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INTRODUCT ION.

The problem of John the Baptist'is the problem of his
personality. Was he, as the Evangelists suggest, merely
a Voice in the Wilderness - a Voice which served its purpose
for a very brief space of time in preparing the Way, and
then was rudely silenced leaving scarcely an echo in the
pages of history, or was he a preacher whose ministry lasted
longer and was more independent and of greater consequence
for Christian origins than the Gospels allow? What were
the motives which led him to summon the people to baptism,
and what views did he hold as to the significance of his
baptism? Did he form a band of disciples, intending that
they should carry on his work after his death, or was the
influence of his personality such that his followers, with-
out any warrant from John himéelf, perpetuated his teaching,
and upheld it to the danger of Christianity? Does the pro-~
minent part which he takes in the Mandaean literature poiﬁt
in the same direction, and is the Mandaean Sect itself to
be regarded as a continuing Baptist Sect? Wherein lay the
true significance of the Baptist's ministry? Did he
announce a political programme, or was he purely a moral re-

former? In either case, what was his contribution to the~—
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thought of the time, and his placevin his environment?
Finally, what were the historical relations between Jesus
and John? How far did the former come under the spell of
the personality of the latter? How far, if at all, was
the latter conscious of the role of the former, and in what
way did he prepare the world for Jesus?

In dealing with this problem, certain important facts
should be kept constantly in mind.

(1) The meagreness of the evidence relating to the
Baptist in our sources constitutes a source of danger, in
that the critic is tempted to invent imaginary details about
that figure in an attempt to arrive at greater fulness and
precision. Whatever conjectures, therefore, are made, will
be supported as far as possible by the best available evi-
dence., This is not always possible, however, and in certain
cases, the right is claimed to exercise the historical imag-
ination, the results of which must be judged by their in-
herent probability.

(2) The portrait of the Baptist was drawn more than half
a century after his death. Allowance must be made, there-
fore, for certain modifications which may have crept in -
médirications due partly to the point of view of the narrators
themselves, and partly to fhe developing theology of the
Early Church., It was almost inevitable that the early trad-
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ition should have been coloured by these factors and it is
the task of the critic to determine to what extent this pro-
cess has taken place.

(3) The close contact between Jesus and John very
greatly increases the difficulty of arriving at the exact
significance of the latter, It would be a much easier task
to estimate the significance of any one of the O,T.prophets
on the one hand, or even of Paul on the other, inasmuch as
their histories stand out clear cut, and were not over-
shadowed by that of Jesus. The Evangelists experienced
the same difficulty. Oral and written tradition may have
preserved a considerable smount of material regarding the
Baptist, but very much more about Jesus. The two names would
often be linked together, and the precise significance of
the Baptist may have been somewhat puzzling to the Evangel-
ists themselves. In any case, they were concerned primarily
with Jesus, and, captivated by his personality, unconsciously
left, we may well believe, the Baptist in the shadow. But
to what extent did they do this consciously? This is the
really cruciel point, for behind it lies the true personality
of John the Baptist.

In the elucidation of the problem, the New Testament
evidence is placed first and foremost. It is approached

with all due caution, inasmuch as the Synoptics have no claim
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to being regarded as historical works, in our sense of_ the
term. Their primary object is to proclaim the Good News
about Jesus, and everything else is subordinated to this.
They are composed of popular traditions which emphasise this

fact ol

In the Fourth Gospel 1t is evident that the material
is chosen from an apologetic point of view, and that it
therefore calls for more careful and more cautious examina-
tion. In this connexion it may be stated generally here
that the Synoptics seem to the present writer to contain more
reliable information about the Baptist than the Fourth Gospel,
and thet the most valuable sections in the Synoptics are
undoubtedly the Words of Jesus (Herrnworte) 2 Secondly
comes the extra-canonical evidence. There is a chapter on
the value of this evidence, and where it is found to be re-
liable after critical examination, it is placed alongside the
New Testament evidence. Finally, acknowledgment is due to

previous writers in this field, whose works are mentioned

in the text or in the footnotes.

1. Cf. Dibelius: Die urchristliche Uberliefer von Johannes
dem THufer, p.l, "Writings of this type fbg%ow no histori-
cal purpose in the modern sense: they do not narrate a
life of Jesus: they do not set forth a history of John: they
proclaim the Gospel." On the other hand, the tendency might
be, where they do mention John, to stress unduly his affin-
ities with Jesus.

2. Cf, Dibelius: op.cit., pP.2, "In the original words of Jesus,
there speaks one who had been a contemporary of the Baptist,
one, the purpose of whose life was closely connected with
that of John's, His sayings, then, where authenticity is
certain, are better sources for the history of John, than
those, composed by the Evangelists from the point of view of
the early Christian community."
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This work does not claim to give, except in the recon-
struction and summary at the end, a chronological sequence
of events, or in other words, a history of John the Baptist,
Interest is centred more upon his personality, in the widest
sense of the word, and upon his significance for Christian
origins. However, as the historical relations between Jesus
and John must be considered, it is advisable to discuss the
time of the Baptist's birth, ministry, and death, in order
that Jesus and John may be viewed in their true perspective,

The material is presented in the following form and
order. In Chapter I the value of the external evidence is
discussed, particularly the evidence of Josephus and the

Slavonic Fragments, and an effort is made to decide how far

it may be allowed weight in the solving of the problem. In
Chapter II the éhronology of John the Baptist is dealt with,
and in Chapters III, IV, and V the baptism, the disciples,
and the ministry of the Baptist are considered respectively
for the light which they throw upon his significance. In
Chapter VI the relations of Jesus and John are estimated.
Finally conclusions are drawn, and a short reconstruction of
the history of John the Baptist is given.

An endeavour has been made throughout to paint‘a pen-~
portrait of the Baptist, as he lived, baptised and ministered,

as accurately and as dispassionately as possible, & portrait,



6.

undistorted on the one hand by extreme conservatism of
outlook, and on the other, by a radicalism which deems the

Gospels to be no more than "a naive and touching legend".l

1, Eisler: The Messiah Jesus and John the Baptist, English
Ed., p.92. -
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CHAPTER I
THE VALUE OF THE EXTRA-CANONICAL EVIDENCE

A. The Evidence of Josephus.

Any attempt to estimate the significance of John the
Baptist must take into account the evidence of Josephus and
any attempt to evaluate his evidence will be largely based
on whatever view is taken as to the reliability of Josephus
as a historian. Another factor, too, should be taken into
consideration, It should be ascertained whether the histor-
iant's statement on the Baptist has been worked over by a
Christian censor, who has obscured and altered Josephus' own
opinion, in order to bring the portrait of the Baptist into
harmony with the traditional portrait.

