:1-XXVII:9, the monarchy
before Hezekiah; (3) XXVIII:1-XXXVI:1, the reforms of Hezekiah and Josiah; and (4) XXXVI:2-23, the end of
the kingdom. Although Chronicles gives a unified impression at first glance—indeed, there are good reasons for
believing that I Chronicles, II Chronicles, Ezra and Nehemiah  together formed at one time a single historical
work, uniform in style and basic ideas—it is clear that the original work has been added to here and there at a
later period, sometimes considerably. 

1. E.g., in I Chronicles I-IX, the genealogies of David and Saul were originally missing, together with a large
segment of David’s religious observations. Whether these additions were made by a Chronicler later than this one
is, however, open to question.

2. I Chronicles XXIV-XXV and XXVII are particularly late, dating perhaps from the Maccabean period.

3. The material between II Chronicles XVII:5 and XVIII:1 has also been added subsequent to the Chronicler’s
edition of the book.

     If it is true that Chronicles, written as an apologia for orthodox Judaism, presupposes the opposition of Jews
and Samaritans, the earliest date of composition would be c.400BC. NAB, in his introduction, agrees with this
date, noting that the Chronicler’s Hebrew as well as his religious and political outlook point to about this time.
(See, however, in the paragraph just below.) He also notes that  the descendants of king Jeconiah up to the time of
the Chronicler are enumerated at I Chornicles III:17-24; and that if 25 years are allowed to each generation, the
ten generations between Jeconiah the captive and Anani (the last name on the list) would bring the birth of the
Anani to c.405BC, an important item in establishing the approximate date of the Chronicler.

     But  in fact  that  date  must  be pushed forward somewhat,  since in the  Book of Ezra  (originally part  of
Chronicles) the Chronicler has used a document written in Aramaic where the succession of the Persian kings has
been confused. This is conceivable only at a time when precise knowledge of the period had been lost. Also, the
source containing information about the work and person of Ezra used in compiling Ezra VII:8, refers, according
to modern critical opinion, to an event of 398BC (the seventh year of the Persian king Artaxerxes II). The main
part of Chronicles therefore cannot be placed earlier than the last 30 years of the 4 th century BC. (And NAB
presents an argument in a footnote to Nehemiah XII:10-11 that if the list of High Priests noted there comes, as
seems probable, from the Chronicler himself, and not from a later scribe, it is of prime importance for dating the
Chronicler’s work in the first decades of the 4th century BC.) The great crisis under the Seleucid king Antiochus
IV Epiphanes (the Maccabean wars) would be too late a date, since the help of foreign (i.e., Persian) kings would
then hardly have been so unreservedly praised. The approximate date of composition must be c.300BC; and for
the final additions to the book, perhaps c.200BC.

     With regard to his sources, it is easy to see that the Chronicler is closely dependent on I Samuel-II Kings for
all but I Chronicles I-IX; sometimes he even repeats the actual words of his literary models. He had also Genesis-
II Kings as a collected body of literature to work with in that format (from which he took information about the
sanctuary and the sacrificial and priestly office); and he had also the final version of Deuteronomy-II Kings as
edited  by the so-called  Priestly  Class  of  the  Deuteronomic School  (from which he took his  most  important
historical material and his judgments concerning religious offenses). His canonical sources are Genesis, Exodus,
Numbers, Joshua, Ruth, I Samuel, II Samule, I Kings, and II Kings. 

     The Chronicler also cites the titles of many other works no longer extant: the books of the kings of Israel, the
books of the kings of Israel and Judah,  the history of Samuel the seer,  the history of Nathan the prophet,  the
prophecy of Ahijah the Shilonite, the visions of Iddo the seer, the midrash of the prophet Iddo,  the history of Gad
the  seer,  the  commentary  on  the  Books  of  Kings are  some of  them.  These  documents—most  of  them are
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mentioned at I Chronicles IX:1 and at II Chronicles IX:29, XIII:22, XVI:11 and XXIV:27—have been critically
suspected as being either entirely his own inventions; or drawn from oral traditions, but cast in such a way as to
give the impression that they came from written sources. On the other hand, the Chronicler’s work also contains
early pre-Exilic material not found in I or II Kings; and while at one time its value was also critically discounted,
modern research has demonstrated that, even though the Chronicler may have at times treated it rather freely, he
derived it from authentic and reliable sources. 

[ENC, V, 715-716; NTB, xv, 463, 467, 499, 567; ODC, 280]

II CHRONICLES

     See under I Chronicles.

EZRA

     The books of Ezra and Nehemiah continue the history of the Hebrew people begun in Chronicles, and are
evidently the work of the same compiler, for most of the text is written in the distinctive language and style of
this otherwise unknown person, and is permeated with his own religious ideas. These books constitute the most
important source for the formation of the Jewish religious community after the Babylonian Exile; and this despite
the fact that the personality of Ezra is less well known than that of Nehemiah (for Ben Sirach, in his praise of the
fathers,  makes no mention of  Ezra).  The  period of  time they cover is  also known as  the  Restoration.  Their
achievements were complimentary; each helped make it possible for Judaism to maintain its identity during the
Restoration: Ezra with his religious intransigence, and Nehemiah with his rebuilding program and administrative
reforms.

     Both Ezra and Nehemiah (which were originally one book) were severed from I and II Chronicles (themselves
also  originally  one book)  by Jewish  scholars  living after  the  time of  the  Chronicler,  probably because they
presented unique material not otherwise found in the Old Testament. As late as the time of Melito of Sardis
(d.190AD), however, Ezra and Nehemiah still formed one book; and though the concept of their division is first
met with in Origen of Alexandria (d.c.254), their actual separation is first encountered in the Vulgate (the version
of the Old and New Testament put together by Jerome of Strido and finished c.404). (By contrast, a separate book
of  Nehemiah  is  not  found  in  a  Hebrew  Bible  until  the  Bomberg  edition  of  1525.)  This  treatment  of
Ezra/Nehemiah as a single book by the earliest chroniclers was undoubtedly due to the fact that in ancient times
the two books were put out under one name: Ezra.

     The book of Ezra may be divided into two parts: (1) I:1-VI:22, the return from the Exile; and (2) VII:1-X:44,
the deeds of Ezra. That of Nehemiah may also be divided in two: (1) I:1-VII:72, the deeds of Nehemiah; and (2)
VIII:1-XIII:31, promulgation of the Law. The narrative extends from the end of the Babylonian exile in 537BC
down to the latter half of the 5 th century BC, the greater part of it being concerned with the work of Ezra and
Nehemiah; but it is generally supposed by modern scholars that the compiler of these books was also the author
of the Chronicles, and that for the following reasons he wrote at a date considerably later even that of Nehemiah
(fl.444-432BC), perhaps c.350BC.

1. There  are  a  number  of  historical  inaccuracies  or  misunderstanding  of  sources  in  the  book,  involving
chronological details about the reigns of various Persian kings, the foundation of the Temple, and the dates of the
arrival of Ezra and Nehemiah in Jerusalem; and these are most easily accounted for by the insufficient data and
the preconceived ideas of a compiler who actually lived at a much later date than the events about which he
comments. 

2. It is also clear that he drew his material from several sources: large sections appear to be derived from the
Memoirs of Ezra, and the  Memoirs of Nehemiah. The Nehemiah memoir was certainly written not long after
432BC, and probably circulated separately until c.180BC. It is found at Nehemiah I:1-VII:73a, XI:1-2, XII:27-43,
and XIII:4-31, and is an accurate historical record, preserved by the Chronicler with perhaps little reworking or
interpolation.

3. Contributing to the certainty of their lateness is the fact that Ezra IV:8-VI:18 and VII:12-26 are written in
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Aramaic,  rather  than  in  Hebrew,  and may therefore  have  been  taken from a  collection  of  official  Aramaic
documents.  No  doubt  the  source  from which  the  various  catalogues  of  names  (of  which  the  Chronicler  is
particularly fond) are drawn was also a set of official lists; and it is certain that in later Old Testament times
Aramaic more and more ousted Hebrew as the language of Palestine.

4. There  is  at Nehemiah XII:10-11 the following list  of  High Priests:  Jeshua became the father of  Joiakim,
Joiakim became the father of Eliashib, and Eliashib became the father of Joiada. Joiada became the father of
Johanan,  and  Johanan  became  the  father  of  Jaddua.  Now,  Jeshua  was  high  priest  when  Zerubbabel  was
governor, i.e., during the last decades of the 6th century BC. He was the grandfather of Eliashib, High Priest at
least  during  the  early  years  of  Nehemiah’s  governorship,  i.e.,  445-433BC.  Eliashib,  in  his  turn,  was  the
grandfather of Johanan, a grown man if not yet High Priest, at the time of Ezra (c.400BC); and according to
josephus (Antiquities of the Jews XI:v)—though his testimony here is doubtful—Jaddua, son of Johanan, died as
an old man about the time that Alexander the Great died (c.323BC). If this list of the post-Exilic high priests (at
least as far as Johanan) comes from the Chronicler himself and not from a later scribe, it is of prime importance
for dating the Chronicler’s work in the first decades of the 4th century BC.

     There are scholars who regard the Chronicler as a novelist, who freely composed his material for apologetic
purposes, with little or no use of documentary sources. Others consider him to have been a editor, rather than an
author. In any event, it may be assumed, where his cited sources have disappeared, that he used the same editorial
techniques of copying, rewriting, omission and supplementation that can be observed where his Biblical sources
are still available for comparison. 

[ENC, IX, 18-19; NAB, 540, 553, 567; ODC, 487-488]

NEHEMIAH

     See under Ezra.

ESTHER

     According to the Hebrew version, this book (which is named after its Jewish heroine) relates an episode in the
reign of the Xerxes I (here called Ahasuerus), king of Persia from 486-465BC (NAB says 485-464). Although
there may be an historical basis for the story, in its present form it seem to be a popular romance cast in the form
of a free composition; indeed, it contain very little of a directly religious purport, and it is noticeable that no
mention is made in the book (in its Hebrew version) of the name of God. The probable reason for its inclusion in
the canon of the Old Testament was that in its present form it described the institution of the Feast of Purim, and
its theme presents a reminder that God’s providence continually watches over the Jews, never abandoning them
when they serve faithfully or turn to God in sincere repentance.  Both its theme and its language (which include
Aramaisms) characterize Esther as one of the latest books of the Received Old Testament. 

     Nothing is known of its author. Indeed, there is considerable evidence that the stories in the book of Esther
originated among Persian and Babylonian gentiles, rather than among Jews; while there is also reason to believe
that the version of Esther given in the Greek form of the Old Testament (the Septuagint, which grew up during the
3rd and 2nd centuries BC) goes back to older source materials than that of the Hebrew version. This may be why,
according to post-Biblical authorities, its inclusion in the canon of Sacred Scripture, as well as the dates of the
observance of the feast  of  Purim itself,  still  met with strong opposition  on the part  of  Jewish  authorities  in
Jerusalem as late as the 3rd century AD (although murals uncovered in the synagogue of Dura Europos on the
Euphrates River prove that the story of Esther was popular among the Jews of the Diaspora). 

     The prototype of Esther, then, seems (in agreement with the text of the Septuagint) to have been written during
the reign of Artaxerxes II (404-359BC); but that, at least in its introductory portion, it ultimately goes back to a
tale of Babylonian origin—a tale actually found in a Babylonian poem—about how Ishtar was elevated above
other  goddesses  and  became  a  Divine  being.  Covalent  with  this  is  the  fact  that  II  Maccabees,  the  Greek
translation of Esther and the Jewish historian Josephus (d.c.100AD) are all unfamiliar with the word purim, but
use instead the word  phrurai,  or  phruraia,  which is  a term neither  of Hebrew or Aramaic origin,  but  based
ultimately upon a  vocable  ferver,  which was used to  denote  the  Old Persian  pagan festival  of  Farvardigan,
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celebrated during the same season as the Jewish festival of Purim. (Despite this evidence, NAB says that there is
no justification for interpreting the story in mythological or cultic terms, saying that the solution to the difficulties
presented in the book is to be found in its literary presentation and not in what NAB regards as a forced attempt
to square detailed data of the narrative with facts.)

     The redactors of the version of Esther preserved in the Greek Old Testament themselves interpolated a total of
107 verses into the Hebrew version of Esther. (They also edited the Hebrew text—at II:20, IV:8, VI:1, and VI:13
—by deliberately inserting references to God or the Lord where previously there were none.) These six batches of
verses—(A), XI:2-12 & XII:1-6;  (B) XIII:1-7;  (C) XIII:8-18 & XIV:1-19;  (D) XV:4-19;  (E) XVI:1-24; and (F)
X:4-13 & XI:1—were almost invariably inserted in order to give a specifically religious character lacking in the
Hebrew. In them the words Lord or God are mentioned over 50 times. Their overall effect, however, has been to
strengthen the observation that  the book of  Esther  reflects  tales  originally  current  among gentiles.  They are
clearly intrusive and secondary, for they also contradict the Hebrew at a number of points, and sometimes make
the characters of the book more vivid or dramatic.

     Four observations may be said about them. (1) ACDF were probably composed in Hebrew or Aramaic; but the
floridity and rhetorical nature of BE betray Greek as their language of origin. (2) The latest possible date for the
composition of BCDE is 93AD; and for AF c.114BC. (3) They were not all written at the same time. (4) BE may
have  been  composed  in  a  sophisticated  Jewish  center  such  as  Alexandria;  but  for  ACDF a  Palestianian
provenance is likely. 

[NOAB, AP, 41-42; ENC, VIII, 731-732; NAB, 608; ODC, 464]

JOB

     The  theme of  this  book,  the  finest  expression  of  the  Hebrew poetic  genius,  and  one  of  the  greatest
masterpieces  of  world literature,  is  the  problem of  unmerited suffering.  (The  name  Job was,  by the way,  a
common one in the Middle Bronze Age, appearing in texts written between the 19 th-14th centuries BC.) The work
is found in the third and latest  section of the Received Old Testament canon, known as the  Writings;  and it
appears to be a composite of essentially four sections: 

(1) Chapters I-II and XLII:7-17, are old folk tales which (since an Edomite sheikh is commended by the Hebrew
God) suggests a date of origin before the 6th century BC, with its language making a date in the 8 th century BC
probable. NAB simply calls this an epilogue, while styling I:1-2:13 a prologue.

(2) Chapters III-XXXI, form a dialogue between Job and his friends, which seems to have been crafted between
580-540BC (on  the  grounds  that  the  dialogue  shows  clear  literary  dependence  of  Job  on  Jeremiah,  and  a
dependence upon Job by Isaiah). Most scholars,  however, have dated it  to the 4 th century BC; but there is a
growing tendency to think (except for Job XLff)  that it  was composed during the Exile (c.580-c.540). [NAB
divides  this  into  four  sections:  (a) III:1-XIV:22,  first  cycle  of  speeches;  (b) XV:1-XXI:34,  second cycle  of
speeches; (c) XXII:1-XXVIII:28; third cycle of speeches; and (d) XXIX:1-XXXI:37, Job’s final summary of his
cause.]

(3) Chapters XXXII-XXXVII encompass the speeches of Elihu, which most modern scholars believe to be a later
insertion.  (a) The style is different from that of  (2);  (b) they interrupt  the development of the book; and  (c)
although there is no mention of Elihu in (2) or indeed in any other part of the book, the author of the Elihu section
is clearly familiar with (2) and frequently quotes parts of it, thus indicating that (3) was written later than (1) or
(2).

(4) Chapters XXXVIII-XLII:6 comprise the  speeches of God, which many scholars also deny as being part of the
original work, and place even later than the Elihu speeches. Various dates of composition have been suggested,
between the 5th and 2nd centuries BC. Most scholars, however, accept these chapters as part of the original book
(except for the descriptions of Behemoth and Leviathan at XL:15-XLI:34). Those who deny its originality say (a)
these chapters present a very different Job from the job of the dialogue between Job and his friends; (b) that the
real problem of Job is left  untouched;  (c) that there is no hint of the vindication of Job presupposed by the
dialogue and chapter XXXIII of the speeches of Elihu; and, perhaps most importantly, (d) that chapter XXXIII
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makes no reference to these chapters whatsoever—which, since this chapter of the Elihu speeches is regarded by
scholars as the work of the author or compiler of them, and since it is cast in such a manner as to give the
impression that he had before him what he regarded as a complete text of Job, suggests that the material in this
section represents an even later addition to Job than the Elihu speeches.

     Job’s literary form, with speeches, prologue and epilogue disposed according to a studied plan, indicates that
the purpose of the writing is didactic—the lessons being that even the just may suffer in this world; that their
sufferings are a test of their fidelity; that they shall be rewarded in the end; that the human mind cannot probe the
depths  of  Divine omniscience;  and  that  problems man encounters  in  life  can  be better  appreciqated  by the
realization of a broader and deeper awareness of the Divine power, presence, and wisdom.

     Various dates for a final redaction have been suggested between the 5 th and the 2nd centuries BC. NAB says it
was composed some time between the 7th and the 5th centuries BC. 

[ENC, XIII, 8-10; NAB, 691; ODC, 728]

PSALMS

     A book containing 150 Psalms, variously enumerated, and now divided into five sections (1-41; 42-72; 73-89;
90-106; 107-150), each section excepting the last ending with a doxology. This division, however, is very late,
and appears to be artificial, perhaps in imitation of the five books of the Pentateuch. 

1. Several pslams contain two or more originally independent songs; while others, which were originally a single
unit, have been broken up into two or more psalms. 

2. The superscripts, found at the head of most of them—e.g., 3-41, except for 10 and 33, are all headed Of David;
42-49, except for 43, are headed  Of the Son of Korah; 50 and 73-83 are headed  Of Asaph—show that several
collections are involved, probably representing earlier stages prior to the final edition of the book, though some
critics say they represent independently existing collections. Also, numbers 120-134 are clearly Gradual psalms,
and are later in composition than the collections just mentioned. 

3. Certain psalms and parts of psalms occur more than once in this collection.

     The popular belief, in any case, that David was the author of the whole collection—about half of them are
attributed to him—can no longer be sustained. It had been strongly opposed by Jerome of Strido (d.430AD); but
the Davidic authorship of some of them is taken for granted by the New Testament; indeed, many of the Latin
Fathers (e.g., Ambrose of Milan, Augustine of Hippo Regius) believed that David was the author of all of them,
and this attitude persisted through the Middle Ages and the Reformation (John Calvin alone seriously questioning
it). Modern scholarship believes that the psalms came from a variety of authors and are of widely differing date.
On the other hand, very few would accept, the predominant 19 th century view that only a few of them are pre-
Exilic and that the bulk of them belong to the Maccabean period (175BC-72AD). 

     Though we may prefer to assign few, if any, to David, there is no reason to doubt that many of them come
from the early days of the undivided Jewish monarchy (c.1020-920BC). Uncertainty also prevails as to the date at
which the various collections were made; but these are almost certainly post-Exilic. It is perhaps the best thing to
note that in the 20th century, Psalms has been considered to be a collection which reflects all periods of Israel’s
history, from the Exodus (13th century BC) to the post-Exilic restoration (c.500BC). Certain words and phrases,
prefixed to most of them, which suggest the tone in which they are to be sung, the musical instruments used in
their accompaniment, the names of their authors, etc., were added, in most cases, by later writers; but it cannot
(so NAB) be demonstrated that any of the psalms themselves were composed as late as the Maccabean age.

     It is in any case impossible to think of Hebrew psalmody as a product of literary, artistic, or theological
homogeneity.  In  form  and  subject  matter  the  psalms  are  most  varied.  The  present  anthology  represents
expressions of faith which came from many generations and diverse kinds of men. 

[ENC, XVIII, 704A-706; NAB, 732; ODC, 1120-1121]
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PROVERBS

     Proverbs is a poetical book of the Received Old Testament, usually placed after Psalms. On the basis of titles,
subject matter, and poetic structure it may be divided into eight (ENC says nine, as does NAB: the number system
used  here  reflects  this  division)  clearly  marked  sections:  [(1) chapters  I-IX,  anonymous; (2) X:1-XXII:16,
ascribed to Solomon; (3) XXII:17-XXIV:22,  ascribed to  the wise; (4) XXIV:23-XXXIV, also ascribed to  the
wise; (5) XXV-XXIX,  ascribed  to  Solomon; XXX  (ENC would  divide  this  into  two  parts:  XXX:1-14  and
XXX:15-33; NAB would divided it  (6) XXX:1-6, ascribed to an otherwise unknown Agur and  (7) XXX:7-33,
anonymous); (8) XXXI:1-9, ascribed partly to Lemuel, of whom likewise nothing further is known; and  (9)
XXXI:10-31, anonymous]. Traditionally associated with Solomon, the book is most probably a compilation of
several collections  of proverbs (which were originally independent:  ENC),  its  compiler  (or compilers:  ENC)
being perhaps the author of the first section (for he distinguishes between the proverbs of others and his own).
Among some early Christian writers the book was also known by the name of Wisdom; and in the Roman missal it
was for many centuries referred to as a Book of Wisdom.

     In addition to its sectional titles, changes in literary form and in subject matter help to mark off the limits of
the various units; but the ascription of certain sections to Solomon (vigorously contested by most critics, who
would refer the whole of the book to the Hellenistic period) has recently found defenders; for the influence on it
of early Egyptian proverb literature (2000-1000BC) is being more and more recognized and would support an
earlier date.

     Proverbs is the primary document of the Israeli Wisdom movement. Never does it refer to the great themes of
the Promise to the patriarchs, the deliverance from slavery in Egypt: indeed, to any aspect of Israel’s history. The
implication of this seems to be that  for Proverbs God’s revelation of Its Self  is given in universal laws and
patterns characteristic of nature—especially human nature—rather than in a special series of historical events:
i.e.,  that  Divine revelation is  to  be found in the  order  of  Creation,  rather  than in  the  order  of  Redemption.
Moreover, the meaning of this revealing is not immediately self-evident, but must be discovered by men; and the
process  of  this  discovery takes  the  form of  an educational  discipline  that  trusts  human reason and employs
research, classifying and interpreting the results and bequeathing them as a legacy for future generations (those
who are wise being those who systematically dedicate themselves to this discovery—literally, the discovery of the
Way of God. Proverbs assumes that wisdom is attainable by those who seek and follow it: i.e., that man can
discover enough about the character of God and Its law to ensure the fulfillment of his personal life. The rewards
promised for the pursuit  of  wisdom are health,  long life,  respect,  possessions,  security,  and self-control;  for,
according to Proverbs, human destiny depends upon responsible action. There  is  no appeal  to Divine mercy,
intervention, or forgiveness; and the Divine judgment is simply the inexorable operation of the orders of life as
God has established them.

     A satisfactory answer to the questions of times and authors of the collections of proverbs themselves, however,
is almost impossible. The manner of compilation is conjectural. Parts  (2) and  (5) may have circulated first as
independent collections, compiled before the fall of Jerusalem, as the references to Solomon (X:1) and Hezekiah
(XXV:1) suggest. Parts (3), (4) and (7) would seem to belong together as a third collection of a similar kind. The
redaction of the whole may have been made c.350BC; or, if certain passages about strange women are correctly
regarded as symbolizing Hellenistic culture, c.300BC. (NAB says that the author of chapters I-IX was the editor
of the whole of Proverbs as we now have it, and probably did his work in the early part of the 5 th century BC.)
After much hesitation, the Jews recognized the book as Scriptural, but probably not before the 1 st century AD. It
was as a whole very little commented on in Antiquity or the Middle Ages. 

[ENC, XVIII, 688-689; NAB, 858; ODC, 1117-1118]

ECCLESIASTES

     The main theme of the book, traditionally ascribed to a single author (Solomon, the son of David), is the
worthlessness and vanity of human life; but Solomon is no longer seriously held to be its author.

1. The language of the book is cast in late Hebrew in both syntax and vocabulary.
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2. A large number of Aramaic forms are also present.

3. It has been thought that, in IV:13-14, IX:13ff and X:16ff, we have to do with allusions to certain historical
events which took place under the Ptolomies or the Seleucids (i.e., from the 3rd century BC).

4. A fragment of Ecclesiastes was found in a cave at Qumran dated to c.150BC. This indicates that Ecclesiastes
must have by that time enjoyed at least a semi-canonical reputation; for otherwise the Essenes of Qumran would
never have taken it up.

5. It is known that Ecclesiastes was one of the latest books to be admitted into the Hebrew canon of Scripture.

     Considerations,  then,  of  the  subject  matter  of  the  book  and  of  its  linguistic  style—the  work  differs
considerably in language and style from earlier books of the Received Old Testament—make it clear that the
Ecclesiastes is the product of a late age in Received Old Testament history. All the above indications point to a
date of composition c.255-250BC, about three centuries before Christ. The epilogue (XII:9-14) seems to have
been written by an editor, probably a disciple of the author of Ecclesiastes. Solomon, of course, was known as a
wise man; and the otherwise unknown author may have identified his work with Solomon in order to provide  it
with a greater authority than that of his own name. 

     The occasional passages in Ecclesiastes which are out of harmony with its general pessimism—e.g., at III:17,
VII:29-VIII:1, VIII:5, VIII:12b-13, XI:9, and XIII:12-14—are treated by many scholars as later interpolations in
the interests of orthodoxy and canonicity, made by a man deeply disturbed by what he regarded as the author’s
skeptical  and impious attitude,  and who regretted that  such a  heretical  book should  be made public.  (Many
scholars remain satisfied with the unity of the book, however.) There have been many attempts, both Jewish and
Christian, to interpret the book so as to bring its teaching into accord with orthodox ethical principles; but no
direct quotations of it occur in the Received New Testament. 

[ENC, VII, 890-891; NAB, 898; ODC, 434]

THE SONG OF SOLOMON

     Also known as the  Song of Songs, or the  Canticle of Canticles, the book is probably an anthology of love
poems  of  varying  length,  ascribed  to  Solomon  and  his  beloved  Shulamite  and  their  friends.  Several
considerations, however make the assignation (if that is the correct term to use) improbable:

1. Solomon is referred to in the third person.

2. The language of the book seems to reflect a much later epoch, containing as it does Persian and perhaps even
Greek late loan-words.

3. The city of Tirzah is referred to at VI:4 in such a context as to make it probable that it is the capital of the
northern kingdom of Israel (9th century BC); and this, together with the fact that the language also does contain
some archaic elements, seems to suggest that we have here to do with an older text which has been revised at a
later epoch.

4. Accordingly, NAB says that the language and style of the work, among other considerations, point to a time of
composition after  the  end of  the  Babylonian Exile  (538BC).  Elsewhere,  it  is  suggested that  its  place in  the
Hebrew canon seems to indicate that, at least in its present form, it dates from about the 2nd century BC.

     From an early date Jewish and Christian exegetes alike have interpreted the book allegorically. Indeed, apart
from such an interpretation, it would be hard to justify its inclusion in the Biblical canon. Rabbi Akiba (d.132AD)
already protested  strongly  against  a  literal  interpretation  of  its  contents;  and  an  allegorical  interpretation  is
represented by the Jewish (Aramaic) Targum of the Songs of Solomon, which makes it refer to the lawgiving on
Mt. Sinai, the history of Israel, and the coming of the Messiah. Christian exegetes from Hippolytus of Rome (d.c.
236AD) onwards have seen in it a description of God’s relations with the church or the individual soul; and it was
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already the subject of a commentary in this sense by Origen of Alexandria (d.c.254). This interpretive method
became especially  congenial  to  a  long succession  of  mystics,  beginning with Dionysius  the  Areopagite  (the
convert of Paul); and in the Middle Ages, the Song of Solomon was applied to the love between God and the soul
perhaps  most  famously  by  Bernard  of  Clairvaux  (1090-1153AD).  [NAB also  holds  forth  for  an  allegorical
interpretation, noting that when the poetry is so interpreted there is no reason for surprise at the tone of the poem
(which he freely admits employs in its descriptions the courtship and marriage customs of the author’s time). He
insists that the poem is not an allegory in which each remark has a higher meaning, but a parable in which the
true meaning of mutual love comes from the poem as a whole.]

     Among Christian interpreters, Theodore of Mopsuestia (d.428) seems to have been alone until modern times in
upholding a literal exegesis, which simply considered the book to be a collection of secular love songs without
any religious implications. This theory was introduced into modern scholarship by Wetzestein, a 19 th century
Prussian consul at Damascus, whose observations of the wedding customs of Syrian peasants led him to believe
(in Zeitschrift für Ethnologie, 1873) that the Biblical book is substantially a collections of songs originally sung
at such festivities. Indeed, the songs edited by Wetzestein, together with folk songs from Palestine published after
his time, do show a striking similarity in language and imagery with the Song of Solomon—the very fact that a
young couple of Syrian extraction are celebrated as king and queen calls for such an explanation—and it is now
very generally allowed that the original character of the work was erotic. 

     A few scholars have thought that the book represents the remains of a play. According to this view, the heroine
is a peasant maid in Solomon’s harem longing for her shepherd lover and delivering herself of her “lines” to
ladies of the court, the curtain falling on the sentiment of true affection expressed in VIII:6-7. However, in view
of the absence of drama in the Semitic literatures, the fact that any progress of action from first to last is difficult
to prove, and that most advocates of this theory find it necessary to seriously compromise their argument by
rearranging  the  sequence  of  the  sections  considerably  in  order  to  get  a  coherent  story  line,  it  is  generally
considered that the factuality of this criticism is not very probable. 

     Finally, Erbt (1906, and since him a number of other scholars) have thought that the Song of Solomon is in
some manner connected with the known Sumerian rite of the Sacred Marriage (i.e., of an element of the fertility
cult of pagan Mesopotamia), on the fact that the poetry of the Biblical book is strongly reminiscent of Sumerian
songs connected with this rite—the goddess’s search for the god, and several other typical motifs and expressions
—which are known to have predated the Song of Songs by a much earlier date; and which, moreover, were also
known to have been taken over by Israel during the reign of Manasseh (II Kings XXI). This so-called Cultic-
Mythological Interpretation has been accepted by an increasing number of writers, especially since the discovery
and publication of many new parallels in Sumerian texts. It faces the criticism that it is difficult to explain how a
collection of more or less pagan cult songs was introduced into the Hebrew canon of Holy Scriptures; but some
scholars have suggested that these songs were used for centuries in popular celebrations in springtime until their
original meaning was forgotten, and then were adopted because of the allegorical interpretation which was given
to them partly because their performance happened to coincide with the celebration of the Exodus at Passover.
The only alternative to this is to interpret them as secular love songs, their similarity with Sumerian cult poems
being accounted for by the assumption that they are dependent on a common Tradition of such love songs. 

[ENC, XX, 952-953; NAB, 909; ODC, 1270]

ISAIAH

     The  book traditionally  ascribed  to  Isaiah  (who was  called  to  prophesy  in  739BC)  was  believed to  be
throughout its length Isaiah’s prophetic work by the time of Sirach (c.190BC), and probably considerably earlier
than that; but modern critical opinion no longer regards this to be the truth. Among the reasons cited are:

1. Ezra I:1 (c.400BC) seems to attribute Isaiah XLV:1-7 to Jeremiah, in whose book there is no mention of Cyrus;
and this suggests that chapters XL-LXVI had not yet been attached to chapters I-XXXIX.

2. That  a relevant  section of II Kings (XXIV:18-XXV:21 and XXV:27-30) is appended to Jeremiah strongly
suggests further that Isaiah XXXVI-XXXIX is a similar appendix to an earlier form of Isaiah, produced prior to
the addition of XL-LXVI and the insertion of the related chapters XXXIV-XXXV.
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3. That  chapters  XL-LVI (commonly called by scholars  II Isaiah;  NAB would say this  section stops at  LV)
originated from the hands of an otherwise anonymous poet who prophesied not earlier than the Babylonian Exile
was hinted at as early as the 12th century by Ibn Ezra; was argued on grounds of internal evidence in modern
times as early as Doderlein (1775) and Eichorn (1783); and is today regarded as a scholarly commonplace.

4. The complete scroll of Isaiah found at Qumran in 1947 exhibits a unique space between chapters I-XXXIII and
XXXIV-LXVI, which may indicate that in one form of the manuscript tradition the two parts of the book were
recognized as distinct. Indeed, the affinities of XXXIV-XXXV are clearly with II Isaiah rather than with I Isaiah
(chapters I-XXXIX) in which they now occur; and this is an indication that their present position must date from
the time when I Isaiah and II Isaiah were combined into a single scroll. 

5. Chapters XXIV-XXVII form a distinct body of eschatological prophecy, psalms and prayers which contain no
material from, or directly related to, the Isaiah who has given the book its name; and it has been thought that at
least a portion of this text was added to part of the original collection late in the Greek period, and most certainly
after the end of the Exile (538BC).

6. Chapters LVI-LXVI have been seen by a majority of scholars publishing during the first half of the 20 th century
as representing not the work of a single author but as that of a school of Tradition dependent upon II Isaiah, some
dating it as late as the 5th century BC, or even (so C. C. Torrey in 1928) c.400BC. NAB also agrees that this
section comes from a later period, and was composed by disciples who inherited the spirit and continued the work
of Isaiah.

7. Most scholars follow Duhm (1892) in the opinion that within chapters XL-LV there are four Songs of Yahweh’s
Servant which are to be distinguished from the contexts into which they have been inserted; though some still
reaffirm the earlier view that they are structurally related to the material surrounding them, citing their common
affinities in thought and phraesology, and explaining the differences as due to fluidity or development in the
thought of II Isaiah.

     Critics are now generally agreed that everything after chapter XXXVI, as well as considerable portions of the
earlier chapters (NAB would attribute XIII-XIV, XXIV-XXVII and XXXIV-XXXV to disciples deeply influenced
by Isaiah), have no real claim to be the work of Isaiah himself.  The work falls naturally, however, into four
divisions (chapters I-XXXV; XXXVI-XXXIX; XL-LV; and LVI-LXVI); and the concluding section of the book
(LXIII:7-LXVI:24) stands apart from the rest, and is perhaps from yet another hand. 

     The sections that can be ascribed to the prophet himself with most assurance are the greater part of chapters I-
XII, XVI-XXII, and XXVIII-XXXII. Apart from the prophet’s inaugural vision (chapter VI), these prophecies are
chiefly  bound  up  either  with  the  Syro-Ephraimite  War  (735BC)  or  the  threatened  invasion  of  Judah  by
Sennacherib of Assyria (701BC). 

     The authorship of the Messianic passages in IX:2-7 and XI:1-9 is open to some uncertainty. 

     Definitely non-Isaianic are the ode against Babylon (XIII:1-XIV:23); the pronouncement of world judgment
(XXIV-XXVII); and the prophecies on the downfall of Edom and the blessedness of God’s people (XXIV and
following). All of these parts of the book would seem to be of considerably later date than the age of Isaiah. Also,
the main theme of chapters XL-LV is Israel’s redemption and her mission to the world.  Their  purpose is to
encourage the Jewish exiles in Babylon, and their date of composition must be immediately prior to the release of
the Jews by Cyrus in 537BC (perhaps between 549 and 537); but this material has also been seen as the work not
of an individual but of a group of returning Exiles. 

     Chapters LVI-LXVI appear to presuppose that the Temple had been rebuilt: hence they must have been written
later than 520 BC. 

[ENC, XII, 655-656; NAB, 1011; ODC, 704-705]

JEREMIAH
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     After Isaiah, this is the second of the great prophetic books. NAB divides it into six parts:  (1) I:1-VI:30,
oracles in the days of Josiah;  (2) VII:1-XX:18, oracles delivered mostly in the days of Jehoiakim;  (3) XXI:1-
XXX:26, oracles delivered during the last years of Jerusalem;  (4) XXXIV:1-XLV:5, the fall of Jerusalem,  (5)
XLVI:1-LI:64, oracles against the nations; and (6) LII:, an historical appendix. 

     The Jewish tradition, which ascribes it to Jeremiah (7 th century BC; NAB says he was born c.650) is ancient
and unanimous, and is  supported by frequent  Received New Testament quotations.  Modern critics,  however,
refuse large sections of it to Jeremiah, though not all go as far as some who would reject half the book. Many
scholars ascribe a great part of it to editors, and frequently attribute the Messianic chapters (XXX-XXXI) to an
author living at the time of the return of the exiles to Jerusalem (537BC), because of their resemblance’s to the
author of chapters XL-LV of Isaiah. The oracles to the nations of the world are also often denied to Jeremiah
(especially chapters L-LI, the prophecy against Babylon, which contradicts the policy of submission consistently
advocated by the prophet in other parts of the book) On the other hand, the original nucleus of the book was
probably the scroll prepared by Baruch son of Neriah and Jeremiah’s secretary, as recorded in XXXVI; and that
this  consisted mostly of  the  present  chapters  I-VI and VIII:4-IX:1.  It  is  probable  (so the ENC) that  Baruch
probably made a second collection near the end of Jeremiah’s life, consisting largely of messages of Jeremiah
mostly originating after 605, and consisting of various oracles of condemnation and warning, certain parables,
and perhaps some of the messages against foreign nations—e.g., those at IX:10-11; IX:17-22; X:17-22; XII:7-13;
XIII:18-19; XIV:1-XV:4; XV:5-9; XIII:1-10; XIII:12-14; XVIII:1-6; and XLVI-XLIX—and then combined these
memoirs with his earlier collections and prefixed I:1-3 as the heading for the whole of the book.