Josephus was born in Jerusalem in the year of the acces-
sion of the Emperor Caligula (37-38 A.D.). His father's
name was Matthias and his mother, he tells us, belonged to

1 At the early age of

the aristocratic Asamonaean family.
fourteen he was consulted by the Rabbis on points of law, and
he makes it clear that his talents surpassed those of the
ordinary run of men. At the age of sixteen he started his
University training and after a careful study of the tenets

of the Essenes, the Pharisees and the Sadducees, followed by

1. Loeb Josephus, I, p.2.



three rigorous years of ascetic life in the wilderness as
a diseciple of the Essene Bannus, he returned to Jerusalem
and attached himself to the Pharisaic party, traces of
whose doctihes are to be found in plenty of his works.
Desirous of pursuing a practical rather than a purely theor-
etical career, he was at pains to supplement his Aramaic
mother-tongue with a knowledge of Greek, and in 64 A.D, he
visited Rome ostensibly to procure the release of some
Jewish priests, but actually to sedure an appointment from
the Emperor. He succeeded in enlisting the favour of
Poppaea, the Emperor's wife, and apparently greatly impressed
the authorities by his wealth of learning.l Up to this
point, probably, Josephus had the interests of his country-
men at heart. Dazzled, however, by the splendour and
might of Rome, he gradually ceme to perceive how hopeless
Jewish resistance to Rome would be. His return to Jerusa-
lem coincided with the outbreak of the Jewish war of inde-
pendence, and from this time it seems that Josephus threw
in his lot with whichever side was winning. It is not un-
likely that Josephus was a Zealot at first, because he was
apparently given either supreme command, or an important

commission in Galilee by the revolutionary committee, though

l. Loeb Josephus, I, p.9.
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the accounts of thls period of life are not quite clear.1

He had little administrative ability and the double role
which he was now playing soon awakened the suspicions both
~of his own countrymen and of the Romens. On June 8th,

67 A.D., he was besieged by Vespasian's army in Jotapata,
and taken prisoner after forty-seven days' siege. His life
was spared because, as he tells us, he flattered Vespasian
by prophesying that he, Vespasian, and his son, Titus,

would be Emperors., It seems more likely, however, that

the real reason for this act of clemency was, as Eisler
thinks, the fact that he had remained in touch all along
with the Roman intelligence department.z From this time
his progress was rapid., He was given a gift of estates in
Palestine, taken to Rome, and granted a place in the‘Imperial
household, but happy, in all this, he could scarcely have
been., He tells us that he was now between two fires, sus-
pected of treachery by the Romans, and hated with peculiar
intensity by the Jews. The date of his death is uncertain,
but he outlived Agrippa II, who, according to Photius, died
in 100 A,D..

"1, Vita, 14.(77). Compare this with B,J. 1i.20.4. (568).
The divergence in the accounts is due to the fact that
the B.,J. was written under Roman patronage while the
Vita was an apologia in face of Jewish accusation.

2. Op.cit., p.26.
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It is difficult to form a just estimate of the charac-
ter of Josephus. Undoubtedly there were traits in it
which cannot be admired, his boasting, his indecision, his
obsequiousness. But allowance must be made for the c¢ir-
cumstances in which he found himself. Like others he
surrendered to the lure of Imperial favour, yet, no doubt,
he was right in his conviction that resistance to Rome was
futile. The feeling remains that he did, indeed, retain to
the last a certain yearning for his countrymen and that his
bitter description of his lot is really genuine. Thackeray,l
however, perhaps goes too far in singing his praises, while
Eisler paints altogether too cruel and vindictive a portrait
of the historian, referring to him as an 'ambitious bureau-
crat', a 'young scape-grace', and even as 'an old sinner and
sooundrel'.2

How far can the evidence of Josephus be trusted? Cer-

tainly it must be taken in some cases cum grano salis. Yet

it is tolerably certain that wherever Josephus' own personal
attitude and behaviour are not in question, his evidence may
be regarded asvbf very definite worth. He had access to
the official reports of the Emperors, and derived much of
his material from Nicolaus of Damascus who lived in the time

of Herod and Augustus and wrote a Universal History in 144

1

1, Josephus, The Man and the Historian.
2. Op.cit., passim.
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books. "He should be carefully studied", writqg Foakes
Jackson, "before he is condemned, or refused his place as
the great historian of Judaism, and an invaluable contri-
butor to our knowledge of antiquity."l On the other hand,
it is unlikely that he would offend the Emperor to whom

he owed his position, and the inference undoubtedly is that
references to Christianity would require cautious handling.

The famous Testimonium® has almost certainly been worked

over to a certain extent, at least, by a Christian hand,
and it must be determined whether the passage dealing with
John the Baptist has been similarly interpolated.3
Consideration, however, must first be given to a very
pointed argument, supporting, it is held,4 a Christian
censorship of the text of Josephus so extensive and thorough-
going in character as practically to clinch the spurious
nature of the rest of the extant evidence in its present
form, viz., the silence of Josephus regarding John the
Baptist and Jesus in his earlier work known as the Jewish

war issued between 75 and 79 A.D.5

l. Josephus and the Jews, p.xvi. 2. Antig.xviii.3.3.(63ff.)

3. Antig.xviitn5.2.(116ff. ). 4, Eisler: op.cit., pp.63ff.

S. "The title by which the author refers to_his work is 'Con-
cerning the Jewish War' (Tleei To0 Tosdaikod Tlodéprou ., Vita
412, Antig.xx.258, cf.xviij.ll) .... The expanded form,
"Toobaikod MoMuoy TedS Pwpioys, — found at the head of the
first two books in Niese's principal MS, P, may, it has
been suggested, be an attempt of the author to neutralise
the offensive character of the former superscription. But
the majority of the MSS, employ another title, ®*Concerning
(the) Capture® (Tleel YAW6EWS ) e.... The short title is
one which the author may well have employed himself."
Thackeray; Loeb Josephus II, pp.vii-viii.
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The difficulty cannot be satisfactorily overcome by
supposing that in the interval between the composition of
the Jewish War and the Antiquities (94 A.D.), Josephus had

become acquainted with the Gospels of Mark and Matthew, and
had heard from them of Jesus for the first time. Such is
the opinion of Renan; who believes that the Gospels have
magnified out of all due proportion the circumstances of
the life and death of Jesus, and that these were, by com-
parison with other events of the times, really insignificant
in contemporary eyes. Dibeliusz supposed the omission to
be due to the lowly social position of Jesus and his follow-
ers, but this opinion too, seems scarcely satisfactory. In
view of this, is it possible only to adopt‘Eisler's theory
of deliberate and very sweeping Christian censorship? There
is still another possibility which, so far as the present

writer is aware, has hitherto escaped attention.

The Jewish War was issued in its Greek form between

75 A.D, and 79 A.,D,, only a few years after Nero's dread
edict against the Christians occasioned by the great fire
in Rome in 64 A.D.. Tertullian remarks of this edict:

Permansit erasis omnibus hoe¢ solum institutum Neronian.um.5

"Phis edict alone remained valid when all the other ediects

l. La Vie de Jésus, p.388.

2. Theologische Blltter, 6, 1927, pp.213ff., Cited by Eisler:
OEoC t., p.640
3. Ad Nationes, 1:7.
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of Nero were cancelled"(on his death). Now the tactful
historian, writing with this comparatively recent threat

in mind, would sdrely deem it better to pass over in silence
" the history of the Founder of Christianity and also that of
John the Baptist who was so closely associated with him,

The memory of all the horrors which attended the persecution
of Nero would not altogether have so quickly vanished, and
it is only natural to suppose that Josephus would consider
it edvisable, in his own interests,at least, if not in the
Christians', to avoid any reference to these historical

| figures. By 93-94 A,D,.,, however, thirty years after the
event, the keenness of the past horrors would have been
blunted. The Christians had enjoyed peace, precarious
though it was, under Vespasian and Titus, and as yet, Domit-
ian, however touchy and suspicious, had not actually raised
his hand against them. Josephus, then, may well have felt
that a short account of Jesus and the Baptist would not be
out of place in his Antiquities., He may have felt that he

could risk such an account then, for was not Christianity a

'religio licita', and in any case the Antiguities would

appear incomplete in the eyes of his public without reference

to the most prominent figures connected with Christianity.l

l. If the Jewish War was issued in its fingl form in 96 A.D.,
(so Eisler: op.cit., and Laqueur: Der judische Historiker
Flavius Josephus}, which does not, however, seem probable,

he Tenewal of persecution by Domitian in 95 A.D. would

account for the further omission of any reference to Jesus
and John in the final edition!
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The fact that Josephus does not think it necessary. "to
impose upon himself the slightest reserve, when he comes
to speak of the other Messiahs of this troublesome period"l
is easily explicable. The persecution of Nero was directed
against a sect which had outlived its Founder, a sect whose
membership was increasing daily. Silence in theilr case
was tactful, but what need to be silent about these other
Messiahs whose uprisings had been quickly exploded, and of
whose followers there remained but little trace after the
death of their leaders? Perhaps the silence of Josephus
in the Jewish War may be more feasibly explained along these
lines, than by supposing it to be due to a Christian censor-
ship so radical and wholesale as Eisler proposes.

It would appear, then, that as any preconceived idea

of a Christian censorship on a grand scale may be confidently

dismissed, the Baptist passage in the Antiquities may now

be examined to determine whether it has entirely escaped the
censor's pen. The passage may be rendered as follows:z
"But some of the Jews thought that the destruction of
Herod's army was the work of God, who thus exacted a very
Just retribution for John, surnamed, the Baptist. For Herod
slew him, a good man, who bade the Jews practise virtue,
both by acting justly towards one another, and piously to-

1. Eisler: op.cit., p.68.
2. Antigo XViii.scz. (lleffb) *
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wards God, and to assemble for baptism. For immersion,

he held, was acceptable to God, if employed, not for the
begging off of certain sins, but for the purification of
the body, when the soul had been previously cleansed by
righteousness. Now, when people flocked to him - for they
were greatly pleased (ﬁ?%h7€RV')l by hearing his words -
Herod, fearing that his great persuasive powers with men
might cause some kind of revolt, (for the people seemed ready
to do anything he advised), deemed it far better to fore-
stall and kill him before some sedition arose through him,
rather than rue his delay when plunged into the turmoil of
such an uprising. And so, through Herod's suspicion, John
was sent as a prisoner to Macheerus, the aforementioned
fortress, and there slain,. The Jews therefore thought that
the destruction of Herod's army was the penalty inflicted

on him to avenge John, God being wroth with Herod."

The notice is remarkably concise and sober, and ex-
tremely favourable to John the Baptist. Schlirer writes,
"Suspiclon is awakened by the favourable estimate of John,
who could have been regarded with sympathy by Josephus only
on one side, as an ascetic and a preacher of morality, but
not as a prophet of the Coming Messiah, who powerfully moved

the People...."a - this in view of Josephus' position as

1, So Niese, with some MSS. of Eusebius: but ell other MSS.
havelﬁf9q¢uv = "they were (greatly) elated".

2. A Histo§§ of the Jewish People in the Time of Jesus Christ:
sy Vol.1i, p.25, note 24,
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court historian, and his conviction of the hopelessness

of resisting the Roman might. Eisler, too, takes the
same line, and believes that a Christian hand has been at
work in the phrases underlined.l Thus, "a very just re-
tribution™ is to be regarded as a pathetic exclamation of
assent on the part of a Christian sympathiser with Jesus
and John. Instead of "a good man® a "wild man" stood in
the original - a change effected by the alteration of only
two letters &YKHéV,7 gyelo\/ « The significance of John's
baptism has been deliberately altered to its disadvantage
by the transposition of "not for" and "but forY. The true
text should run,"For immersion, he held, was.acceptable to
God, if employed for the begging off of certain sins, and
not for the purification of the body." For the expression
"When people (Tév'ZAhuh/) flocked to him", "when the masses
(TQOv ToAMNOV ) flocked to him" should be read. Instead of
"they were greatly pleased at listening to his words", the
original was "they were greatly elated by hearing him"
(effected by changing ¢ to § ). Finally, instead of "the
Jews" in the last sentence, "some of the Jews" was what
Josephus really wrote, not implying tjat the Jews as a body
Tegarded the destruction of Herod's army as an act of God,

but given this significance by the sympathetic interpolator.

P

1, Op.cit., pp.246-250.
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Ingenious as these suggestions may‘be; they seem to
be quite unconvincing. The change from "pleased! to
“elated” is doubtless correct, but this was merely a variant
reading in the MSS due to a scribal error, and need not in-
dicate Christian censorship. Therelwas certainly nothing
in the Baptist's preaching, as will be seen,l calculated to
give pleasure: it was much more likely to M"elate” in the
sense of ®to stir" or %to excite®, whether or no it was
actually designed to do so. TwV Zl'va is quite intellig-
ible as denoting "people in general" and is not infrequently
employed loosely by Greek writers in this sense. There re-
main the alleged alteration of the significance of John's
baptism, which is not of immediate interest here, and the
Statements that John was a "good man", and that Herod's
punishment by God appeared to "the Jews® as a body ®ver ust v,

Now, from all this, one point clearly emerges. Had a
Christian censor been at work on this passage he would cer=-
tainly have done his work more thoroughly and betrayed him-
self more unmistakably. The fact that the passage "omits
the distinotive emphasis upon the Messianic teaching of John"2
welghs very strongly against the view of Christian manipu-
lation. Agein, although Josephus calls John "a £ood man"
despite his apparently being the means of stirring up some kind

1. Chapter V, The Ministry of John the Baptist, pp.2b0ff.

2. Macgregor and Purdy: Jew and Greek: Tutors unto Christ,
p.lls. .




18.

of likely revolution, this is not really so surprising as
it might at first appear when considered in its correct
hiétorical setting, True, if the passage were to be under-
stood as meaning that John was actively stirring up a re-
bellion against the Romans, the words could not possibly
have come from the pen of Josephus, and Sehlrer's objection
would hold good. But there is nothing in the notice to
indicate that Josephus is here alluding to the Roman author-
ities specifically. He is having a tilt at Herod Antipas.
Now, in the Jewish War, Josephus displays, it is true, a
very favourable attitude to the Herodian femily, but in the
Antiquities it is noticeable that this attitude has com-
Pletely changed,1 and that on more than one occasion he
Severely censures members of the Herodian family, describing
their atrocities in the most outspoken manner. It is very
possible, then, that in the Baptist passage, we have a re-
flection of that change of attitude, and that Josephus is
boldly pointing out that as a result of John's activity,
the people were stirred up against the crimes and infamies
of one of the more notorious of the Herods, Herod Antipas.
Such an attitude on the historian's part would scarcely
brejudice his position as court-historian. The Emperor

generally demanded that administration in territories

l. C©Cf. Thackeray: op.cit., D.53.