     Additionally, many passages—e.g., those at I:17, III:6-14, VII:1-VIII:3, VII:29, XI:1-17, XVI:16-17, XVII: 19-
27, XVIII:7-12, XXI:1-10, XXIV, XXV:1-13, XXXII:16-44, XXXIV:8-22, and XLV—are similar in style and
thought to Deuteronomy, and the historical books prepared by the Deuteronomic school; and the most probable
explanation behind these similarities is to postulate an edition of Jeremiah prepared by a Deuteronomic editor or
editors  about  550BC, possibly in  Egypt.  It  also seems clear  that  additions  were made to  this  Deuteronomic
edition, among the more important being (1) the passages of hope (in large part) in XXX-XXXI and XXXIII; (2)
the eschatological predictions at III:15-18, IV:9-10, IV:23-26, XII:14-17, XVI:14-15, XXIII:3-4, and XXV:30-38;
(3) the psalms and psalm-like compositions in X:25, XVI:19-21, XVII:5-8, XVII:12-13, and XX:13; (4) the long
passage contrasting the worship of idols and the true worship of Yahweh at X:1-16; (5) the discussion about the
burden of God at XXIII:34-40; and  (6) the oracles against Babylonia in L-LI. It seems certain also that XL:7-
XLI:18 and LII are historical sections taken from a source used by the editor of II Kings XXIV-XXV.

     These observations lead to the greatest critical problem raised by the work: the striking difference between the
variant texts known to the editors of the Septuagint and the Massoretes (the Jewish grammarians of the 6 th-10th

centuries AD). The text of the Septuagint Jeremiah is about one eighth shorter than the Massoretic Jeremiah; and
in the Septuagint, the oracles against the nations do not come at the end of the book, but follow chapter XXV.
This divergence has been explained in many different ways; but most modern critics believe that the order of the
Septuagint is original. The different order of the two texts may, however, arise from the amalgamation of two
collections of prophecies, which were combined in two different ways, a theory which would also explain the
chronological confusion noticeable throughout the work. Fortunately, the prophet himself tells us something of
the origin of  the  book (in  chapter  XXVI).  He says the prophecies  were written  down in the  fourth  year of
Jehoiakim (605BC) by Baruch (Jeremiah’s secretary), read to the king and burned by him, and then written again
with additional material; and these prophecies are usually believed to form the kernel of Jeremiah, to which other
material was added later, either by Jeremiah himself or by his disciples. 

     NAB says the book was published in a final edition shortly after the Exile (which ended c.540BC). The book
had a great influence on the formation of Exilic and post-Exilic Jewish piety, and is one of the most striking
adumbrations of the religion of the (Received) New Testament. 

[ENC, XII, 1000-1001; NAB, 1092; ODC, 718-719)]

LAMENTATIONS

     A work of five elegiac chapters, all dealing with the desolation of Judah after the destruction of Jerusalem in
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586 BC. They show considerable, if somewhat labored, literary art, extensive use being made of acrostic arrange-
ment. The greater part of the book is composed in a peculiar meter used in Hebrew dirges.  

     Until the 18th century, the book was universally ascribed to Jeremiah. But comparisons of various parts of
Lamentations with Jeremiah indicates that Lamentations expresses ideas and sentiments which are not found in
Jeremiah;  and  it  is  unlikely  that  the  naturalness  and  spontaneity  so  characteristic  of  Jeremiah  could  be
accommodated in the artificiality of the acrosticized plan of Lamentations. The tendency of modern scholarship
—ENC says this is the consideration of most scholars—is to put it later (5 th century BC), since the Tradition
about its authorship may not be more than a misinterpretation of II Chronicles XXXV:25—(Jeremiah also uttered
a lament for Josiah; and all the singing men and singing women have spoken of Josiah in their laments to this
day. They made these an ordinance in Israel; behold, they are written in the Laments.) 

     NAB says that Lamentations was composed not long after the fall of Jerusalem in 587 by an eyewitness. The
theory of multiple authorship seems most probable, however, because (1) of the variation between the elegies in
the order of the Hebrew letters used in their acrostical construction; (2) the peculiar literary structure of the third
elegy; and  (3) the fact that the fifth elegy is more a community prayer than a lamentation and that the only
resemblance that its plan has to that of an acrostic is that like the others it contains 22 stanzas. NAB mentions the
acrostics, but does not discuss these aspects of their construction. 

[ENC, XIII, 624-625; NAB, 1169; ODC, 782-783]

EZEKIEL

     A book detailing the prophecies  of the third and last  of the greater  (Received) Old Testament prophets,
succeeding Isaiah and Jeremiah. According to the book, the prophet’s career extended from 592-570BC; and most
scholars accept this general chronology. On the other hand, it has been suggested that a 5 th century redactor is
responsible for most of it, one critic concluding only about 170 verses are actually Ezekiel’s, while another has
pronounced  80% of  the  book as  spurious,  and  several  believe that  Ezekiel  prophesied  in  Palestine  and the
Babylonian passages come from a redactor. But there are still scholars who maintain the substantial authenticity
of the volume. 

     The work is divided into four parts (chapters I-XXIV; XXV-XXXII; XXXIII-XXXIX; and XL-XLVIII). (NAB
inserts a fifth division: I:1-III,27, call of the prophet.) Ezekiel’s prophecies were probably all written in Babylon,
whither he had been carried captive by Nebuchadnezzar in 597 BC. The contrast in tone between chapters I-
XXIV and XXV-XLVIII is most easily explained by the change in circumstances through the fall of Jerusalem in
586; but some recent scholars have argued that the contrast demands a theory of dual authorship, and ENC says
that these chapters are of composite authorship. NAB says that it is in substance the prophet’s own work.

     The possibility that the whole book was revised by an editor subsequently is compatible, of course, with either
view. It is clear that the book was issued from the first as a written document, and not (as some of the earlier
prophetical writings) delivered orally and then recorded. In many places the text is very corrupt. A large share of
the repeated phraseology seems to belong to the redactor or editor of Ezekiel; for its relative literary homogeneity
suggests that a single editor is responsible for its present form; while its ideological and literary relationship point
to a 5th century date for him.

     The prophet wrote as one overawed with the majesty and holiness of God. His own experience, shared by his
fellow-exiles, had convinced him of the universality of God’s rule, who must and can be worshipped in Babylon
as in Palestine. Like Jeremiah, he stressed the responsibility of the individual soul in the sight of God, but he also
had a firm belief in the corporate nature of the religious community, as is shown by his careful provisions for the
future well-being of the restored State. Though there are no direct quotations from Ezekiel in the (Received) New
Testament, the combination of priestly and prophetic religion in the book paved the way for the later Judaism in
which the Gospel was planted. 

[ENC, IX, 16-17; NAB, 1187; ODC, 486-487]

DANIEL
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     The book falls naturally into two parts (chapters I-VI and VII-XII). Several of the passages in the later chapters
bear all the characteristics of apocalyptic literature. The traditional belief that the work was written in the 6 th

century BC by Daniel, one of the Jewish exiles in Babylon, is now almost universally regarded as untenable.
(Indeed, it was apparently first questioned by Porphyry, the Neo-Platonist philosopher, in the 3 rd century AD.) A
number of historical errors make it next to impossible to believe that it dates from the period of the Exile, and a
much later date is born out also by its doctrinal standpoints, its language (the Hebrew it is written in is a late form
of that idiom, and even Greek words occur), and its position in the Hebrew canon of Scripture (for it is there part
of the Writings, the latest collection of their canonical books). 

     Apocalyptic writing enjoyed its greatest popularity from 200BC to 100AD, a time of distress and persecution
for Jews, and later, for Christians. The consensus of critical opinion is that it was written between 168-165BC
(ENC: 167-164). On this hypothesis the purpose of the book was to encourage the reader during the persecution
of the Jews at the hands of the Seleucid king, Antiochus IV Epiphanes (d.163 BC). Also, the section II:4b-VII:28
is written in Aramaic, not in Hebrew; and this also points to a late date. 

     It also seems more than likely that two authors have been at work creating the text; for chapters 8-12 differ
from chapters 1-7 as follows: they contain references to the desecration of the Temple; they are written in a
Hebrew style which is tortuous and filled with naïve symbolism; their eschatological perspective is narrower than
that  of  chapters  1-7;  and  they  show  an  interest  in  a  developed  angelology,  theological  determinism,  and
resurrection of the individual—all of which are absent from the author of chapters 1-7. 

     The (Received) New Testament knows only one passage where Daniel is directly quoted: Mark XIII:14 and
parallels—(but when you see the desolating sacrilege set up where it ought not to be (let the reader understand),
then let  those who are in  Judea flee  to  the  mountains .)—but  there  are  many points  in  the  (Received)  New
Testament where its teaching has been taken up and developed. 

[ENC, VII, 51-52; NAB, 1247; ODC, 371-372]

HOSEA

     The first of the twelve minor prophets, whose author, Hosea, the son of Beeir, was a younger contemporary of
Amos, and apparently a native of the Northern Hebrew kingdom. [NAB says he began his prophetic career during
the last years of Jeroboam II (786-746BC).] The literary form of the book, however, suggests that it is itself a
compilation (chapter I being biographical; II and IV-XIV forming a collection of poetic oracles; and III being
autobiographical). NAB would divide it into two parts: (1) I:1-III:5, the prophetic marriage and its lesson; and (2)
IV:1-IV:10, Israel’s guilt and punishment.

     The superscription, I:1, which gives data about the prophet, is an editorial insertion. Other editorial activity
was in part  instigated by a desire  to adapt  the  prophet’s  message to  the  needs and ideals  of  the  post-Exilic
community. This is found largely in the oracles of hope and restoration, some of which seem out of context and
reflect more obviously than others the background and diction of the later period. A few scholars consider most or
all of such passages to be late. Editorial activity may also be seen in the references to Judah—extending Hosea’s
message to include Judah, or excluding Judah from some of Hosea’s bitterest condemnations (e.g., in V:12-14,
VI:4 and VIII:14, where Judah has been substituted for an original Israel or Ephraim). XIV:10 is also a later
addition, written in the style of the wisdom literature.

     The Hebrew text of Hosea is often corrupt; but the Greek and Syriac versions particularly give some help in its
reconstruction. Hosea himself prophesied during the years of the decline of the Northern kingdom, some time
prior to the fall of Samaria in 722BC. He is the first Biblical writer to use the family tie as an illustration of the
revelation between God and man. His realization of God’s character of love also paved the way for the Christian
teaching on the fatherhood of God. Like Amos, he denounced the corrupt and shallow sacrificial worship of his
day, but perhaps sought not so much its abolition as its spiritualization. 

[ENC, XI, 740; NAB, 1273; ODC, 657]
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JOEL

     Joel is a prophecy rich in apocalyptic imagery, cast in the form of a liturgical lament and followed by Divine
answering promises. The style is marked by dramatic descriptions, varied poetic rhythms, studied repetitions,
alliterations, comparisons and sharp contrasts of judgment and blessing. At least 23 phrases from Joel are found
exactly in other prophets; but apart from the book nothing is known of Joel, except that he is generally thought to
have been a Judaean by birth.

     No definite time is mentioned in the prophecy, and widely differing dates from the 9 th to the 3rd centuries BC
have been proposed. The following reasons for placing the book after the exile, however, seem decisive: 

1. The people of Judah have been scattered and enslaved, the land has been divided, and the Temple has been
plundered, conditions which presuppose the fall of Jerusalem in 587BC. Furthermore, the Northern kingdom is
not referred, and the name Israel given to it before the Exile is now used as a synonym for Judah. Neither king
nor nobles are mentioned, and priests and elders are the leaders of the people as was true in post-Exilic times. The
religious life of the people of Judah centers in the temple, and there is no reference to the local high places or to
the idolatry which pre-Exilic prophets condemn. 

2. Since the Jewish prophets of the Assyrian and Chaldean periods usually indicate the current world power
somewhere in their prophecies, the absence of reference to either of these empires probably indicates a date after
the fall of Babylon (539BC). On the other hand, the mention of Greece, but not yet as a world power, points to a
time prior to Alexander the Great (d.325BC).

3. Like post-Exilic prophets, and unlike pre-Exilic prophets, Joel places high value on the proper performance of
the Temple sacrifices. His eschatology shows the influence of Exilic Ezekiel. 

4. Some words in Joel are characteristic of post-Exilic writers—e.g., ministers, weapons, rear. 

5. In Joel  II:32, there appears to be a quotation of Obadiah :17; while Joel  II:11 and II:31 may derive from
Malachi III:2 and IV:5. Malachi certainly, and Obadiah probably, were post-Exilic prophets. 

     All these considerations together indicate that Joel’s prophecy was probably delivered c.400BC; and with this
date NAB also agrees.

     The text is clear and well preserved, with the possible exceptions of I:17-18 and III:21 (where the ancient
versions differ from the Hebrew). 

     The Jewish commentator Rashi (11 th century AD) mentions a tradition identifying this prophet with the son of
Samuel (11th century BC) mentioned in I Samuel VIII:2; but as shown above, the prophet Joel certainly lived in
the 5th century BC. The  lives  of  the  prophets  attributed  to Epiphanius  of  Salamis (c.315-403)  state  that  the
prophet’s  home was in  the  territory of Reuben;  but  the prophecy itself  implies that  Joel  lived in Jerusalem.
Because of his interest in ritual, some have thought that Joel was a priest, and others have called him a Temple-
prophet.  Some  allow  to  Joel  only  the  passages  dealing  with  the  locusts  and  attribute  all  of  the  book’s
eschatological  references  to  later  authors.  Other  prophets,  however,  often  combine  contemporary and future
elements (e.g., Isaiah XIII; Zephaniah I); and there is no compelling reason for partitioning this symmetrical
prophecy. 

[ENC, XIII, 13-14; NAB, 1287; ODC, 729]

AMOS

     The first in time of the canonical prophets of the (Received) Old Testament, Amos was a herdsman of Tekos
and a dresser of sycamore trees who exercised his ministry in Israel in the days of Uzziah, king of Judah, and in
the days of Jeroboam II, the son of Joash, king of Israel (i.e., between 760-750BC; NAB expands this to 786-
746). From many of his words and especially from chapter VII, it  can be seen that he worked in Israel,  the
Northern kingdom; and although he had previously lived at Tekos (near Bethlehem, in the Southern kingdom of
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Judah), Amos’ words were preserved by Temple circles in Jerusalem, and in this manner reached their established
place in the (Received) Old Testament. 

     His oracles were most probably not written down as soon as they were uttered, nor were they ever written by
the prophet  himself, although he may have been able to write. Oral transmission was the usual procedure of
transmission for oracles like his (urging the importance of social justice as he did, and noting that God would
adversely judge the culture of his day—with a leadership given over to luxury, with wealth being accumulated in
a way that led to injustice and oppression of the poor, and with the religion of God being debased). Several
features in the book indicate this, one of them being the way in which the narrative about the visit of Amos to the
temple of Bethel has been inserted among the visions of chapter VII. 

     Probably before the Northern kingdom was destroyed by the Assyrians (722BC), it was found necessary to
have the oral  traditions  written down;  and in  this  form, the words of Amos were conveyed to Judah.  NAB
believes, however, that the book was compiled either by Amos or by some of his disciples. 

[ENC, I, 811; NAB, 1292; ODC, 44]

OBADIAH

     One of the minor prophets and the shortest book of the (Received) Old Testament. The compilers of the
Hebrew canon placed Obadiah among the pre-Exilic prophets. Some scholars have proposed that the background
for the whole book was the attack of the Arabians and Philistines on Judah in the 9 th century BC, mentioned at II
Chornicles XXI:16-17—(And the Lord stirred up against Jehoram the anger of the Philistines and of the Arabs
who  are  near  the  Ethiopians;  and  they  came  up  against  Judah,  and  invaded  it,  and  carried  away  all  the
possessions they found that belonged to the king’s house, and also his sons and his wives, so that no son was left
to him except  Jehoahaz, his youngest  son.)—and many commentators think that only the old oracles against
Edom (:1-:6, :8-:9) is pre-Exilic. 

     But the calamity to Jerusalem (:11-:14) is probably its capture in 587BC by the Chaldeans, assisted by the
Edomites. It is also known that in the later 6 th or early 5th century, Arabs pushed Edomites into the Negev desert,
as implied in Obadiah :7, Malachi I:3-4, and I Esdras IV:50. The Edomites would then be in southern Judah,
where they appear among the adversaries of the Jews returning from Exile (c.540); and according to Obadiah :
19-:20, the returned Jews occupied the area around Jerusalem. 

     The probable date of the prophecy in substantially its present form has thus been critically put at sometime
during the 5th century BC.

     Most scholars believe that Obadiah adapted an older oracle for :1-:6 and :8-:9; but the prophecy may (apart
from that) very well come from Obadiah in its entirety, although some critics also wish to divide :10-:21 among
various authors. The many identical phrases in different order in Obadiah :1-:9 and Jeremiah XLIX:7-22 probably
indicates  that  both prophets are using some earlier  oracle against  Edom; but NTA says that  it  is  difficult  to
determine the precise relationship  between these similar  passages.  Several  phrases  are  also common to both
Obadiah and Joel; and Joel II:32 seems to quote Obadiah :17 directly. 

[ENC, XVI, 818-819; NAB, 1303; ODC, 972]

JONAH

     The fifth of the twelve minor prophets of the Hebrew (Received) Old Testament. Unlike the other prophetical
books, Jonah is cast almost entirely in a narrative format. According to the first verse of the book, the hero is that
son of Amittal mentioned at II Kings XIV:25—(He restored the border of Israel from the entrance of Hamath as
far as the sea of the Arabah, according to the word of the Lord, the God of Israel, which he spoke by his servant
Jonah the son of Amittal, the prophet, who was from Gath-hepher)—but whether the story is told of Jonah the son
of Amittal, or any other Jonah, or no real Jonah at all, the purport of the narrative is plain. It is a companion tract
to Ruth, being a protest against the exclusive pure-race policy of post-Exilic Judaism as established by Nehemiah
and  Ezra  in  the  latter  half  of  the  5th century  BC.  The  universality  of  the  story  contrasts  sharply  with  the
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particularistic spirit of many in the post-Exilic community, striking directly at an intolerant nationalism, Jonah (in
his complaining to God about the unexpected succeses of his mission) standing against a narrow and vindictive
mentality, the product of those whose way of thinking saw it  as abhorrent  that nations as wicked as Assyria
should appear to escape the wrath of God.

     The policy of the Nehemiah/Ezra faction also excluded from Jewry every man who could not prove his pure
Jewish blood, which in practice meant could not prove his descent from someone mentioned in the genealogies
and lists given in the books of Chronicles, Ezra, or Nehemiah.  Pure Jewish blood also meant descent from a
returned Exile as against those who stayed on in Palestine. The rivalry thus engendered between those who had
stayed and those who had returned from the Exile existed from the return onward until the matter was settled
once and for all by the final break between the Jews and the Samaritans. 

     Thus the book of Jonah could, on considerations of language, style and theology, point to its having been
composed at a time when Judaism was in danger of becoming narrowly exclusive; and it therefore could have
been written at any time between c.500BC and c.350BC; but the literary style suggests the latter part of this
period rather than the former—probably 450-350BC. Most  scholars,  however, give the date as between 400-
250BC. (NAB says it was written in the post-Exilic era, probably in the 5 th century BC.) In any case, the psalm in
Jonah II is  generally  held by modern critics  to  be a  compilation of  material  from Psalms,  and  without  any
reference to the rest of the book. 

     The so-called  Sign of Jonah was regarded in (Received) New Testament times as a prophecy of Christ’s
resurrection, and Jesus used it to assure the Scribes and Pharisees that through His death Gentiles as well as Jews
would be converted and saved. 

[ENC, XIII, 70; NAB, 1305; ODC, 742]

MICAH

     From the beginning of the tractate it appears that the author of at least part of this work lived during the 8 th

century BC, and began to prophesy before the fall of Samaria (721BC). The first three chapters are generally
accepted as the genuine work of Micah—ENC goes so far as to say that this is not questioned; and NAB calls him
a contemporary of Isaiah—who is mentioned by Jeremiah as preaching with some success. (Jeremiah XXVI:17f
informs us that the reform of Hezekiah was influenced by the preaching of Micah.) 

     Chapters I-III fortell the destruction of Samaria and Jerusalem; but the rest of the book is probably of much
later date—though here again ENC says that critical opinion has renounced its former general skepticism about
these chapters, except for the poem at Micah IV:1-5, which raises special difficulties, as it occurs again almost
verbatim at Isaiah II:2-4. On account of its worldwide religious outlook, many critics consider it post-Exilic (i.e.,
after 538BC). Chapters IV-V, which predict the regeneration of the people and the advent of a Messiah, probably
date from 549-538BC, or possibly even from the 2nd century BC. The last two chapters, which are occupied with a
dispute between God and His people, are probably a collection of sayings of different periods, in some cases even
from that of the Maccabees (167-43BC). (Conservative exegetes, on the other hand, uphold the unity of the book
on stylistic grounds.) 

     Micah contains the first prophecy of the destruction of the Temple as a punishment for presumption on the
trust in Divine protection; and it also sums up true religion as justice, mercy and humble communion with God.
The complaints of God in Micah VI:1-8 are the model on which have been formed the reproaches in the Mass of
the Presanctified on Good Friday (so in the West, where the custom originated in Gaul; it is officially attested in
the East from 692AD, and was in general use in Rome by the 9th century). 

[ENC, XV, 354-355; NAB, 1308; ODC, 897, 1100]

NAHUM

     The book is the seventh in the collection of the twelve minor prophets of the Hebrew Received Old Testament.
Nahum was a Judean prophet from Elkosh (now an unknown site) who lived at the end of the 7 th century BC. His
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vision is mainly concerned with Nineveh, the capital city of the Assyrian empire. It must be later than 663BC,
when No-Amon (Egyptian Thebes) was taken by Ashurbanipal (noted at Nahum II:8-10); and this depection is
related in terms so certain and imminent, that it is generally supposed that the oracle must be dated c.613BC. 

     But it is debatable whether it was written before (which is the opinion of NAB) or after 612, when Nineveh
fell to Nabopolassar and the Babylonians in alliance with Cyaxares and the Medes. The threats against Nineveh,
especially in the oracles, have convinced many scholars that the prophecy of Nahum fits in most naturally just
before 612, when the siege of Nineveh was imminent. Others, however, hold that the book was written after 612,
but while the memory of the disaster was still fresh. This theory is supported by the eyewitness account of the
destruction of Nineveh (II:4-11); the funeral lament (III:14); the pertinence of the satire (III:8-17), which would
lose its point if uttered prior to the event; the final lament (III:18-19) over the Assyrian army sleeping the sleep of
the dead; the general rejoicing at the defeat of the Ninevite king; the arrival of messengers bringing news of
deliverance; and the invitation to celebrate the end of the Assyrian tyranny (extended at II:1-13). 

     Nahum I:2-II:2 further contains a psalm which has no reference to Ninevah (the main subject of the book), and
also is cast in the form of an imperfectly preserved acrostic; on which grounds it is attributed by some scholars to
an independent source. 

[ENC, XV, 1151; NAB, 1316; ODC, 937]

HABAKKUK

     This is the eighth in order of the collection of twelve prophetic books in the (Received) Old Testament known
as the minor prophets. Habakkuk, its author, was probably a professional Hebrew prophet living at the end of the
7th century BC, who spoke by inspiration and saw visions which he wrote down in a style borrowed from sacred
poetry and from prophecy; but its date of composition has been variously fixed between the last year of the reign
of Manasseh (698-643) and the invasion of Judah by the Chaldeans (600), with many recent scholars attributing
the greater of the text to the Exile, or even later (e.g., after 538). NAB believes that it was written from 605-597,
or  between  the  great  Babylonian  victory  at  Carchemish  and  Nebuchadnezzar’s  invasion  of  Judah,  which
culminated in the capture of jerusalem, during which time Judah was desparate and political intrigue and idolatry
widespread.

     Habakkuk was thus probably a professional seer employed in the worship of the Temple. The symmetrical
texture  of the book,  its  organic architecture  and the logical  progression of its  thought all  indicate  a planned
composition typical of an author who was at once a singer and a prophet, and who was familiar with the temple
worship and with prophetic liturgy. Its vocabulary is closely related to that of the sacred poetry and of prophecy
of the end of the 7th century BC. Many scholars have regarded chapter III as not authentic, however; and this view
finds support in the absence of this chapter from the Habakkuk manuscript found at Ain Feshkha, near the Dead
Sea, between 1947-1948. (However, Habakkuk III was part of the book much earlier, as proven by its existence in
the Septuagint, and was certainly part of the original text.) 

     In connection with more precise dating of the book is the correct identification of the enemy of the prophets
vision (mentioned at Habakkuk I:4). These have been variously identified (Assyria; Babylon; Jehoiakim of Judah;
Alexander the Great); but though no one of them can be definitely accepted, some conclusions can be taken as
certain: (1) Habakkuk I:5-11 envisages the coming of the Babylonians as imminent (i.e., prior to the destruction
of Jerusalem in 586BC). (2) Difficulties are raised if the whole passage at II:6-19 refers to foreign domination. (3)
I:6 expressly calls the Babylonians an agent of God. (4) His vocabulary confirms that Habakuk was a cult prophet
of the end of the 7th century BC. 

[ENC, X, 1088; NAB, 1320; ODC, 600]

ZEPHANIAH

     Zephaniah is the ninth of the twelve minor prophets. Nothing is known about the life and person of Zephaniah;
but in spite of signs of editorial work (redactional elements which modify or expand the original prophecy occur
at I:2-3, I:7, I:14, I:17-18, II:8-11 and III:9-10) neither the attribution of the substance of the book to Zephaniah
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nor the date of it early in the reign of Josiah (king of Judah, c.640-609BC) is questioned. This is based upon the
following reasoning.

1. There is no allusion to the religious reform instituted in 621BC under Josiah upon the discovery of what is now
believed to have been the book of Deuteronomy (for which see II Kings XXII:1-XXIII:25). 

2. On the other hand, there are references to the superstitions—astral cults; the cults of Baal and the Ammonite
god Milcom—that were current during the reigns of Manasseh (sole king from 686-642), his successor Amon,
and during the early years of Josiah, who began his reign in 642. (E.g., Zephaniah knows the Philistine cultic
practice of leaping over the threshold of the Temple.) 

3. The prophet also condemns the pro-Assyrian court ministers who served as regents during Josiah’s minority;
and this and the condemnation against idolatry (so NAB) allow us to place the work in the first decade of the
reign of Josiah (i.e., 642-632BC).

     Zephaniah appears to live in a time of what for want of a better term could be called practical unbelief. Like
Jeremiah, he speaks more of superstition than of antisocial vices, although these are among the sins of Judah. He
anticipates Jeremiah’s condemnation of priests and prophets. His interest is focused upon Jerusalem, with which
Judah is practically identified, and he gives interesting details concerning the gates and quarters of the Jerusalem
of the Monarchy. He exhibits an awareness of an approaching crisis of history—the collapse of the Assyrian
empire after  626BC, preceded by signs of decay.  The decline of Assyria opened a period of 30-40 years of
widespread conflict in which Judah and other small kingdoms suffered terribly. 

     On the other hand, it no longer seems possible to identify the dominant theme of the book—the  day of the
Lord—with  the  invasion  of  the  Scythians  (c.625)  mentioned  by  the  Greek  historian  Herodotus.  Detailed
knowledge of the history of the period shows that this invasion left little or no trace, and the reality of the fact
itself  is questioned by some historians. The prophecy, as originally developed, probably belongs to the years
immediately before Josiah’s reform of 621. 

[ENC, XXIII, 946-947; NAB, 1324; ODC, 1488]

HAGGAI

     Haggai is a book of two chapters containing four oracles, delivered in Jerusalem between September and
December in the second year of the reign of Darius I (520BC; so also NAB). It is unlikely, however, that the
prophet himself was responsible for the book. 

1. Haggai is always named in the work in the third person. 

2. While it is alleged at II:3—(Who is left among you that saw this house in its former glory? How do you see it
now? Is it not in your sight as nothing)—and there is also a Patristic tradition that Haggai had seen the Temple of
Solomon prior to its destruction in 586BC, this would make him very old at the time of its rebuilding (which is
the purpose of his book to further); and in any case, the Patristic tradition says that he was a young man in 586.  

3. In view of the repetition in I:1 and I:3; the historical comment in I:12-14; the misplaced date in I:15; the lack of
connection between II:10-14 and II:15-19; and the interpolated glosses in II:5, II:17 and II:18, it is unlikely that
Haggai was the author of the book that bears his name. 

     At any rate the phrase at II:7—(and I will shake all nations, so that the treasures of all nations shall come in,
and I will fill this house of splendor, says the Lord of hosts .)—has been interpreted as referring to the background
of the rebellion and political upheaval at the beginning of Darius’ reign; which was when Haggai and Zechariah
got the people to make a new start on rebuilding the Temple. The book seems to have been written during the
second year of Darius, i.e., 520-519. 

[NC, X, 1110; NAB, 1328; ODC, 602]
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ZECHARIAH

     The book falls into two distinct parts (chapters I-VIII and IX-XIV). The former, written by Zechariah himself,
dates from the spring of 519BC and the winter of 518-517. (NAB, however, dates it to 520, the same year as
Haggai received the prophetic call.) 

     Chapters IX-XI and XII-XIV, however, which each begin (like Malachi) with the descriptive title  Massah
(Prophetic Utterance), are probably to be considered anonymous prophecies relating to different circumstances,
and are different in style from the work of Zechariah. [Indeed, they are sometimes called Deutero-Zechariah, and
(so  NAB)  represent  the  work  of  one  or  more  unknown  authors.]  They  contain  examples  of  a  developed
eschatology and allusions to events, often obscure but apparently best explained by reference to the history of the
period of the Maccabees (167-43BC). 

     Even admitting two collections, however, the contents of this book are not homogeneous and may derive from
several authors and different historical situations. Many believe that IX:1-17 refers to the conquests of Alexander
the  Great  (d.325),  the  hopes  of  an  imminent  establishment  of  the  Messianic  kingdom,  and  subsequent
disillusionment with Greek rule. The passage X:1-XI:17 contains a denunciation of what are probably Ptolemaic
rulers, together with a promise of their overthrow and a return of Jewish exiles to the Holy Land. 

[ENC, XXIII, 938-939; NAB, 1331; ODC, 1487-1488]

MALACHI

     This is the last book of the English Protestant and the Eastern Orthodox Received Old Testaments, though in
the Hebrew canon of the Received Old Testament it appears at the end of the section devoted to the prophets. The
book is probably anonymous, the name Malachi (My Messenger) being taken from the opening words of chapter
III. NAB, believing that the name Malachi was deliberately invented, suggests that the author probably wished to
conceal his identity because of the sharp reproaches he leveled against the priests and rulers of the people. (A few
scholars, however, do hold that one of Ezra’s assistants was named Malachi.) 

     Since the two preceding sections of the canon of Scripture (Zechariah IX-XI and XII-XIV) are also by general
agreement anonymous compositions, and also like Malachi begin with the curious word oracle, it seems probable
that these three collections of unidentified prophetic discourses were at one time simply added to the end of the
book of the minor prophets as an appendix. Later, when it was felt desirable to have exactly twelve divisions, the
first two of these anonymous collects were included in Zechariah, while the third, of very different character and
origin, was set apart as a separate division and given a title arbitrarily derived from Malachi III:1. 

     Although neither the name of the prophet nor the events of his life are known, there is general consensus as to
his date and the historical circumstances in which his oracles were uttered. The language and thought of the book
are those of the age following the Exile (i.e., after 538BC). The land was ruled by a governor, not a native king;
the Temple had been rebuilt, and the services in it had been carried on long enough for both priests and people be
become somewhat weary of them; the lethargic spiritual life of the community had not yet been stirred by the
reforms of Nehemiah and Ezra (whose activity is almost certainly to be dated after 444BC); and the law code
presupposed by the book seems to be that of Deuteronomy (introduced in 621BC). 

     Inasmuch as the abuses attacked by the prophet are similar to those that were to be the principal concern of
Nehemiah, the book may safely be dated shortly before his arrival, and therefore c.450BC (NAB says Nehemiah
arrived in 445). The last three verses of chapter IV, however, are not properly a part of Malachi, but are rather a
late editorial conclusion to the entire collection of the twelve minor prophets. 

[ENC, XIV, 658-659; NAB, 1343; ODC, 845]

SOURCES: A complete bibliography of source material used for the Received Old Testament section will be 
found at the end of the Received New Testament section, the discussion of which begins just below.

*
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THE NEW TESTAMENT
*

     By the Canon of Scripture for Christianity is meant the 27 books of what has come to be universally known as
the  New Testament  —Matthew, Mark, Luke, John, Acts of the Apostles, Romans, I Corinthians, II Corinthians,
Galatians, Ephesians,  Philippians, Colossians, I Thessalonians, II Thessalonians,  I Timothy, II Timothy, Titus,
Philemon, Hebrews, James, I Peter, II Peter, I John, II John, III John, Jude, Revelation—the earliest exact witness
to which is (in the East) to be found in the festal letter of Athanasius of Alexandria for Easter, 369AD; and (in the
West) in the minutes of the Council of Rome of 382AD.

     It does not  include the titles of 511 other Christian or partly Christian works, culled from the religious
literature  of  50  languages—Anglian,  Arabic,  Common  Aramaic,  Western  Aramaic,  Eastern  Aramaic,  Old
Armenian,  Bactrian,  Old  Bulgarian,  Middle  Bulgarian,  Burgundian,  Carolingian,  Old  (or  Archaic)  Chinese,
Coptic, Cretan, Middle Danish, Egyptian Hieroglyph, Old English (or Anglo-Saxon), Middle English, Modern
English,  Ethiopic (or Geeze),  Frankish,  Old French,  Garshuni,  Georgian (or Gruse),  Koine Greek, Byzantine
Greek, Modern Greek, Hebrew, Old Irish, Anglo-Irish, Middle Irish, Kentish, Old Latin, Medieval Latin, Middle
Parthian,  Old (or Archaic)  Persian,  Middle Persian,  Modern Persian,  Rumanian, Old Russian,  Sanskrit,  West
Saxon, Serbian (or Serbo-Croatian), Old Slavonic, Sogdian, Spanish, Syriac, Ukrainian, Old Turkish (or Uyghyr),
and Visigothic—and written over a period of a thousand years (the great majority during the 1 st-5th centuries AD);
whose titles contain either the names of Apostles, disciples of those Apostles, or in a scattering of cases, disciples
of those disciples; and whose content attempts to place their composition within the Apostolic Age. Indeed, an
hypothetical New Testament of these 511 gospels, books of acts, letters, apocalypses, and important additional
materials could be conceived under five general areas—(I) the names of Jesus Christ, His immediate family, and
any of His Jewish forerunners; (II) an Apostolic designation; (III) the names of such non-Apostolic individuals
not included in (II) but claiming a special dispensation from the Messiah unavailable to anyone else ;  (IV) the
names of various Jewish and pagan officials  of the Roman Empire; and  (V) such  portions of other religious
literatures  as may competently demonstrate  verbal  or  conceptual  thought parallels  with I-IV—and these five
general areas could be further sub-divided into the following 43 sub-categories:

     [In what follows, (1) an asterisk (*) indicates internal divisions within each sub-category as to literary type or
dramatis  personae;  and  (2) the  names  Harnack,  Harris,  James,  Nau,  Revillout,  Robinson,  Santos,  Schmidt,
Steindorff, and Torrey, which appear in some of the titles, refer to modern Biblical critics of the 19 th and 20th

centuries.] 

1.  PROTO-CHRISTIAN  MATERIAL:  The  Manual  of  Discipline,  The  Book  of  Hymns,  The  Zadokite
Document, The War of the Sons of Light and the Sons of Darkness, Supplication, The Hymn of the Initiates, The
New Covenant, The Commentary on Habakkuk, The Wondrous Child, The Manual of the Future Congregation of
Israel, The Coming Doom.

2. SEMI-DIVINE BEINGS: Poimandres, Trimorphic Protennoia, The Hypostasis of the Archons, The Concept
of Our Great Power, The Christian Sibyllines.

3. ADAM AND EVE: The Gospel of Eve, The Aramaic Life of Adam and Eve, The Greek Life of Adam and Eve,
The  Latin  Vita  Adae  et  Evae,  The  Greek Testament  of  Adam,  The  Syriac  Testament  of  Adam,  The  Arabic
Testament of Adam, The Syriac Book of the Cave of Treasures, The Armenian Book of Adam, The Book of Adam
(after Harnack), The Ethiopic Conflict of Adam and Eve with Satan, The Arabic Conflict of Adam and Eve with
Satan, The Slavonic Adam-Book, The Georgian Adam-Book, The Coptic Adam-Book.

4. THE PATRIARCHS IN GENERAL: The Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs.

5. ENOCH: The First Book of Enoch, The Second Book of Enoch.

6. ABRAHAM/MELCHIZEDEK/ISAAC/JACOB/JOSEPH: The Apocalypse of Abraham, The Testament of
Abraham, The Slavonic Tale of the Just Man Abraham, Melchizedek, The Testament of Isaac, The  Testament of
Jacob, The Romance of Joseph and Asenath.
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7. JOB/SOLOMON: The Testament of Job, The Testament of Solomon, The Apocryphon of Solomon (after
Harnack), The Odes of Solomon.