19,

directly or indirectly under his rule should be just and
fair, and from the time of Augustus the provincials were
~m.uch less likely to suffer from the mal-administration of

an unscrupulous governor than before. The governors them-
selves were carefully chosén. "They could be withdrawn
from an Imperial province at any time if the Emperor so
desired, and rarely governed a Senatorial province for ﬁore
than a year, The machinery for bringing complaints to

Rome was greatly improved and a successful prosecution for
‘repetundae' would ruin a man's career."l The relations
between the Emperors and the Herods, their none-too-willing
representatives, illustrate this principle. Archelaus, for
instance, was baﬁished in 6 A,D, for incompetent administra-
tion and his province given to an Imperial procurator. Herod
Antipas, it is true, merited at first the praise of Tiberius
for his administrative.ability, but subsequently lost favbur,
and was banished fram his dominions in 39-40 A.D. on a
charge of plotting against the Emperor. For the most part
Antipas seems to have been herd, mercenary, and sensuous, and
Josephus, though silent about this, out of deference, no
doubt, to his patron Agrippa, does not hide the fact that
John was indeed “"a good man", and that Herod's punishment

appeared to the Jews as a body "very just". He had nothing

1. Cambridge Ancient History, vol.x, p.l92.
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to lose by telling the truth in this matter, at least,
and the passage as it stands very probably contains Jose-
phus' original and unaltered opinions.l

The‘evidence of Josephus on John the Baptist appears,
- then, to be genuine as it stands. It is clear, however,
that we have not got the whole portrait. His silence as
to the Messianic setivity of John is nevertheless readily
understandable as due to the historian's desire to give no
offence to his Graeco-~-Roman readers, and is entirely in
line with his customary silence on that point. The evidence
of Josephus conflicts with the Gospel evidence according to
which the Baptism of John had a moral and not a purificatory
significance, and apparently also in attributing the death of
John to poliﬁical reasons. These matters will be considered
in subsequent chapters in their natural place,z but for the
sake of clarity and completeness it may be stated here that
the view i#taken (a) that Josephus was mistaken in believing
that John's baptism was simply for bodily purification and
(b) that he was right in attributing the Baptist's death to

pPolitical reasons, although these arose indirectly and un-

l. An sdditional point is that Josephus emphasizes that John
was a preacher of virtue, Throughout his history he is at
pains to show that Judaism could boast of many such moral-
istic preachers. In virtue of this, the designation of
"A good man" is very appropriate.

2. The evidence re. baptism in Chapter III; the evidence re,
Political significance in Chapter V.
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designedly. On this point the Gospel evidence and Jose-
phus need not be regarded as irreconcilable but rather as

supplementary to each other.l

B. The Evidence of the Slavonic Fragments.

If the evidence just examined is read in conjunction

with the Baptist passage in the Slavonic Fragments, and if

these Fragments can be regarded as a genuine statement of
Josephus, they would powerfully alter, it would seem, the
traditional picture of John the Baptist, as may be seen from
the following extracts:-

(a) "Now at that time there walked among the Jews a man
in wondrous garb, for he had stuck on to his body animals'
hair wherever it was not covered by his own, But in coun-
tenance he was like a savage. This man came to the Jews
and allured them to freedom saying,'God hath sent me to shew
you the way of the law, by which ye shall be freed fram many
tyrants. And no mortal shall rule over you but only the
Highest who sent me'. And when the people heard that, they
were glad. And he did nothing else to them save that he
dipped them in the stream of the Jordan and let them go,
warning them that they should renounce evil deeds. So would

they be given a King who would free them and subject all who

l. Such also is the opinion of Dibelius: op.cit., p;124;

|
Heitmlller: R.®.6., I, iii, p.590; Klausner: Jesus of |
Nazareth, p.'zzL“o. e ’ —_— |
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are insubordinate, but he himself would be subjected to
none. At his words, some mocked, but others put faith

in him. And when he was brought to Archelaus and the
learned doctors of the law had assembled, they asked him
who he was, and where he had been till then., And he ans-~
wered and said, 'I am a man; as such has the Spirit of God
called me, and I live on bulrushes and roots and wood=-
shavings,.' But when they threatened to torture him if

he d4id not desist from these words and deeds, he said, 'It
is meet rather for you to desist from your shameful works
and to submit to the Lord your God.' And Simon, a scribe,.
arose in wrath, and said, 'We read the divine books every
day. But thou, only now come like a wild beast from the
woods, durst thou teach us and lead the multitudes astray
with thy accursed speeches?' And he flung himself forward
to rend his body. But he said in reproach to them 'I will
not reveal to you the secret which is among you, because
you desired it not. For this cause has unspeakable misfor-
tune befallen you ané for your own doing.' And when he had
- thus spoken he went away to the other side of Jordan, And
since no man durst hinder him, he did as he had done befors.
Archelaus, however, ever since he had taken possession of
his ethnarchy, mindful of the emmity of the Jews, harassed

them with intolerable oppression, likewise also the Samaritané?

}
|
l. Trans.taken from Eisler: The Messiah Jesus, Dp.224ff;
¢f. Thackeray: Loeb Josephus TLI, pp.644ff.,
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(b)“While Philip was in power, he saw a dream in which
an eagle plucked out both his eyes. And he called all his
wise men together. When some had explained the dream in
this menner, and some in that, there came to him suddenly
without being called that man of whom we have written above,
how he went about (clothed) in animals® hair and cleansed
the people in the waters of the Jordan. And he spoke: ¥Hear
thé word of the Lord: +the dream which thou hast seen: the
eagle is thy venality, for that bird is brutal and rapacious.
And this sin shall take away thine eyes, which are thy
dominion and thy wife.» And when he had thus spoken, Philip
expired before the evening, and his dominion was given to
Agrippa. And his wife was taken by Herod his brother., Be-
cause of her, all law-abiding people abhorred him, but they
durst not accuse him to his face. But only that man wham
we have called a wild man, came to him in wrath and spoke:
“Because thou hast taken thy brother's wife, thou trans-
gressor of the law, even as thy brother has died a merciless
death, so also shalt thou be cut off by the heavenly sickle.
For the divine decree will not be silenced, but will destroy
thee through sore afflictions in other lands; because thou
art not raising up seed to thy brother, but satisfying
Tleshly lusts and committing adultery, since he has left
children, But Herod when he heard that was wroth, and
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ordered him to be beaten and driven away. But.-he, where-
soever he found Herod, never ceased to accuse him, until
Herod grew furious and ordered him to be slain, Now his
(John's) nature was strange and his ways were not human,
For even as a fleshless spirit, so lived this man, His
mouth knew no bread not even at the passover feast did he
taste of the unleavened bread, saying: €4n remembrance of
God who redeemed the people from bondage 1s this given to
eat, and for the flight only since the journey was in haste,”
But wine and strong drink he would not so much as allow to
be brought nigh him. And he loathed (to eat) any animal,
And every act of injustice he exposed. And wood-shavings
served for his needs.¥%

The impression created by these extracts, particularly
the first, is undoubtedly that John was something more than
an innocuous preacher of morals. The words "No mortal shall
rule over you", "ye shall be freed from many tyrants®, "they
would be given a king who would free them", seem to be of
quite definite political import. J.W;Jackz believes that
these expressions need not suggest any political activity
on John's part but that they are capable of being inter-
preted in a moral and spiritual way. Thus "no mortal shall
rule over you" and "they would be given a King who would

l. Eisler: op.cit., Pp.229ff,
2. The Historic Christ, pp.115ff.
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free them"™ are entirely in line with the theocratic objec-'
tive of John's ministry, as reported in the New Testament.
Similarly, "freedom from many tyrants", he explains as
meaning "freedom from the tyranny of evil". It is not
altogether impossible to interpret the passages in this
way, but certainly, it does not seem to be very natural,
and Eisler is perhaps right in so far as he understands the
words as being of political rather than of moral signifi-
cance. Relying on this evidence, however, he proceeds to
manipulate the text, and after a bewildering series of ex-
cisions and corrections, coupled with an amazing twisting
of the Gospel texts, often carried out in the most arbitrary
fashion, he produces the following theory regarding John the
Baptist and Jesus, based on his corrected text.

"A rabbi is reported as working spectacular cures on
the Mount of Olives: +the mob gathers round him and plans a
Messianic rising in which Jesus is to figure as God's
Anointed, the liberator-king. When the hierarchy and through
them Pilate, hear of it, a military attack is made on the
crowd on the Mount of Olives, just as was made by Felix a
number of years later. But whereas, then, the pseudo-
Messiah disappeared in the erowd never to be seen again,
Jesus is arrested, brought up for judgment, and the plot,

having thus been frustrated, crucified for the mere weakness
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of having consented to the plot, just as Theudas was taken

alive, and without trial beheaded, or hewn in pieces."l

Jesus, then, according to Eisler, was merely a political

rebel, a leader of a band of revolutionaries seeking Jewish
independence, and guilty of high treason. John the Baptist,
like Jesus, was also a political rebel. He was Feldgeist-
licher or field-chaplain of the revolutionaries from the
time of Archelaus, and filled with the desire to be freed
from many tyrants, bound his followers by a 'sacramentum
militare' or military oath which took the form of a special
lustral rite.z Brought before the Sanhedrin, he declared
himself, Eisler assures us, to be the M.essiah5 and was
allowed at length to return to the desert. Far from ceas-
ing his political activity, he redoubled his efforts, preach-
ing that the Messianic liberator-king was at hand. A fresh
revolt was planned and 'those on the war-pa\'ch'4 consulted
John as to what they were to do. The revolt was suppressed
and John returned to the desert "causing consternation with
his ever and anon repeated announcement of the coming terror
of the last days, now and then baptising newly won fighters

for the last Messianic war."5 At this point Jesus resorted

to John. At first his attitude was one of quietism, but on

l. The Messiah Jesus, pp.458-459.
2, 1d., p.270,
3. "Enash'ana, (Hebrew 'Enosh 'ani), *I am a man®, i.e., "the
ﬁeborn Enosh foretold in Daniel's vision (7:155, i.e. the
essiah." ZEisler: op.cit. «232,
4, Lko 3: 14. » P
5. Eisler: op.cit., p.567.
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the failure of this policy, first an exodus, and then a
revolt were planned, with the disastrous results already
described. Finally in 35 A,D, John emerged once more from
the deserts to denounce the unlawful marriage of Antipas,
and to continue his political activities, but this time he
was arrested and executed.

In view of all this, and of the severe judgment which

1
other scholars have passed on Eisler's critical methods, the

Slavonic Fragments must be examined to determine what claims
they have to be ranked as trustworthy evidence. |
These Fragments, Zusitze, or Additions, on John the

Baptist and Jesus appear in the Slavonic Version of Josephus'

Jewish War. Some of them were published in Russian as early

as 1866 by Popov, and others in 1879 by Sreznevski, They

were brought to the notice of Western scholars in 1893 by

Bonwetsch, and critically exemined by Berendts in 1906.2 He

believed that they were based on an Aramaic edition of the

l. Goguel: Au Seuil de 1'ﬁvaggile, Jean-Baptiste, p.299, "There
is in Eislerfs critical method some ng so violent and
arbitrary as almost to rule out any sensible discussion."”
Cf. G.H.C.Macgregor: Expository Times, May, 1935, pPp.355ff;
Lagrenge: Revue Bibligue, zxx%%. lJan.lgso}, PP.29=46
(espec. pp.33-39); Goguel: Revue Historique, clxii, z1929);
Windisch: Neue Jahrblicher flir Wissensoert und Jugendbildung,
vii., (19317, pp.289-307; J.M.Creed: Hﬁrv.THeoI.ﬁev., XXV,
(Oct.1932), pp.277-319.

2+ Die Zeugnisse vom Christentum im slavischer 'De Bello Jud-
aico' des Josephus, Texte und Untersuchungen, New Series,

14, 1906.
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Jewish War, which preceded the Greek editionl and that they

were intentionally suppressed to avoid giving offence to
2 3
the Romans in the latter. Schiirer and Bauer refuted the

theories of Berendts, maintaining that the Slavonic Fragments

were completely unauthentic. Apart from the highly con-
jectural theory of Goethals, to which Goguel draws attention?

according to which the Slavonic Fragments are drawn from the

Souvenirs of Hegesippus, nothing further of consequence ap-
peared till 1925, when Eisler in a lecture delivered to the
German Philological Congress at Erlangen re-affirmed his
belief in the authenticity of the Slavonic Fragments and

made them the basis for his remarkeble theories later pub-

lished in The Messiah Jesus and other works. Since an

admirable refutation of these theories has already been pub-

lished by J.W.Jacks, it is necessary to notice only the

Ssalient: points here.

Eisler's first theory was that the Slavonic Fragments

were a direct translation, with certain Christian retouches

l. In the Greek edition, 4, 1l.1l.(3)., Josephus states that he
had written the Jewish War t4] watei®w , (presumably Aremaic,
but possibly Hebrew) for the' benefit of Tdig dVw 49/3490:5
i.e. the Semitic Eastern peoples.

2. Theol,Literaturzeitung, 1906, coll.262-266.

3. Das Leben Jesu im Zeitalter der neutestamentlichen Apokry-
Phen, p.198, "That they come from the pen of Josephus, as
they purport to, is quite impossible! They bear only too
clearly the apocryphal stamp.” _

4. OE.Oit., p.22.
5. The Historic Christ.
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or interpolations, from the Aremaic version of the Jewish
War, the MSS. of which had been preserved in the library of
the Chazar Jewish rulers till the 10th century. But when

it was clearly shown thét the Slavonic Verslion must have been
translated not from Aramaic but from Greek - there are
numerous Greek words almost literally transcribedl - he
affirmed that the Version in question was a translation made
by a Russlan priest into 0ld Slavonic in Lithuania (circa
1261) from a Byzantine copy of a lost earlier edition of the

War in Greek entitled 'On the Capture of Jerusalem'. This

egrlier Greek edition, he holds, was a translation, made by
the assistants of Josephus, of the original Semitic rough
draft of the Jewish War (not the Aramaic Version), and there-
fore, removing the Christian retouches, the Slavonic Version
or Halosis, as he calls it, provides very early and very
trustworthy evidence, and, as compared with the Gospel
narratives is in fact "a relief and a genuine intellectual
satisfaction."