8. ELIJAH: The Oracle of the Potter, The Greek Apocalypse of Elijah, The Coptic Apocalypse of Elijah.

9. ISAIAH/ZEPHANIAH: The Ascension of Isaiah, The Apocalypse of Zephaniah, The Anonymous Apocalypse
(after Steindorff).

10. JEREMIAH/BARUCH/EZEKIEL: The Paraleipomena of Jeremiah, The Life of Jeremiah (after Torrey),
The Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch, The Greek Apocalypse of Baruch, The Ethiopic Apocalypse of Baruch, The
Apocryphon of Ezekiel.

11.  DANIEL/SEDRACH:  The  Revelation  of  the  Prophet  Daniel,  The  Seventh  Vision  of  Daniel,  The  First
Apocalypse  of  Daniel,  The  Second  Apocalypse  of  Daniel,  The  Third  Apocalypse  of  Daniel,  The  Fourth
Apocalypse of Daniel, The Fifth Apocalypse of Daniel, The Apocalypse of Sedrach.

12. EZRA: The Fourth Book of Ezra, The Greek Apocalypse of Ezra, The Latin Visio Beati Esdrae, The Syriac
Revelation of Ezra, The Armenian Questions of Ezra.

13. ZACHARIAH: The Apocalypse of Zachariah.

14. JEWISH-CHRISTIANITY: The Gospel of the Ebionites, The Gospel of the Hebrews, The Gospel of the
Nazarenes, The Gospel of the Egyptians, The AJ-II Source.

15. JOHN THE BAPTIST: The Life of John the Baptist (after Serapion of Thumis), The Life of John the Baptist
(after Mark the Evangelist), The Life of John the Baptist (after Manuscript Sachau 329), An Ecomium on John
the Baptist (after Chrysostom of Constantinople).

16. JESUS CHRIST: The Testimonies of Josephus, Signs and Wonders at the Persian Court Upon the Birth of
Jesus, The Gospel of the Boyhood of Our Lord Jesus, The Boy in the Tower, The Unknown Infancy Gospel in the
Arundel and Hereford Manuscripts, The Infancy Gospel of Matthew, The Infancy Gospel of James, The Infancy
Gospel of Thomas, The Armenian Infancy Gospel, The Arabic Infancy Gospel. * Q, The Priesthood of Jesus, A
Teaching of Jesus Concerning the Hebrew Prophets, The Books of the Savior, The Revelation of Aheramentho,
The Miracles of Jesus, The Wisdom of Jesus Christ. * The Gospel of Gamaliel, The Descent of Christ Into Hell,
The Dispute of the Devil with Christ, A Coptic Fragment of the Resurrection of Jesus Christ (after Schmidt), The
Dialogue of the Redeemer, The Avenging of the Savior (after  Vindicta Salvatoris), The Avenging of the Savior
(after Mors Pilati), The Avenging of the Savior (after Cura Sanitatis Tiberii), The Story of Joseph of Arimathaea.
* Isolated Sayings of Jesus Christ, The Letter of Abgar V to Jesus Christ, The Letter of Jesus Christ to Abgar V,
The letter of Jesus Christ to the Apostles, The Testamentum Domini Apocalypse, The Three Steles of Seth, The
Second Treatise of the Great Seth. * A Latin Apocalyptic Fragment (after Robinson), The Apocalyptic Fragments
of the  New Testament, The Questions of John to Jesus About the Last Things, The  Didache Apocalypse, The
Revelation of Jesus to the Apostles Concerning Abbaton the Angel of Death. * The Naassene Psalm, The Christ
(after  Cynewulf  of  Northumbria),  The  Dream of  the  Rood  (after  Cynewulf  of  Northumbria),  Elene (after
Cynewulf of Northumbria).

17. JESUS’ MOTHER, MARY: The Genna Marias, The Gospel of the Birth of Mary, Stories About the Birth of
Mary (after Evodius of Antioch, Cyril of Jerusalem, Demetrius of Antioch, Epiphanius of Salamis, and Cyril of
Jerusalem), Stories About the Death and Assumption of Mary (after Melito of Sardis, Joseph of Arimathaea, John
the Apostle, John of Thessalonica, Theodosius of Alexandria, Evodius of Rome, Modestus of Jerusalem, James of
Serug, and James of Birta), The Departure of My Lady Mary From This World, The History of the Blessed Virgin
Mary, The Obsequies of the Holy Virgin, The Simplest (Syriac) Form of the Assumption, A Coptic Fragment of
the Assumption (after Revillout). * The Letter of Mary to the Messinaeans, The Letter of Mary to the Florentines.
* The Greek Apocalypse of Mary the Mother of Jesus, The Latin Apocalypse of Mary the Mother of Jesus, The
Ethiopic Apocalypse of Mary the Mother of Jesus, The Coptic Vision of Theophilus.

18. JESUS’ FATHER, JOSEPH: The History of Joseph the Carpenter, A Possible Joseph Apocryphon in the
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Infancy Gospel of Thomas.

19.  JESUS’ BROTHERS,  JAMES  AND  JUDE:  The  Questions  of  James,  The  Apocryphon  Jacobi,  The
Fragments of a Life of James (after Revillout), The Gospel of James the Elder (after Santos), The Secret Teaching
of James the Brother of Jesus to Mariamme, The Ascents of James, The Arabic Preaching of James the Brother of
Jesus, The Arabic Martyrdom of James the Brother of Jesus, The Ethiopic Preaching of Saint James the Just, The
Ethiopic Martyrdom of Saint James the Just. * The Greek Apocalypse of James the Brother of Jesus, The Syriac
Apocalypse of James the Brother of Jesus in the Gospel of the Twelve Apostles, The First Coptic Apocalypse of
James the Brother of Jesus, The Second Coptic Apocalypse of James the Brother of Jesus, The Third Coptic
Apocalypse of James the Brother of Jesus.

20. JESUS’ FRIENDS: The Coptic Gospel of Mary Magdalene, The Little Questions of Mary Magdalene, The
Great Questions of Mary Magdalene, The Life of Mary Magdalene. * The Revelation of Lazarus.

21. THE APOSTLES IN GENERAL: The Gospel of the Seventy, The Gospel of the Twelve Apostles (after
Revillout),  The  Gospel  of  the  Twelve Apostles  (after  Harris),  The  Gospel  of  the  Twelve Apostles  (after  the
Quqaje), The Jewish-Christian Gospel of the Twelve Apostles, The Manichean Gospel of the Twelve Apostles,
The Memoirs of the Apostles, The Gospel of the Four Heavenly Regions of the World. * The Ebionite Acts of the
Twelve Apostles, The Manichean Acts of the Twelve Apostles, The Latin History of the Apostles (after Abdias of
Babylon), The Coptic Tripartate Tractate, The Coptic On the Origin of the World, The Coptic Exegesis of the
Soul, The Coptic Discourse on the Eighth and Ninth, The Coptic Testimony of Truth, The Coptic Marsanes, The
Coptic Interpretation of Knowledge, The Arabic Acts of the Apostles, The Ethiopic Contending of the Apostles. *
The Letter of the Apostles to the Christians of the World. * The Revelation of Stephen the Deacon, The Fate of
the Apostles (after Cynewulf of Northumbria).

22. PETER: The Preaching of Peter, The Teaching of Peter, The Doctrine of Peter, The Circuits of Peter, The
Preaching  of  Simon  Cephas  in  the  City  of  Rome,  The  Journeys  of  Peter,  The  Gospel  of  Peter,  Papyrus
Oxyrhynchus 840. * The Acts of Peter, The Latin  Martyrium Beati Petri Apostoli (after Linus of Rome), The
Syriac History of Simon Cephas the Chief of the Apostles, The Coptic Act of Peter, The First Slavonic Life of
Peter, The Second Slavonic Life of Peter, The Third Slavonic Life of Peter, The  Slavic  Vita Petri, The Arabic
Preaching of Peter, The Arabic Martyrdom of Peter, The Ethiopic Acts of Saint Peter, The Ethiopic History of
Saint Peter,  The Ethiopic Martyrdom of Saint Peter, The Ukrainian Life of Peter, A Doctrine of Peter. * The
Coptic  Acts  of  Peter  and  the  Twelve  Apostles.  *  The  Greek  Acts  of  Peter  and  Paul,  The  Greek  Passio
Apostolorum Petri et Pauli, The Latin Passio Apostolorum Petri et Pauli, The Latin Martyrdom of Peter and Paul
(after Hegisippus of Palestine), The Arabic Story of Peter and Paul, The Arabic Martyrdom of Peter and Paul, A
Preaching of Peter and Paul, The Ethiopic Acts of Peter and Paul, The Greek Acts of Peter and Andrew * The
Greek  Martyrium Colbertium of Ignatius of Antioch, The Greek  Martyrium Vaticanum of Ignatius of Antioch,
The Latin Martyrdom of Ignatius of Antioch, The Greek Martyrdom of Ignatius of Antioch (after Simeon the
Metaphrast), The Armenian Martyrdom of Ignatius of Antioch, The Greek Martyrdom of Polycarp of Smyrna. *
The Letter of Peter to Philip, The Letter of Peter to James, A Fragment of a Letter of Peter. * The Letter of
Ignatius to the Ephesians, The Letter of Ignatius to the Philadelphians, The Letter of Ignatius to the Magnesians,
The Letter of Ignatius to the Smyrnaeans, The Letter of Ignatius to the Antiochenes, The Letter of Ignatius to the
Philippians, The Letter of Ignatius to the Trallians, The Letter of Ignatius to the Tarsians, the Letter of Ignatius to
the Romans. * The Letter of Ignatius to Hero, The Prayer of Hero, The Letter of Ignatius to Polycarp, The Letter
of Polycarp to the Philippians,  Fragments of Various Letters of Polycarp, The Letter  of Ignatius to Mary the
Mother of Jesus, The Letter of Mary the Mother of Jesus to Ignatius, The First Letter of Ignatius to John, The
Second Letter of Ignatius to John, The Letter of Mary of Cassobelae to Igantius, The Letter of Ignatius to Mary of
Cassobelae,  A Fragment  of  a  Letter  of  Ignatius.  *  The  Greek  Apocalypse  of  Peter,  The  Unknown  Latin
Apocalypse in the Vision of Adamnan, The Syriac Revelation of Peter in the Gospel of the Twelve Apostles, The
Coptic Apocalypse of Peter, The Arabic Apocalypse of Peter, The Ethiopic Apocalypse of Peter.

23. PAUL: The Acts of Paul, The Greek Preaching of Paul, The Latin Praedicatio Pauli, The Latin Martyrium
Beati  Pauli  Apostoli (after  Linus  of  Rome),  The  Syriac  History  of  the  Holy  Apostle  Paul,  The  Slavonic
Wanderings of  the  Apostle  Paul  Through the Countries,  The  Coptic  Prayer of  the  Apostle  Paul,  The  Arabic
Praedicatio Apostoli Pauli Electi, The Arabic Martyrdom of the Blessed Paul, The Ethiopic Martyrdom of Saint
Paul, The Ethiopic History of the Contending of Saint Paul. * The Greek Acts of Clement, The Greek Homilies of
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Clement, The Greek Recognitions of Clement, The Greek Acts of Paul and Thecla, The Greek Acts of Ananias,
The Greek Acts of Aquila, The Greek Acts of Timothy, The Greek Acts of Titus (after Zenas), The Greek Acts of
Xanthippe, Polyxena and Rebecca, The Greek Acts of Zenais and Philonilla, The Coptic Teachings of Silvanus. *
The Letter of Paul to the Colossians (not the Canonical epistle), The Letter of the Corinthians to Paul, The Letter
of Paul to the Corinthians (not the Canonical epistle), The Letter of Paul to the Macedonians, The Letter of Paul
to the Alexandrians,  The Letter  of  Paul  to the Laodiceans,  The Letter  of Titus to His Fellow Celibates,  The
Letters of Paul to Seneca and Seneca to Paul (1-12), The Letters of Paul to Seneca and Seneca to Paul (13-14),
The Letter of Dionysius the Areopagite to Timothy, The Letter of His Father to Rheginos, The Letter of Pelagia. *
The First Letter of Clement to the Corinthians, The Second Letter of Clement to the Corinthians, The First Letter
of Clement on Virginity, The Second Letter of Clement on Virginity, The Letter of Appion to Clement, The Letter
of Clement to Appion, The Letter of Clement to James. * The Greek Apocalypse of Paul, The Coptic Apocalypse
of Paul, The Latin Apocalypse of Saint Paul, The Shepherd of Hermas.

24. JOHN: The Repose of Saint John the Evangelist and Apostle, Fragments of a Dialogue Between John and
Jesus, A Fragment of an Unknown Gospel with Johannine Elements, The Coptic Gospel of the Egyptians, The
Book of John the Evangelist, The Apocryphon of John, A Gospel Fragment from the Strasbourg Coptic Papyrus. *
The Acts of John,  The Greek Acts of John (after  Prochorus  the Deacon),  The Preaching of John,  The Latin
Virtutes Joannis (after Abdias of Babylon), The Latin  Passio Joannis (after Mellitus of Laodicea), The Latin
Liber Sancta Joannis, The Syriac History of John (after Eusebius of Caesarea), The Syriac Decease of Saint John,
The Greek Decease of Saint John, The Coptic Martyrdom of John, The Arabic Story of John, the Son of Zebedee,
The Arabic Travels of John, the Son of Zebedee, The Arabic Death of John, the Son of Zebedee, The Arabic
Death of Saint John, The Ethiopic Preaching of Saint John the Evangelist, The Ethiopic History of the Death of
Saint John the Evangelist. * A Fragment of a Letter of John. * The Greek Apocalypse of John the Theologian, The
Syriac Revelation of John in the Gospel of the Twelve Apostles, The Coptic Apocalypse of John, The Audian
Revelation of John, The Apocalypse of John (after Nau), The Mysteries of Saint John the Apostle and Holy
Virgin.

25. THOMAS: The Egyptian Gospel of Thomas, Papyrus Oxyrhynchus 1, 654 and 655, Papyrus Oxyrhynchus
1224, The Fayuum Fragment, Lost Material in Sanskrit About Thomas the Apostle. * The Acts of Thomas, The
Syriac Acts of Thomas, The Armenian Acts of Thomas, The Arabic Acts of Thomas, The Arabic Martyrdom of
Thomas, The Greek Acts of Thomas (after James), The Greek consummation of Thomas, The Latin Martyrdom of
Thomas (after Abdias of Babylon), The Latin Martyrdom of Thomas (after Gregory of Tours), The Ethiopic Acts
of Saint Thomas in India, The Ethiopic Preaching of Saint Thomas in India, The Ethiopic Martyrdom of Saint
Thomas in India. * The Apocalypse of Thomas, The Book of Thomas the Contender, The Saltair Na Rann, The
Fifteen Signs of the Last Days.

26.  ANDREW:  The  Acts  of  Andrew,  The  Greek  Martyrdom  Andreae  Prius,  The  Greek  Martyrium  Sancti
Apostoli Andreae, The Greek Martyrium Andreae Alterum, The Greek Vita Andreae (after Epiphanius Monachus),
The  Greek  Vita  Andreae Apostoli  cum Laudatione  Contexta,  The  Greek Codex  Vaticanus Graecae 808,  The
Coptic Acts of Andrew, The Latin  Passio Sancti Andreae Apostoli, The Greek Passio Sancti Andreae Apostoli,
The  Latin  Martyrdom of  Andrew  (after  Abdias  of  Babylon),  The  Latin  Liber  de Miraculis  Beati  Andreae
Apostoli (after Gregory of Tours), The Arabic Martyrdom of Saint Andrew, The Ethiopic Martyrdom of Saint
Andrew. * The Arabic Acts of Andrew and Bartholomew, The Ethiopic Acts of Saints Andrew and Bartholomew
Among the Parthians, The Arabic Acts of Andrew and Philemon in Scythia, The Ethiopic Preaching of Andrew
and Philemon Among the Kurds, The Greek Acts of Andrew and Matthias, The Syriac Acts of Mar Matthew and
Mar Andrew, The Ethiopic Acts of Andrew and Matthias, The Coptic Acts of Andrew and Paul. * Andreas (after
Cynwulf of Northumbria).

27. PHILIP: The Gospel of Philip, A Fragment of an Unknown Gospel with Philippine Elements. * The Acts of
Philip, the Greek Journeyings of Philip the Apostle, The Greek Acts of Philip in Hellas, The Greek Translatio
Philippi, The Latin  Passio Philippi, The  Evangelium of Philip, The Syriac Acts of Philip, The Coptic Acts of
Philip, The Armenian Acts of Philip, The Arabic Preaching of Philip, The Ethiopic Preaching of Saint Philip and
Saint  Peter,  The  Arabic  Martyrdom of  Philip,  the Ethiopic  Martyrdom of  Saint  Philip  in Phrygia,  The  Irish
Martyrdom  of  Philip,  The  Greek  Acts  of  Hermione,  The  Martyrdom  of  Julitta  and  Quiricus.  *  The  Irish
Apocalypse of Philip.
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28.  BARTHOLOMEW:  The  Gospel  of  Bartholomew.  *  The  Questions  of  Bartholomew,  The  Book of  the
Resurrection of Jesus Christ by Bartholomew the Apostle, The Life of Saint Bartholomew (after the Ethiopian
Synaxarion),  The  Greek  Martyrdom  of  Bartholomew,  The  Latin  Martyrdom  of  Bartholomew,  The  Coptic
Preaching of Bartholomew, The Armenian Martyrdom of Bartholomew, The Arabic Preaching of Bartholomew,
The Arabic Martyrdom of Bartholomew, The Ethiopic Preaching of Saint Bartholomew in the Oasis, The Ethiopic
Martyrdom of Saint Bartholomew in Naidas.

29. MATTHEW: The Greek Martyrdom of Matthew, The Latin Martyrdom of Matthew, The Coptic Acts and
Martyrdom of  Matthew,  The  Arabic  Martyrdom of  Matthew,  The  Ethiopic  Martyrdom of  Saint  Matthew in
Parthia, The Latin Passio Sancti Matthaei, The Arabic Acts of Matthew, The Ethiopic Acts of Saint Matthew in
the City of Kahenat, The Arabic Martyrdom of James the Brother of Matthew.

30. MATTHIAS: The Gospel of Matthias. * The Traditions of Matthias, The Greek Preaching of Matthias, The
Syriac Preaching of Matthias, The Arabic Preaching of Saint Matthias, The Ethiopic Preaching of Saint Matthias,
The Ethiopic Preaching of Saint Matthias in the City of the Cannibals, The Arabic Martyrdom of Saint Matthias,
The Ethiopic Martyrdom of Saint Matthias, The Latin Gesta Matthiae.

31. THADDAEUS: The Greek Acts of Thaddaeus, The Syriac Doctrine of Addaeus the Apostle, The Armenian
Acts of Thaddaeus, The Latin Acta Thaddaei (after Abdias of Babylon), The Arabic Preaching of Thaddaeus, The
Ethiopic Preaching of Judas Thaddaeus in Syria. * The Greek Acts of Sharbil, The Syriac Acts of Sharbil, The
Syriac Martyrdom of Barsumya, The Armenian Martyrdom of Barsumya.

32. JAMES OF ZEBEDEE: The Greek Acts of James the Son of Zebedee, The Greek Acts of James the Great,
The Latin Acts of James the Great, The Coptic Acts and Death of James the Great, The Armenian Acts and Death
of James the Great, The Arabic Acts of James the Son of Zebedee, The Ethiopic Acts of Saint James in India, The
Arabic Martyrdom of James the Son of Zebedee, The Ethiopic Martyrdom of Saint James.

33. MARK: The Variant Gospel of Mark in the Koridethi Codex, The Secret Gospel of Mark, Papyrus Gospel
Fragment A (after James). * The Greek Acts of Mark, The Latin Acts of Mark. * The Arabic Martyrdom of Mark,
The Ethiopic Martyrdom of Saint Mark the Evangelist in Alexandria.

34.  SIMON OF CLEOPAS AND JUDE:  The  Coptic  Preaching of  Simon the Son of  Cleopas,  The  Arabic
Preaching of Simon the Son of  Cleopas,  The  Ethiopic  Preaching of  Simon the Son of  Cleopas,  The  Arabic
Martyrdom of Simon the Son of Cleopas, The Ethiopic Martyrdom of Simon the Son of Cleopas. * The Latin
Acts of Simon and Jude.

35. JAMES OF ALPHAEUS: The Gospel of James the Son of Alphaeus. * The Coptic Acts and Martyrdom of
James the Less, The Armenian Acts and Martyrdom of James the Less, The Ethiopic Martyrdom of Saint James
the Son of Alphaeus. * The Revelation of James the Son of Alphaeus.

36. BARNABAS: The Greek Acts of Barnabas, The Latin Acts of Barnabas.  * The Greek Life of Auxibius of
Soli, The Greek life of Heraclides of Tamasus. * The Letter of Barnabas to His Sons and Daughters.

37. LUKE: The Coptic Acts of Luke, The Arabic Martyrdom of Saint Luke, The Ethiopic Martyrdom of Saint
Luke.

38.  VALENTINUS:  The  Latin  Gospel  of  Truth  (associated  with  Valentinus),  The  Coptic  Gospel  of  Truth
(associated with Valentinus). * The Letter of Ptolemy to Flora. * A Coptic Valentinian Exposition.

39. JUDAS ISCARIOT: The Gospel of Judas Iscariot. * The Martyrdom of Judas Iscariot. 

40. APELLES: The Gospel of Apelles. * The Manifestations of Philumene.

41. SINGLE CITATIONS: The Gospel of Bardesanes, The Gospel of Basilides, The Gospel of Cerinthus, The
Gospel of Hesychius, The Gospel of Lucianus, The Gospel of Mani, The Gospel of Marcion, The Gospel of
Perfection (associated with Nicolas), The Book of Elchasai. * The Letter From an Unknown Person to Diognetus.
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* The Prophecy of the Montanists.

42. OFFICIALS OF THE ROMAN EMPIRE: The Greek Acts of Pilate, The Latin Acts of Pilate, The Coptic
Acts of Pilate, The Syriac Acts of Pilate, The Armenian Acts of Pilate, The Anglo-Saxon Acts of Pilate. * The
Greek Acts of Cornelius, The Greek Acts of Nereus and Achielleus, The Latin Acts of Nereus and Achielleus, The
Greek  Martyrium Sancti Longini Centurionis (after Hesychius of Jerusalem), The Greek  Martyrium Sancti et
Glorioso Martyris (after Simeon of Constantinople), The Arabic Martyrdom of Longinus. * The Letter of Pilate
to Tiberius I, The Report of Pilate to Tiberius I, The Letter of Tiberius I to Pilate. * The First Letter of Abgar V to
Tiberius I, The Second Letter of Abgar V to Tiberius I, The Third Letter of Abgar V to Tiberius I, The Letter of
Tiberius I to Abgar V. * The Letter of Pilate to Herod, The Letter of Herod to Pilate. * The Letter of Pilate to
Claudius I. * The Letter of Lentulus to the Senate of the Roman People.

43.  WORKS  STILL PRESENTLY UNASSIGNED:  Papyrus  Cairensis  10735,  Papyrus  Oxyrhynchus  210,
Papyrus Oxyrhynchus 1384.

A brief commentary on each of the books of the Received New Testament follows below:

MATTHEW

     The Received Gospel of Matthew is an account of Jesus’ deeds and words, drawn from Christian sources both
oral and written, arranged in a generally biographical order; and all of it is set in a manual of Christian teaching in
which Jesus  Christ  is described particularly as the fulfiller  and fulfillment of God’s will  as disclosed in the
Received Old Testament. The subject matter of the book features an infancy narrative (Matthew I:18-25) quite
independent  of the one in Luke; and from III:1 onwards, Matthew appears to derive the bulk of its narrative
material  from Mark (almost  all  of  which gospel  is  incorporated  into Matthew’s  text).  There  is  also (mainly
conversational) material which is paralleled in Luke ( = the  Q material);  and there are considerable sections
peculiar to Matthew himself.

     Among the characteristics of the gospel, one may mention: (1) its tendency to group together similar material
which is scattered in Luke (e.g., the contents of the Sermon on the Mount); (2) the fullness with which this gospel
records Jesus’ teachings;  (3) its special interest in the relation of the gospel to Jewish law, with its stress on
Christianity as the  New Law;  (4) the special commission given to Peter (XVI:17-20); and (5) the record of the
post-Resurrection appearances in Galilee (Matthew XXVIII).

     The work has at least ten ancient witnesses. It was probably known to (1) the author of the Didache (perhaps
c.100AD), and (2) Ignatius of Antioch (d.c.110).  (3) Papias of Hierapolis (d.c.130) records that Matthew wrote
the Sayings, in the Hebrew tongue; and if the reference is to the Received gospel of that name, this is yet more
early evidence for its ascription to the Apostle.  (4) From the time of Irenaeus of Lyons (d.c.220), Matthew was
regularly  ascribed  to  the  Apostle  by  name.  Commentaries  exist  on  Matthew  by  (5) Origen  of  Alexandria
(d.c.254); (6) Hilary of Poitiers (d.367); (7) Chrysostom of Constantinople (d.407); (8) Jerome of Strido (d.420);
(9) Augustine of Hippo-Regius (d.430); and (10) Peter of Laodicea (who lived during the 7th-8th centuries).

     But despite this strong witness for an early date, the fact that it stands first in the Received canon, and that it
was the preferred gospel of Orthodox Christianity since the 2nd century, there is reason to suppose that the work
may not be dated very early in the 1st century AD; and that it may not be by the Apostle Matthew at all.

1. With its strong emphasis upon the Law and its constant dispute with the leaders of Judaism, Matthew certainly
would seem to have been written for a Jewish-Christian church in a strongly Jewish environment. But, though the
uniquely Matthean Tradition presupposes the scholarly work of teachers acquainted with the Hebrew language,
the gospel itself belongs to Greek-speaking Christianity. (a) Its main sources are Greek writings (Mark and Q, the
still hypothetical sayings-source widely accepted by critics as having been used by the authors of Matthew, Mark
and Luke); and (b) its author often substitutes more fluent Greek idioms for the clumsy sentences of his sources.
(c) Indeed, the Greek of the gospel (so Moulton) is correct, if rather colorless.

2. The fall of Jerusalem (70AD) is clearly presupposed in Matthew XXII:6-7—(while the rest seized his servants,
treated  them shamefully,  and killed  them.  The  king  was  angry,  and he  sent  his  troops  and destroyed  those
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murderers and burned their city.)—and perhaps also at Matthew XXIII:37-39—(O Jerusalem, Jerusalem, killing
the prophets and stoning those who are sent to you! How often would I have gathered your children together as a
hen gathers  her  brood  under  her  wings,  and you would  not!  Behold,  your  house  is  forsaken and desolate .
\fn{Other ancient authorities omit: and desolate.} For I tell you, you will not see me again, until you say, ‘Blessed is he
who comes in the name of the Lord.’”)

3. The name of Levi the tax collector at Mark II:14—(As he was walking along, he saw Levi son of Alphaeus
sitting at the tax booth, and he said to him, “Follow me.” And he got up and followed him .)—is changed to
Matthew in Matthew IX:9—(As Jesus was walking along, he saw a man called Matthew sitting at the tax booth,
and he said to him, “Follow me.” And he got up and followed him .)—indicating the name in Mark is the older of
the two authorities.

4. There is critical opposition to naming Matthew as the author of the gospel, chiefly on the grounds that the
Apostle Matthew would have no need for such extensive recourse to works by even his fellow Apostles.

5. Modern scholars commonly hold that Matthew draws extensively on Mark, which he expanded with the aid of
Q.  If so,  the  early tradition  that  Matthew was  written  in  Hebrew (by which  Aramaic  is  probably meant)  is
untenable. 

6. The author of Matthew is sometimes regarded as the most “ecclesiastical” of the evangelists. (a) The only two
occurrences of the Greek word for  church in the Received gospels occur at Matthew XVI:18 and XVIII:17—
(And I tell you, you are Peter, and on this rock I will build my church, and the gates of Hades will not prevail
against it. ... If the member refuses to listen to them, tell it to the church. And if the offender refuses to listen even
to the church, let such a one be to you as a Gentile and a tax collector .) (b) This, coupled with the fact that of the
four Received gospels, Matthew is the one best adapted to public reading, argues for its authorship at some time
later than the comparatively unsettled nature of the most primitive forms of Christianity.

7. Evidence of developed Christological, doctrinal  and liturgical formulations have also been alleged for this
gospel, indicating a later 1st century date of authorship.

     This evidence would seem to belie the statement of Papias that the gospel was written first in Hebrew by the
Matthew the Apostle. Indeed, all the evidence would appear to indicate that its otherwise unknown author was a
third-generation Christian teacher active during the last third of the 1 st century. Matthew is perhaps to be dated
c.80AD, but all the evidence is so indirect that it is consistent with any date between c.65 and 100 (though the
ENC, it is true, prefers a date more narrowly drawn to anything between 75-100). In time—perhaps almost at
once—a title containing Matthew’s name, and signifying Apostolic authority, came to identify the work.

     Matthew could have been written somewhere outside Palestine in a strong Greek-speaking Jewish community.
Since it was probably used first by Ignatius of Antioch (d.c.110AD), the coastal district of Syria is perhaps the
best suggestion of a possible place of origin, although the city of Antioch itself is unlikely because Antioch also
was influenced by Pauline teachings, which are lacking in Matthew. 

[ODC, 874-875; OAB, 1171, 1179; ENC, XIV, 1117-1118]

MARK

A: The main body of the text:

     The Received Gospel of Mark was known in the 1 st century, and, according to the view at present most widely
held, was the earliest of the four Received gospels and has preserved a text which, in its presentation of the life of
Christ,  sets  the facts of  history down with a minimum of disarrangement,  interpretation,  and embellishment.
\fn{See below under  The Marcan Hypothesis.} The earliest definite tradition is from Papias of Hierapolis [c.60-130, in
Eusebius of Caesarea (c.260-c.340, Ecclesiastical History III:xxxix)—But now, to the extracts already made, we
shall add, as being a matter of primary importance, a tradition regarding Mark who wrote the gospel, which
he\fn{Papias.} has given in the following words: And the presbyter said this. Mark having become the interpreter
of Peter, wrote down accurately whatever he remembered. It was not, however, in exact order that he related the
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sayings or deeds of Christ. For he neither heard the Lord nor accompanied Him. But afterwards, as I said, he
accompanied Peter, who accommodated his instructions to the necessities of his hearers, but with no intention of
giving a regular narrative of the Lord’s sayings. Wherefore Mark made no mistake in thus writing some things as
he remembered them. For one thing he took especial care, not to omit anything he had heard, and not to put
anything fictitious into the statements. This is what is related by Papias regarding Mark .]—Eusebius taking his
material from a work of Papias’ entitled  The Exposition of the Oracles of the Lord, of which only fragments
survive. There is also independent testimony of an early connection between Mark and Peter in I Peter (c.50AD,
though this date has often been disputed as being too early).

     Later Tradition [e.g., Clement of Alexandria (c.150-c.215, Hypotyposes VI, in Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical History
VI:xiv.5-7)—After Peter had proclaimed the word publicly in Rome and preached the gospel in the spirit, the
numerous hearers who were present requested mark, since he had already for a long time accompanied Peter and
remembered his words, to write down his preaching. Mark did this and delivered the Gospel to those who had
requested it. When Peter learned of this, he neither hindered it with a word of admonition nor encouraged it .]—
follows the statements of Papias; and although the gospel is anonymous, the Tradition may in this case be correct
in ascribing it to an otherwise unimportant Biblical character.\fn{In the Received New Testament Mark is mentioned several
times, but even an uncritical combination of this information produces only a very fragmentary picture of him. The only unquestionably
reliable information is to be found in Philemon :24—(and so do Mark, Aristarchus, Demas, and luke, my fellow workers)—but there is no
indication there as to any more about the identify of this person other than his name.} It has been suggested that the account of
the young man in Gesthemane [Mark 24:52—(And a young man followed him, with nothing but a linen cloth
about his body; and they seized him, but he left the linen cloth and ran away naked .)]—is the artist’s signature,
and that Mark himself is intended.

     It seems that the author, whoever he was, had considerable knowledge of Palestinian localities (to judge from
the internal evidence within the book itself), but even so was not bound by narrow Jewish sympathies. The same
double background is reflected in the traces of both the Aramaic and the Latin languages, which the Greek of the
gospel betrays. The Latinisms that are present support the presumption, based on the traditional connection of the
gospel with Peter, that the book was written in Rome; as also does Mark’s dating of the Crucifixion on the 15 th of
Nisan, which is in agreement with the Roman view of the matter in subsequent controversies.\fn{Whether or not
there is to be found in the received gospel such a peculiar interest in Peter as might have been expected if the Petrine origin described by
Papias is to be successfully maintained is still a matter of dispute among critics.} On the other hand, the ENC says that it is just
as reasonable to hold that Mark was written somewhere in the Greek-speaking church in the East (Syria or Asia
Minor), where Matthew and Luke found and used it.

     The date of the writing, though uncertain, was probably prior to the fall of Jerusalem (70AD). The text of the
gospel  itself  suggests an early composition:  not  all  those who had known Jesus  personally were dead yet,  a
logical inference from the statement of Jesus made at Mark 9:1—(Truly, I say to you, there are some standing
here who will not taste death before they see the kingdom of God come with power .) All attempts have failed,
however, to establish a close connection between the Neronian persecution (64AD), or the First Jewish Revolt
(66-72AD),  and the writing of this  gospel.  A time shortly before  70,  but  certainly after  Paul  (who probably
perished in Nero’s persecution of 64) would be possible, unless Mark 13:2 and 13:14—(And Jesus said to him,
“Do you see these great buildings? There will not be left here one stone upon another, that will not be thrown
down.” ... “But when you see the desolating sacrilege set up where it ought not to be (let the reader understand),
then let those who are in Judea flee to the mountains;)—are to be taken as prophecy arising from the event (i.e.,
prophecy formulated after the destruction of the Temple in Jerusalem). If that is true, the years 70-80AD would fit
best for the time of its composition.

     Mark was written in Koine Greek, the Greek dialect which was at the time the most popular language (the
lingua franca) of the Eastern Mediterranean. The book is not written in the style of a well-educated Hellene:
Mark is the least cultured and the least grammatical of the Received gospels, and contains many colloquialisms,
though at the same time it should also be noted that the author shows considerable talent and power in the writing
of narrative prose. His style is Semitic in its coloring, and it  may be that in places mark was translating an
Aramaic document. In any case, much of the material of the work seems to bear a Palestinian stamp.

     The work is arranged as a continuous narrative which concludes itself rather abruptly at Mark XVI:8; and
Mark XVI:9-20 is one of two early supplements added to the gospel. They do not appear to be in the best and
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oldest manuscripts, but though they are both of very early date\fn{In an Armenian manuscript dated 986AD, Mark XVI:9-20
is attributed to the Presbyter Ariston; but Conybeare’s theory (“Ariston the author of the Last Twelve Verses of Mark” in  The Expositor
IV,viii, 1893, 241-254; and “On the Last Twelve Verses of St. Mark’s Gospel” in The Expositor V,ii,1895, 401-421) that the manuscript
preserves a genuine tradition which recognized Papias’ Aristion as their real author, has received little following. OAB says also that other
ancient authorities add after XVI:8 the following shorter ending:--(but they reported briefly to Peter and those with him all that they had
been told. And after this, Jesus himself sent out by means of them, from east to west, the sacred and imperishable proclamation of eternal
salvation.)—but  ENC notes  that  it  is  likewise spurious.} they are clearly summations compiled later.  Their  originality
already was doubted in the ancient church by Eusebius of Caesarea and Jerome of Strido (c.342-420). Scholars
are divided about whether the peculiar last sentence or phrase of the authentic text—(But they were afraid.)—was
intended to be the original ending; whether Mark was perhaps prevented from completing the gospel; or whether
he wrote another ending that is now lost.\fn{See below for further information about  Ariston\Aristion.} The text of these
alternate endings, together with a discussion of them, is given below under part B.

     The Patristic and Medieval commentators paid scant attention to Mark’s gospel,  probably because of its
brevity, and the fact that nearly all  its  material has been included within the text of the received gospels of
Matthew and Luke. Indeed, although it is not impossible that Justin of Flavia Neapolis (c.100-c.165) knew of it, it
is  not  until  Tatian  of  Assyria  (who composed a  harmony of  the  four  Received gospels  in Syriac  c.170AD),
Tertullian  of  Carthage  (c.160-c.220,  Against  Marcion IV:v.3f—The  Gospel  which  Mark  published  can  be
regarded as that of Peter, whose interpreter Mark was. ... We do well in ascribing to teachers what their pupils
have published.), and Irenaeus of Lyons (c.130-c.220, Adversus Omnes Haereses III:i.1, who values Mark as one
of the four canonical gospels), there is virtually no trace of Mark’s being used, except by Matthew, Luke, and the
Gospel of Peter (probably written in Syria c.150AD). Those who commented on it include Victor of Antioch (5 th

century), Bede of Jarrow (c.673-735), Theophylact of Euboea (11 th century), and Euthymius of Constantinopole
(early 12th century).

The Marcan Hypothesis

     The Marcan Hypothesis (for this is how the theory is known among scholars) was first put on a secure footing
by Lachmann (“Die Ordine Narrationum in Evangeliis Synopticis” in  Theologische Studien und Kritiken VIII,
1835, 570-590), who based his case on an analysis of the literary relationship between the Received gospels of
Mark, Matthew and Luke. [The reasons for regarding Mark as one of the sources of Matthew and Luke, together
with the certainty of its priority, rest on the following information: (a) Apart from details Mark contains very little
that is not in Matthew or Luke. (b) When Mark and Matthew differ as to sequence of matter, Luke agrees with
Mark, and when Mark and Luke differ as to sequence, Matthew agrees with Mark. (c) Matthew and Luke never
agree as to sequence against Mark.] The theory became very generally accepted during the latter part of the 19 th

century. 

     Later study, though leaving the literary priority of Mark generally unchallenged, has tended to discover a much
greater element of theological interpretation in the gospel than was earlier supposed. It is also certain that Mark
borrowed from earlier traditions (though whether his sources were already fixed in writing cannot be now strictly
proved, but must be considered likely; for at some points there is contact between Mark and its (as yet literally
undiscovered) source called by scholars Q\fn{After the German word for source, quelle.} The detection of other sources
can only be a matter of conjecture, but it may be that the parallel narratives of Mark 6:32-7:37 and Mark 8:1-26
come from written sources, while in Mark X13 there are traces of earlier (and perhaps Jewish) material. It is also
very possible that Mark has derived his self-contained Passion narrative from a previously written document. 

     It is likely that Mark had to collect for himself the material of which his writing is composed; but even if
Papias was wrong in ascribing the Marcan material to Peter, he was no doubt correct in describing it as having
first existed in the form of oral teaching. (To further complicate the source picture in our time, there is some
evidence that the edition of Mark used by the compilers of Matthew and Luke was not identical with the Mark in
our possession, even though it is also clear that it was only slightly different from the present known text.)

Ariston\Aristion

1. There is about this person a reference in Eusebius of Caesarea (Ecclesiastical History III:xxxix, finished in
324AD),  where he says:—Papias,  who is  now mentioned by us,  affirms that  he received the sayings of  the
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apostles from those who accompanied them, and he moreover asserts that he heard in person Aristion and the
presbyter John. ... When any one came who had been a disciple of the elders, I questioned him regarding the
words of the elders: what Andrew or what Peter or Philip or Thomas or James or John or Matthew or any other
of the disciples of the Lord had said and what Aristion and the elder John, the disciples of the Lord, say. 

2. He is also mentioned at Apostolic Constitutions VII:46 (compiled c.350-400AD), where he is said to have been
ordained by John the Evangelist. 

3. Much earlier than either (1) or (2), he is closely associated in the following extensive reference with the church
in Rome by the Acts of Peter (composed c.150-200; the name here is spelled “Ariston”)—And when they had
brought up at Puetoli, Theon\fn{Theon is the name of the captain of the ship on which Paul took passage to Rome. Just before this
scene, Paul has baptized Theon in the Christian faith.} sprang down from the ship and came to the lodging-house where he
used to stay, to prepare it to receive Peter. Now the man with whom he stayed was called Ariston; this man had
always feared the Lord, and Theon entrusted himself to him on account of the Name .\fn{“The Name,” i.e., for being a
Christian.} When he had come to the lodging-house and seen Ariston, Theon said to him, “God, who counted you
worthy to serve him, has imparted his grace to me also through his holy servant Peter, who has just sailed with
him from Judaea, being commanded by our Lord to come to Italy.” And when Ariston heard this, he fell  on
Theon’s neck and embraced him and asked him to take him to the ship and show him Peter; for Ariston said that
since Paul had set out for Spain, there was no one of the brethren with whom he could refresh himself; and
moreover that a certain Jew named Simon had invaded the city—‘and he by incantation and by his wickedness
has altogether perverted the entire brotherhood, so that I also fled from Rome, hoping that Peter would come.
For Paul had told us of him, and I have seen many things in a vision. Now therefore I believe in my Lord that he
is rebuilding his ministry, for all deception shall be uprooted from among his servants. For our Lord Jesus Christ
is faithful, who can restore our minds.’ Now when Theon heard this from Ariston, who was weeping, his spirit was
restored and he was the more strengthened, because he knew that he had believed on the living God. But when
they came together to the ship, Peter looked at them, and being filled with the Spirit he smiled; so that Ariston
fell on his face at Peter’s feet and said, “Brother and Lord, partaker of the holy mysteries and teacher of the right
way which is in Jesus Christ our God; he has openly shown us of your coming; for we have lost all those whom
Paul entrusted to us, through the power of Satan. But now I hope in the Lord, who sent his messenger and told
you to come quickly to us, since he has counted us worthy to see his great and wonderful works done at your
hands. I beg you, therefore, to go quickly to the city; for I left the brethren who were causing distress, whom I saw
falling into the temptation of the Devil, and retired to this place and I said to them, ‘Brethren, stand fast in the
faith; for it must be that within two months from now the mercy of our Lord will bring his servant to you.’ For I
had seen a vision of Paul saying to me, ‘Ariston, retire from the city.’ When I heard that I believed without delay
and departed in the Lord, although I bear great infirmity of the flesh, and I arrived at this place; and day by day
I  stood by the seashore and asked the sailors,  ‘Has Peter  sailed with you?’ But  now that  the  Lord’s  grace
abounds towards us, I beg you that we may go up to Rome without delay, or the teaching of this most wicked man
may prevail yet further.” And as Ariston said this with tears, Peter gave him his hand and raised him up from the
ground, and Peter also groaning said with tears, “He has forestalled us, he who tempts the whole world by his
angels; but God shall quench his deceits and subdue him beneath the feet of those who have believed in Christ
whom we preach, who has power to deliver his servants from all temptation.” And as they went in at the gate,
Theon entreated Peter and said, “You did not refresh yourself on board on any day in all that long sea voyage;
and now will you set out straight from the ship over such a rough road? No, stay and refresh yourself, and then
you shall set out. It  is a flinty road from here to Rome, and I am afraid you may take some harm from the
shaking.” But Peter answered them saying, “Suppose it should be my fate, like the enemy of our Lord, to have a
millstone hung about me, as my Lord said to us, if one should offend any of the brethren, and be drowned in the
sea? But it might be not only a millstone, but what is worse, it would be far away from those who have believed
on the Lord Jesus Christ, that the opponent of this persecutor of his servants would find his end.” And Theon
could not induce him by any persuasion to remain there even for a single day. But Theon for his part handed over
all his ship’s cargo to be sold for its fair price and followed Peter to Rome: and Ariston brought them to the
house of the presbyter Narcissus. 

4. Finally, Maximus the Confessor (d.662) identifies him with Aristo of Pella [whom Eusebius earlier cites as an
authority for the Bar-Cochba revolt against Roman rule in Palestine (132-135AD)]. 

[ODC, 82, 853, 859; NTA, I, 76, 79: II, 36, 67, 68, 78, 285-287; OAB, 1167-1168, 1213; ENC, XIV, 904-905;
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ANT, 309]

B: The Ending of the Gospel

1. The last chapter of Mark as it presently stands:

Mark 16:1-8—(When the Sabbath was over,\fn{The Sabbath ended at sundown on Saturday. The women came to complete the
rites of burial.} Mary Magdalene, and Mary the mother of James, and Salome bought spices, so that they might go
and anoint him. And very early on the first day of the week, when the sun had risen, they went to the tomb. They
had been saying to one another, “Who will roll away\fn{The stone sealing the tomb was disk-shaped, and rolled edgeways in a
gutter to close the opening.} the stone for us from the entrance to the tomb?” When they looked up, they saw that the
stone, which was very large, had already been rolled back. As they entered the tomb, they saw a young man,
dressed  in  a white  robe,\fn{Indicating  that  he  was  a  heavenly  messenger.}  sitting  on the right  side;  and they  were
alarmed. But he said to them, “Do not be alarmed; you are looking for Jesus of Nazareth, who was crucified. He
has been raised; he is not here. Look, there is the place they laid him. But go, tell his disciples and Peter that he
is going ahead of you to Galilee; there you will see him, just as he told you.” So they went out and fled from the
tomb, for terror and amazement had seized them; and they said nothing to anyone, for they were afraid.

     The Greek expression for for they were afraid is unusual in style and abrupt in effect, especially if it originally
ended the book. Nothing, however, is certainly known either about how this gospel originally ended, or about the
origin  of  the  so-called  Longer  Ending  (below),  which,  because  of  the  textual  evidence  as  well  as  stylistic
differences from the rest of the gospel, cannot have been part of the original text of Mark. Certain important
witnesses to the text, including some ancient ones, end the gospel right here; and though it is possible that the
compiler of Mark intended this abrupt ending, one can find hints that he intended to describe events after the
resurrection. 

     For example, Mark 14:28—(But after I am raised up, I will go before you to Gailiee.”)—looks forward to an
account of at least one experience of the disciples with Jesus in Galilee after the resurrection; and the friendly
reference to Peter at XVI:7—(But go, tell his disciples and Peter that he is going ahead of you to Galilee; there
you will see him, just as he told you.”)—may anticipate the recounting of an otherwise unrecorded moment of
reconciliation between Peter and Jesus. A meeting between the two of them is said to have taken place at Luke
24:34, in the ending of  that gospel—(They were saying, “The Lord has risen indeed, and he has appeared to
Simon!”); and also at I Corinthians XV:4-55—(and the he was buried, and that he was raised on the third day in
accordance with the scriptures, and that he appeared to Cephas, then to the twelve)—indicating that this tradition
is extremely early, this letter having been composed between 52-55 AD). 

     If accounts such as these were originally part of this gospel, the loss of them took place very shortly after the
book was written—but under circumstances beyond our present (1991AD) knowledge. 

     Many witnesses, some ancient, end the work with the Longer Ending, thus showing that from early Christian
times this ending had been accepted traditionally and generally as part of the gospel. This ending may have been
compiled early in the second century as a didactic summary of grounds for belief in Jesus’ resurrection, being
appended  to  the  gospel  by  150AD.  The  so-called  Shorter  Ending  concludes  Mark  in  a  variety  of  other
manuscripts, either alone or followed by the Longer Ending, thus indicating that different attempts were made to
provide a suitable ending for the gospel. The position is this: 

1. Some of the most ancient authorities bring the book to a close right here.  

2. One authority concludes it with the Shorter Ending. 

3. Other authorities include the Shorter Ending and then continue with the Longer Ending.  

4. In most authorities the Longer Ending follows immediately after the ending of the text of the gospel, though in
some of these witnesses the passage is marked as being doubtful. 

[NOAB, NT, 74-75; H]
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2. The Shorter Ending of Mark

And all that had been commanded them they told briefly to those around Peter. And afterward Jesus himself sent
out  through them, from east to west,  the sacred and imperishable  proclamation of  eternal  salvation .\fn{Other
ancient authorities add: Amen.} 

[NOAB, NT, 74]

3. The Longer Ending of Mark

Now after he rose early on the first day of the week, he appeared first to Mary Magdalene, from whom he had
cast out seven demons. She went out and told those who had been with him, while they were mourning and
weeping. But when they heard that he was alive and had been seen by her, they would not believe it. After this he
appeared in another form to two of them, as they were walking into the country. And they went back and told the
rest, but they did not believe them. Later he appeared to the eleven themselves as they were sitting at the table;
and he upbraided them for their lack of faith and stubbornness, because they had not believed those who saw him
after  he had risen.\fn{Other  ancient  authorities  add,  in  whole  or  in  part:  And  they  excused  themselves,  saying,  ``This  age  of
lawlessness and un-belief is under Satan, who does not allow the truth and power of God to prevail over the unclean things of the spirits.
Therefore reveal your righteousness now"--thus they spoke to Christ. And Christ replied to them, “The term of years of Satan’s power has
been fulfilled, but other terrible things draw near. And for those who have sinned I was handed over to death, that they may return to the
truth and sin no more, that they may inherit the spiritual and imperishable glory of righteousness that is in heaven.”} And he said to
them, “Go into all the world and proclaim the good news\fn{Or:  gospel.}  to the whole creation. The one who
believes and is baptized will be saved; but the one who does not believe will be condemned. And these signs will
accompany those who believe: by using my name they will cast out demons; they will speak in new tongues; they
will pick up snakes in their hands,\fn{Other ancient authorities lack: in their hands.} and if they drink any deadly thing, it
will not hurt them; they will lay their hands on the sick, and they will recover.” \fn{Instances of picking up snakes and
drinking poison, without injury to the believer in either case, lack New Testament parallels. However, the former resembles the harmless
and accidental attack upon Paul at Acts XXVIII:3-6; and the latter appears occasionally in Christian literature from the second century
onward.} So then the Lord Jesus, after he had spoken to them, was taken up into heaven and sat down at the right
hand of God. And they went out and proclaimed the good news everywhere, while the Lord worked with them and
confirmed the message by the signs that accompanied it.\fn{Other ancient authorities add: Amen.} 

[NOAB, NT, 74-75]

LUKE

     The Received Gospel of Luke has to support its authenticity the facts that from the end of the 2nd century it has
been attributed to the Apostle Luke [so Irenaeus of Lyons (c.130-c.220) and Tertullian of Carthage (c.160-c.
220)]; and also on the grounds that there would be no reason why such an important work should have been
falsely assigned to such an otherwise relatively unimportant personage. The date of its composition, however, is
doubtful; and its attribution to the Apostle Luke is likewise questionable. The reasoning is as follows:

1. Some scholars, among them Harnack, put it before the death of Paul (64AD), because the Received book of
Acts (also composed by the author of the Received gospel of Luke) supposedly contains evidence of a date just
prior to the martyrdom of its author.

2. A serious objection to this view, however, is the prediction in Luke of the fall of Jerusalem (70AD) in terms
much more precise than in any of the other Received gospels; and this has determined many scholars to assign a
date of composition between 70-100AD. If the supposed dependence of passages in it  on Josephus could be
established, this would seem to require a date at the end of the 1st century AD—as the ODC put it, during the last
third of the 1st century, although the precise date of its composition is unknown.

3. It also seems clear that Luke was written by a man who knew about Jesus only through traditions of the
primitive church and written sources. (a) The original language of the gospel is Greek—and idiomatic Greek at
that (indicating the type of language spoken by a person to whom it is a native tongue: H). (b) The author may
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share with other Received New Testament writings the flavor of 1st century Greek: but his language is more
literary than that of his sources. (i) He repeatedly improves Mark’s wording; (ii) he avoids foreign words, whether
Latin or Aramaic, used by his sources; (iii) he connects single narratives much more smoothly than either Mark or
Matthew; and (iv), realizing that a monotonous sequence of single stories would result in a rather unconvincing
picture of Jesus’ life, he makes single incidents appear as illustrations of the whole of a continuous history—this
purpose being served by the frequent introductory phrase, and it came to pass—often connected with a date. (c)
In the words of NOAB: Of all four Evangelists, he is preeminently a person of broad culture, capable of adapting
his Greek diction to different occasions, writing sometimes formal, classical prose, sometimes a racy narrative
style in the vernacular of his own day, and sometimes a Semitic “Bible Greek” in which the Septuagint was
written.

4. Moreover,  (a) the  tendency  shown  by the  author  to  omit  whatever  might  offend  pagan  readers,  (b) his
comparatively little stress on the fulfillment of Old Testament prophecy, or quotations from that book (for the
Received Old Testament would have been a strange and almost unknown book to most non-Jews), (c) his careful
translation  of  all  Hebrew  terms—he  is  the  only  New  Testament  author  who  employs  the  classical  Greek
equivalent for the Jewish word meaning rabbi (a word which means master)—and also (d) the fact that in Luke
the Christ is pre-eminently the Savior of all men, the Greek terms for this not occurring in the other Synoptic
gospels:—all this has led to the conclusion that the author of Luke must also have been a Gentile.

5. Support for the authorship of Luke by the companion of Paul mentioned at Colossians IV:14, II Timothy IV:11,
and Philemon :24—(Luke the beloved physician and Demas greet you. ... Luke alone is with me. Get Mark and
bring him with you; for he is very useful in serving me. ... and so do Mark, Aristarchus, Demas, and Luke, my
fellow workers.)—is hampered by four other considerations: (a) that II Timothy may not actually be by Paul; (b)
that though the terminology used in Luke\Acts is fully consistent with medical authorship, the argument from the
use  of  medical  language to  prove that  the  writer  of  Luke\Acts  was  a  physician  is  insufficient  (so Cadbury,
apparently in The Making of Luke-Acts, 1927); (c) the testimony that Luke was the author of the gospel named
for him makes its first appearance only from the end of the 2nd century; and (d) that in any case, the kernel of the
New Testament Canon—the four Received gospels, and the alleged letters of Paul—had come to be accepted as
such only by c.130AD, or some 100 years after the death and resurrection of the founder of the Christian religion
(which is quite enough time for the admission into the cultural thought processes of error or wishful thinking, the
actual participants in the events of the Foundation being, after all, long in their graves. H)

6. Even if it be supposed that he was a Jewish Hellenist, the fact that he lived in a time for which not only the life
of Jesus but also the Apostolic Age belonged to past history seems evident from the existence of contradictions
between the narratives in Acts (which are by the same author as that of Luke) about Paul, and Paul’s own letters
—which, it may be argued, should not have arisen if the author had actually been Paul’s assistant. This further
helps point to the last two decades of the 1st century as probably the best date for the creation of Luke.

7. Finally,  neither Luke nor Acts are even used before their appearance in the Second Letter of Clement to the
Corinthians (c.150AD),  or  the  writings  of  Justin  of  Flavia  Neapolis  (c.100-c.165)  and  Marcion  of  Sinope
(d.c.160); and this has led some scholars to prefer the beginning of the 2nd century as the time when the Received
Gospel of Luke was written.

     According to most modern critics, this book is made up of four main sources: (a) Mark and Q (for a definition
of Q, see the commentary before the Received gospel of Matthew); (b) the stories attached to the birth of Jesus,
which many believe to be from a Jewish-Christian source, but which conservative scholars commonly see as
having been principally authored by Jesus’ mother;  (c) the Passion narrative; and  (d) material unique to Luke,
which scholars refer to as L, and which both Streeter (The four Gospels, 1924, 199-270) and Taylor (Behind The
Third Gospel: A Study of the Proto-Luke Hypothesis, 1926)—my sources lists, incompletely, a third commentary:
A.R.C. Leaney, London, 1958—believe to have at one time formed itself as a Proto-Lucan gospel. These unique
passages are as follows: I:5-66; VII:11-17; VII:37-50; XI:27; XV:11-32; XVI:19-31; XXIII:27-31; and XXIII:43.

     About where Luke was written, nothing can be said with certainty. If Luke’s geographical picture of Palestine
is really incorrect (as some think), it is more likely that he wrote in Asia Minor or Greece rather than in Syria.
Nor is anything known about the Theophilus, to whom both gospel and acta are addressed; though NOAB thinks
that he was probably a Roman of high rank. 
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[ODC, 13-14, 829; OAB, 1239; ENC, XIV, 410-411; NOAB, NT, 76]

JOHN

     According to an unbroken Tradition going back to c.150AD, and represented by Irenaeus of Lyons (c.130-
c.200), Clement of Alexandria (c.150-c.215), Tertullian of Carthage (c.160-c.220), the Muratori Canon (later 2nd

century), and Theophilus of Antioch (later 2nd century), this gospel was written by John, the son of Zebedee, and
given to the various congregations while its author was still alive. This opinion, however, is subject to a number
of serious critical qualifications:

1. Since the criterion of admission to the Received Scripture was (at least for the ecclesiastical leadership: H)
Apostolic authorship, to claim anything less was, ipso facto, to admit defeat.

2. The opinion of antiquity is not unanimous.  (a) The work stood in high favor with at least three people—
Heracleon the Gnostic,  fl.c.145-180;  Ptolemais  of Egypt,  2nd century;  Tatian  of  Assyria,  fl.c.160—whom the
Roman Orthodoxy felt was opposed to its teachings. (b) The sect of heterodox worshippers of God in Asia Minor
known as the Alogi (fl.c.170) also disallowed Apostolic authorship, as did (c) the Roman presbyter, Gaius (early
3rd century), who believed that John was written by Cerinthus of Ephesus (fl.c.100).

3. The locus of Jesus’ activities is shifted in John from the one year of Mark, Matthew and Luke (collectively
known as the Synoptic Gospels, from certain shared characteristics), to three.

4. John says that the dates of the Last  Supper and the Crucifixion were the thirteenth and fourteenth of the
Hebrew month of Nissan; but the Synoptics say, respectively, the fourteenth and fifteenth of that month.

5. In John, Jesus’ teaching are given in the form of long discourses, not in their Synoptic linguistic types of
parables and pithy sayings.

6. The exalted theology (noted in the I am ... sayings of Jesus), together with certain allegedly strongly Hellenistic
elements, would indicate a writing by someone other than one of the Twelve.

7. The institution of the Eucharist at the Last Supper is present in the Synoptics, but not in John.

8. Perhaps more surprising, neither the resurrection of Lazarus (apparently an intimate friend of the Lord), nor the
footwashing of the disciples, found in John, are to be found in the Synoptics.

9. Notwithstanding the Traditional identification of John, the son of Zebedee, with the disciple whom Jesus loved
(mentioned at John XIII:23, XIX:26-27, XX:2-10, XXI:7, and XXI:20-24), the identity of this person is never
disclosed: not a word in the gospel itself indicates that John, the son of Zebedee, is intended as its author. Indeed,
John, and certainly Matthew, Luke and Acts, were published anonymously; for, according to the earliest Christian
conviction,  the  author  of  an  inspired  work  was  the  Holy  Spirit,  and  the  human  writer  was  only  a  Divine
instrument. This leads to the conclusion that the present gospel titles are an invention of the 2nd century AD [in
fact, specifically invented by the (himself otherwise unknown) author of Bodmer Papyrus II (written c.200AD)
which, in this case, has the inscription: Gospel according to John.].

     Then, besides this, there is the problem of the form of the gospel in which we have it today.

1. There is some disorder in the text as it now stands. (a) The geographical data demand that chapter VI precede
chapter V;  (b) VII:15-24 belongs with chapter V;  (c) X:19-21, with its reference to the healing of the blind,
appears to be in the wrong place; (d) XII:44-50 is unconnected with what precedes and follows it in the text; (e)
XIV:31 leads naturally into chapter XVIII;  (f) chapters XV and XVI seem originally to have preceded chapter
XIV; and (g) chapter XXI (except in its last two verses) seems also to be a later addition.

2. John VII:53-VIII:11 cannot have been part of the original text.  It is missing from most of  the best  Greek
codices; and even though it is found in the Codex Bezae (a 5 th century Greco-Latin manuscript of the Received
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gospels, and the principal representative of the so-called Western Text of the Received gospels), it is there almost
certainly an interpolation.

3. In light  of  this  editing,  it  may now be  noteworthy  that  none  of  the  Synoptic  gospels  carry  any internal
indication (except perhaps for Mark), direct or indirect, concerning the identity of their authors; for the editing of
John has led some scholars to suppose that the ascription  the disciple Jesus loved is in fact  itself  an editorial
insertion, indicating that the person or persons who left traces of their edition in (1) and (2) above, were anxious
for the acceptance of the authenticity and veracity of a work which, on its face, is so remarkably different in
exposition and style from the Synoptic gospels of Mark, Matthew, and Luke.

     We appear, then, in light of this evidence, to be left with two conclusions: (a) the anonymous gospel credited
to John, the son of Zebedee, is in fact not by him; and (b) the version as it has come down to us has been edited,
and is not even in its original form.

     As a consequence of this, many scholars believe that John was originally authored by one of John of Zebedee’s
disciples, who recorded his masters’ preaching as Mark did the preaching of Peter. Many others have considered
that the Traditional ascription by Irenaeus of Lyons, recorded by Eusebius of Caesarea c.303—at Ecclesiastical
History III:xxxix.4, where there is a reference to a John in the list of Apostles, and immediately after his name
another mention of a John, called the Elder—should be interpreted to mean that  (a) in fact only one John was
then living in Epheseus (John the Elder), who was also the author of the gospel bearing his name; and that  (b)
Tradition confused him with the Apostle. (Incidentally, Eusebius himself concluded from the available evidence
that there were two men with this name living in Ephesus at the same time—one the Apostle, the other the Elder.)

     However confused the question of authorship may be, an approximate dating of this gospel may be discovered
with some certainty.

1. That the work was known already in the first half of the 2nd century seems probable from the texts of Ignatius
of Antioch (c.35-c.107) and Polycarp of Smyrna (c.69-c.155), many of which are engaged in the reproduction of
Johannine ideas.

2. The earliest of all Received New Testament papyral fragments yet discovered is, in fact, a fragment of this
gospel (known to scholars as Rylands Library Papyrus P52, John 18:31-33 and 18:37-38). It has been dated to
c.125AD, and by itself demonstrates that the book was composed at least as early as the end of the 1st century AD

3. The tone of the work itself—its deep sense of maturity and meditative reflection, its allusiveness and subtlety,
its reflection of the richness of experience of the Christian community—make it hard to regard it as a young
man’s work, and more likely that its composition was a long process.

4. According to Christian writers of the end of the 2nd century, John was the last gospel to be written, and was
intended as a supplement to the Synoptics.

     This evidence would seem to point to the close of the 1 st century; and since it was alleged to postdate Luke
(whose date of authorship is itself very late), the decade 90-100AD has been commonly suggested as the most
likely time in which it came into being. 

[ENC, XIII, 32-34, 294-295: XVII, 294; ODC, 62, 729, 731-732; OAB, 1284; NTA, II, 54-55; ECC, 18]

THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES

     The fifth book of the Received New Testament, Acts traces the progress of the Orthodox Christian experience
from the Ascension of Jesus into Heaven to Paul’s first visit to Rome [or from c.30-c.64AD, assuming (a) the
most favored date among scholars for the Ascension, and  (b) that Acts XXVIII:30 is correct when it says that
Paul spent two years in Rome, putting himself up at his own expense: H] The identity of authorship between the
Received Gospel of Luke and the Received Acts of the Apostles is virtually undisputed. That this person was
Luke,  the  companion of  Paul,  mentioned in Colossians  IV:14,  Philemon :24 and II Timothy 4:11 (Luke the
beloved physician and Demas greet you. ... and so do Mark, Aristarchus, Demas, and Luke, my fellow workers. ...

57



Luke alone is with me. Get Mark and bring him with you; for he is very useful in serving me .) is definitely stated
by Christian writers from the latter part of the 2nd century onwards—Irenaeus of Lyons (c.130-c.220), Clement of
Alexandria (c.150-c.215), Tertullian of Carthage (c.160-c.220), and the Muratori Canon (later 2nd century). It is
alleged that  the  chief  difficulties  facing advocates  of  Lucan authorship  are  certain  supposed inconsistencies
between the Received book of Acts and the Received Pauline letters. Given their different aims, these are not
insuperable difficulties; but see below. [The argument, however, from the use of medical language in Luke\Acts
to prove that the writer was a physician has been shown by Cadbury (The Making of Luke-Acts, 1927) to be
insufficient, though the terminology itself is fully consistent with medical authorship.]

     The accuracy of the author in many places where Received Acts and profane history meet on common ground
has been vindicated by modern archaeological finds, notably through the researches of Sir William Ramsay ( The
Historical Geography of Asia Minor, 1890; The Church in the Roman Empire, 1893; The Cities and Bishoprics of
Phrygia I, 1895, II, 1897; St. Paul, the Traveler and Roman Citizen, 1895; and Was Christ Born at Bethlehem?,
1898).

     The book may be conveniently divided [after Turner, whose collected papers were edited by Bate (Catholic
and Apostolic, 1933)] into the following six parts:

1. Acts I:1-VI:7, which describes the Jerusalem church and the preaching of Peter;
2. Acts VI:8-IX:31, the extension of the church throughout Palestine and the preaching of Stephen;

3. Acts IX:32-XII:34, the extension of the church to Antioch and the conversion of Cornelius; 
4. Acts XII:25-XVI:5, Paul’s mission to Galatia and the Council of Jerusalem (c.49AD); 

5. Acts XVI:6-XIX:20, the conversions of Macedonia, Greece and Asia; and
6. Acts XIX:21-the end, the extension of the church to Rome and Paul’s journey there as a prisoner.

     The text of Acts, however, which has come down to us in two recensions, presents a difficult critical problem.
The shorter text is represented by most of the great uncial manuscripts (e.g., Codex Sinaiticus, Codex Vaticanus,
Codex Alexandrinus); and the other, longer text is known by those fragments of the Received New Testament
which together constitute the so-called Western Text (especially the Codex Bezae). Several theories have been put
forward to account for this divergence. According to one view, Luke himself issued his work in two versions; but
according to another, which is much more widely held, the original text was expanded and smoothed over by
some writer versed in Tradition early in the 2nd century, (a) for the purpose of correcting mistakes, (b) illustrating
various points, and (c) inserting liturgical phraseology.

     The sources used by the author are both oral and written. (1) The apparent existence of doublets in the earlier
chapters,  together  with  the  speeches  of  Peter,  has  been  thought  to  support  the  existence  of  oral  or  written
traditions within the book, and several scholars (e.g., Harnack, Die Apostelgeschichte, 1908, English translation,
1909,  and  other  works)  have  claimed  success  in  separating  these  sources.  (2) According  to  Torrey  (“The
Composition and Date of Acts” in Harvard Theological Studies I, 1916), Acts I:2-XV:35 is Luke’s translation of a
single Aramaic document, emanating from Jerusalem, which was concerned to demonstrate the universal mission
of Christianity. (3) The so-called “we-sections” (Acts XVI:10-17, XX:5-15; XXI:1-17 and XXVII:1-XXVIII:16,
to which Codex Bezae adds XI:27), are now generally believed to come from the author’s own travel diary, thus
revealing him as an eye-witness to many of the events he relates.

     Scholars are far less unanimous on the question of date; and indeed, there were two different views already
held in antiquity:

1. According to the so-called  Anti-Marcionite Prologue of Luke [which appears in Greek prefixed to Luke in
some 40 manuscripts of the Vulgate, and may (so De Bruyne, “Les Plus anciens Prologues Latins des Evangiles”
in Revue Biblique XI, 1928, 322-341; and Harnack, “Die Altesten Evangelien-Prologe und die Bildung des Neuen
Testaments” in Sitzungsberichte der Koniglichen Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften zu Berlin , Phil.-hist.
Klasse XXIV, 1928, 322-341) have been written between 160-180AD], Acts was written in Achaia some time
after the death of Paul [which was in 64AD, according to most critical opinion (H); or in 67AD, so Eusebius of
Caesarea (d.c.340), who evidently knew of a separate Tradition]. [Complicating this, however, is the attitude of
Clement of Rome, who says (First Letter of Clement to the Corinthians V, written c.96AD) that after preaching
both in the east and west, he gained the illustrious reputation due to his faith, having taught righteousness to the
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whole world, and come to the extreme limit  of  the West,  and suffered martyrdom under the prefects ;  and in
Romans XV:23-24 and XV:28—(But now, with no further place for me in these regions, I desire, as I have for
many years, to come to you when I go to Spain. For I do hope to see you on my journey and to be sent on by you,
once I have enjoyed your company for a little while. ... So when I have completed this, and have sealed to them
this fruit, I will set out by way of you to Spain;)—Paul (d.c.64) certainly seems to have desired to go at least to
Spain.  Moreover,  Cyril  of  Jerusalem (d.386),  Epiphanius  of  Salamis  (d.403),  Chrysostom of  Constantinople
(d.407), and Jerome of Strido (d.420) all accept the Tradition that he actually  did  visit Spain. As ANF notes:
Some think  Rome,  others  Spain,  and others  even Britain,  to  be  here  referred  to.  The  language  of  Clement
concerning the Western progress of St. Paul (cap. v.) is our earliest postscript to his Scripture biography. ... See
more especially the valuable note of Lewin (vol. ii. p. 294) which takes notice of the opinion of some learned
men,  that  the  great  Apostle  of  the  Gentiles  preached the gospel  in Britain.  The whole  subject  of  St.  Paul’s
relations with British Christians is treated by Williams, in his Antiquities of the Cymry, with learning and in an
attractive manner.]

2. The  more common early opinion  dated the book at  the  end or  shortly  after  Paul’s  (alleged)  first  Roman
captivity (61-63). (Acts ends with the statement that Paul lived there two whole years at his own expense: hence
the date of 61-63.) Eusebius of Caesarea based this view chiefly on II Timothy IV:16-17—(At my first defense no
one took my part, all deserted me. May it not be charged against them! But the Lord stood by me and gave me
strength to proclaim the word fully, that all the gentiles might hear it. So I was rescued from the lion’s mouth .)—
and among modern exegetes it is followed by Harnack (op.cit.), who considered it unlikely that Acts would have
omitted any mention of Paul’s martyrdom if it had already taken place.

3. A third view,  held by several  modern scholars,  favors a  date  between 90-95,  on the grounds that  certain
parallels  between Luke\Acts and the books of  Josephus  demand that  the  author  should have either  read his
Antiquities of the Jews (published in 93AD), or heard his lectures in Rome (delivered in 90).

4. The  majority  of  critics  favor  a  date  between  70-80,  which  is  considered  late  enough  to  account  for  a
supposedly idealized picture of the nascent church.

5. Arguments have been presented for a date of 80-90, on the following grounds: (a) that the author’s view of the
church and the faith of its members shows movement toward the institutionalism and theology characteristic of
the later period of emergent Catholicism; (b) that the author knew and used Mark, and that Mark was written after
the destruction of Jerusalem in 70AD; and (c) that both Luke and Acts were written in the generation immediately
following the fall of Jerusalem (70AD).

6. It has also been thought that Acts was written during the last decade of the 1 st century. This theory agrees with
the picture of the Christian movement in  (5), but postulates a different author for Acts than for Luke, on the
grounds that even if we trace some of the sources back to him—sources, moreover, which are thoroughly altered
and recast to a far greater extent than in Luke—as has sometimes been attempted, this does not really help us, as
we cannot in any case reconstruct them with sufficient certainty to be able to deduce from them Luke’s message .
This approach also argues that Acts was written before I Timothy, II Timothy and Titus; and indeed (so ODC,
1023) differences in language, style, and theological standpoint from the other letters in the Pauline corpus make
their ascription to St. Paul doubtful.

7. In any case, a date of authorship prior to the Domitianic persecution (c.95) seems demanded, as after this the
favorable attitude of Acts towards the Roman authorities would be difficult to understand.

     Acts is the only book of its kind in the Received New Testament that alone tells the story of the progress of the
faith from the first days in Jerusalem to its secure establishment in Rome some 30 years later. Its plan is stated at
I:8, where the Ascending Jesus says:—(But you shall receive power when the Holy Spirit has come upon you;
and you shall  be my witnesses  in  Jerusalem, and in all  Judaea and Samaria,  and to  the end of  the earth .)
Nevertheless, just as the gospels are not biographies, so Received Acts is not a straightforward account produced
in accordance with the canons of modern historical study. Its author was not so much concerned to record exactly
what happened as to justify the Gentile mission to both Christians and Pagans. He was also concerned to report
the Holy Spirit  as  the driving power  of the main stages of the outward movement from the place of Jesus’
execution and Resurrection. 
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[ODC, 12-14 ,62, 1029-1030; ANF, I, 6, 21; MAR, 168, 171-172; ECC, 37-38; ALL, 18-27; PER, 195]

ROMANS

     This is at once the sixth book of the Received New Testament; the longest of the letters ascribed to Paul; the
only Received letter  alleged to be by Paul which Paul addressed to a church not of his own foundation;  the
weightiest letter; the most systematically theological letter; and the most influential of all the letters supposedly
authored by the self-styled Apostle to the Gentiles. Written c.57AD (certainly between 54-58, at least for Romans
I-XV), it was dispatched from Corinth when Paul was about to leave for Jerusalem at the close of what has
become known as his Third Missionary Journey.

     The integrity of the text of Romans has been much discussed.

1. There is evidence of an ancient recension which ended with chapter XIV, followed immediately by what is now
Romans XVI:25-27—(Now to him who is able to strengthen you according to my gospel and the preaching of
Jesus Christ, according to the revelation of the mystery which was kept secret for long ages but is now disclosed
and through the prophetic writings is made known to all nations, according to the command of the eternal God,
to bring about the obedience of faith—to the only wise God be glory forevermore through Jesus Christ! Amen.)

2. Romans XVI:25-27, however, appears in varying places in different manuscript traditions of Romans; and in
some manuscripts of Romans is lacking altogether. It indeed may well be by a different hand, for it certainly
contains ideas incompatible with Pauline theology.

3. There are also texts of Romans which omit the name Rome at 1:7 and 1:15—(To all God’s beloved in Rome,
who are called to be saints: Grace to you and peace from God our Father and the Lord Jesus Christ. ... so I am
eager to preach the gospel to you also who are in Rome.)

     There is no completely satisfactory explanation of these facts.

1. It  has  been  suggested  the  Romans  XVI:25-27 may have  been  written  later  by  Marcionites  (followers  of
Marcion of Sinope, d.c.160AD, who believed that the Received New Testament was wholly a gospel of love, to
the absolute exclusion of the Law).

2. It has also been suggested that the remainder of chapter XVI may be part of what was once originally another
letter (to the Ephesians); and that further evidence for this lies in the fact that the long list of personal greetings in
chapter  XVI  mark  Romans  as  sent  originally  to  some community  other  than  Rome,  most  probably  that  at
Ephesus, in which Paul was personally known.

3. It has also been thought that Romans I-XV was abbreviated from the full text of an original letter to the Roman
congregation. 