The greatest objection to this theory is the fact that
no satisfactory evidence can be produced for the existence
of the earlier Greek edition of the Jewish War entitled IEﬂﬁ
2xa5ﬂ05 . It is pure assumption that in 71 A.D. this edition

was made to celebrate the triumph of Titus, and quite im-

l. E.g. Igemon ::,\/E WV , 3 Katapetasma = K-(Touré’no;ud.’
skinopigja =z esxkivemmyla  , etc.

2. The Messiah Jesus, preface, D.9.
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probable that in the following years "the historian con-
stantly improved this first draft by correcting mistakes,
deleting passages which had proved distasteful to influential
readers, and by adding new material".l Even if it did
exist - but there is no trace of it in Greek MSS tradition =~
it is unlikely, in view of what has already been said re-
garding Nero's edict, that it would have contained any re-
ference to John the Baptist and Jesus. Until Eisler can
produce satisfactory evidence for the existence of this
earlier draft, his whole theory must be judged in the light
of this fatal initial weakness.

Apart from this, the nature of the contents of the
Slavonic Version makes it altogether improbable that it goes
back to Josephus. The anti-Roman attitude manifest through-
out is quite unlike Josephus,2 who would not have dared to
use such a disparaging nomenclature as 'Italians' and 'Latins'
when referring to the Romans, nor to have described them in
the following terms,3 "For such are the Latins: they rum to
accept presents and break their oath for the sake of presents"”,
and again, "For (the Romans) are insatiable in receiving: but

if anyone gives them more, tomorrow they want still more. And

l, Eisler: The Messiah Jesus, P.27.

2. The Anti-Herodian attitude points in the same direction, but
does not seem to be so convincing an argument, because of
the later coolness of Josephus, (already noted), towards
the Herodian family. Cf. Jack: op.cit., pp.52-59.

- 3. Eigler: op.cit., p.128.
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as the sea cannot be filled, nor hell satisfied, nor woman's
passion, even so are the Romans insatiable in receiving."

It is surely the limit of absurdity to explain away this, as
Eisler does, by assuming that the gervi librarii of Josephus

were bribed to incorporate these passages by his enemias!l

The impression that the SlaVonié,Version is unauthentic
is further confirmed by the many omissions, additions, and
alterations, which distinguish it from the existing text of
the Jewish War. Taken singly these differences do not present
a convincing argument, for it would be natural to look for
certain divergences at least between an earlier and a later
edition, but their cumulative effect is wholly decisive. An
excellent summary of these has been given by Jackz and Thack-
erayz. They need not be investigated in detail here, but
the passages already quoted on John the Baptist, revealing
as they do the inaccuracy and even the absurdity of certain
of the differences, may be examined and regarded as typical.

The following points may be no’ced:-4

(a) The statement that on the death of Philip in 34 A.D.,
his province was given to Agrippa is not historically accur-

ate, According to the‘Antiquities5 Caligula on his accession

l, Op,cit., p.130. 2. Op.cit., pp.59ff. ]
3. Loeb Josephus III, pp.635ff.,; Sgavonic Additions and Omis-
sions.

4. Cf, Goguel: Jean-Baptiste, DP.26ff. .
5‘ ‘nﬁ104060 (108 .
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in 37 A.D. gave it to Agrippa, whereas in 34 A.D., it had been
incorporated in the Roman province of Syria.

(b) The Fragments represent Philip as being the first
husband of Herodias whereas the real name of her first husband
was not Philip but Herod.l Further, they represent the
second marriage of Herodias as taking place after the death

of her first husband, whereas the Antiquities record that

this took place during his lifetime.2

(c) The statement that 'the wild man' was brought before
Archelaus involves a grave chronological difficulty.5 Arche-~
laus was deposed from office in 6 A.D., and hence the Baptist's
activity would be thrown back to a period anterior to this
date, while his ministry would be lengthened to cover more
than thirty years, because he is represented also as reproach-
ing Antipas for his unlawful marriage with Herodlas after the
death of her first husband, Philip, in 33 or 34 A.D. It
will be seen from a study of the chronological data in the
next chapter that there is no trustworthy evidence for assign-

ing to the Baptist such an extended ministry.

- The Gospels, strangely enough, commit the same error.
~. xviii.5,1.(109ff.). ¢ thab Goethals in Jean
- Goguel: op.cit., p.38 points ou at Goethals 1
orécurseur de Jgsus, p%.l?f@. has sought to eliminate this
Gifficulty by readingieYtepéd instead of AekerLov. Such
- ~+~nge, however, "is not very probable from a palaeo-
28l point of view". In any case, the account of
= sppearance before the doctors of the law lacks any
“+ znd natural conclusion. The narrative of his

© punishment savours more of legend than histor-

€A 3o
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(¢c) The statement that 'the wild man' was brought before
Archelaus involves a grave chronological difficulty.5 -Arche-~
laus was deposed from office in 6 A.D., and hence the Baptist's
activity would be thrown back to a period anterior to this
date, while his ministry would be lengthened to cover more
than thirty years, because he is represented also as reproach-
ing Antipas for his unlawful marriage with Herodlas after the
death of her first husband, Philip, in 33 or 34 A.D. It
will be seen from a study of the chronological data in the
next chapter that there is no trustworthy evidence for assign-

ing to the Baptist such an extended ministry.

l. The Gospels, strangely enough, commit the same error.

2., xviii,5,1.(109ff.).

5. Goguel: op.cit., p.38 points out that Goethals in Jean
preécurseur de J€sus, pp.l7ff. has sought to eliminate this
difficulty by readingeXiepé4 instead of AeXedov. Such
a change, however, "is not very probable from a palaeo~
graphical point of view". In any case, the account of
John's appearance before the doctors of the law lacks.any
Sensible and natural conclusion. The narrative of his

eéscape from punishment savours more of legend than histor-
ical fact. :
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(d) The violent attack on the doctors of the Law put
into the mouth of the 'wild man', who bids them 'renounce
their abominable works' cannot be assigned with any degree
of confidence to Josephus, who nowhere in his writings evinces
such an attitude to these scholars.