     The letter has always been recognized as a primary contribution to Christian theology. Its influence is perhaps
already to be traced in I Peter, Hebrews and James; and it is quoted or alluded to by the Fathers of the Church
from Clement  of  Rome (fl.c.96AD; he wrote  a commentary on it,  which survives)  onwards.  Chrysostom of
Constantinople (c.347-487) wrote a commentary on it c.388; and from the 4 th century it stood first in the Received
canon of genuine Pauline letters. Indeed, from the time of Origen of Alexandria (c.185-c.254) it has been the
subject of many commentaries, and its teaching was especially influential in the anti-Pelagian writings—indeed,
Pelagius of Britain (fl.c.399-418) himself wrote a commentary on it—of Augustine of Hippo Regius (354-430).
Ambrosiaster,  who  flourished  during  the  4 th century,  also  wrote  a  commentary  on  Romans.  Augustine
(Confessions VIII:xxxix) says that the reading of Romans XIII:13-14—(let us live honorably as in the day, not in
reveling and drunkenness, not in debauchery and licentiousness, not in quarreling and jealousy. Instead put on
the Lord Jesus Christ, and make no provision for the flesh, to gratify its desires .)—played a decisive part in his
conversion to Christianity (387, age about 33). Meditation of Romans I:16-17—(For I am not ashamed of the
gospel; it is the power of God for salvation to everyone who has faith, to the Jew first and also to the Greek. For
in it the righteousness of God is revealed through faith for faith; as it is written, “The one who is righteous will
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live by faith.”\fn{Or: The one who is righteous through faith will live.})—strongly influenced Martin Luther’s conviction
of the truth of the conception of justification by faith. John Calvin (1509-1604) wrote an important commentary
on this letter, and John Wesley’s conversion (May 24, 1738, when he was about 35) was also indirectly connected
with his study of it, for his conversion experience on that day was as the result of reading Martin Luther’s preface
to his commentary on this letter. 

[OAB, 1350; ODC, 343, 1175-1176, 1446; ENC, XIX, 559-560]

I CORINTHIANS

     I Corinthians is one of the most valuable of Paul’s authentic letters, not only for the light it throws upon the
character and mind of the (self-appointed: H) Apostle to the Gentiles, and for its vigorous presentation of the
Orthodox gospel, but also for the vivid picture it brings to us of actual life in a particular local church of c.50AD.

     The text of I Corinthians in its present form has all the appearance of being a textual unity: it simply appears
to be a long letter addressed to the situation in Corinth at the height of Hellenistic religious enthusiasm. Some
scholars have questioned its unity, on the grounds of apparent contradictions in Paul’s advice about the eating of
sacrificial meat (which, it is true, is both forbidden in some circumstances and permitted in others); and have
suggested that we have here to do with a combination of two or three separate letters—a hypothesis which seems
to be strengthened by the fact that there is little connection between the different sections of the letter; and also
that this letter is so very different in structure from Paul’s other authentic letters. But the difficulties raised by this
theory are greater than the seeming inconsistencies which it is supposed to explain; and no one has been able to
give a satisfactory reason why in this case two or three separate letters should have been dovetailed together to
make a new one.

     It is argued, instead, that the apparent discontinuity in I Corinthians is simply due to the treatment of many
unconnected subjects in succession—(a) party feeling among the Corinthian Christians;  (b) their tendency to
think too highly of a certain kind of human “wisdom;” (c) Paul’s own position as an (alleged: H) Apostle; (d) the
sin of fornication at Corinth and the treatment of a particular offender;  (e) the question of litigation between
Christians;  (f) marriage and celibacy in relation to the Christian gospel;  (g) problems regarding the relations of
Christians with the surrounding paganism;  (h) behavior at Christian worship;  (i) various spiritual gifts;  (j) the
resurrection  of  the  dead—and  that  therefore  it  is  more  probable  that  I  Corinthians  actually  survived  the
destruction of the Antique Age in its original form.

     It is clear that the letter is written from Ephesus, just across the Aegean Sea from Corinth. The allusion to the
contribution for the saints mentioned at XVI:1 shows that it must be dated earlier than that to the Romans, but
hardly more than two or three years earlier (i.e., between c.50-c.53AD).

     Ancient commentaries on this letter include Chrysostom of Constantinople (c.347-407), Theodoret of Cyrrus
(c. 393-c.458), Ambrosiaster (fl. during the 4th century), and Pelagius of Britain (fl.399-418). 

[ENC, VI, 497-498; ODC, 343; OAB, 1378; PER, 101, 104-105]

II CORINTHIANS

     What has come down to us as II Corinthians is not widely believed by scholars to be a textual unity. It has
been suggested that its contents appear to be the remains of up to six letters, of the following composition—[ (1)
—I:1-II:13+VII:5-16;  (2)—II:14-VI:13+VII:2-4;  (3)—VI:14-VII:1;  (4)—VIII:1-24;  (5)—IX:1-15; and (6)—X:1-
XIII:14]—and that all six of them were written over a period of time shortly after the writing of I Corinthians,
when Paul was based in Ephesus. It certainly appears that fragments of at least four letters (all of them Pauline,
but perhaps only two or at the most three of them by the alleged Apostle himself) have been combined into what
is now printed as a single item of correspondence. They are as follows:

1. Chapters  I-VII  (minus  VI:14-VII:1)  seem  to  form a  unity  of  sorts,  being  chiefly  occupied  with  Paul’s
observation that his station as a true Apostle had been challenged and his conduct had been attacked, followed by
a long defense of his past actions and his own allegedly Apostolic office.
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2. On the contrary, the passage VI:14-VII:1 seems to some critics to be a non-Pauline fragment, from the point of
its  vocabulary  and  the  concepts  expressed  in  it  (which  appear  to  some  to  reflect  the  influence  of  ideas
characteristic  of  the  Qumran community).  The  passage is  not  only an  abrupt  change of  subject,  but  is  also
regarded as a textual intrusion, because II Corinthians VII:2—(In return—I speak as to children—widen your
hearts also.)—which comes immediately after it, seems to follow directly upon VI:13—(Open your hearts to us;
we have wronged no one, we have corrupted no one, we have taken advantage of no one.)—which comes directly
before it. For those who regard VI:14-VII:1 as Pauline, it has been suggested that a fragment of the letter to
Corinth mentioned at I Corinthinans V:9-11—(I wrote you in my letter not to associate with sexually immoral
persons—not at all meaning the immoral of this world, or the greedy and robbers, or idolaters, since you would
then need to go out of the world.)—was accidentally inserted here when the letters of Paul were first collected
and published (towards the end of the 1st century AD).

3. Chapters VIII and IX follow without any clear connection to their predecessors. They contain two parallel
summons to collect money for the poor of the Jerusalem church, which collection Paul was in the process of
organizing. Perhaps chapter VIII (and by association, chapter IX) is a separate note about the collection written
earlier than VI:14-VII:1.

4. Chapters X:1-XIII:10, which constitute a vigorous defense of Paul  and his work, are written in a tone so
different from that of chapters I-IX (which, except for VI:14-VII:1 seem to many scholars to constitute a sort of
unity), have led many critics to believe that they are a fragment of another letter written to Corinth at some other
time. The treatment of Paul’s relationship with the Corinthians church is fresh; a severe condemnation of his
opponents is called for; the tone is quite different from that of the earlier chapters; and the reconciliation implied
in VII:9-13—(Now I rejoice, not because you were grieved, but because your grief led to repentance; for you felt
a godly grief, so that you were not harmed in any way by us. For godly grief produces a repentance that leads to
salvation and bring no regret, but worldly grief produces death. For see what earnestness this godly grief has
produced in you, what eagerness to clear yourselves, what indignation, what alarm, what longing, what zeal,
what punishment! At every point your have proved yourselves guiltless in the matter. So although I wrote to you,
it was not on account of the one who did the wrong, nor on account of the one who was wronged, but in order
that your zeal for us might be made known to you before God. In this we find comfort.)—is apparently ignored.
Some have identified this section of II Corinthians with the painful letter referred to in II Corinthians II:3-9 and
VII:8-12; but it could equally have been written between I Corinthians and the appearance of II Corinthians I-VII
minus VI:14-VII:1; or after the writing of II Corinthians I-VII minus VI:14-VII:1. More certain identification of
this point remains questionable; but one can still see grounds for holding that X:1-XIII:10 was not originally a
part of the same letter as chapters I-IX.

     For ancient commentaries on this letter see under I Corinthians. 

[PER, 101, 104-105; ENC, VI, 497-498; ODC, 343]

GALATIANS

     Galatians is universally recognized as a genuine autograph of Paul. Traditionally it is held to be addressed to
Christians in the country of Galatia in the interior of Asia Minor, which had been peopled by Gauls in the 3 rd

century BC (hence its name); but an objection raised against  this supposition is that there is no independent
evidence that Paul every preached the gospel in these parts, and hence many modern scholars have argued that
Galatia must be taken to mean the Roman province of Galatia, which covered a much wider area than that area
occupied by the Gauls, and extended farther south than the Celtic kingdom aforementioned, including the cities
of Pisidian Antioch,  Iconium, Derbe,  and Lystra,  which Paul  is  known to have visited (so Acts XIII:14 and
XIII:51-XV:3).

    On either side of the argument, there are complex problems concerned with the dating of Galatians. Older
scholars were almost unanimous in identifying the journey to Jerusalem mentioned at Galatians II:1—(Then after
fourteen years I went up again to Jerusalem with Barnabas, taking Titus along with me.)—with that mentioned in
Acts  XV:1-2—(But  some  men  came  down  from  Judea  and  were  teaching  the  brethren,  “Unless  you  are
circumcised according to the custom of Moses, you cannot be saved.” And when Paul and Barnabas had no small
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dissension  and debate  with  them,  Paul  and Barnabas  and some  of  the  others  were  appointed  to  go  up  to
Jerusalem to the apostles and the elders about this question.)

     But some students (especially expontents of what has come to be known as the Southern Galatian Theory)
have equated the journey reported in Galatians II:1 with that in Acts XI:27-30—(Now in these days prophets
came down from Jerusalem to Antioch. And one of them named Agabus tood up and foretold by the Spirit that
there would be a great famine over all the world; and this took place in the days of Claudius. And the disciples
determined, every one according to his ability, to send relief to the brethren who lived in Judea; and they did so,
sending it to the elders by the hand of Barnabas and Saul.)—and explained the absence of any report in Galatians
concerning  the  decrees  formulated  at  the  Council  of  Jerusalem  [reported  in  Acts  XV:19-21—(Therefore
I\fn{James, the brother of Jesus, is speaking.} have reached the decision that we should not trouble those Gentiles who
are  turning  to  God,  but  we  should  write  to  them to  abstain  only  from things  polluted  by  idols  and  from
fornication and from whatever has been strangled and from blood .\fn{Other ancient authorities lack: and from whatever
has been strangled. Some ancient authorities also omit: and from blood.} For in every city, for generations past, Moses \fn{The
rabbis taught that meat not ritually butchered, food sacrificed to idols, and fornication, had been forbidden to Noah’s sons, and therefore to
the righteous  of  all  nations.}  has had those who proclaim him, for he has been read aloud every Sabbath in the
synagogues.)]—on  the  assumption  that  Galatians  was  written  before  the  Council  had  taken  place.  On  this
hypothesis, the letter could be dated prior to c.49-50AD (when the Council of Jerusalem is thought to have taken
place), and thus be the earliest of all the received letters. OAB dates it, however to c.55; and PER, to c.54.

     Some critics also think that the ethical admonitions added by Paul at V:1-VI:18 were done to confound a
gnosticizing group of opponents, who abused Christian freedom, rather than a group of Judaizing teachers. 

[OAB, 1408; ODC, 535, 721; PER, 99; NOAB, NT, 263]

EPHESIANS

     Ephesians, apparently written while its author was in prison (and therefore, with Colossians, Philippians and
Philemon,  all  of  which  are  known  as  Captivity  Epistles)  raises  many  critical  questions  with  regard  to  its
authorship:

1. Considerations of style, as compared with that of the other letters of Paul—the letter is essentially a loose
collection of phrases and clauses cast in the form of long sentences, which is not characteristic of Paul’s letters—
and the difficulty of fitting it in with I Timothy, II Timothy and Titus (the three latest of the letters ascribed to
Paul), have led some modern scholars to question its authenticity as a genuine autograph of Paul.

2. The original destination of the letter is uncertain; for the words in Ephesus in I:1—(Paul, an apostle of Christ
Jesus by the will of God, to the saints who are in Ephesus and are faithful\fn{The other ancient authorities who lack in
Epheus read: saints who are also faithful.} in Christ Jesus)—are wanting in both the earliest patristic quotations as well
as manuscripts of the letter (Codices Aleph and Vaticanus 1209, and Chester Beatty Papyrus 45).

3. The author of this letter does not deal with the problems of a particular congregation.

4. There are also no local allusions or personal greetings in this letter; and this fact, when combined with (2) and
(3) above, has led some scholars to suppose that this communique was in fact an encyclical, or circular letter,
addressed largely to Christians whom the author had not met; that the place was inserted differently in copies sent
to different churches; and that the copies were distributed to several churches in Asia Minor by the man named
Tychicus at  VI:21-22—(Now that you also may know how I am and what I am doing, Tychicus the beloved
brother and faithful minister of the Lord will tell you everything.)

5. There are at least two other passages in Ephesians (I:15—For this reason, because I have heard of your faith in
the Lord Jesus and your love toward all the saints,—and III:2—assuming that you have heard of the stewardship
of God’s grace that was given to me for you,)—the general nature of which tend to support this theory.

6. There are close literary parallels between Epheians and Colossians—many common phrases and expressions—
which are almost certainly to be explained by a direct connection between the two; and it has sometimes been
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held that Ephesians is merely a working up of Colossians into a more systematic doctrinal treatise.

     The  traditional  dating  of  the  Captivity  Epistles  is  between  c.61-63AD,  on  the  grounds  that  Paul  was
imprisoned  in  Rome between  these  dates,  and  was  executed  during  the  Neronian  persecution  of  Christians
following the fire of 64AD, which destroyed much of the imperial capital. Many scholars hold, however, that
Ephesians was written by a follower of Paul who had at hand a collection of Paul’s letters, and who interpreted
Paul’s thinking to people of a slightly later date. 

     It comes down to this: if Paul was the author of both Colossians and Ephesians, they were written at nearly the
same time; but if Ephesians comes from one of his disciples, Colossians was an important source. 

[OAB, 1415; ODC, 454; NOAB, NT, 272]

PHILIPPIANS

     Philippians is alleged to have been written by Paul to the first Christian community founded by him in Europe
(52AD). With Colossians,  Ephesians and Philemon, it  is  one of the so-called Captivity Epistles,  traditionally
believed to have been written by Paul towards the end of his life while a prisoner of the Roman in their capital
city.  Deissman,  Lake,  and  Duncan  (St.  Paul’s  Ephesian  Ministry,  1929)  have,  however,  argued  in  widely
challenged conclusions that they date from a captivity earlier in Paul’s life (at Ephesus, where also Galatians, I
Corinthians and part of II Corinthians were written), and where Paul stayed for three years on his third missionary
journey;  and  Loymeyer  (Kritisch-Exegetischer  Kommentary  uber  das  Neue  Testament  IX.1,  8th  ed.,  1928),
believes it was written at Caesarea-in-Palestine. References in the letter to the Praetorian guard and to members
of Caesar’s household, however, and also the fact that the situation reflected in the letter bear some resemblance
to that described at the very end of Acts, would seem to favor the traditional opinion: that Philippians was written
at Rome.

     Both the beginning of Paul’s imprisonment there, and also at the end of his appeal, have been suggested as the
actual time of composition within the time frame c.61-64AD. The majority of critics place its composition at the
end of his period of captivity, mainly on the grounds that internal evidence suggests a considerable missionary
activity of the self-proclaimed Apostle in Rome, and a long, drawn-out trial, soon to be brought (to his mind at
least) a happy conclusion.

     The unity of Philippians has been contested, because of a sudden attack on the Judaizers after III:1—(Finally,
my brothers, rejoice\fn{Or: farewell} in the Lord. To write the same things to you is not troublesome to me, and for
you it is a safeguard.)—which begin suddenly with the very next verse at III:2—(Beware of the dogs, beware of
the evil workers, beware of those who multiply the flesh!) But the apparent break in the text at this point has been
explained by other as being due to the informal character of the letter, which follows the successive emotion of
the writer; or on other grounds.

     In addition, Polycarp of Smyrna (c.69-c.155) in his letter to the Philippian, clearly speaks at III:2—(For I am
as far as anyone else of my sort from having the wisdom of our blessed and glorious Paul. During his residence
with you he gave the men of those days clear and sound instruction in the word of truth, while he was there in
person among them; and even after his departure he still sent letters which, if you study them attentively, will
enable you to make progress in the faith which was delivered to you.)—of letters of Paul to the Philippians. This
has led some scholars to conclude that our present Philippians is composed in fact of parts of two or three letters
that Paul wrote to Philippi. Many others, however, find that Philippians is a coherent whole as it stands.

     The authenticity of the letter is solidly attested in antiquity, and is almost unanimously accepted by modern
scholarship as well. Those who do not accept this point of view, argue that the discoverable remains are indicated
in the present  text in the following three sections:  (a) IV:10-20;  (b) I:1-III:1+IV:4-7+IV:21-23; and  (c) III:2-
4+III:8-9. It may be that they were written in this order as well, for they can be so interpreted; but (the argument
continues) it can in our time only be conjectured what the temporal relationship was in which these three alleged
letters stood.

[ODC, 1064; OAB, 1421; MAR, 61-68; ECW, 145; NOAB, NT, 279]
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COLOSSIANS

     The Christian community at Colossae (a city on the Lycus river of Phrygia, in Asia Minor) had been founded
by one Epaphras (a native of Colossae), apparently by way of Paul when Paul was working at Ephesus. Paul is
supposed to have written his letter to them while he was in prison (probably at Rome, but perhaps at Ephesus) in
part to recall its readers to faith in Jesus as their all-sufficient Redeemer and Lord, and to warn them against
erroneous speculations [the description of which—they include angelic mediators; law-keeping (festivals, new
moons  and  sabbaths);  apparently  esoteric  teaching  (philosophy  and  empty  deceit,  including  rudiments or
elements of  the  world);  and  asceticism (Do not  handle,  do not  taste  ...  severe  treatment  of  the  body)—has
indicated  to  certain  critics  the  presence  of  the  Essenic,  or  some  other  form  of  Jewish-Christianity;  or  of
Gnosticism]. [On the beliefs condemned in this letter see Hort (Judaistic Christianity, 1894, 116-129); Murray (in
Hastings’  Dictionary  of  the  Bible I,  1898,  454-456);  and  Moule  (The  Epistles  of  Paul  the  Apostle  to  the
Colossians and Philemon, 1957, 1-137).]

     Although the manner in which support is given the congregation would suggest that the author of Colossians is
in  fact  Paul—Epaphras,  the  present-day leader,  is  pictured  in  the  letter  as  being supported  by Paul  and his
foundation teaching—and although Paul’s name has certainly been attached to Colossians, there are some reasons
for believing that he was in fact not the author of Ephesians.

1. The language is peculiar: 34 words which occur only once elsewhere in the Received New Testament, and 25
which occur only twice elsewhere in alleged Pauline letters, have been counted in this particular letter.

2. The interpretation of the ministry with the church as linked with the idea of Tradition points to a later date than
the lifetime of Paul (d.64AD; or, according to Eusebius of Caesarea, in 67).

3. The long list of greetings is strange; as is

4. the suggestion in the body of the text at IV:16—(And when this letter has been read among you, have it read
also in the church of the Laodiceans; and see that you read also the letter from Laodicea.)—that this letter be
exchanged for one with Laodicea.

5. Paul’s usual argumentative presentation of his thought is replaced by a more liturgical, celebrative style.

6. The greatest contrast with letters that most critics believe are certainly written by Paul, is the emphasis on the
transformation of the present by faith, instead of the usual Pauline tension between the partly fulfilled present and
the future that is hoped for.

     Scholar are divided about how to interpret  these differences. Some hold that  they are strong enough to
conclude that Colossians was not written by Paul, as it claims, but by a disciple of Paul shortly after his lifetime,
to give Paul’s authority to the continuing Tradition of his teaching. Others think that the letter was written by
Paul, while in prison, presumably at Rome—the particular situation and, perhaps, changes in Paul’s own thinking,
accounting for the contrasts aforementioned.

     Assuming the traditional interpretation of events to be the correct one, we are led to a time of composition
between c.61-64AD. 

[ODC, 313; NOAB, NT, 285; MAR, 184-185]

I THESSALONIANS

     The authenticity of I Thessalonians, once questioned by Baur (Paulus, der Apostle Jesus Christi: Seine Leben
und Wirken, Seine Briefe und Seine Lehre, 1845, 480-499) is now generally accepted. But, though the motives for
writing I Thessalonians are clear enough, it is not so easy to place it in its historical setting.

     Paul was anxious for news of the Thessalonians, whom he had visited only once: I Thessalonians II:17—(As
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for us, brothers, when, for a short time, we were made orphans by being separated from you—in person, not in
heart—we longed with great eagerness to see you face to face.)—and he had apparently left Athens just at the
time when he sent his friend Timothy to Thessalonica. This situation fits quite well with the events narrated in
Acts XVII:1-XVIII:15—Paul had to flee from Thessalonica to Beroea and from there to Athens, after which he
reached Corinth without his companions Silas and Timothy, who joined him soon after. Most scholars think that I
Thessalonians was written in Corinth at some time after Paul’s arrival there from Athens.

     The objections to this view, however, are:

1. that there was hardly time, so soon after Paul left Thessalonica, for several Christians there to have died; and

2. that there was also not enough time for news of the Thessalonians’ faith to have spread beyond Greece: so I:8
—(for the word of the Lord has sounded forth from you not only in Macedonia and Achaia, but in every place
your faith in God has become known, so that we have no need to speak about it. ); and IV:23—(but we do not
want you to be uninformed, brothers, about those who have fallen asleep, so that you may not grieve as others do
who have no hope.)

     The scholars who raise these objections suggest that, as the polemic at II:1 and following is similar to that in
the letters to the Corinthians, I Thessalonians was then written four years  later, when Paul, during his stay in
Ephesus, was involved in controversy with the Corinthians about the same problems. But there really is no  a
priori reason against several deaths occurring in Thessalonica during a short space of time; and the reference to
Paul’s having for the first time received news from Thessalonica—at III:6a—(But Timothy has jut now come to us
from you,)—cannot be reconciled with the theory that the letter was written four years later.

     It is therefore more likely that the view of the majority of scholars is correct: that I Thessalonians was written
in Corinth, shortly after Paul first arrived there. According to the usual chronology, the date of the letter would be
50 or 51AD. 

     As there is very little doubt among modern scholars, however, that I Thessalonians is the work of Paul, this
dating would make this letter the earliest of Paul’s surviving correspondence, and hence also the earliest surviving
of all (Received) New Testament writings [though this statement still hinges on the dating of Galatians, which is
still disputed; {and still also on the results of the search for the actual remains of the reconstructed document
known as Q, an actual manuscript copy of which has as yet not been found. (H)}].

     The more valuable Patristic commentaries include those of Chrysostom of Contantinople (d.407), Theodore of
Mopsuestia (d.428), Theodoret of Cyrrhus (d.458), and John of Damascus (d.749). Others may be found in the
Dictionnaire de Theologia Catholique XV.1, 1946, cols. 573-618. 

[ODC, 1346-1347; OAB, 1431; ENC, XXII, 178-179; PER, 119-120; NOAB, NT, 291]

II THESSALONIANS

     The authenticity of II Thessalonians is still rejected by some scholars, despite its early attestation as one of
Paul’s letters by the time of Irenaeus of Lyons (c.130-c.200AD); its place in the collection of Pauline letters made
by Marcion of Sinope (fl.c.160), who himself rejected as non-authentic I Timothy, II Timothy and Titus;  and its
position in the Muratori Canon (later 2nd century). For the majority of scholars, the arguments advanced below in
support of non-Pauline authorship are today largely regarded as artificial. Briefly stated, however, the argument
against Pauline authorship is that II Thessalonians is so like I Thessalonians, but yet so different, that it must be
an imitation of I Thessalonians written to meet a later situation. Verbal similarities begin with the first verse and
continue throughout; yet there are allegedly very real theological differences between the two, the most important
being that of eschatological perspective.

1. In I Thessalonians the Second Coming is imminent; but in II Thessalonians II:3-12—[Let no one deceive you in
any way; for that day will not come unless the rebellion comes first and the man of lawlessness \fn{Other ancient
authorities read:  the man of sin.} is revealed, the son of destruction. He opposes and exalts himself above every so-
called god or object of worship, so that he takes his seat in the temple of God, declaring himself to be God. Do
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you not remember that I told you these things when I was still with you? And you know what is now restraining
him,\fn{Paul assumes that his readers understand this reference, but we do not. Three main conjectures have been proposed, none of them
entirely satisfactory: (a) the Roman Empire and emperor; (b) a supernatural power; (c) Satan himself.} so that he may be revealed
when his time comes. For the mystery of lawlessness is already at work, but only until the one who now restrains
it is removed. And then the lawless one will be revealed, whom the Lord Jesus \fn{Other ancient authorities lack: Jesus.}
will  destroy\fn{Other  ancient  authorities  read:  consume.}  with  the  breath  of  his  mouth,  annihilating  him  by  the
manifestation of his coming. The coming of the lawless one is apparent in the working of Satan, who uses all
power,  signs,  lying wonders,  and every kind of  wicked deception for  those who are perishing,  because they
refused to love the truth and so be saved. For this reason God sends them a powerful delusion, leading them to
believe what is false, so that all who have not believed the truth but took pleasure in unrighteousness will be
condemned,]—there is set out an elaborate program of what must first happen before that event can occur. In
short, it is argued, the Second Coming has been delayed beyond anything Paul himself envisaged: not only is the
apocalyptic imagery changed, but the whole tenor of the expectation is different.

2. Another notably non-Pauline feature is the idea that the judgment of God will be a reward for the persecuted
Christians and a persecution of the persecutors, a way of thinking which belongs to a generation later than Paul’s.
The problem of persecution and the response to it  is  indicated as having reached the stage known from the
Received Apocalypse of John (itself a text certainly from the end of the 1st century AD).

3. Furthermore, that  generation just  mentioned tended to ascribe to Jesus  attributes  and functions that Paul’s
generation reserved to God the Father (which would indeed be the logical consequence of a naturally developing
Christology: H). [For example, I Thessalonians III:11-12—(Now may our God and Father himself and our Lord
Jesus direct our way to you. And may the Lord make you increase and abound in love for one another and for all,
just as we abound in love for you.)—and II Thessalonians II:16 and III:5—(Now may our Lord Jesus Christ
himself and God our Father, who loved us and through grace gave us eternal comfort and good hope, ... May the
Lord direct your hearts in the love of God and to the steadfastness of Christ .)—are close enough together to be
related; but in II Thessalonians (it is argued) the Christology represents a later thinking and a later piety.]

4. II Thessalonians also contains an atypical-Pauline double thanksgiving (at I:3a and II:13a)—(We must also give
thanks to God for you, … But we must always give thanks to God for you,); a feature which, incidentally, is also
to be seen in I Thessalonians  at  1:2a and 2:13a—(We always give thanks to God for all  of you … We also
constantly give thanks to God for this.)

5. Also, II Thessalonians III:13-16—(Brothers, do not be weary in doing what is right. Take note of those who do
not obey what we say in this letter; have nothing to do with them, so that they may be ashamed. Do not regard
them as enemies, but warn them as a brother. Now may the Lord of peace himself give you peace at all times in
all ways. The Lord be with all of you.)—so critical of the Jews, is held by many scholars to be a later addition to
this letter, since the language is not like what Paul writes elsewhere.

     The  simplest  explanation,  according to  some scholars,  which accounts  for  these allegedly incompatible
eschatologies and tones is that II Thessalonians represents the church coming to terms with the problems of the
generation following Paul’s, though it is a church still conscious of being immensely indebted to him. These
critics find it difficult to think that Paul would shift the emphasis of his apocalyptic teaching so abruptly; stress
the stylistic features that point to a different author; believe that II Thessalonians draws from I Thessalonians in a
way that  seems more likely to  come from a later  writer  than  from Paul  himself;  and  thus  see  the  letter  as
pseudonymous, written in Paul’s name to clarify a dispute about eschatology among the followers of Paul at a
somewhat later date. The Traditional view, however, which is the view of most scholars, regards II Thessalonians
as having been composed shortly after I Thessalonians, during Paul’s first visit to the city of Thessalonica in
51AD. When (this argument continues) Paul learned how disruptive the expectation of the imminent end was, he
simply wrote  to  explain  that  the  end of  things was  not  to  happen for  some time,  taking the opportunity to
reinforce his teaching about the proper conduct of life.  (The editorial italics throughout are mine: H)

     For the Patristic commentary, see under I Thessalonians. 

[ODC, 1346-1347; NOAB, NT, 296; ENC, XXII, 128-129; OAB, 1431; PER, 119-120;]
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I TIMOTHY

     I Timothy, II Timothy and Titus, commonly called the Pastorals or the Pastoral Epistles (a term coined by the
German theologian, Paul Anton, in lectures delivered at Halle in 1726-1727) are similar in character and in the
problems they raise concerning authorship (and so are dealt with here as a group). It is difficult to ascribe them in
their present form to the Apostle Paul; for the vocabulary and style of the letters differ widely from the generally
acknowledged autographs of Paul.

1. Some of Paul’s leading theological ideas (e.g., the union of the believer with Christ; the power and witness of
the Holy Spirit; freedom from the Law) are entirely absent.

2. Some expressions in these letters (e.g., the expression  the faith is here used as a synonym for the Christian
religion, rather than for the believer’s relationship to Christ as it is in the generally acknowledged autographs)
bear a different meaning from that of his letters that are critically believed unquestionably to be his.

3. The letters themselves were written at a period in Paul’s life not covered by accounts given in Acts—indeed, it
is alleged that they cannot be fitted into the framework of Paul’s life as known from Acts—and they presuppose a
release  from his  first  imprisonment  and  further  missionary  activities.  I  Timothy  was  supposedly  sent  from
Macedonia; Titus while on a journey to Nicopolis; and II Timothy from another imprisonment in Rome, shortly
before his death. [The logic here is that Acts, which devotes so great an amount of its space to Paul’s activities in
the early church, would scarcely fail to mention such activities as alleged in the Pastorals. (H)]

4. While it is true that II Timothy, which presents Paul as speaking directly to Timothy, and so of all three has the
best claim to direct Pauline authorship (or at least to having within it substantial fragments that Paul had written
directly to Timothy), it must still be remembered that in this period of time the form of the personal letter, along
with more general forms of instruction, was also used pseudonymously to present teaching that could be applied
beyond the situation of a particular recipient.

5. The teaching of Titus strongly parallels that in I Timothy; and, also like that letter, is principally composed of
general teachings, rather than directions to an individual as such. The letter to Titus also presupposes that Paul
and Titus traveled to Crete—this is nowhere else specifically mentioned—and (the argument continues) if the
author of Titus was not Paul, but one writing in Paul’s name, he drew upon the association of Paul and Titus
announced in Galatians and II Corinthians in order to postulate, under Paul’s authority, a series of directions for
missionary supervision of new churches.

     In short, differences in language, style, and theological standpoint from the other letters in the Pauline corpus,
plus the inability to fit them into the framework of Paul’s life as known from Acts, make their ascription to Paul
doubtful. Since Schleiermacher (Berlin, 1807) and Bauer (Stuttgart, 1835) published their commentaries on the
Pastorals, the authenticity of these letters has been frequently denied by Received New Testament critics, though
their Pauline authorship had been unquestioningly received from the time of Irenaeus of Lyons (d.c.200) and
Tertullian of Carthage (d.c.220). Possibly because of this (H), and certainly because Pauline elements in them are
so evident, a theory was formed by Renan, Harnack, Moffatt, Harrison (The Problem of the Pastoral Epistles,
1921, 179-184, with full bibliography) and others, according to which genuine Pauline notes are incorporated into
the letters worked up by another hand, in order to give them Apostolic authority. Thus Harrison ( ibid., below)
finds five such fragments; but scholars differ as to what these authentic fragments might be:

(1) ... May the Lord grant mercy to the household of Onesiphorus, for he often refreshed me; he was not ashamed
of my chains, but when he arrived in Rome he searched for me eagerly and found me--may the Lord grant him to
find mercy from the Lord on that Day--and you well know all the service he rendered at Ephesus. ... Now you
have observed my teaching, my conduct, my aim in life, my faith, my patience, my love, my stead-fastness, my
persecutions, my sufferings, what befell me at Antioch, at Iconium, and at Lystra, what persecutions I endured;
yet from them all the Lord rescued me. ... I charge you in the presence of God and of Christ Jesus who is to judge
the living and the dead, and by his appearing and his kingdom: preach the word, be urgent in season and out of
season, convince, rebuke, and exhort. ... Do the work of an evangelist, fulfill your ministry. For I am already on
the point of being sacrificed; the time of my departure has come. I have fought the good fight, I have finished the
race, I have kept the faith. Henceforth there is laid up for me the crown of righteousness, which the Lord, the
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righteous  judge,  will  award  to  me  on  that  Day,  and  not  only  to  me  but  also  to  all  who  have  loved  his
appearing.  ...  To him be the glory for ever and ever,  Amen. Greet  Prisca and Aquila,  and the household of
Onesiphorus. ... Eubulus sends greetings to you, as do Pudens and Linus and Claudia and all the brethren. The
Lord be with your spirit. ... 

(2) ... When you come, bring the cloak that I left with Carpus at Troas, also the books, and above all the parch-
ments. Alexander the coppersmith did me great harm; the Lord will requite him for his deeds. Beware of him
yourself, for he strongly opposed our message. ... Erastus remained at Corinth; Trophimus I left ill at Miletus. Do
your best to come before winter. ...

(3) ... At my first defense no one took my part; all deserted me. May it not be charged against them! But the Lord
stood by me and gave me strength to proclaim the word fully, that all the Gentiles might hear it. So I was rescued
from the lion’s mouth. The Lord will rescue me from every evil and save me for his heavenly kingdom. ...

(4) When I sent Artemas or Tychicus to you, do your best to come to me at Nicopolis, for I have decided to spend
the winter there. Do your best to speed Zenas the lawyer and Apollos on their way; see that they lack nothing.
And let our people learn to apply themselves to good deeds, so as to help cases of urgent need, and not to be un-
fruitful. All who are with me send greetings to you. Greet those who love us in the faith. Grace be with you all. ... 

(5) ... Do your best to come to me soon. For Demas, in love with this present world, has deserted me and gone to
Thessalonica; Crescens has gone to Galatia,\fn{Other ancient authorities read: Gaul.} Titus to Dalmatia. Luke alone is
with me. Get Mark and bring him with you; for he is very useful in serving me. Tychius I have sent to Ephesus. ...
Grace be with you.\fn{This is the last sentence of this letter. (H)}

     A few scholars, attempting to maintain Pauline authorship of these three letters, account for the differences
aforementioned by assuming changes in Paul’s environment, as well as modifications in his vocabulary, style, and
thought. But in view of the widespread custom of pseudonymous authority in antiquity, it is easier to assume that
a loyal disciple of Paul used several previously unpublished messages of the (self-described: H) Apostle, and
extended them to deal  with conditions  confronting the church a generation  after Paul’s death (64AD; or,  so
Eusebius of Caesarea, in 67). If we assume, on the other hand, that they were written by Paul, they were all
probably written during the last year of his life. 

[ODC, 1023, 1030, 1359-1360; OAB, 1438; NOAB, NT, 300, 306, 311]

II TIMOTHY

     For questions of date and authenticity, see under I Timothy.

TITUS

     For questions of date and authenticity, see under I Timothy.

PHILEMON

     Together with Ephesians, Colossians and Philippians, Philemon is critically known as a Captivity Epistle—
i.e.,  a  letter  written  while  its  author  was  in  prison.  Onesimus—a  runaway  slave—is  identified  elsewhere
(Colossians IV:9) as coming from Colossae; and according to Tradition, Onesimus and his wife, Appia, were
martyred at  Colosssae.  It  is  logical  therefore  to  assume that  Philemon and the church in  his  house were  in
Colossae.  Since most  of  those  who are  greeted at  the  end of  this  letter  are  also mentioned in  the  close  of
Colossians (and Archippus, who is mentioned in the opening greeting of this letter, is also identified at Colossians
IV:17 as coming from Colossae), it is probable (if Paul was the author both of this letter and of Colossians) that
the two letters were written at nearly the same time; or (if Paul was not the author of either letter) that the author
of Colossians had the letter to Philemon at hand. If Paul was the author, he wrote from prison, perhaps in Rome
or Caesarea. But many scholars today think that Ephesus is the most likely place where he wrote it (if, indeed, he
wrote it at all: H). 
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[NOAB, NT, 314; ODC, 1061; OAB, 1451]

HEBREWS

     This letter—if originally it was a letter, for in its present form it has no epistolary opening and resembles a
homily in structure; and though the traditional title Letter to the Hebrews is found in the earliest manuscripts, that
is probably an inference from its epistolary closing, modeled on the style of the Pauline letters—was apparently
first critiqued in the West by Tertullian of Carthage (c.160-c.220), and he believed that Barnabas was the author,
not Paul. In the West it was not quoted as Pauline or even as canonical before the 4 th-5th centuries. In the East, by
200-250AD, Alexandrian exegetes had placed Hebrews among the letters of Paul, though they recognized that it
was so different in language and style from the certainly Pauline correspondence that some special account of its
authorship  was  required.  [Thus  Clement  of  Alexandria  (c.150-c.215,  as  quoted  in  Eusebius  of  Caesarea's
(Ecclesiastical History VI:14) thought it to be a translation (into Greek) by Luke from a letter originally written
by Paul in Hebrew; and Origen of Alexandria (c.185-c.254, as quoted in Eusebius' Ecclesiastical History VI:24)
considered it as Paul’s in substance but committed to writing by someone else.] 