(e) The two-fold reference to the Baptist's means of
sustenance, first in the Baptist Fragment (A) and then in the
Philip Fragment (B), involves a clumsy repetition which Jos-
ephus, for all his occasional mediocrity of composition,
could scarcely have countenanced,

(f) The account of Philip's dream requires no arguments
to demonstrate its legendary and non-historical character,
reminiscent, as it is, of the dream of Nebuchadnezzar,

The fact is that the Slavonic Version, with its chron-
ological errors, its Christian retouches, its fanciful legends,
and its violent anti-Roman attitude, betrays quite clearly
its comparatively late origin and its untrustworthiness as
& source on which to rely. As Jack puts it, "Are we to %
believe that Josephus first issued the one account and later |
on withdrew it, and inserted in our extant Version a totally
different statement? Was the official ﬁoman source not
available to him at first? Accbrding to Eisler (in other
parts of his book) it was, and was fully used by him. Why

then should he pass over the official statements about John
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when issuing his earlier edition, and use a less reliable

source? The fact is, the Slavonic Fragment comes certainly

from a different source, but it is a Christian one of an
apocryphal nature, and Josephus had nothing to do with it."1
Who, then, was the author? There are very good reasons
for believing that the Slavonic Version is a translation of
a late Byzantine version of the Jewish War, the latter com-
posed with the object of giving a Christian account of the
Jewish War, and drawing possibly upon the Gospels, though this
is not quite certain, but assuredly on apocryphal literature.?
The Byzantine writer felt himself at liberty to rewrite the
narrative of Josephus, and to insert certain notices on John
the Baptist and Jesus which would fill the gap in the Jewish
War and serve the practical purpose of influencing his readers
in favour of Christianity. Interpolation was a common prac=-
tice in early times, and was not at all regarded as forgery,
and was very often carried out with amazing expertness, as
Eisler has shown.3 The anti-Roman attitude manifest in the
Version points to its having been composed in the 12th cen-
tury, "From the time of the schism (1054 A.D.) between the
Patriarch of Constantinople and the Roman pontiff, and es-

Pecially after the Roman anarchy in Byzantium (1180-1204 A.D.)

there was developed a deep-seated antagonism on the part of

l. 0 .cit., p.l1l14,
2, ngffinz The Jewish Quarterly Review, XX, July 1930, pp.30ff.
3. The Messiah Jesus: passim.
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the Byzantine Greeks against the Western people."l Against
this background the bitter invectives against Rome are per-
fectly intelligible.

But a further, and a very important, inference is war-
rantable, perhaps. Granted that this ill-feeling existed
between East and West at that time, it would not be too much
to assume that the Byzantine copyist, characteristically
enough, read back his own political animosities into the life
of John the Baptist, thus suggesting that even those who were
connected with the very beginnings of Christianity, had the
courage and spirit to oppose and to defy the Roman goverument,
This would accoﬁnt for the political-significance which ﬁhe

Baptist almost certainly has in the Slavonic Fragments. It

1s to be further observed that the notice on the Baptist
bears no trace of real hostility towards himz but is merely
coloured by the outlook of the writer. This viewpoint seems
to cover the facts better than to suppose, as Jack has done,
that no political aspect is suggested in John's activity, as

described by the Slavonic Fragments.

l' J&Ck: OE.Cit. .51. .

2, Eisler: op.clt:,ppp.ZZSff. believes that the notice is
hostile To John. But the expression 'a wild man’ surely
means no more than a 'man of the country', T]lQ ¢’ while
Oother remarks, which he thinks derogatory, arée really not
S0, Creed: op.cit., p.316, writes:- "It is tempting to
conjecture that the figure of some contemporary eremite
has influenced the portrait but attempts to discover any
definite source have not been successful."
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The translation into Slavonic was undertaken, according
to Jack, by the Russian Orthodox Christian Church, and the
Slavonic Version was very possibly used as propaganda mater-
ial against the Judaising heretics, who commenced their act-
ivities about 1470 under the leadership of one, Zacharias, |
and who, after experiencing various turns of fortune, were
finally tried before an ecclesiastical court in 1503 and

condemned to torture and death.1

Now, it is remarkeble that
in the Fragments on John the Baptist and Jesus, passages in
which, above all, one might have expected a Christian to
betray himself clearly, there occur no very obvious character-
istie Christian expressions. it is true that they seem to
have the Gospels as their background, but had the author
been a Christian, could he have refrained from mentioning or
at least alluding to John's acknowledgment of the Messiahship
of Jesus? Again, in the description of the Resurrection of
Jesus, the following appears,

'And it was said, that after he was put to death, yea
after burial in the grave, he was not found. |

Some then, say that he is risen; but others that he has
been stolen by his friends; I, however, do not know which
Speak more correctly.

For a dead man cannot rise of himself - though possibly

with the help of another righteous man: unless he will be an

1. Op.cit., pp.75ff.
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angel or another of the heavenly powers, or God Himself
appears as a man and accomplishes what he wills - both walks
with men, and falls, and lies down and rises up, as it is
according to His will.

But others said that it was not possible to steal him,
because they had put guardé around his grave, 30 Romans, but
1,000 Jews.l'

Is it possible that a Christian could have described
the Resurrection of Jesus in such guarded terms "hesitating
in his judgment and frankly confessing his inability to make
up his mind‘?"2 Jack's explanation of this is too subtle.
"It must be remeﬁbered", he writes,5 "that the author of the
passage, professing to write in the name of Josephus, had
to maintein a certain amount of reserve. He could insinuate,
hint, and suggest certain Christian facts, but could not
allege or affirm them openly." But surely so ultra-rational
and non-committal a method is quite foreign to the mentality
of any convinced Christian, however much he might profess to
write in the neme of Josephus, It would demand in addition
great literary skill - a feature which is by no means evident
elsewhere in the Fragments under consideration. We may ob-
serve further that the assertion that John would not eat

unleavened btread even at the Passover time, and the reference -

1. Follows B.J. v.5.4.(214) after the description of the Temple

curtain.  Gf. Thackeray: Loeb Josephus III, p.658.
2. G,R.S.Mead: The Gnostic John t“‘B‘Ene aptizer, P.ll4e

5' Q.P_g_c_j_-_'go, pp.165~166.
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to the disciples as 'servants' are not at all distinctively
Christian but rather Jewish conceptions.

It may be held, then, either that the Byzantine Version
was written by a Jewish Christian rather than a Christian,
or that the Slavonic translator was a Jewish Christian or
a Jew, rather than a Christian. On the whole, it seems most
satisfactory to regard the Byzantihe Version as being of
Christian origin, and the translator as having been a Jew,
The Slavonic MSS appeared as late as the 15th or 16th century,
just at the time when the Judaising heretics were at work.
It is unnecessary to assume, as Eisler does,l and indeed,
quite improbable in view of the vast amount of Christian
material in the Version, that it was used as propaganda
material by the Judaising heretics against the Orthodox
Church. On the other hand, it is equally precarious, con-
sidering the Jewish material in the Version, to assume, as
Jack does, that the translation was undertaken by the Ortho-
dox Church and used against these heretics. A middle line

seems best. Probably the Slavonic Fragments formed no pro-

Paganda material on either side, but the translation was
undertaken by a Jew, who, acquainted with the Judaising move-
ment, and et the seme time, with the Christian Byzantine
Version of the Jewish War, was puzzled by the conflicting
ideas, and, uncertain with which side to throw in his-lot,

1. Op.cit., pp.l55ff.
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was anxious to state his case. Working on‘the Byzantine
Version, he weighed the pros and cons, allowing certain
Christian conceptions to stand, inserting hére, deleting
there, and betraying throughout his shaky knowledge of the
Gospel facts. Hence, it would seem, we have the Slavonic
Version with its Christian interpolations end its strange
inconsistencies on the one hand, and its peculiar Jewish
colouring oﬁ the other.