     From the time of the Council of Antioch (264AD), and in the later Eastern Fathers, it is quoted as Paul’s own
composition; but doubts about its Pauline authorship continued in the West. Martin Luther (d.1546) ascribed it to
Apollos; the Council of Trent (1546) affirmed its canonicity, but not its Pauline authorship; and even the Roman
Catholic  Biblical  Commission  ruled  (1914)  that  it  was  only  in  substance  Paul’s.  More  recent  critics  have
identified the author with Silvanus; Aquila (so Alford and others); or Priscilla (so Harnack). Modern scholarship
almost unanimously considers that evidence within the composition itself (principally the existence of plays on
words  in  Greek)  show that  Greek  was  its  language  of  composition,  and  thus  it  is  not  (against  Clement  of
Alexandria) a translation; while its general style marks it conclusively as non-Pauline. 

     The central problem is that there is really nothing of any considerable substance in Hebrews which would
indicate any close connection with Paul.

1. The treatise was certainly written in the 1st century, for it is quoted in a genuine composition of Clement of
Rome (at I Clement XXXVI:1-5, written c.96AD). He does not, however, identify it as a composition of Paul’s.

2. Though it has an epistolary close (Hebrews XIII:18-25), in content Hebrews resembles a homily, not a letter.
(The letters of Paul are, of course, not homilies, but actual letters sent to people or congregations. H)

3. As has been said, the traditional  title (Letter to the Hebrews), though found in the earliest manuscripts, is
probably an inference from its contents, and may not in fact describe the group to whom it was originally sent.
Clearly  both  the  author  and  his  intended  readers  were  thoroughly  familiar  with  Jewish  worship,  and  were
probably converts  from Judaism.  But  there  are  indications  that  this  familiarity  came through the  reading of
Biblical ordinances, as opposed to a direct, personal knowledge of the temple itself (destroyed in 70AD); and it
has been argued, on the basis of Hebrews VI:1-3—(Therefore let us leave the elementary doctrines of Christ and
go on to maturity, not laying again a foundation of repentance from dead works and of faith toward God, with
instruction about ablutions, the laying on of hands, the resurrection of the dead, and eternal judgment. And this
we will do if God permits.)—that the recipients of the letter were Gentiles. Indeed, the subject matter of what is
also the longest sustained argument of any work in the Received Bible appears to present an elaborate proof of
the pre-eminence of Christianity over Judaism, and indicates that its recipients (converted Greek-speaking Jews?)
were on the point of giving up their Christian faith and returning to the religion of their forefathers. (Paul, of
course, is primarily concerned with introducing the Christian faith, not with its further development. H)

4.  Several scholars have suggested that there are grounds for Pauline authorship based on the relevance of its
ideas  to  those  combatted in  Colossians;  but  this  theory must  face  what  is  perhaps  persuasive evidence  that
Colossians was not in fact written by Paul.

5. Modern scholars almost unanimously consider that the internal evidence of its general style marks Hebrews
conclusively as non-Pauline; and for the following reasons, it seems equally certain that it was written at some
time during the generation after Paul. 
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(a) Whereas some scholars have concluded that the author’s argument for the superiority of Christ’s sacrifice over
those offered by the Levitical priests  indicates that the recipients of the letter were in danger of adopting or
returning to Jewish ritual practices (and that therefore the letter must have been composed before the destruction
of the Jerusalem temple in 70AD brought sacrificial ritual to an end), this opinion ignores that such a conclusion
is not demanded: first, because the argument developed in Hebrews does not refer to the Jerusalem temple cultus
at  all,  but  to  the  tent  shrine  mentioned in  Exodus;  and  second,  because  both  Jewish  and Christian  authors
continued to write about temple sacrifice after the actual temple cultus had ceased to be. 

(b) The language of the letter in at least three places—[II:3b-4—It\fn{The message of salvation.} was declared at first
through the Lord, and it was attested to us by those who heard him, while God added his testimony by signs and
wonders  and various miracles,  and by gifts  of  the Holy Spirit,  distributed according to his will .)—VI:1-3—
(Therefore let us leave the elementary doctrines of Christ and go on to maturity, not laying again a foundation of
repentance from dead works and of faith toward God, with instruction about ablutions, the laying on of hands,
the resurrection of the dead, and eternal judgment. And this we will do if God permits.)—and X:32-34—(But
recall the former days when, after you were enlightened, you endured a hard struggle with sufferings, sometimes
being publicly exposed to abuse and affliction, and sometimes being partners with those so treated. For you had
compassion on the prisoners, and you joyfully accepted the plundering of your property, since you knew that you
yourselves had a better possession and an abiding one.)]—would seem to point to a period after the Neronian
persecution (64AD),  while the large number of details  the author felt  obliged to recount  in order to jog the
memory of his audience indicates a time considerably after that event—perhaps 15 or 20 years after. The same
lengthy (three-fold) description of past events described at II:3b-4—(It was declared at first through the Lord,
and it was attested to us by those who heard him, while God added his testimony by signs and wonders and
various miracles, and by gifts of the Holy Spirit, distributed according to his will. )—and the evident impatience
with what are apparently seen as laborious apostolic methodologies at VI:1-3 (quoted above), all point to a time
of composition during the eighth decade of the 1st century AD. 

(c) It is certain that both the theological teaching, and the literary capacity and expository power of Hebrews,
reaches a level unsurpassed in the rest of the New Testament; and for this to have happened, it would seem that
sufficient time from the death and resurrection of the Messiah (33AD) would have to elapse in order to permit the
necessary reflection so important to the construction of so powerful and far-reaching a narrative. 

6. The delay concerning its acceptance in the West has been thought by some to be because there was here a
genuine tradition of its non-Pauline authorship.

     The use of the letter by Clement of Rome, the delay in the West over its canonicity, and the reference to Italy
at Hebrews XIII:24—(Greet all your leaders and all the saints. Those who come from Italy send you greetings .)
—have suggested to some scholars  that  the letteer  was originally connected with Rome. On the other hand,
though it is clear that Hebrews was certainly in existence by c.96AD (which is the date generally assigned to I
Clement, the work in which it is definitely quoted), it cannot have been written much before that time, because it
looks back in its text to persecutions that have already taken place. These reasons, when combined with the
perhaps conclusive proof of its  non-Pauline authorship,  all  point  to a time of composition during the eighth
decade of the 1st century AD.

[NOAB, NT, 316, 318; ODC, 614-615; OAB, 1453, MAR, 221-222; ENC, VII, 577; FNT, 533-535]

JAMES

     The author of this letter—more accurately, homily, for though it begins with an epistolary greeting, it lacks
other  formal characteristics  of  a letter,  and is  essentially  epigrammatic in  style and hortatory in content—is
reputed to be James, the brother of Jesus (the most natural interpretation of this name alone, as it appears at I:1);
but in fact, this ascription is highly improbable, for there is little support for it from ancient times, either from
indications in the letter itself, or from historical ascription.

1. The work is composed in excellent Greek, combining vivid metaphor with a facile use of idiomatic expression,
in a clear and forceful style (there are about 60 imperatives in the letters’ 108 verses, seeking to encourage its
recipients to endure their trials patiently and to obey certain primary duties of a righteous life). This, and the
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numerous Hellenistic Greek rhetorical devices used by the author, presuppose that the work was created within
the bounds of a good Greek culture: and the real brother of Jesus did not grow up in a Greek culture, or speak
Greek as his native tongue (if indeed he spoke it at all; Jesus Himself almost certainly spoke and thought in
Aramaic).

2. There are only two specific references to Jesus, and neither involve quotations from the Messiah, surprising
facts since the two men were brothers, and James was undoubtedly a man of great influence in the Jerusalem
church. 

3. The composition does not exhibit any of the conservatism with regard to the Jewish law which James, the
brother of Jesus, is known to have voiced. Indeed, it stands quite apart from the Judaizing controversies of the 1 st

century, in which it is known that the real James, the brother of Jesus, occupied a central role. 

4. Internal evidence identifies this sermon as of a comparatively late date. (a) In the first place, its author makes
use of I Peter in five separate places (at I:1,IV:1,IV:6,IV:10,V:20); and I Peter, if written by the Apostle at all,
dates from the last year of his life (c.64AD; but James dies at the hands of Herod Agrippa I in 62). [I Peter is
objected to as a Petrene autograph on the grounds that its literary style is not that of a Galilean fisherman; that
passages in it reflect Pauline teaching; and that a persecution of the church in Asia Minor which it reports at so
early a date is otherwise unattested.] (b) In the second place, the author presupposes knowledge of the gospel on
the part of his readers, in particular the Sermon on the Mount as contained in Matthew V-VII (of which James is
in essence a restatement). Matthew was composed, however, according to its own internal evidence, around 70-
80AD; but James still dies in 62. (c) James II:14-26—(What does it profit, my brethren, if a man says he has faith
but has not works? Can his faith save him? If a brother or sister is ill-clad and in lack of daily food, and one of
you says to them, “Go in peace, be warmed and filled,” without giving them the things needed for the body, what
does it profit? So faith by itself, if it has no works, is dead. But some one will say, “You have faith and I have
works.” Show me your faith apart from your works, and I by my works will show you my faith. You believe that
God is one; you do well. Even the demons believe—and shudder. Do you want to be shown, you foolish fellow,
that faith apart from works is barren? Was not Abraham our father justified by works, when he offered his son
Isaac upon the altar? You see that faith was active along with his works, and faith was completed by works, and
the Scripture was fulfilled which says, “Abraham believed God, and it was reckoned to him as righteousness;”
and he was called the friend of God. You see that a man is justified by works and not by faith alone. And in the
same way was not also Rahab the harlot justified by works when she received the messengers and sent them out
another way? For as the body apart from the spirit is dead, so faith apart from works is dead .)—seems directed
against a (post-Pauline: H) misuse of the Pauline doctrine of justification by faith alone; but Paul probably dies
with Peter during the Neronian persecution of c.64AD, or perhaps in 67 (so Eusebius of Caesarea); and James
still dies in 62.

5. James is absent from the  Muratori  Canon (the oldest  known listing of canonical New Testament writings,
generally held to date from the later 2nd century); both Origin of Alexandria (d.c.254) and Eusebius of Caesarea
(d.c.340,  Ecclesiastical History III:xxv.3f) expressed doubts about its canonicity (Eusebius puts it with Jude, II
Peter, II John and III John in a category of writings whose claim to be considered a part of the Received New
Testament canon was still in his day not everywhere recognized); and its first Western canonical recognition is
even later (Council of Hippo Regius, 393; such status being achieved generally in the Eastern church only about
100 years earlier, or some 300 years after the death and resurrection of Jesus). This comparatively late date of
official recognition of its cannonical nature does not argue in favor of its authenticity as a composition by James.

     There are other critical statements about James, bearing upon its provenance. 

1. Apart  from James I:1 (James,  a servant  of  God and of  the Lord Jesus  Christ,  to the twelve tribes  in the
Dispersion: Greeting.) and James II:11 (For he who said, “Do not commit adultery,” said also, “Do not kill.” If
youy  do  not  commit  adulteery  but  do  kill,  you  have  become  a  transgressor  of  the  law.” )  there  is  nothing
uncontestably Christian in it; and Spitta (1852-1898, no reference given) has suggested that we have here to do
with a document which was originally a Jewish writing. This, however, is unlikely on stylistic grounds, for it may
be confidently asserted that Greek was its original language. 

2. Moulton (1835-1898, also no further reference given) has suggested that the absence of Christian reference
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was due to its being addressed to unconverted jews. This is equally improbable, from its close parallels to the
Sermon on the Mount and to other of Jesus’ teachings, although it  is unlikely that James was ever addressed to
any particular community.

3. Although Jesus is mentioned only twice (I:1; II:1) and much of the exhortation can be paralleled in Jewish
wisdom tradition,  such directives in the  conclusion of the  work suggest  that  “James” addresses  a structured
Christian community; while its excellent Greek and its use of various Pauline letters and II Timothy suggest a
Hellenistic Christian as its author. 

4. There remains the most natural interpretation of the word James alone as being a reference to Jesus’ brother.
However, in conformity with the widespread use of pseudonimity in ancient literature, the placement of this letter
under the patronage of James, the brother of Jesus, would have, from the author’s viewpoint, two positive effects:
(a) the  authority  of  James could be cited to  reformulate  the  wisdom teaching of  Jesus  (which James could
arguably be said to do); and  (b) the name of James would also have the authority to counter a distorted and
sloganizing Paulinism about faith and works attributed to Paul by contemporaries of the author of James, but
designed to influence Christians to neglect their obligations to aid their poverty-stricken and suffering brothers
and sisters.

5. There remains to support Jamesian authorship only two slight parallels with the letter which some scholars
allege to exist between it and part of a speech of James recorded in Acts XV:13-21 (underscored):—( After they
finished speaking, James replied, “Brethren, listen to me. Symeon has related how God first visited the Gentiles,
to take out of them a people for his name. And with this the words of the prophet agree, as it is written, ‘After this
I will return, and I will rebuild the dwelling of David, which has fallen; I will rebuild its ruins, and I will set it up,
that the rest of men may seek the Lord, and all the Gentiles who are called by my name, says the Lord, who has
made  these  things  known  from  of  old.’)  OAB,  however,  footnotes  Amos  IX:11-12  and\or  Isaiah  XLV:21
(underscored):—(In that day I will raise up the booth of David that is fallen and repair its breaches, and raise up
its ruins, and rebuild it as in the days of old; that this may possess the remnant of Edom and all the nations who
are called by my name,” says the Lord who does this. ... Declare and present your case: let them take counsel
together! Who told this long ago? Who  declared it of old? Was it not I, the Lord? And there is no other God
besides me, a righteous God and a Savior; there is none besides me .)—as present in the (otherwise unknown)
author’s mind.

     But even if the letter is not the work of James, the brother of Jesus, it seems likely that it was composed before
95AD. A few scholars, impressed by its primitive nature—there was a strong tradition of moral exhortation in the
earliest Christian movement—even argue (though unrealistically in the opinion of most scholars) for a date of
c.40AD. At any rate it is not later in composition than 150. (OAB argues for a date  toward the end of the 1st

century.) 

[OAB, 1467; NOAB, NT, 331; ODC, 711-712; PER, 254-256; FNT, 496-499]

I PETER

     This letter (whose title The Received Letter of Peter to the Exiles of the Dispersion is stated in its first
stentence) was written to Gentile converts (I Peter 1:14, 2:10, 4:3—(As obedient children, do not be conformed to
the passions of your former ignorance. ... Once you were no people but now you are God’s people; once you had
not received mercy but now you have received mercy. ...  Let the time that is past suffice for doing what the
Gentiles like to do, living in licentiousness, passions, drunkenness, revels, carousing, and lawless idolatry .)—in
Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia, Asia, and Bithynia, i.e., all lands in what is now Asia Minor, who were undergoing
persecution for having departed from their former paganism. I Peter was apparently written from Rome (from the
mention at 5:13a—(She who is at Babylon, who is likewise chosen, sends you greetings.)—of Babylon, a cryptic
name for  Rome mentioned especially  in  the  Received Apocalypse of  John.  It  was perhaps  written  after  the
outbreak of the Neronian persecution of 64AD, begun by Nero who sought to scapegoaqt the Christians for the
great fire that destroyed much of the imeprial capital between July 18-24, 64.

     A number of circumstances connected with this letter mitigate both against Peter as its author and an early date
for its composition. 
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1. The letter itself is written in excellent Greek; but at least two passages from the canon (Matthew XXVI:73,
Acts IV:13—(After a little while the bystanders came up and said to Peter, “Certainly you are also one of them,
for your accent betrays you.” ... Now when they saw the boldness of Peter and John, and perceived that they
were uneducated, common men, they wondered; and they recognized that they had been with Jesus .)—clearly
state (a) that Peter’s native language was probably Aramaic—the lingua franca of Northern Galilee, where all the
apostles but Judas Iscariot came from; and also (b) that Peter was an uneducated man.

2. The letter is written to Christian communities in Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia, the Roman province of Asia, and
Bithynia (all lands in what is now Asia Minor) in order to encourage them during a period of persecution. Peter,
however, dies c.64AD (or 67, so Eusebius of Caesarea), and there is no evidence independent of I Peter for a
persecution in Asia Minor at so early a date—though there may be for 95AD, and for certain in Bithynia in the
year  112AD (as  proven  by  the  surviving  correspondence  between  the  emperor  Trajan  and  his  governor  in
Bithynia, Pliny the Younger). 

3. The opening greeting of the letter claims Peter as its author; but in fact, (a) the letter itself follows the typical
pattern  of  a  Pauline letter—greeting;  thanksgiving;  a  body consisting  of  theological  reflection  on  Christian
identity  followed by an exhortation;  and a  Pauline-type closing;  (b) numerous passages  in  the  letter  reflect
Pauline teaching; and (c) the letter was dictated to Silvanus, who is otherwise associated only with Paul. 

4. The most vulnerable Christians—slaves of abusive masters and wives of non-believing husbands—are told to
suffer abuse, to accept the authority of their husbands, to do what is right, and not to be afraid (II:18-III:6), on the
grounds  that  such  behavior  may convert  the  persecutor,  and  in  any case  follows  the  pattern  of  Jesus’ own
suffering.  This  characterization  hardly fits  the  Petrine  mission  as  known from Galatians  and Acts;  but  it  is
characteristic of Asia Minor at the end of the 1st century AD. 

5. Patristic evidence for ascribing I Peter to Peter and Apostle is fairly late, going back to Irenaeus of Lyons (d.c.
200, Against All Heresies IV:xix.1) and Clement of Alexandria (d.c.215, Miscellaneous Studies III:xviii).

6. I Peter is not mentioned by the  Muratori Canon (the oldest known catalogue of canonical works, written in
Rome, which came into existence in the late 2nd century). This omission is particularly important for I Peter, for it
is alleged that I Peter was also written in Rome (the most natural interpretation for the designation Babylon at
V:13, a common code-name for Rome in both Jewish and Christian apocalyptic literature); and if that were so, it
would be a fact hardly capable of being concealed from the compiler of the Muratori Canon. 

7. It seems quite clear that I Peter makes use of—and indeed expands the text of—two passages in Romans
(IX:32-33) and Ephesians (V:22-28), at I Peter II:6-8 and III:1-7, respectively. Compare the underscored of I Peter
II:6-8 (quoted first) with the underscored in Romans IX:32-33:

For it stands in Scripture: “Behold, I am laying in Zion a stone, a cornerstone chosen and precious, and he who
believes in him will not be put to shame.” To you therefore who believe, he is precious, but for those who do not
believe, “The very stone which the builders rejected has become the head of the corner,” and “A stone that will
make men stumble, a rock that will make them fall;” for they stumble because they disobey the word, as they
were destined to do.

Why? Because they did not pursue it through faith, but as if it were based on works. They have stumbled over a
stumbling stone, as it is written, ‘Behold, I am laying in Zion a stone that will make men stumble, a rock that will
make them fall; and he who believes in him will not be put to shame.’

     Compare also the underscored of I Peter III:1-7 (quoted first) with the underscored in Ephesians V:22-28:

Likewise you wives, be submissive to your husbands, so that some, though they do not obey the word, may be won
without a word by the behavior of their wives, when they see your reverent and chaste behavior. Let not yours be
the outward adorning with braiding of hair, decoration of gold, and wearing of robes, but let it be the hidden
person of the heart with the imperishable jewel of a gentle and quiet spirit, which in God’s sight is very precious.
So once the holy women who hoped in God used to adorn themselves and were submissive to their husbands, as
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Sarah obeyed Abraham, calling him lord. And you are now her children if you do right and let nothing terrify
you.  Likewise you husbands, live considerately with your wives, bestowing honor on the woman as the weaker
sex, since you are joint heirs of the grace of life, in order that your prayers may not be hindered.

Wives, be subject to your husbands, as to the Lord. For the husband is the head of the wife as Christ is the head
of the Church, his body, and is himself its Savior. As the Church is subject to Christ, so let wives also be subject
in everything to their husbands. Husbands, love your wives, as Christ loved the Church and gave himself up for
her, that he might sanctify her, having cleansed her by the washing of water with the Word, that he might present
the Church to himsrelf in splendor, without spot or wrinkle or any such thing, that she might be holy and without
blemish. Even so husbands should love their wives as their own bodies. He who loves his wife loves himself .

     Textual expansion is a characteristic of material written later than the work depended upon; but in any case,
the tradition connecting Peter with Rome is not only early, but unrivaled by any competing indication of his later
life (except for the very late Arabic and Ethiopic lives of the Apostles:H); indeed, Romans XV:20-22—(Thus I
make it my ambition to proclaim the good news,\fn{Or: gospel.} not where Christ has already been named, so that
I do not build on someone else’s foundation, but as it is written, “Those who have never been told of him shall
see, and those who have never heard of him shall understand.”)—may point to the presence of Peter in Rome
before Paul  wrote.  This  raises  the  question  as  to  why such a  commanding personality  would  have to  have
recourse to either Pauline materials or one of Paul’s disciples in order to communicate his teachings to the world
at large.

     All this would seem to conclusively mitigate against Petrine authorship, or an early date of composition. Of
course, this does not mean that between the Neronian persecution (64AD) and the Domitianic persecution (c.95
AD) there was not some other persecution affecting most of Asia Minor of which no record in either Christian or
pagan sources survives. But in view of the tenacious concern evidenced by early Christian martyrs for a pious
death  (and the  equally  tenacious  regard  evidenced  by members  of  the  primitive  church  for  collecting  their
martyrdoms), it is highly unlikely that such a slaughter would have been passed over in silence. 

     We are therefore led to the ninth decade of the 1st century AD as the earliest time for the writing of I Peter,
probably as a pastoral exhortation by an elder of the church at Rome to those having oversight of churches in Asia
Minor. This would make it contemporaneous with Revelation (the only other place in the canon which refers to
Rome as Babylon). Otherwise we are led to speculate that Peter may stand in the background as the author of I
Peter,  but that  its actual  composition was entrusted to Silvanus (mentioned at I Peter  V:12—(By Silvanus,  a
faithful brother as I regard him, I have written briefly to you, exhorting and declaring that this is the true grace
of God; stand fast in it.). [Silvanus is well known in the Received tradition as a missionary companion of Paul
{so II Corinthians I:19, I Thessalonians I:1 and II Thesesalonians I:1—(For the Son of God, Jesus Christ, who we
preached among you, Silvanus and Timothy and I, was not Yes and No; but in him it is always Yes. ...  Paul,
Silvanus, and Timothy, to the church of the Thesesalonians in God the Father and the Lord Jesus Christ: Grace
to you and peace. ... Paul, Silvanus, and Timothy, to the church of the Thesesalonians in God our Father and the
Lord Jesus Christ.)}] If tradition is correct in attributing it to Peter, its terminus ad quem is the date of his death
(64AD). 

[NOAB, NT, 337; ODC, 1049-1051; NTA, I, 42-45; OAB, 1472; FNT, 542-543; ENC, XVII, 742-743]

II PETER

     Evidence within this letter, plus known conditions within the early Christian church,  (a) make it virtually
impossible that Peter is the author of II Peter, or that (b) it is itself an early document. 

1. The author claims to have written a previous letter (III:1); but II Peter does not reflect the social setting of I
Peter (if that is the letter that is meant), or its imagery for the new covenant community (e.g., in the treatment of
the Redemption with which II Peter opens), differing as it does from I Peter in both style and interest. This alone
has indicated to many the necessity of assuming two different individuals as their respective authors.

2. The author of II Peter uses all sorts of typically Hellenistic ideas [e.g., “virtue” of God (I:3); virtue connected
with faith (I:5);  gnosis and epignosis (I:2, I:3, I:6, I:8, II:20, III:18); “partakers of the Divine nature” (I:4); and
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epots, an expression of the mystery-religion cults (I:16)].

3. Despite the author’s claim to fellowship with Paul (III:15), the reference to Paul’s letters as scripture (III:16)
suggests that at least in some quarters they have already been so collected and treated; and this is clearly not the
case during the lifetime of the Apostle, or indeed until some considerable time after his death. The author of II
Peter refers to all the letters of Paul here—(So also our beloved brother Paul wrote to you according to the
wisdom given  him,  speaking  of  this  as  he  does  in  all  his  letters.  There  are  some  things  in  them hard  to
understand, which the ignorant and unstable twist to their own destruction, as they do the other Scriptures)—in a
way the presupposes not only that they had been officially collected and that he, the author, had access to such a
collection,  but  also  that  they  were  regarded  as  equivalent  in  spiritual  authority  to  the  other  Scriptures.
Historically, the Pauline letters came to be accepted generally throughout the church only by c.130AD; and they
were placed on the same footing with the Received Old Testament— the other Scriptures—only between 170 and
200AD.

4. The passage dealing with the delay of the Second Coming (III:3-4 and III:9—(First of all you must understand
this, that scoffers will come in the last days with scoffing, following their own passions and saying, “Where is the
promise of his coming? For ever since the fathers fell asleep, all things have continued as they were from the
beginning of creation.” ... The Lord is not slow about his promise as some count slowness, but is forbearing
toward you, not wishing that any should perish, but that all should reach repentance.)—presupposes that the first
generation of Christians has passed away. 

5. The work has some close points of literary contact with the Apocalypse of Peter, a non-canonical work which
did not come into existence until the early 2nd century.

6. II Peter II:1-18 is in such a parallel with Jude :4-:16 as to make it virtually certain that this section of II Peter
was copied directly from Jude (the point being that the real Peter never would have had to make use of previously
written documents to make his point, having been an eyewitness to the life and teachings of the Messiah:H).
Compare the underscored passages of II Peter II:1-18 (quoted first, below) with those of Jude :4-:16.

But false prophets also arose among the people, just as there will be false teachers among you, who will secretly
bring  in  destructive  heresies,  even  denying  the  Master  who  brought  them,  bringing  upon  themselves  swift
destruction. And many will follow their licentiousness, and because of them the way of truth will be reviled. And
in their greed they will exploit you with false words; from of old their condemnation has not been idle, and their
destruction has not been asleep. For if God did not spare the angels when they sinned, but cast them into hell
\fn{The Greek has: Tartarus.} and committed them to pits of nether gloom to be kept until the judgment; if he did not
spare the ancient  world,  but  preserved Noah,  a herald of  righteousness,  with seven other persons,  when he
brought a flood upon the world of the ungodly; if by turning the cities of  Sodom and Gomorrah to ashes he
condemned them to extinction and made them an example to those who were to be ungodly; and if he rescued
righteous Lot, greatly distressed by the  licentiousness of the wicked (for by what that righteous man saw and
heard as he lived among them, he was vexed in his righteous soul day after day with their lawless deeds), then
the Lord knows how to rescue the godly from trial, and to keep the unrighteous under punishment until the day of
judgment, and especially those who indulge in the lust of defiling passion and despise authority. Bold and willful,
they are not  afraid to revile  the glorious ones,  whereas angels,  though greater  in might  and power,  do not
pronounce a reviling judgment upon them before the Lord. But these, like irrational animals, creatures of instinct,
born to  be caught  and killed,  reviling in matters  of  which they are ignorant,  will  be  destroyed in the same
destruction with them, suffering wrong for their wrongdoing. They count it pleasure to revel in the daytime. They
are blots and blemishes, reviling in their dissipation,\fn{Other ancient authorities read: love feasts.} carousing with you.
They have eyes full of adultery, insatiable for sin. They entice unsteady souls. They have hearts trained in greed.
Accursed children! Forsaking the right way they have gone astray; they have followed the way of  Balaam, the
son of Beor, who loved gain from wrongdoing, but was rebuked for his own transgression; a dumb ass spoke with
human voice and restrained the prophet’s madness. These are waterless springs and mists driven by a storm; for
them the  nether  gloom of  darkness  has  been  reserved.  For,  uttering  loud  boasts of  folly,  they  entice  with
licentious passions of the flesh men who have barely escaped from those who live in error. 

For admission has been secretly gained by some who long ago were designated for this condemnation, ungodly
persons who pervert the grace of our God into licentiousness and deny our only Master and Lord, Jesus Christ.
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\fn{Or:  the only master and  our Lord  Jesus Christ.}  Now I desire to remind you, though you were once for all fully
informed, that he\fn{Other ancient authorities read:  Jesus,  or  the Lord,  or  God.}  who saved a people out of the land of
Egypt, afterward destroyed those who did not believe. And the angels that did not keep their own position but left
their proper dwelling have been kept by him in eternal chains in the nether gloom until the judgment of the great
day; just as Sodom and Gomorrah and the surrounding cities, which likewise acted immorally and indulged in
unnatural lust, serve as an example by undergoing a punishment of eternal fire. Yet in like man-ner these men in
their dreamings defile the flesh, reject authority, and revile the glorious ones,\fn{The Greek has: glories.} But when
the archangel  Michael,  contending with the devil,  disputed about the body of Moses, he did not presume to
pronounce a reviling judgment upon him, but said, “The Lord rebuke you.”\fn{According to the ODC (p. 750),  this
appears to be a passage from the non-canonical Assumption of Moses.} But these men revile whatever they do not understand,
and by those things that they know by instinct as irrational animals do, they are destroyed. Woe to them! For they
walk in the way of Cain, and abandon themselves for the sake of gain to Balaam’s error, and perish in Korah’s
rebellion.  These are blemishes\fn{Or:  reefs.} on your  love feasts, as they boldly carouse together, looking after
themselves; waterless clouds, carried along by winds; fruitless trees in late autumn, twice dead, uprooted; wild
waves of  the  sea,  casting up the foam of  their  own shame;  wandering stars  for  whom the nether gloom of
darkness  has  been reserved for  ever.  It  was of  these also that  Enoch in the  seventh generation from Adam
prophesied, saying, “Behold, the Lord came with his holy myriads, to execute judgment on all, and to convict all
the ungodly of all their deeds of ungodliness which they have committed in such an ungodly way, and of all the
harsh things which ungodly sinners have spoken against him.”\fn{According to the ODC (pp. 453, 750), this appears to be
a passage from the Ethiopic  Book of Enoch ( =  I Enoch); and ANT (p. 1490) agrees, giving the passage as  I Enoch I:9.} These are
grumblers,  malcontents,  following  their  own  passions,  loud-mouthed  boasters,  flattering  people  to  gain
advantage.

7. The reference to the transfiguration (I:17-18) assumes an audience familiar with some form of the Synoptic
gospel tradition (the latest example of which is probably Matthew, which arrived c.70-80AD). 

8. The author, in writing the phrase ever since our ancestors died (III:3) within the context of the delay of the
Second Coming, is clearly expressing the viewpoint of a later generation. 

9. The false teachers in II Peter especially deny the Second Coming—which began to be so denied towards the
end of the 1st and the beginning of the 2nd century AD. 

10. II Peter is not quoted by any author of the 2nd century; and Origen of Alexandria (d.c.254), who first mentions
it  (in  Eusebius  of  Caesarea,  Ecclesiastical  History VI:xxv.8),  disputes  its  canonicity.  Eusebius  of  Caesarea,
writing in the 4th century (Ecclesiastical History III:xxv.3f, final edition in 324AD), includes it—and, by the way,
also the Apocalypse of Peter—with Jude, James, II John and III John in his Antilegomena, of which the claim to
be considered a part of the Received New Testament was still only generally accepted. This gingerly approach
into the canon with what can only be called the greatest hesitation is a further mark against its authenticity. 

     All this evidence points to II Peter as the work of one who was deeply indebted to Peter, and who published it
under his master’s name. A date of composition may be fixed at some time between the end of the 1 st century and
perhaps even the third Christian generation—or about 150AD. That said, however, it should be borne in mind that
in antiquity pseudonymous authorship was a widely accepted literary convention, and not regarded as a form of
dishonesty, but merely a way of reminding an audience of what it had received from a revered teacher of the past.
Also:  the authority of  New Testament books is  dependent,  not  upon their  human authorship,  but  upon their
intrinsic significance—i.e., their recognition as the authentic voice of apostolic teaching. It is for this reason,
ultimately, that II Peter was included in the canon of Scripture. 

[ENC, XVII, 743; ODC, 1050-1051; NOAB, NT, 344; OAB, 1478]

I JOHN

     Although traditionally called a letter, I John is a treatise or sermon, whose author is identified in II and III John
simply  as  an  elder,  with  authority  in  other  Johannine  communities.  Traveling  emissaries  from  this  elder
apparently maintained contact with a number of communities in the region (so III John :10); consequently, the
claim that I John represents the tradition that has been passed on by the official witnesses (the  we in I:1-4) is
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made in the context of a network of Johannine churches.

     That the author of I John and the canonical gospel of John are one and the same is widely attested in antiquity
[so  Papias  of  Hierapolis  (c.60-130),  Polycarp  of  Smyrna (c.69-c.155),  perhaps  the  Muratori  Canon (late  2nd

century, though its wording—(first an epistle of Jude and two with the title John are accepted in the catholic
church)—is obscure, Irenaeus of Lyons (c.130-c.200, in Against all Heresies III:16.5,8), Clement of Alexandria
(c.150-c.215 in Stromateis II:66.4), Tertullian of Carthage (c.160-c.220 in De Anima 17, De Pudicitia 2,19 and De
Idololatria 2, and Eusebius of Caesarea (c.260-c.340 in  Ecclesiastical History III:25, where he says that  place
must be given to the so-called first epistle of John.)] 

     Modern  scholarship,  however,  is  more  critical,  and  there  is  evidence  which  in  the  opinion  of  many
distinguishes an author different from the writer of the gospel of John. 

1. The author of I John envisages his readers as threatened by an unorthodoxy, the representatives of which are
neither Jews, nor Gentiles, but Gnostics. The unorthodox teachings reported (claims to perfectionism, denial of
the significance of Jesus’ coming in the flesh, rejection of the saving power of Jesus’ death, and schismatic
preaching among established Christian communities) are all features of 2 nd century Gnostic teaching. I John does
not, however, provide evidence of the peculiar teaching of his opponents; and as one cannot identify them with
any known Gnostic group, it may be that the conflict mentioned may have arisen over the true meaning of the
Johannine gospel prior to the emergence of well-defined Gnostic groups (thus making its latest date of writing
early in the 2nd century). 

2. I, II, an III John all reflect a common community setting that is quite different from that which is implied by the
Received gospel of John. In the gospel, the Johannine community is a minority that had been excluded from the
Jewish synagogue and still faces hostility from persons with ties to the synagogue. The author of I John, however,
not  only does not oppose Jewish claims to interpret  the tradition of Moses, as the gospel does, but  opposes
instead the teaching of former members of the Johannine fellowship who have broken away. 

3. The  point  of  conflict  between the synagogue and the Johannine  church  in  the  gospel  of  John  lay in  the
Johannine  claim that  Jesus  is  the  pre-existent,  divine Son of  God, the only revelation of the Father.  I John,
however,  is  not  concerned with  the  relationship  of  Christian  faith  to  Jewish  traditions,  but  with  the  proper
testimony about Jesus embodied in the Christian tradition itself; and its emphasis falls upon the physical reality of
Jesus’ coming in the flesh. In short, the gospel of John is concerned with the dynamic of faith vs. unbelief; and I
John is concerned with that of faith vs. heresy. 

4. It is true that the language and style of I John indicates some type of close connection between it and the
canonical gospel; and thus its author would seem, in view of the previous criticism, to belong to the group which
incorporated  the Johannine viewpoint  into the  tradition  of the church at  large.  The relationship between the
gospel of John and I John would therefore be comparable to that between of Paul and the pseudo-Pauline letters;
and I John would then be seen as a “Johannine pastoral  letter” containing many early Catholic features, but
addressing both different and later problems than those concerning the author of the gospel. 

5. Finally in the way of common authorship between the gospel of John and I John, it is alleged that the letter is
of an inferior style to the gospel, and that there are real differences in thought between them on eschatology and
the sacraments.

     As to date of composition, that may be placed probably at the end of the 1st century, or the beginning of the 2nd.

[ODC, 108, 564, 729-730, 1431; NOAB, NT, 349; MAR, 261, 265; PER, 247-248; NTA, II, 566; FNT, 550,
552; OAB, 1482; H]

II JOHN

     II John, which insists especially on the necessity of professing right doctrine, and of avoiding communion with
teachers of error, was not at first generally admitted as authentic in antiquity; and many modern critics do not
assign them to the same author as I John, believing that it is intimately connected with III John. Other critics,
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however, see intimate connections between II John and I John.

1. Origen of Alexandria (c.185-c.254AD, in Eusebius of Caesarea’s  Ecclesiastical History VI:xxv.10, published
before 303) tells of doubt as to its apostolic origin, and also that of III John. 

2. Eusebius himself (c.260-c.340,  Ecclesiastical History III:24.17;25.3), places II John in a group of works the
claim of which to belong to the canon of the New Testament was disputed. 

3. Jerome of Strido (c.342-420) reports that many attributed them to one John the Presbyter (translated Elder in
this version), because of its opening words. 

4. Neither II John or III John are contained in the Peshitta version of the Syriac New Testament (early 5 th century,
some 250 manuscripts of which survive).

5. Only during the 3rd century—very late—does the canonical disposition towards them become more favorable.

     That said, however, disposition in favor of its authenticity does became more and more the case during the 3rd

century; and some modern critics, on grounds of language, literary style, and ideas, do identify the author of II
John  with  that  of  I  John—NOAB  says  that  this  is  highly  probable,  and  that  a  copy  of  I  John  may have
accompanied II John—while not admitting that either letter is from the pen of the author of the Received gospel
of John. 

     II John itself yields no definite evidence regarding its date of composition; but  (1) its allusions to the main
teaching of I John, (2) a kinship of situation and ideas with those reflected in I John, (3) an added command not
to show hospitality to false teachers, and (4) at least two references (:1, :13—The elder to the elect lady and her
children, whom I love in the truth, and not only I but also all who know the truth, ... The children of your elect
sister send you their greetings.\fn{Other ancient authorities add: Amen.}) indicating that the Christian church is now a
definite  and  separate  entity  with  individual  churches  recognizing themselves  as  integral  units  thereof,  taken
together suggest a date of composition near the end of the 1st century. 

[ODC, 730, 1048; OAB, 1487-1488; NOAB, NT, 355; NTA, II, 56; PER, 248-249; FNT, 552]

III JOHN

     Many (perhaps most) critics believe that III John is intimately connected with II John, and the ancient and
modern criticism cited under II John may be admitted for this letter as well. III John, alone of the three Johannine
letters, is written to an individual, and reflects a period in the church’s life when organization was loose and
churches were bound together by letters from those in authority and by personal visits of their representatives and
traveling missionaries. The author of III John and II John (so this argument continues) are probably one and the
same; and the date of III John is commonly put near 100AD. If II and III John are not by the son of Zebedee, or by
the author of the Received Gospel of John, it is probable that they were written by a member of the Johannine
school who called himself the Presbyter (perhaps the title of his church office).

     Perhaps it should be mentioned at this point, that there has been found in Pseudo-Cyprian (De Montibus Sina
et Sion XIII, 3rd century) a fragment of yet a fourth letter attributed to John, his [Jesus’] disciple. The quotation is
as follows: 

     … [Jesus] instructs and exhorts us in the letter of his disciple John to the people: “So see me in
you as one of you sees himself in water or in a mirror.” …

     Unfortunately, nothing beyond this citation in Pseudo-Cyprian is known of such a letter; consequently, its
modern scholarly attributions as a letter of John which belongs to the Acts of John [so Zahn, Forschungen zur
Geschichte des Neutestamentlichen Kanons VI, 1900, p. 196, n. 1, further literature also there (he refers above all
to a passage from the hymn of Christ in chapter 95 of the Acts of John which contains the following lyrics: I am
a mirror to you who know me. Amen.)]—or the Acts of Andrew—[so Hennecke Neutestamentliche Apokryphen,
1924, p. 172, n. 1 (he has recourse to  Acts of Andrew 13, where also a mirror is spoken of:  I therefore hold
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blessed those who obey the words preached to them and who through them see as in a mirror the mysteries of
their own nature, for the sake of which all things were built.)] must remain purely hypothetical. 

[ODC, 730; OAB, 1487-1488; NOAB, NT, 357; NTA, II, 56, 91-92; PER, 248-249; FNT, 541, 552-553]

JUDE

     This letter proposed to be written by Jude ... brother of James; and the only brothers so named in the New
Testament  are  the  James and Jude  included among the brothers  of  Jesus  (so  Mark VI:3;  Matthew XIII:55).
Opinions about this, and indeed the canonical acceptance of the letter itself, were disputed in the ancient world. 

1. Origen of Alexandria (c.185-c.254AD), Jerome of Strido (c.342-420), and others, identify the author as the
“Judas of James” mentioned at Luke VI:16—(and Judas the son of James, and Judas Iscariot, who became a
traitor.)—Acts I:13—(And when they had entered, they went up to the upper room, where they were staying,
Peter  and John and James  and Andrew,  Philip  and Thomas,  Bartholomew and Matthew,  James  the son  of
Alphaeus and Simon the Zealot and Judas the son of James.)—and probably also at John XIV:22—(where he is
referred to as Judas, not Iscariot). 

2. Clement of Alexandria (c.150-c.215), the Muratori Canon (late 2nd century) and Tertullian of Carthage (c.160-
c.220) accept the letter as canonical. 

3. However, the Father of Church History, Eusebius of Caesarea, (Ecclesiastical History II: XXIII.24-25) says that
it  needs to be borne in mind that it\fn{The letter of James.}  is regarded as spurious. Certainly not many of the
ancients have mentioned it, and the same is true of the so-called epistle of Jude. 

4. The Peshitta version of the Syriac New Testament (early 5 th century, of which more than 250 manuscripts
survive) does not contain it.

     The only reason for assuming the correctness of its traditional identification lies in the inference that if it is not
from the brother of Jesus, why would it be ascribed to an otherwise relatively unknown name? There appear,
however, to be three good reasons for denying its authenticity. 

1. Verses :9 and :14—(But when the Archangel Michael, contending with the devil, disputed about the body of
Moses, he did not presume to pronounce a reviling judgment upon, but said, “The Lord rebuke you.” ... It was of
these also that Enoch in the seventh generation from Adam prophesied, saying, “Behold, the Lord came with his
holy myriads,)—and perhaps also verse :5—(Now I desire to remind you, though you are fully informed, that the
Lord, who once for all saved\fn{Other ancient authorities read: though you were once for all fully informed, that Jesus (or Joshua)
who saved.--this verse is quoted from the text in NOAB.)}a people out of the land of Egypt, afterward destroyed those who
did not believe.)—appear to reproduce, respectively, either teachings of, or direct quotations from, the apocryphal
Assumption of Moses (for :9), and  I Enoch VI-VIII (for :5) and I:9 (for :14), (works which the brother of Christ
as a pious Jew would never assume possessed of canonical status, and thus eligible for inclusion in a letter of this
type: H). 

2. The work is composed in a good Greek (and Greek would not have been the native language of the brother of
Jesus: H).

3. Its theological language also does not incline its ascription to the brother of the Messiah. In verse :3, the author
is  contending for  the  faith  that  had been once  for  all  entrusted  to  the  saints;  and  in  verse  :18,  readers  are
reminded that the apostles had predicted the coming of such false teachers as Jude combats in the last time.

     The teachings and behavior combated by Jude are not pronounced enough to identify them with any particular
Gnostic sect; but it may be that this general, diffuse exhortation was intentionally done, not to direct any specific
criticism against a particular group or crisis with the community, but simply to warn against the deceit of ungodly
Christians in order to remind the readers that they must never relax their efforts to achieve holiness. There are
striking similarities between Jude :3-:23 and II Peter II 2:1-22—not only are single words held in common, but
phrases in Jude are either transposed by the author of II Peter or directly taken by him from Jude word for word—
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and these are most probably to be explained by the use of Jude by the author of II Peter (end of the 1 st century,
perhaps the beginning of the 2nd century AD). It may also be of some importance in determining a date for this
work that the destruction of the temple (70AD) is not mentioned in the list of calamities put forth in verses :5c-:7
—(he who saved a people out of the land of Egypt, afterward destroyed those who did not believe. And the angels
that did not keep their own position but left their proper dwelling have been kept by him in eternal chains in the
netheer gloom until the judgment of the great day; just as Sodom and Gomorra and the surrounding cities, which
likewise acted immorally and indulged in unnatural lust,\fn{The Greek has: went after other flesh.} serve as an example
by undergoing a punishment of eternal fire.). 

     These considerations have all contributed to assigning Jude a generally recognized critical date of composition
to 70-80AD; and NOAB is persuaded that Jude clearly originated in the post-Apostolic age. Jude was generally
received into the canon of the church during the 4th century. 

[ENC, XIII, 117-118; NOAB, NT, 359-360; ODC, 750; NTA, I, 56-57; FNT, 499-502; OAB, 1489]

REVELATION

     The canonical apocalypse attributed to John was probably known to Papias of Hierapolis (c.60-130AD, though
not perhaps as by the son of Zebedee), and is first cited as the work of John, the son of Zebedee, by Justin of
Flavia Neapolis (c.100-160, Dialogue with Trypho LXXXI). This was accepted also by the Muratori Canon (late
2nd century, in two quotations—[(for John also in the Revelation writes indeed to seven churches); and (also of
the revelations  we accept  only  those of  John and Peter)];  Irenaeus of  Lyons (c.130-c.200,  Adversus  Omnes
Haereses V:30.1,3);  Tertullian  of  Carthage  (c.160-c.220,  citations  in  Zahn,  Forschungen  zur  Religion  und
Literatur des Alten und Neuen Testaments I, 203-204); Cyprian of Carthage (d.258, citations in Lucke, “Versuch
einer voll-standigen Einleitung” in  Die Offenbarung des Johannes II, 1852, 597); Hippolytus of Rome (c.170-
c.236, citations in Bousset,  Die Offenbarung Johannis, 1906, 25, 30, 50-51); Victorinus of Pettau (d.c.304,  De
Fabrica Mundi X); and generally in the Western Church. Only one Western authority appears to have rejected it:
Gaius of Rome [early 3rd century, in Eusebius of Caesarea’s  Ecclesiastical History II:28; he thought it was the
work of Cerinthus (fl.c. 100AD)].

     In the Eastern church, however, its reception was more unfavorable. Its authorship by John the son of Zebedee
was rejected by Marcion of Sinope (d.c.160); the Alogi (fl.c.170, more on their attitude in Bousset, op. cit., 22-
25); and Dionysius of Alexandria (d.c.264, in Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical History VII:25, who argued against its
apostolic authorship on the grounds of differences in style and content from the canonical gospel of John, and
who believed it to be the work of some other person named John). Others noted division in the church over its
authenticity, or rejected it outright: Eusebius of Caesarea (c.260-c. 340, saying of it:  which some, as has been
mentioned, reject but which others reckon among the recognized writings); Cyril of Jerusalem (c.315-386, who
refused  it  canonical  status);  the  Council  of  Laodicea  (probably  c.365,  which  refused  it  canonical  status);
Chrysostom of Constantinople (c.347-407, who refused it canonical status); Theodoret of Antioch (c.393-458,
who refused it canonical status); the first Armenian version of the New Testament (3 rd-4th centuries, which refused
it canonical status); and the Peshitta (Syrian) version of the New Testament (early 5 th century, which refused it
canonical status). 

     The apocalypse was accepted in the East as the work of the son of Zebedee by Origen of Alexandria (c.185-
c.254, in Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical History XV:25); Clement of Alexandria (c.150-215, in Zahn, op. cit., 205); and
Methodius  of  Olympus  (d.c.311,  in  Bousset,  op.  cit.,  19,  28  note  1).  It  was  used  and  highly  esteemed  by
Apollonius of Tyana (d.c.98AD); Melito of Sardis (d.c.190); and Theophilus of Antioch (d.412); but that does not
necessarily prove that they believed in its Apostolic origin.

     As to its time and place of composition, Irenaeus (Adversus Omnes Haereses V:30.3), Hippolytus (in Zahn,
Einleitung in das Neutestament LXIV:14) and Victorinus (in Haussleiter,  Corpus Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum
Latinorum XLIX (1916), 118) all put its time of writing during the reign of the emperor Domitian (81-96AD),
Victorinus placing it on the island of Patmos. Hippolytus (Contra Noetus XV) sets it in point of time after the
canonical gospel of John. Tertullian (De Fuga IX) and Scorp. IX) assumes that it was written before I John. Its
bitterly hostile  attitude to Rome indicates  that  the book cannot be earlier  than the persecution  of Christians
initiated by Nero in 64 AD. However, as it is unlikely that this persecution affected Asia Minor (where this book
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was probably written), the work probably dates from some later persecution, perhaps that of Domitian (81-96);
and if this one, than at the beginning of it (c.95, when Domitian began to demand that his subjects address him as
Lord and God, and to worship his image).

     Although there are points of contact with the canonical gospel of John—notably in the use of the titles Lamb
of God and Word of God applied to Christ, not found elsewhere in the canon of the New Testament—there are
also wide differences of outlook which seem to many scholars conclusive against a common authorship. Then
too, it appears that the apocalypse is the codification and systematization of apocalyptic expectations such as
were cherished in certain Jewish-Christian circles of Asia Minor which were eschatologically stimulated; for it
appears obvious that the author desires to comfort and strengthen these people, and that would account for the
often barbarous Greek of the book, both in grammar and vocabulary, (its author having Aramaic or Hebrew as his
language of birth:H). Also, 

(1) the fact that the author nowhere claims to be an eyewitness of Jesus in the flesh, and 

(2) refers at XXI:14 to the twelve apostles in a reverent and detached manner, makes it improbable that the author
of this apocalypse was John, the son of Zebedee. 

     It seems reasonable on these grounds to assume that the author’s real name was indeed John; but that he was
an otherwise unknown Christian of Jewish descent living in Asia Minor. 

[ODC, 1161-1162; NTA, I, 49-51: II, 55-56, 620-626; PAT, 21-23; FNT, 843-847; NOAB, NT, 364]
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*
THE QUR’AN

*

     By the Canon of Scripture for Islam is meant the 114 books of what has universally come to be known as the
Qur’an  —The Opening, The Cow, The Family of Imran, The Women, The Good, The Cattle, The Elevated Places,
The Spoils of War, Repentance, Yunus, Hud, Yusuf, The Thunder, Ibrahim, The Rock, The Bee, The Israelites,
The Cave, Marium, Ta Ha, The Prophets, The Pilgrimage, The Believers, The Light, The Criterion, The Poets,
The Ant, The Narrative, The Spider, The Romans, Luqman, The Adoration, The Allies, Saba, The Originator, Ya
Seen, The Rangers, Suad, The Companies, The Believer, Ha Mim, The Counsel, The Embellishment, The Evident
Smoke,  The  Kneeling,  The  Sandhills,  Muhammad,  The  Victory,  The  Chambers,  Qaf,  The  Scatterers,  The
Mountain, The Star, The Moon, The Beneficent, The Great Event, The Iron, The Pleading One, The Banishment,
The  Examined One,  The  Ranks,  Friday,  The  Hypocrites,  Loss  and Gain,  The Divorce,  The  Prohibition,  The
Kingdom, The Pen, The Sure Calamity, The Ways of Ascent, Nuh, The Jinn, The Wrapped Up, The Clothed One,
The Resurrection, The Man, The Emissaries, The Great Event, Those Who Pull Out, He Frowned, The Covering
Up, The Cleaving Asunder, The Defrauders, The Bursting Asunder, The Mansions of the Stars, The Night-Comer,
The Most High, The Overwhelming Calamity, The Daybreak, The City, The Sun, The Night, The Early Hours,
The Expansion, The Fig, The Clot, The Majesty, The Clear Evidence, The Shaking, The Assaulters, The Terrible
Calamity, The Multiplication of Wealth and Children, Time, The Slanderer,  The Elephant,  The Qureaish, The
Daily Necessaries, The Heavenly Fountain, The Unbelievers, The Help, The Flame, The Unity, The Dawn, and
The Men—all of which were probably written during Muhammed’s lifetime (c.570-629AD), but whose present
text and arrangement date from the recension published during the time of the caliph Uthman (643-656AD).

     It does not include the Tradition (Hadith; the Arabic technical term for the narratives or traditions that relate a
saying or an action of Mohammed; or of one of his companions or of a later authority). This Tradition—or, more
accurately,  “these Traditions,”  for there are six collections  of them which are  recognized as authoritative  in
orthodox Islam (ENC: EOR says they are collections to which Muslims give special acclaim and respect)—are
considered in Islam to be part of the Shari’a (as the ENC puts it, the total way of life as explicitly or implicitly
commanded by God), but they are not thought of as Sacred Scripture, even though, containing as they do alleged
sayings and deeds of Mohammed, they serve as a second basis, besides the Qur’an, of the belief and practice of
Islam (EOR: the material was separate from the Qur’an, and as Muslim legal theory developed it was viewed as
second in authority to the Qur’an.).Their literary form came into being soon after 720AD; final collections of
them were made somewhat later. They are (1) the Kitab al-Jami’ al-Sahih of al-Bukhari (d.870); (2) the Sahih of
Muslim al-Hajjaj (d. 875); (3) the Kitab al-Sunan of Abu Dawud (d.888), (4) the Jami’ al-Sahih of al-Tirmidhi (d.
915); (5) the Kitab al-Sunan of al-Nasai (d.915); and (6) the Kitab al-Sunan of Ibn Maja (d.886). 

     Other works, EOR continues, such as the Sunans of al-Daraqutni (d.995), ‘Abd Allah al-Darimi (d.868), and
al-Bayhaqi (d.1066), were also important, but not to the same degree as the first six.

SOURCES: (1) Dawood (The Koran  , London, 1974); (2) Netton (A Popular Dictionary of Islam  , London, 1992);
(3) Palmer, The Koran (Quran), London, 1933); (4) Shakir (The Qur’an  , Elmhurst, 1990). (5) EOR: Eliade (The
Encyclopedia of Religion, VI, 146; VII, 310). (6) ENC: Preece (The Encyclopædia Britannica, X, 1102; XII, 664)

*
THE GRANTH SAHIB

*

     By the Canon of Scripture for Sikhism is meant the book known as the Granth Sahib  . It is made up of the
compositions (overwhelmingly of hymns, but also of poetic fragments, acrostics, and a few much longer works)
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of the first five and the ninth Teachers (in Sanskrit, gurus):  Nanak (1469-1533),  Angad (d.1552),  Amar Das
(d.1574),  Ram Das (d.1581),  Arjan (d.1606), and  Teg Bahadur (d.1675). Besides the compositions of these
men, there is also as part of the Granth Sahib   a single couplet written by the tenth (and last) guru, Govind Singh
(d.1708); panegyrics of bards who attended on the gurus or admired their characters; and the hymns of certain
medieval Indian saints (known as bhagats). Every hymn of the Granth Sahib   is set to music, though for some of
them it is not clear from my only source for the text of the  Granth Sahib   (Max Arthur Macauliffe,  The Sikh
Religion: Its Gurus, Sacred Writings and Authors  , third Indian reprint, New Delhi, 1985) just which tune (in
Sanskrit, rag) is meant; and so, for these instances, that fact is noted in the title by the appearance of the word
Recited.

     This English translation of the Granth Sahib   was first printed in 1909, and appears to be the only authoritative
translation ever to have been made of this Sacred Scripture in this language. Its author, an unabashed admirer of
the Sikh people and their culture, provided it with lavish biographies of all ten gurus into which he interpolated
numerous hymns of the Granth Sahib  , together with as many of the conversational discourses of the gurus and
bhagats as he believed to be authentic. These biographies and discourses have all been excised; but the hymns of
the Granth Sahib   which he included therein have, of course, been retained [though their archaic English format
has been eliminated in favor of modern speech—see under (V) below for more on this]; and they are also printed
in the order in which they made their appearance in the biographical material. The great majority of the sacred
hymns of each guru were collected by Macauliffe, however, at the end of their biographies; but in any case, care
has been taken to provide each hymn with a heading, consisting of the name of the  rag to which it is sung,
followed by the volume (I-VI) and page number in which it is found in Macauliffe's work; together with a unique
letter  (A-F,  plus  a  single  ‘G’ for  the  solitary  couplet  of  Govind Singh)  to  identify the  particular  guru who
composed the hymn so identified. (For example, the heading “Guri Ashtapadi I.28.A” means “a hymn sung to the
rag Gauri, of the Ashtapadi musical variant, appearing in volume I of Macauliffe’s work  beginning on page 28 of
that volume and written by Guru Nanak.”) In addition, a capital “I” has been introduced into this system; and it
refers universally to the compositions of the Indian bhagats included in the Granth Sahib.

     A three-letter anagramatic scheme is used for footnotes. (For example, “MAX,II,41” means “a quotation from
Macauliffe’s  book,  volume 2,  page 41.”)  All  the  footnotes  for  which the Editor\Compiler  is  responsible  are
subjoined with the letter “H.” These references are all keyed to the bibliography, which appears below under the
paragraph headed SOURCE.

     According to Mr. Macauliffe, the hymns of the gurus and bhagats are not arranged in the Granth Sahib   by
author, but according to the 31 rags in which they were composed. However, in the absence of either a facsimile
of the Granth Sahib  , or a knowledge of the numerous languages in which it was originally written, it is impossible
for the Editor\Compiler to ascertain the exact sequence in which these hymns appear. This is because of their
deliberate reorganization by Mr. Macauliffe himself; for, as he put it, many of my old orthodox Sikh friends feared
that if my translation were printed in the order of the original, it would not receive the same respect and attention
in foreign countries as in India, and they accordingly desired that it should be published in some other form. This
desire ... makes it competent to interpose many of the sacred hymns in the lives of the gurus, and thus present my
work  as  much  as  possible  in  narrative  form.  (MAX,I,xvi-xvii)  Similarly,  the  Editor\Compiler  must  rigidly
exclude  any composition not  specifically  identified  as a  Granth Sahib   composition (for  what  he is  doing is
recreating as much of the content of the Granth Sahib   as may be done from the only source available to him in the
only language that he knows).

SOURCE: Macauliffe, Max Arthur (The Sikh Religion: Its Gurus, Sacred Writings and Authors in Six Volumes  ,
S. Chand & Co., Ltd., Ram Nagar, New Delhi, 1985).

*
THE SACRED SCRIPTURE OF THE BAHAI FAITH

*

     By the Canon of Scripture for The Bahai Faith is meant—in conformity with a statement in The Most Holy
Book   (p. 236), and also to similar statements made to me by various staff of the book store at the Temple for
North America in Wilmette, Illinois, which I visited in 1990—to be applied only to the writings of Mirza Husain
Ali [known as Bahaullah, “Splendor (or Glory) of God”], who delivered himself before his death in 1892 of
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works which would fill over a hundred volumes (Faizi, The Bahai Faith: An Introduction  , 1972, 16), and of which
the  following  45  items  are  thought  to  comprise  almost  everything  available  in  the  English  language  as  of
December, 1994, grouped by the editor of this work in such a manner as to render each category a unique item. 

     Except for items 3, 7, 36, 37, and 38, all the listings are actual titles taken from publications footnoted below.
The are divided for convenience into two sections: 1-32,  General Works; and 33-45,  Prayers and Meditations.
They have been numbered by Arabic numerals in the following Table of Contents simply to suggest to the reader
that this is in fact the way in which they would most naturally arrange themselves in the two sections mentioned
above. 

     Wherever possible, the titles  listed below are the titles  that  are printed over the works themselves:  the
Editor\Compiler is responsible only for the headings for numbers 3, 7, 36, 37 and 38. {NOTE: I reorganized the
texts of these works in Volume IV—which was compiled some years later than Volume I—into two main
groups: (1) General Works; and (2) Prayers and Meditations. In the interim between these books, I noticed
for  the  first  time  this  natural  division  between  the  text,  and  so  I  introduced  this  reform  into  the
organization scheme of Volume IV. The Arabic and Roman numerals preserve a record of both systems: in
either record the books themselves are the same. I also brought up to date in Volume IV a final compilation
released by the Universal House of Justice entitled Meditations of the Blessed Beauty: Bahaullah, and the
prayers unique to it were compiled there as “46. Excerpts from Meditations of the Blessed Beauty”. I have
added it to this list so that both inventories will be the same. Reproduced below is the brief introduction I
made in Volume IV concerning the Meditations: 

Just prior to engraving the original CD-ROM in 1994 (which included the sacred scriptures of the Bahai Faith) I received the latest
catalogue of Bahai publications from Wilmette, and among other offerings to the public at large there appeared a beautiful edition of

selected quotations of Bahaullah, interspersed with photographs and entitled Meditations of the Blessed Beauty: Bahaullah
(Nightingale Books, Bahai Publishing Trust, London, 1992). I could not recall this title in any other catalogue, and as it contained

the name of the Bahai Founder, I determined to examine a copy in order to discover whether or not it might contain further
pronouncements which might not already be included in my collection. A perusal of the References at the end of the volume

determined that it was almost entirely a compilation of material hitherto edited above, saving two items compiled from The Bahai
World: (I) two sentences from volume VIII (1938-1940, Wilmette, Illinois: Bahai Publishing Trust, 1942), p. 934; and (II) a single

sentence from volume XIV (1963-1968, Haifa: Universal House of Justice, 1974), frontispiece. I immediately compared these
citations with the Gleanings from the   Lights of Guidance, that remarkable collection of ephemera by Helen Hornby which I had

earlier sifted through page by page for utterances of the Founder of this monotheism) and failed to discover either of them.
Unwilling to trust my memory as to whether or not they are included elsewhere in the titles of this compilation, I offer them below,

edited according to the principles set forth in the Introduction to this book.

     The reader should be aware that since I wrote Volume IV other items have probably been released by
the Universal  House of  Justice  as sacred scripture for the Bah’ai  faith.  This NOTE was  added to the
original text of Volume I by me on the morning of October 3, 2013: H} 

1. I. The Book of Certitude

2. II. The Book of the Covenant

3. III. The Browne Interview\fn{My heading; a composite of two reports, taken from The Bahai Faith: An Introduction   (Gloria
Faizi, 1972, 15-16) and The Proclamation of Bahaullah to the Kings and Leaders of the World   (Universal House of Justice, 1967, v). Faizi's
abstract is dependent on an earlier work by H. M. Bolyazi (Bahaullah, 1963) which was unavailable to me.}

4. IV. Effulgences

5. XXV. Excerpts from Other Tablets\fn{Heading from the table of contents of Writings of Bahaullah: A Compilation   (National
Spiritual Assembly of the Bahais of India, 1986).}

6. V. The Four Valleys

7. VI. Fragments from Lights of Guidance\fn{My heading; the material is gleaned from Lights of Guidance: A Bahai Reference
File   (National Spiritual Assembly of the Bahais of India, 1988).}
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8. VII. Glad Tidings

9. VIII. Gleanings from the Writings  of  Bahaullah\fn{Heading  from the  table  of  contents  of  Writings  of  Bahaullah:  A
Compilation   (National Spiritual Assembly of the Bahais of India, 1986).}

10. IX. The Great Announcement to Mankind\fn{From The Proclamation of Bahaullah   (Universal House of Justice, 1972).}

11. X. The Arabic  Hidden Words\fn{Heading  from the table  of  contents  of  Writings of  Bahaullah:  A Compilation   (National
Spiritual Assembly of the Bahais of India, 1986).}

12. XI. The Persian  Hidden Words\fn{Heading from the table of contents of  Writings of Bahaullah: A Compilation   (National
Spiritual Assembly of the Bahais of India, 1986).}

13. XII. Letter to the Son of the Wolf

14. XIII. The Most Holy Book

15. XIV. Ornaments

16. XV. Questions and Answers\fn{From The Most Holy Book   (Universal House of Justice, 1993).}

17. XVI. Selections from some Tablets of Bahaullah\fn{Heading from the table of contents of  Remembrance of God: A
Selection of Bahai Prayers and Holy Writings   (National Spiritual Assembly of the Bahais of India, 1990).}

18. XVII. The Seven Valleys

19. XVIII. Splendors

20. XIX. Summons to the Kings and Rulers of the World\fn{From  The Proclamation of Bahaullah   (Universal House of
Justice, 1972).}

21. XX. Summons to the World's Religious Leaders\fn{From  The Proclamation of Bahaullah   (Universal House of Justice,
1972).}

22. XXIII. The Tablet of Carmel

23. XXIV. The Tablet to the Christians\fn{From A Study of Bahaullah's Tablet to the Christians   (Michael W. Sours, 1990).}

24. XXVIII. The Tablet of the Land of Ba

25. XXIX. The Tablet of Maqsud

26. XXX. The Tablet of the Proof

27. XXXII. The Tablet to Siyyid Mihdiy-i-Rahaji

28. XXXIII. The Tablet of Vafa

29. XXXV. The Tablet of Wisdom

30. XXXVI. The Tablet of the World

31. XXI. Words of Paradise

32. XXII. Words of Wisdom
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33. XXXI. Excerpts from The Ridvan Tablet\fn{Heading from the table of contents of  Remembrance of God: A Selection of
Bahai Prayers and Holy Writings   (National Spiritual Assembly of the Bahais of India, 1990).}

34. XXXVIII. The Fast\fn{Part of the cycle of prayers for the annual month-long fast, New Years Day, and the seven day period
immediately preceding the month-long fast. The title is found in numerous Bahai publications.}

35. XXVI. The Fire Tablet

36. XXXIX. General Prayers from Bahai Prayers  \fn{My heading. From Bahai Prayers: A Selection of Prayers Revealed by
Bahaullah, the Bab, and Abdul Baha   (National Spiritual Assembly of the Bahais of the United States, 1991). This entry contains only those
prayers unique to this compilation.}

37. XL. General Prayers from  Remembrance of God  \fn{My heading.  From  Remembrance of God: A Selection  of Bahai
Prayers and Holy Writings   (National Spiritual Assembly of the Bahais of India, 1990). This entry contains only those prayers unique to this
compilation.}

38. XLV. General Prayers from Writings of Bahaullah  \fn{My heading. From Writings of Bahaullah  . This entry contains only
those prayers unique to this compilation. (The texts, by the way, of items 34, 35, 39, 40, 41, 42, 44 and 45 in this table of contents were
originally parts of Writings of Bahaullah  .)}

39. XLI. Intercalary Days\fn{Part of the cycle of prayers for the annual month-long fast, New Years Day, and the seven day period
immediately preceding the fast. The title is found in numerous Bahai publications.}

40. XLII. The Long Healing Prayer

41. XLIII. New Day\fn{Part of the cycle of prayers for the annual  month-long fast,  New Years Day, and the seven day period
immediately preceding the month-long fast. The title is found in numerous Bahai publications.}

42. XLIV. Obligatory Prayers\fn{I.e.,  the  Short,  Medium,  and  Long  Obligatory  Prayers  (so-called),  plus  the  Prayer  for  the
Departed, identified as an obligatory prayer in both Bahai Prayers   (p. 40) and in Remembrance of God   (p. 30). Care has been taken to list
only those prayers with either specific titles, or which celebrate some form of holiday the nature of which may be commemorated by all
Bahais throughout the world, irrespective of age.}

43. XXXVII. The Tablet of Ahmed\fn{Part of the cycle of prayers for the annual month-long fast, New Years Day, and the seven
day period immediately preceding the fast. The title is found in numerous Bahai publications.}

44. XXVII. The Tablet of the Holy Mariner

45. XXXIV. The Tablet of the Visitation

46. XLVI. Excerpts from Meditations of the Blessed Beauty

     The Editor/Compiler has also introduced into the text a versification system, for references purposes, in
progressive units of five. The result of this system is that each sentence in each work has been  provided with its
own unique Arabic numeral, and each work has been provided with its unique Roman numeral. This system has
operated successfully for some centuries with the  Received Old Testament,  Received New Testament and the
Qur’an; and a variation of it now exists also for the Granth Sahib, wherein each psalm or poem is provided with
its own unique heading.

A

     This list does not include, contrary to the Encyclopaedia Britannica   (1966 ed., and subsequent editions, vol. II,
p. 1038), the writings of either the Bab (who is considered to be the Forerunner of The Bahai Faith, and who was
shot to death in 1850) or Abdul Baha (the son of Bahaullah, who died in Palestine 1921). The passage in question
is as follows:
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     The  cornerstone  of  Bahai  belief  is  the  conviction  that  the  Bab  and  Bahaullah  are
manifestations  of  God,  who in his  essence  is  unknowable.  The Bab was the forerunner  who
announced  a  greater  one  to  come.  When  Bahullah  proclaimed  himself,  the  Bab's  short
dispensation was fulfilled. The third important figure in Bahaism was Abdul Baha (‘Servant of
the Splendor’), eldest son of Bahaullah and the perfect exemplar and infallible interpreter of his
teachings. The writings and spoken words of these three central figures of the Bahai Faith form
its sacred literature.

     The Bahais I spoke to in the Temple book store at Wilmette, Illinois, were unanimous in their testimony that
only the works of  Bahullah were to  be considered Sacred Scripture,  or  Canonical.  They were aware of the
statement  reproduced  above  from  the  Britannica;  but,  while  retaining  the  honor  of  the  Bab  as  being  the
Forerunner of the Bahai Faith, and the honor of Abdul Baha as the Most Perfect Exemplar of the writings of his
father, they were unanimous in their condemnation of the claims of Divinity in the last sentence of the Britannica
statement above as utterly false when applied either to the Bab or the eldest son of Bahaullah.

B

     The Universal House of Justice is the authoritative source for the translations of the Sacred Texts of this
monotheism. It is located in Haifa, Israel. It appears that their last attempt to gather together a complete collection
of the writings of Bahaullah available in English translation in one book was in December, 1986, in a publication
of the National Spiritual Assembly of the Bahais of India (Writings of Bahaullah: A Compilation), printed at
Thomson Press (India) Ltd., Faridabad, New Delhi; the preface to which I quote below in its entirety:

     Writings of Bahaullah: A Compilation offers, in one single volume, almost all the Writings of
Bahaullah available in English translation. The compilation includes The Seven Valleys and The
Four Valleys, translated by Marzieh Gail in consultation with Ali-Kuli Khan; The Hidden Words,
The  Kitab-i-Iqan,  Passages  from the  Kitab-i-Aqdas,  translated  by  Shogi  Effendi;  Tablets  of
Bahaullah  revealed  after  the  Kitab-i-Aqdas,  compiled  by  the  Research  Department  of  the
Universal  House  of  Justice  and  translated  by  Habab  Tahirzadeh  with  the  assistance  of  a
Committee at the Bahai World Centre; Epistle to the Son of the Wolf, Gleanings from the Writings
of Bahaullah and Prayers and Meditations, translated by Shogi Effendi; The Fire Tablet, The
Long Healing Prayer, translated at the Bahai World Centre; and The Tablet of the Holy Mariner,
translated  by  Shoghi  Effendi.  All  the  revisions  and  corrections  made  in  recent  years  and
approved by the Universal House of Justice have been incorporated in the text of this book. In
the references to the Quran, the surihs have been numbered according to the original, whereas
the verse numbers are those in Rodwell's translation which differ sometimes from those of the
Arabic.

C

     The Editor\Compiler is solely responsible for the development and transcription of this modern English
version of the Bahai Canon of Scripture. It was especially his concern, in the interests of clarity, to do away with
the archaic, antiquated, outmoded, obsolete and largely unused word and word-forms which so thickly cluttered
the  English  versions  of  the  Bahai  materials  which  he  encountered  as  to  render  them stilted,  affected  and
pretentious to any but the most determined seekers after their truths. A minority of these aberrations, of course,
were normal  English wording then in  common use,  as opposed to  what  has been referred to as  the  special
religious language,  Biblicalese; and for those words or expressions, it has been enough simply to replace them
with their modern equivalents.

     That said, howevr, he is not surprised at the use of Biblicalese. Christian piety of the 19 th century was heavily
addicted to this form of English: indeed, much of it was at one time itself normal lingua franca in the English-
speaking world—particularly at the time of the publication of the King James version of the Received Bible
(1611),  excessive pietistic  regard for which has resulted in the perpetuation of its  verbiage well  beyond the
practical lifetime of reasonable comprehension. Traces of it (likewise editorially removed) were to be found in
the English version of the Granth Sahib by Max Macauliffe (himself a Victorian); and this tradition of pietistic
affectation—for  many now,  pietistic  incomprehensibility—was  continued  in  Palmer’s  version  of  the  Qur’an

92



(which, among other things, was why his version was not used in this compilation, but rather the clear and easily
comprehensible modern-English version of Dawood). 

     To the best of his knowledge, this is the first  time such a format has been applied to any of the Bahai
Scriptures; and because this is so, the Editor\Compiler now presents a three-part summary of his editing, as a
visual proof of what he found and how he edited. [In (1) the archaism is in italics, and its modern replacement in
brackets; in (2) all the archaicized words have been listed alphabetically by suffix form, and were made modern
simply by dropping, in most cases, the suffix ending; and in  (3) the affected combinations are listed in italics,
with their modern replacements in brackets.]

(1): ARCHAIC, ANTIQUATED, OUTMODED, OBSOLETE, OR LARGELY UNUSED WORDS

affright (frighten); affrighted (frightened); aforetime (formerly); albeit (although); aright (correctly; “all right” is
meant);  art (are);  aught (anything);  betwixt (between);  beseem (befit);  broider (embroider);  deem (think);  didst
(did);  digged (dug);  doth (does);  dwelt (lived);  epistle (letter);  ere (before);  erelong (before  long);  erewhile
(heretofore);  erstwhile (formerly);  even (evening);  eventide (evening);  fain (rather);  fane (temple);  fealty
(allegiance); forsooth (indeed); froward (habitually disobedient);  gainsay (deny); haply (by chance); hast (have,
had, according to context); hasted (hastened); hath (has, have, had, according to context); howbeit (nevertheless);
inly (thoroughly);  meads (meadows);  meet (proper);  methinks (I think);  mine (my);  mislike (dislike);  monition
(warning);  naught (nothing);  nigh (near,  close);  noise (report);  noisome (unwholesome);  oft (often);  plaint
(protest);  plight (engage);  privily (secretly,  privately);  quaff (drink  deeply);  quit (set  free);  sere (withered);
seeming (apparent,  appearance);  sept (clan);  shalt (shall);  spilt (spilled);  stablish (establish);  stablished
(established);  stead (place);  strait (narrow);  straitened (restricted);  thine (yours);  thou (you);  thy (your);  thyself
(yourself);  twain (two);  verily (truly, certainly);  verity (truth);  vernal (spring);  wast (were);  wert (were);  whoso
(whoever); wilt (will); wont (accustomed, custom); ye (you).

(2): ARCHAIC SUFFIX FORMS: -ETH, -EST, -ST, -ITH

-ETH:  abandoneth,  abhorreth,  abideth,  absolveth,  accepteth,  accrueth,  achieveth,  acknowledgeth,  acteth,
addresseth, admonisheth, adoreth, adorneth, affirmeth, afflicteth, agitateth, aideth, alloweth, altereth, animateth,
announceth, appealeth, appeareth, appertaineth, applieth, apprehendeth, approacheth, ariseth, arriveth, ascendeth,
ascribeth,  asketh,  aspireth,  assaileth,  asserteth,  assigneth,  assisteth,  attacheth,  attaineth,  attempteth,  attracteth,
augumenteth, awaiteth | beameth, beareth, becometh, befalleth, befitteth, begetteth, beggeth, beholdeth, behoveth,
believeth,  belongeth,  beseemeth,  bestoweth,  bestreweth,  betokeneth,  bettereth,  bewaileth,  biddeth,  bindeth,
blazeth, blindeth, blossometh, bloweth, boileth, boweth, breaketh, bringeth, burneth | calleth, carrieth, casteth,
causeth,  celebrateth,  changeth,  chanteth,  cheereth,  cherisheth,  chooseth,  circleth,  citeth,  claimeth,  claveth,
cleanseth,  cleaveth,  clotheth,  cometh,  commandeth,  committeth,  comprehendeth,  concealeth,  concerneth,
concludeth,  condemneth,  conduceth,  conferreth,  confesseth,  conformeth,  connecteth,  consisteth,  consorteth,
consumeth, containeth, contententh, continueth, controlleth, converteth, counselleth, counteth, covereth, craveth,
createth,  crieth,  crowneth  |  dareth,  debarreth,  debaseth,  declareth,  declineth,  dedicateth,  deemeth,  defendeth,
defileth, degradeth, delighteth, demandeth, demonstrateth, denieth, denoteth, dependeth, depriveth, descendeth,
deserveth, desireth, desroyeth, determineth, deterreth, deviateth, devideth, devolveth, devoureth, dieth, differeth,
diffuseth,  directeth,  disbelieveth,  discerneth,  discloseth,  discovereth,  dishonoreth,  disputeth,  distinguisheth,
divesteth,  doeth,  dominateth,  doubteth,  draweth,  dreameth,  drinketh,  dwelleth  |  eateth,  eclipseth,  educateth,
emanateth,  embraceth,  empowereth,  enabeleth,  encompasseth,  endeth,  endureth,  enjoineth,  enjoyeth,
enlighteneth, enricheth, enslaveth, entereth, entreateth, entrusteth, envelopeth, equalleth, escapeth, establisheth,
evidenceth,  exalteth,  exceedeth,  excelleth,  exclaimeth,  excludeth,  exerciseth,  exhorteth,  existeth,  extendeth,
extinguisheth,  extolleth  |  fadeth,  faileth,  falleth,  fashioneth,  feareth,  feedeth,  filleth,  findeth,  fitteth,  fixeth,
flasheth, fleeth, flourisheth, floweth, followeth, forbiddeth, foregoeth, foreshadoweth, forgiveth, fostereth, freeth,
furnisheth | gaineth, gazeth, giveth, gleaneth, glideth, glisteneth, glorifieth, gloweth, goeth, granteth, graspeth,
greeteth,  grieveth,  groaneth,  groweth,  guardeth,  guideth  |  harmeth,  harpeth,  hasteneth,  heareth,  hearkeneth,
heedeth, helpeth, hideth, hindereth, holdeth, hopeth hunteth | illumineth, imparteth, impedeth, impelleth, implieth,
imploreth,  imprinteth,  imputeth,  incarnateth,  inclineth,  increaseth,  indicateth,  induceth,  inflicteth,  informeth,
infuseth,  inhaleth,  injureth,  instilleth,  instructeth,  interposeth,  interpreteth,  interveneth,  invalidateth,  investeth,
invoketh,  irradiateth,  issueth  |  joineth,  journeyeth,  judgeth  |  keepeth,  kindleth,  knitteth,  knocketh,  knoweth  |
lamenteth, lasteth, layeth, leadeth, leaveneth, leaveth, lieth, lifteth, lighteth, likeneth, listeneth, liveth, longeth,
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looketh,  loveth,  lowereth  |  magnifieth,  maintaineth,  maketh,  manifesteth,  marcheth,  marketh,  marvelleth,
mattereth, meaneth, meditateth, meeteth, melteth, mingleth, moaneth, mounteth, moveth | needeth | obscureth,
observeth,  obstructeth,  occupieth,  offereth,  openeth,  ordaineth,  ordereth,  overpowereth,  overruleth,
overshadoweth | panteth, passeth, penetrateth, perceiveth, perisheth, persisteth, pertaineth, pervadeth, pierceth,
placeth, pleadeth, pleaseth, pledgeth, pondereth, possesseth, poureth, praiseth, precedeth, precipitateth, preferreth,
prepareth,  prescribeth,  preserveth,  presumeth,  presupposeth,  prevaileth,  preventeth,  prideth,  proceedeth,
proclaimeth,  profaneth,  proffereth,  profiteth,  promoteth,  proveth,  provideth,  pursueth,  putteth  |  quaffeth,
quencheth,  quickeneth,  quieteth  |  rageth,  raineth,  raiseth,  ravageth,  reacheth,  receiveth,  reciteth,  recognizeth,
recounteth,  referreth,  reflecteth,  refuseth,  regardeth,  reigneth,  rejoiceth,  relateth,  remaineth,  remembereth,
remindeth, removeth, reneweth, representeth, repudiateth, requesteth, requireth, resembleth, resideth, resisteth,
resoundeth, resteth, restraineth, returneth, revealeth, reverteth, reviveth, revolveth, rideth, riseth, rubbeth, ruleth,
runneth | saileth, sayeth, seateth, seeketh, seemeth, seeth, seetheth, seizeth, sendeth, separateth, serveth, setteth,
settleth,  shadoweth,  shaketh,  shameth,  shareth,  sheddeth,  shineth,  showereth,  showeth,  shunneth,  shutteth,
signifieth, smouldereth, soareth, soundeth, speaketh, speedeth, springeth, stalketh, standeth, stealeth, steppeth,
stirreth,  streameth, strengtheneth, stretcheth,  striveth, succoreth,  suffereth,  sufficeth,  summoneth, supplicateth,
supplieth, surgeth, surpasseth, surroundeth, sustaineth, swalloweth, swayeth, swelleth, swimmeth | taketh, tasteth,
teacheth,  testifieth,  threateneth,  throweth,  toucheth,  traineth,  transcendeth,  transmuteth,  traveleth,  traverseth,
treadeth, trembleth, turneth | unfoldeth, uniteth, unlocketh, unlooseth, unveileth, upholdeth, uttereth | vanisheth,
vibrateth, violateth, visiteth, voiceth | wafteth, waiteth, walketh, warbleth, warneth, washeth, wasteth, watcheth,
watereth,  waxeth,  weareth,  weepeth,  welleth,  willeth,  wiseth,  wisheth,  withholdeth,  witnesseth,  wondereth,
worshipeth  |  yearneth,  yieldeth.  -EST:  abandonest,  abhorrest,  appearest,  arisest,  assumest,  attainest  |  bearest,
beholdest, believest, bringest | callest, castest, causest, ceasest, changest, chastisest, cherishest, choosest, comest,
concealest,  conferrest,  consumest  |  dealest,  deemest,  delayest,  deliverest,  deniest,  desirest,  determinest,
disappointest,  disportest,  disputest,  doest,  doubtest,  drawest,  dreamest,  drinkest,  dwellest  |  eatest,  enterest,
exaltest,  exultest  |  feedest,  followest,  forgivest  |  gainsayest,  gatherest,  gavest,  givest,  glorifiest  |  hearest,
hearkenest, holdest | imputest, inclinest, invokest, involvest | knowest | livest, lookest, lovest | mayest, mightest,
movest  | obeyest,  observest,  ordainest,  overshadowest  |  penetratest,  pleasest,  possessest,  praisest,  prescribest,
preservest, pretendest, puttest | refusest, refutest, regardest, rejoicest, revealest, rewardest, riddest, rulest, runnest |
searchest,  seekest,  seest,  sendest,  settest,  sittest,  slayest,  slewest,  smellest,  soarest,  speakest,  standest,  stirrest,
strippest,  sufficest,  summonest,  sustainest  |  takest,  testifiest,  thinkest,  throbbest,  touchest,  turnest  |  utterest  |
walkest, willest, wishest. -ST: amongst | canst, couldst | didst | hadst | revealdst | shouldst | whilst, wouldst. -ITH:
cryith | saith, stiffith.

(3): AFFECTED COMBINATIONS, IN CONTEXT

a tittle (the slightest bit);  abandon not (do not abandon);  abase him not (do not abase him);  abase not (do not
abase); abase thou (abase); abide not (do not abide); abide ye (abide); able not (not able); accuse me not (do not
accuse me); acquired not (did not acquire); act not (do not act); adopt ye (adopt); adorn ye (adorn); advance ye
(advance); afflict thee not (do not afflict you); aid thou (aid); aid ye (aid); aidest not him (do not aid him); albeit
ye (although you);  all  things  else (all  other  things);  allow not (do not  allow);  altereth  not (does  not  alter);
announce  thou (announce);  answer  thou (answer);  appreciate  thou (appreciate);  appreciate  ye (appreciate);
apprehend not (do not apprehend);  apprehend thou (apprehend);  approach them not (do not approach them);
arise thou (arise); arise ye (arise); ascribe not (do not ascribe); ask not (do not ask); ask ye (ask); asketh not (do
not  ask);  assist  thou (assist);  assist  ye (assist);  attainest  not  unto (do not  attain unto);  attributed not (not be
attributed); availed him not (did not avail him); await ye till (wait until) | barter not (do not barter); be not (do not
be);  be not thou (do not  be);  be thou (be);  be ye not (do not  be);  bear thou (bear);  becometh not (does not
become);  befalls  thee not (does not  befall  you);  begetteth not (does not beget);  beheld ye not (have you not
beheld);  behold not  (do not behold);  behold thou (behold);  behold ye (behold);  beholdest thou not (do you not
behold);  behove not (does not behove);  believe not (do not believe);  believe ye (believe);  belittle not (do not
belittle);  beseech  thou (beseech);  beseemed  not (does  not  befit);  beseemeth  not  thy (does  not  befit  your);
beseemeth not to (is not befitting to);  beseemeth thee not (does not befit you); besmirch not (do not besmirch);
betray not (do not betray); bind not (do not bind); bind ye (bind); break not (do not break); breathe not (do not
breathe);  build ye (build);  burden not (do not burden);  burn ye (burn);  busy not thyself (do not busy yourself) |
call thou (call); call ye (call); cancel thou (cancel); canst thou (can you); cast me not away (do not cast me away);
cast me not out (do not cast me out); cast not out (do not cast out); cast them not away (do not cast them away);
caused not (did not cause);  ceased not (did not  cease);  cherish thou (cherish);  choosse not (do not choose);
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choose thou (choose);  claim ye (do you claim);  cleanse thou (cleanse);  cleave thou (cleave);  cleave ye (do you
cleave; cleave); cling thou (cling); cling ye (cling); clung not (did not cling); come ye (come); commit not (do not
commit);  comprehendeth  not (does  not  comprehend);  confirm  thou  me (confirm  me);  consecrate  thou
(consecrate);  consider  them  not (do  not  consider  them);  consider  thou (consider);  consider  ye (consider);
consisteth  not (does  not  consist);  consort  ye (consort);  consume not (do not  consume);  contend not (do not
contend); correct not (do not correct); couldst thou (could you); counselleth you (do you counsel); crieth not out
(does not cry out) | dash not (do not dash); deal not (do not deal); deal thou (deal); deal ye (deal); decked forth
(decked out); debar not (do not debar); declineth not (does not decline); defile it not (do not defile it); delight not
(do not delight); deny her not (do not deny her); deny him not (do not deny him); deny not (do not deny); depend
not (do not depend); deprive it not (do not deprive it); deprive me not (do not deprive me); deprive not (do not
deprive); desire not (do not desire); despair not (do not despair); destroy not (do not destroy); deter not (do not
deter);  deviate not (do not deviate);  did desire (desired);  did shriek and tremble (shrieked and trembled);  didst
abide (abode);  didst adorn (adorned);  didst announce (announced);  didst arise (arose);  didst arouse (aroused);
didst ascribe (ascribed); didst ask (asked); didst attain (attained); didst attire (attired); didst awaken (awakened);
didst  bear (bore);  didst  beautify (beautified);  didst  become (became);  didst  behold (beheld);  didst  believe
(believed); didst bestow (bestowed);  didst bid (bade);  didst breathe (breathed);  didst bring (brought);  didst call
(called);  didst cast (cast);  didst cause (caused); didst choose (chose);  didst clothe (clothed);  didst come (came);
didst command (commanded);  didst comune (communed);  didst create (created);  didst deck forth (decked out);
didst decree (decreed); didst thyself describe (yourself described); didst desire (desired); didst destine (destined);
didst enable (enabled);  didst endow (endowed);  didst endue (endued);  didst enjoin (enjoined);  didst establish
(established); didst exalt (exalted); didst find (found); didst firmly adhere (firmly adhered); didst forbid (forbade);
didst fulfil (fulfilled);  didst gather (gathered);  didst give (gave);  didst glorify (glorified);  didst graciously aid
(graciously  aided);  didst  graciously  remember (graciously  remembered);  didst  grasp (grasped);  didst  guide
(guided);  didst hear (heard);  didst hearken (hearkened);  didst illumine (illumined);  didst immerse (immersed);
didst  impart (imparted);  didst  inscribe (inscribed);  didst  inspire (inspired);  didst  invite (invited);  didst  issue
(issued);  didst keep (kept);  didst kindle (kindled);  didst lie (lay);  didst lift up (lifted up);  didst light (lit);  didst
make (made);  didst  manifeest (manifested);  didst  mention (mentioned);  didst  name (named);  didst  neglect
(neglected); didst ordain (ordained); didst pen (penned); didst prescribe (prescribed); didst preserve (preserved);
didst proclaim (proclaimed); didst profess (professed); didst promise (promised); didst pronounce (pronounced);
didst protect (protected);  didst purpose (purposed);  didst quicken (quickened); didst raise (raised); didst remain
(remained); didst respond (responded); didst reveal (revealed); didst revive (revived); didst rule (ruled); didst say
(said);  didst seek (sought);  didst send (sent);  didst separate (separated);  didst set forth (set forth);  didst shed
(shed);  didst show (showed);  didst single (singled); didst stablished (established);  didst stand (stood);  didst stir
up (stirred up); didst subdue (subdued); didst successively reveal (successively revealed); didst suffer (suffered);
didst summon (sumoned);  didst supplicae (supplicated);  didst sustain (sustained);  didst thou not (did you not);
didst through him uncover (through him uncovered); didst trust (trusted);  didst unloose (unloosed);  didst unveil
(unveiled); didst utter (uttered); didst veil (veiled); didst vision (envisioned); didst vouchsafe (vouchsafed); didst
waken (wakened);  didst weep (wept);  didst will (willed);  didst wish (wished);  didst witness (witnessed);  didst
write (wrote); die ye (die); disappoint him not (do not disappoint him); discern not (do not discern); disclosed it
not (did not disclose it); dispel ye (dispel); dispute not (do not dispute); disputest thou (do you dispute); dissipate
not (do not dissipate); divest me not (do not divest me); divest not (do not divest); do thou (edited out of this text);
dost abase (abase); dost associate (associate); dost consider (consider); dost depart (depart); dost desire (desire);
dost imagine (imagine); dost love (love); dost perceive (perceive); dost permit (permit); dost possess (possesses,
possess);  dost purify (purify);  dost safeguard (safeguard);  dost thou (do you); dost utter (utter);  dost witness
(witness); doth bear (bears); doth behove (it behoves); doth circle (circles); doth continually appear (continually
appears); doth distinguish (distinguishes); doth emulate (emulates); doth expect (expects); doth expect (expects);
doth hear (hears);  doth last (lasts);  doth lead thee (leads you); doth long (long); doth mention (mentions); doth
not (does not); doth possess (possesses); doth testify (testifies); draweth nigh (draw near; draw close); drink thou
(drink);  drink ye (drink);  drive her not away (do not drive her away);  drive them not away (do not drive them
away); dwellest thou (do you dwell) | eat ye (eat); enter thou (enter); enter ye (enter); entered not (did not enter);
entreat thou (entreat); entrust them not (do not entrust them); ere now (hitherto); ere ye (before you); examined
not (did not examine);  except he be (unless he is);  exchangest thou (do you exchange);  exhort thou (exhort);
expect not (do not expect); extinguish not (do not extinguish); exultest thou (do you exult) |  fadeth not (does not
fade); fail not (do not fail); faileth not (does not fail);  fear ye (fear); fear ye not (do you not fear); findeth many a
knowledge (finds much knowledge);  flee not (do not flee);  flee ye (do you flee);  flingest thou thy (do you fling
your);  follow not  (do not follow);  follow ye (follow);  forbade it not (do not  forbid it);  forbear ye (forbear);
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forbiddest thou us (do you forbid us);  forfeit not (do not forfeit);  forget not (do not forget);  for that thou hast
made (that you have made); found not (did not find) | gainsayest thou (do you deny); gather not (do not gather);
gather ye (gather); gave we (we gave); give thou (give); give ye (give); given thee (give to you); glorified art thou
(you are glorified);  glory not (do not glory);  go thou (go);  grant thou (grant);  grieve not (do not grieve); guide
thou (guide);  guides not (does not guide) | hadst thou (had you); haply thou mayest (by chance you may); hast
thou (have you); haste forth (hasten forth); haste ye (hasten); hasten ye (hasten); hath not (does not have); heal
thou (heal); heard it ye ever reported (did you ever hear it reported); heard ye not (did you not hear); hearest and
art (hears and is);  hearken thou  (hearken);  hearken ye (hearken);  heed not (do not heed);  help thou thy (help
your); help ye (help); hinder it not (do not hinder it); hinder them not (do not hinder them); hindered not (did not
hinder); hold not (do not hold); hold thou (hold); hold ye (hold); hope not (do not hope); how dost thou (how do
you);  how farsoever (however far);  how think ye, then, to be (how do you think you will be);  hunt not (do not
hunt) | if thou seest him not (if you do not see him); impede not (do not impede); imputest thou (do you impute);
inhaled not (did not inhale); inquired not (did not inquire); invite thou (invite) |  join not (do not join); judge thou
(judge); judge ye (judge) | keep them not back (do not keep them back); keep thou (keep); keep ye (keep); know it
not (do not know it); know not (do not know); know thou (know); know ye (know) | lament not (do not lament);
lay not (do not lay); lead not (do not lead); leave me not (do not leave me); leave not (do not leave); leave them
not (do not leave them); leave thou (leave); leave ye (leave); let not (do not let); liberate ye (liberate); lift not (do
not lift);  live ye (live);  look not (do not look);  look thou (look);  look ye (look);  loosen not thy (do not loosen
your); lose not (do not lose); loveth not (does not love) | magnify not (do not magnify); magnify thou (magnify);
magnify ye (magnify);  make it not (do not make it);  make thou (make);  make ye (make);  married not (did not
marry); mattered not (does not matter); meanest thou (do you mean); measure not (do not measure); meddle not
(do not meddle); mock not (do not mock); morn and even (morning and evening); move thou (move) | near unto
(close to); neglect us not (do not neglect us); nigh unto (close to); nor see we (nor do we see); nullify not (do not
nullify);  number  me  not (do  not  number  me)  |  obey  ye (obey);  observe  ye (observe);  obstruct  not (do  not
obstruct); oft hath (often has); open them not (do not open them); open thou (open); open ye (open); ordain thou
(ordain); overcloud not (do not overcloud); overstep not (do not overstep) | pay thou (pay); perceive it not (do not
perceive it); perform ye (perform); perish not (does not perish); persevere thou (persevere); pertaineth not (does
not pertain); peruse thou (peruse); peruse ye not (did you not peruse); place not (do not place); place ye (place);
ponder thou (ponder);  ponder ye (ponder);  pray ye (pray); prefer not (do not prefer);  prefer ye (do you prefer);
preferrest thou (do you prefer);  preserve thou (preserve);  preyeth not (does not prey);  pride not (do not pride);
pride ye (do you pride); proclaim ye (proclaim); produce thou (produce); profit thee not (not profit you); promote
ye (promote); pronounce ye (do you pronounce); purge thou (purge); purge ye (purge); put thou (put) | quaffed it
(drunk it deeply); quench it not (do not quench it); quench ye (quench); question it not (do not question it); quit of
(set free from) | read thou (read); read ye (read; do you read); recall thou (recall);  recite thou (recite);  recite ye
(recite); recognize them not (do not recognize them); recognize him not (did not recognize him); refer ye (refer);
refer ye thereunto (refer to that);  reflect thou (reflect);  refuse ye (do you refuse);  regard ye not (do not regard);
regardest thou (regard; do you regard); reject him not (do not reject him); rejoice not (do not rejoice); rejoicest
thou (do you rejoice); rely not (do not rely); remain not (do not remain); remember thou (remember); remember
thou not (do you not remember);  remove not (do not  remove);  rend thou (rend);  render not  (do not render);
render thou (render); repent ye (repent); repose not (do not repose); repudiate not (do not repudiate); resign not
(do not  resign);  resort  ye (resort);  respect  ye (respect);  rest  not (do not  rest);  rest  thou (rest);  restrain  thou
(restrain); return thee (return); returned not (not returned); revile ye not (do not revile); rise ye all against (all rise
against);  roll not up (do not roll up) | sadden him not (do not sadden him);  say thou (say);  seclude not (do not
seclude); see you not (do you not see); seek not (do not seek); seek thou (seek); seek ye (do you seek); seest thou
not (do you not see); seize thou (seize); seize ye (seize); seizeth not (do not seize); select ye (select); set not (do
not set);  shatter not (do not shatter);  shed not (do not shed);  shouldest thou (should you);  shun ye (shun);  shut
thee not out (do not shut you out);  sleepeth not (does not sleep); slip not (not slip);  so to do (to do so); soar ye
(soar);  sorrow not (do not sorrow); sought not (did not seek); sow not (did not sow); spake not (did not speak);
speak not (do not speak); speak thou (speak); speak ye (speak); speakest naught (speak nothing); spoke not (did
not speak);  spread not (did not spread);  stand thou (stand);  stay not (do not stay);  steadfast thou (steadfast);
steppeth not (does not step);  stray not (do not stray);  strengthen thou (strengthen);  strive not (do not strive);
strive thou (strive);  studied not (did not  study);  suffer me not (do not  suffer me);  suffer not (do not  suffer);
surrender not (do not surrender); swell not (do not swell) | take pride not (do not take pride); take thou thy (take
your); take ye (take); tarry not (do not tarry); taste ye (taste); teach thou (teach); teach ye (teach); tear ye (tear);
think not (do not think); think they (do they think); think ye (think; do you think); thinkest thou (do you think);
this thou canst not do (you can not do this);  thou art (you are);  thou beholdest (you behold);  thou deniest (you
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deny); thou desirest (you desire); thou didst enable (you enabled); thou didst read (you read); thou didst profess
(you professed); thou doest (you do); thou dost (you do); thou findest thyself (you find yourself); thou hadst (you
had); thou hast (you have); thou hast none (you have none); thou mayest (you may); thou mightest (you might);
thou observest (you observe);  thou performest it thyself alone (you perform it yourself alone);  thou possesses
(you possess); thou runnest (you run); thou seest (you see); thou sendest (you send); thou shalt (you shall); thou
shouldst (you should);  thou walkest (you walk);  thou wast (you were);  thou wilt (you will);  thou wouldst (you
would); thrust not (do not thrust); thus admonisheth you (thus do you admonish); thus informeth you (thus do you
inform); to suffer me not (to not suffer me); transgress not (do not transgress); tread ye (tread); treat him not (do
not treat him); turn not (do not turn); turn thou (turn); turn ye (turn); turned not (did not turn) | understand not
(do not understand);  utter not (do not utter);  vaunt not thyself  (do not vaunt yourself);  verily speakest the truth
(certainly speaks the truth); verily testifies to the truth (certainly testifies to the truth); verily, the truth (certainly,
the truth); verily utter but the truth (certainly utter but the truth); violate not (do not violate) | wait thou (wait);
wait ye (wait); walk not (do not walk); walk thou (walk); walk ye (walk); war ye (war); warn thou (warn); wash
ye (wash);  waste not (do not waste);  watch ye (watch);  wedded not  (did not wed);  weigh not (do not weigh);
welcomed him not (did not welcome him);  well nigh (nearly);  were ye (were you);  wert thou (were you);  what
doest thou (what are you doing);  what sayest thou (what do you say);  what thinkest thou (what do you think);
whenever ye be (whenever you are); wherfore fear ye (why do you fear); wherefore fearest thou thy (why do you
fear your);  wherefore hast  thou (why have you);  wherefore keep ye afar (why do you keep afar);  wherefore
ponder ye not (why do you not ponder); whilst thou didst lie (while you lay); whilst ye (while you); whither go ye
(where are you going);  whoso accepteth (whoever accepts);  whoso ariseth (whoever arises);  whoso assigneth
(whoever  assigns);  whoso  believeth (whoever  believes);  whoso  claimeth (whoever  claims);  whoso  cometh
(whoever  comes);  whoso  dealeth (whoever  deals);  whoso  disbelieveth (whoever  disbelieves);  whoso  doeth
(whoever does);  whoso faileth bringeth (whoever fails brings);  whoso faileth to quaff (whoever fails to drink
deeply);  whoso findeth (whoever finds);  whoso followeth (whoever follows);  whoso fulfills (whoever fulfills);
whoso hast hasted (whoever has hastened);  whoso hath quaffed (whoever has drunk deeply); whoso hearkeneth
(whoever hearkens); whoso maketh (whoever makes); whoso passeth (whoever passes); whoso reciteth (whoever
recites);  whoso seeketh (whoever  seeks);  whoso turneth (whoever  turns);  whoso will (whoever  will);  whoso
wisheth (whoever wishes); why clothe ye (why do you clothe); why dost thou (why do you); willeth not (will not);
wilt thou (will you); wish not (do not wish); wish ye (wish); withheld him not (not withheld him); withhold not
(do not withhold);  withholding not (not withholding);  wonder not (do not wonder);  work thou (work);  worship
not (do not worship); worship ye (worship); wouldst have not (would not have); wouldst thou (would you) | ye be
not (you are not); ye dispute not idly (you do not idly dispute); ye understand not (you do not understand); yield
thou (yield); you know not (you do not know).  

*

     The Editor\Compiler has been able to discover only two references to the attitude of official Bahai authority
concerning matters of linguistic interpretation. 

1. In 1983, the following brief statement appeared in the preface to the first edition of Lights of Guidance: 

     The inexperienced reader may also question the inconsistencies in spelling and the diacritical
markings throughout the compilation. In accordance with the standard set by the [Universal]
House of Justice, it appears that liberties should not be taken with letters written by or on behalf
of  the Guardian,  nor of  the talks and Tablets of the three Central  Figures  of the Faith.  The
compiler has adhered strictly to this standard and only in two or three instances of glaring errors
is the correct spelling cited in parenthesis. 

2. In 1994, a much longer statement appeared as part of the introduction to The Most Holy Book (pp. 9-11). It
reads as follows: 

     A word should be said about the style of language in which The Most Holy Book has been
rendered into English. Bahaullah enjoyed a superb mastery of Arabic, and preferred to use it in
those Tablets and other Writings where its precision of meaning was particularly appropriate to
the  exposition  of  basic  principle.  Beyond  the  choice  of  language  itself,  however,  the  style
employed is of an exalted and emotive character, immensely compelling, particularly to those
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familiar  with  the  great  literary  tradition  out  of  which  it  arose.  In  taking  up  his  task  of
translation, Shogi Efendi\fn{Who dies in 1957 and, after The Bab, Bahaullah, and Abdul Baha, represents to
adherents of this monotheism the Most Perfect Exemplar of their faith.}  faced the challenge of finding an
English style which would not only faithfully convey the exactness of the text’s  meaning,  but
would also evoke in the reader the spirit of meditative reverence which is a distinguishing feature
of response to the original. The form of expression he selected, reminiscent of the style used by
the  seventeenth-century  translators  of  the  Bible,  captures  the  elevated  mode  of  Bahaullah’s
Arabic, while remaining accessible to the contemporary reader. His translations, moreover, are
illumined by his uniquely inspired understanding of the purport and implications of the originals.
Although both Arabic and English are languages with rich vocabularies and varied modes of
expression, their forms differ widely from one another. The Arabic of The Most Holy Book is
marked by intense concentration and terseness of expression. It is a characteristic of this style
that if a connotation is obvious it should not be explicitly stated. This presents a problem for a
reader whose cultural, religious and literary background is entirely different from that of Arabic.
A literal translation of a passage which is clear in the Arabic could be obscure in English. It
therefore becomes necessary to include in the English translation of such passages that element
of the Arabic sentence which is obviously implicit in the original. At the same time, it is vital to
avoid extrapolating this process to the point where it would add unjustifiably to the original or
limit its meaning. Striking the right balance between beauty and clarity of expression on the one
hand, and literalness on the other, is one of the major issues with which the translators have had
to grapple and which has caused repeated reconsideration of the rendering of certain passages.
Another major issue is the legal implicatioin of certain Arabic terms which have a range of
meanings  different  from those  of  similar  terms  in  English.  Sacred  Scripture  clearly  requires
especial care and faithulness in translation. This is supremely important in the case of a Book of
Laws, where it is vital that the reader not be misled or drawn into fruitless disputation. As had
been foreseen, the translation of The Most Holy Book has been a work of the utmost dificulty,
requiring consultation with experts in many lands. Since some one third of the text had already
been translated by Shogi Effendi, it was necessary to strive for three qualities in the translation
of the remaining passages: accuracy of meaning, beauty of English, and conformity of style with
that used by Shogi Effendi. We are now satisfied that the translation has reached a point where it
represents an acceptable rendering of the orignal. Nevertheless, it will undoubtedly give rise to
questions  and  suggestions  which  may  shed  further  light  on  its  content.  We  are  profoundly
grateful for the assiduous and meticulous labors of the members of the Committees whom we
commissioned  to  prepare  and  review  this  translation  of  the  Book  and  to  compose  the
annotations. We are confident that this first authorized English edition of The Most Holy Book
will enable its readers to obtain at least an inkling of the splendour of the Mother Book of the
Bahai Dispensation. Our world has entered the dark heart of an age of fundamental  change
beyond anything in all of its tumultuous history. Its peoples, of whatever race, nation, or religion,
are being challenged to subordinate all lesser loyalties and limiting identities to their oneness as
citizens of a single planetary homeland. In Bahulla’s words: “The well being of mankind, its
peace and security, are unattainable unless and until its unity is firmly established.” May the
publication of this translation of The Most Holy Book lend a fresh impetus to the realization of
this universal vision, opening vistas of a worldwide regeneration.

     The  Editor\Complier  believes the  following points  of  observation should be made with regard to  such
reasoning.

1. Before all else, every message must communicate its substance. If the printed medium of this communicative
process confronts the reader with what he considers to be linguistic irrelevancy, that reader will in all likelihood
abandon his efforts at comprehension; and if he does so, he may remain forever ignorant of information which
might have had the power to transform his very reason for being. 

2. In any case,  it  is  impossible to  translate  with complete  accuracy any one language into any other.  Some
idiomatic nuance will always be lost in the attempt. Thus, it is impossible to faithfully cover the exactness of the
text’s meaning; such a thing may be approached, but never perfectly done. This is a problem, incidentally, with
the translation of the Qur’an into English; as of now there is really only a single edition of that book into readable
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English—the one made by N. J.  Dawood (ironically, he was born in Baghdad), the first  one in contemporary
English, which was published as a Penguin Classic in 1956, and the one which I transcribed for Internet use in
2000AD
 
3. Those who sought to translate the works of The Glory of God into what they believed to be a form of English
which would evoke in the reader the spirit of meditative reverence in reality imposed between that reader and the
message of their holy man almost 1400 archaic, outmoded, obsolete or largely unused words, suffix endings and
expressions. By no stretch of the imagination may this form of English—which may be generally referred to by
the term “Biblicalese”—be called at the beginning of the 21 st century anything other than affected, pretentious,
condescending, and (for a modern mind) frankly discouraging to the communicative process. Certainly during the
17th century it possessed the power to evoke in the reader the spirit of meditative reverence; I would suggest that
at the present time it is more likely to evoke the spirit of hostile irritation.

4. This is not a problem peculiar to the revelations of The Glory of God. Until the beginning of the 20 th century,
the Sacred Scriptures of the Jewish and Christian faiths were similarly entombed; and the same was true for the
Qur’an until  Dawood’s  modern-English version appeared in 1974.  Fortunately,  the sickness  of  Biblicalese  is
relatively easy to cure simply by pruning it away, or re-translating archaic terminology into modern, revealing the
strong and healthy English translation beneath its stale and outdated  façade. No one would doubt that  Sacred
Scripture clearly requires especial care and faithfulness in translation. If, however, it is possible (as it was for
Dawood in 1956) to render the Arabic of the Qur’an (its mother language) into modern English, it is strange that
the same principles cannot be applied to the Arabic of The Glory of God.

5. Even  if  we  admit  that  Biblicalese  could  capture  the  elevated  mode  of  Bahaullah’s  Arabic,  or  that  the
translations  of  Shogi  Effendi  are  illumined  by  his  uniquely  inspired  understanding  of  the  purport  and
implications  of  the  originals,  the  fact  remains  that,  notwithstanding,  Biblicalese  as  a  serious  language  of
communication at the beginning of the 21st century is for the great masses of mankind a call to listen to and
comprehend in a linguistic format they no longer think in, speak in, or write in as a matter of normal social
intercourse. The Editor\Compiler respectfully suggests that this is a call which, in the present state of the English
translation of the Bahai Scriptures, they might well ignore, whatever the intentions of the Bahai translators to
accuracy of meaning, beauty of English, and conformity of style with that used by Shogi Efendi.

6. Our world has entered the dark heart of an age of fundamental change beyond anything in all of its tumultuous
history. Its peoples, of whatever race, nation, or religion, are being challenged to subordinate all lesser loyalties
and limiting identities to their oneness as citizens of a single planetary homeland. In Bahulla’s words: “The well-
being of mankind, its peace and security, are unattainable unless and until its unity is firmly established.”  In all
humanity, the Editor\Compiler could not agree more. It would be a shame if such a desirable outcome were even
for a moment to be artificially arrested because of avoidable problems in written communication. 

7. It is the purpose of this book to present the reader with the Sacred Scriptures of all five monotheisms in a
language as communicative to a modern audience as possible. The Editor\Compiler does this from a sensibility
unfettered to any spiritual allegiance except to the One God, the delight of his soul, the hope of his salvation. It is
his prayer that he has been successful.

SOURCES: (1) The Bahai Faith: An Introduction (Gloria Faizi, 1972, rev. ed.). (2) Bahai Prayers: A Selection of
Prayers Revealed by Bahaullah, The Bab, and Abdul Baha (National Assembly of the Bahais of the United States,
1991 ed.).  (3)  A Study of Bahaullah's Tablet  To The Christians (Michael  Sours,  Oneworld Publications Ltd.,
Oxford,  1990).  (4)  Inspiring  the  Heart:  Selected  Writings  of  The  Bab,  Bahaullah  and  Abdul  Baha (Bahai
Publishing Trust, London, no date). (5)  The Kitab-i-Aqdas: The Most Holy Book (Universal House of Justice,
Bahai Publications Australia, 1993). (6)  Lights of Guidance: A Bahai Reference File (Helen Hornby, National
Spiritual Assembly of the Bahais of India, 1988, 2nd ed., rev. & enl.). (7) Prayers and Meditations by Bahaullah
(Translated by Shogi Effendi, National Spiritual Assembly of the Bahais of the United States, 8th printing, 1987).
(8)  The Proclamation of Bahaullah to the Kings and Leaders of the World (Universal House of Justice, Bahai
World Centre, Haifa, 1972, 2nd impression). (9)  Remembrance of God: A Selection of Bahai Prayers and Holy
Writings (National Spiritual Assembly of the Bahais of India, 4th rev. ed., 1990). (10) Selected Writings of Ba-
haullah (National Spiritual Assembly of the Bahais of the United States, 1st cloth edition, 1979). (11) Selections
from the Writings of The Bab (Translated by Habib Taherzadeh with the assistance of a Committee, Universal
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House of Justice, Bahai World Centre, Haifa, 1978 reprint). (12)  Will and Testament of Abdul Baha (National
Spiritual Assembly of the Bahais of the United States and Canada, Bahai Publishing Trust, Wilmette, 1944). (13)
Meditations of the Blesssed Beauty: Bahaullah (Bahai Publishing Trust, London, 1992).
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