In the light of what has been said, the present writer

has little hesitation in ruling out the Slavonic Fragments

as untrustworthy evidenée for a study of John the Baptist.,
As Goguel writes, referring to them, "Nous n'avons pas
affaire a une relation historique mais 3 une fiction littér-
aire."l The way in which Eisler builds up his theories
regarding John and Jesus on their basis is not merely charac-
terised by an extreme arbitrariness of critical method, but
if his theories are false, as indeed they seem to be in the
opinion of other scholars, they can only exhibit "one of the
most prodigious errors of judgment and method ever made in

2
the domain of historical studies."

l' 0 ocit. poSO;
2. Tosuel: Eovou sistorique, clxii, (1929), p.218; of,Windisch:

9p.cit., p.307, "In the end one can only say of Eisler: As
regards the goal which he sought to reach, his prodigious
labour has proved to be a failure:" -
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C. Other External Evidence.

The principal remaiﬁing external evidence in which John
the Baptist appears is as follows:-

(a) The Hegesippus: a'free paraphrase of the Jewish War

in Latin entitled De Bello Judaico et excidio urbis Hiersoly-

mitanae.l Internal evidence shews that it was not composed
before the 4th Century, and that it comes from the hand of a
Christian, exhibiting as it does the most remarkable proselyt-
izing tendencies. Critical opinion has asgigned it to Ambrose,
Bishop of Milanz (340-397 A.D.) though Eisler thinks it was
composed by a converted Jew named Isaac. who latinized his
name as Hilarius or_Gaudentius.z'
(b) The Josippon: a free paraphrase or epitome of the
Jewish War in Hebrew, drawing largely on the Hegesippus, and
existing in seven MSS. and many printed editions. Written in
pure Biblical Hebrew, it was composed, so far as can be judged,
from the style, the spelling of proper names, and the geograph-
ical references, by a Jew living in Southern Italy or on the
Illjrian coast of the Adriatic, and may be assigned to the

tenth century, although Zeitlin thinks it was completed as
early as the sixth.4

1. Eisler: op.cit., p.75, holds that it is a paraphrase of the
Halosis, and therefore quotes from it a number of passages
}not in the extant Greek Version) as though from the hand of

Oosephus,

2+ "This is the perfectly credible and unwarrantably disputed

witness of the ancient MSS." Niese: E.R.E., vol.vii, p.58lb.

3. o Qcit. p.?s. "

4. Jewish ’uarterl Review, xxi, 1930, p.416, "My reason for
TotTne e gL KoV ok, XXi1 the Sth or sarly 6th century
is briefly that its author although he made use gf tpe ta€~
naitic literature, did not make use of the amoralc literature

which he apparently did not know."
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(c) A Rumanian Version of the Jewish Warl or late origin
based partly on the Slavonic Version, and partly on the Acta
Pilatizand other apocryphal writings. A very short account
of the Baptist's activity is given, and his appearance before
the Sanhedrin is dismissed in a single sentence,

None of these Versions, Latin, Hebrew, or Rumanian adds
materially to other existing evidence relating to the Baptist,
and in any case it is clear that their lateness and their
apocryphal nature must preclude them from being regarded aw
trustworthy.

(d) The Ebionite Gospel or the Gospel of the Twelve

Apostles, and the Gospel of the Hebrews, the former dating pro-

bably from the first half, and the latter from the second half,
of the 2nd century,3 in use among Jewish Christians of Ebionite
tendency. Both contain accounts of the beaptism of Jesus,

and the following statement regarding the Baptist appears in
the former:-~

'In the days of Herod, King of Judaea, came John baptising

1, The MS is in the possession of Dr.Gaster (No.89 of his col-
lection in the British Museum). Cf.Eisler: The Messiah
Jesus, Appendix 8, for a table of contents.

2, Gemerally agreed to be a spurious 4th century document con-
taining an account of John the Baptist in Hades. Cf. M.R.
James: The Apocryphal New Testament, pp.l25ff.

3. The date of the latter may be roughly fixed by the fact that
Eusebius: Hist.Eccles., iii, 39, ¢f. Loeb Eugebius I, p.291,
Speaks of Papias and lIgnatius as having known stories con-
tained in the Gospel., The date of the former is-indicated
by the fact that it was known to Origen and Hegesippus.

I
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eeses and all went out to him,'l

On the strength of this, Eisler would assign the beginn-
ing of John's ministry to the reign of Archelaus, as indicated

: 2
also by the Slavonic Fragment. There can be little doubt,

however, that the Herod referred to here is not Herod the

Great, but Herod Antipas, and that the title ascribed to him
3

is simply a loose one for 'tetrarch'.

(e) The Protevangelium Jacobi, an Emesian Vita Johannis,

and Apoérzpha and Legends concerning Zacharias and John -~ all
purely legendary embroideries of the Gospel narratives and

of comparatively late origin. The Protevangelium Jacobi, part

of which was composed in the 2nd century, and part in the 4th
century, gives an account of the appearance of the angel to
Zacharias and of his dumbness, and states that after the birth
of John, when Eiizabeth heard that Herod's officials sought
him, 'she went up into the hill country, and looked about her,
where she should hide him, and there was no hiding place, and
immediately the mountain clave asunderié It also records
that Zacharias was stabbed to death in the temple by Herod's

hired assassins.5 The Emesian Vita Johannis, like certain

Other lives of John the Baptist, contains fanciful accounts of

» James: op,cit. Pee

« Op.cit., p.303, Cf. Chapter II.

« Of, Mk: 6:14, where Antipas is described as 'King',
 frot.Jac,, xxii. Cf, M.R.James: op.cit., pp.48=49.

. ~rd' ey niii, xxiVQ
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the discovery of St. John's head at Emesa in 453 A.D.l The
Apocrypha and Legends cbncerning Zacharias and John the Bap-
tist conform in certain points to the Slavonic story of
Zacharias, and, for the most part, are obviously little better
than pure inven.tions.2 These works cannot be seriously re-
garded as of the slightest value for a study of the historical
figure of John the Baptist.

(£f) The pseudo-Clementine Recognitions, and the Mandaean

literature. As these works will be considered at some length
in Chapter IV, treatment of this evidence may best be reserved

till that point is reached.

1. This work may be found in Lives of John the Baptist, Ed. F.
Nau:.EQEEQLQZLQ_Qliggiglig Iv, fasc.5, referred to by James:
M's P.mi. :

2., An interesting statement on the textual history of these
writings has been made by Berendts: Die handschfiftliche
Bberliefer der Zacharias-und-Johannes Apokryphen, Texte
Tor o T e e ey Serios, a1, 1004, with
references to Berendts: Studien fiver Zacharias-und-Johannes
Apokryphen, Deichert, 1895.




CHAPTER  II.

THE CHRONOLOGY OF JOHN THE BAPTIST.

It isvnow necessary to examine the chronology of John
the Baptist according to the Gospels and Josephus in order
that the activities of Jesus and John may be viewed in their
true perspective. The material falls naturally into three
divisions:

(a) The evidence relating to the birth of John
and the commencement of his ministry;

(b) The question as to whether the ministries of
Jesus and John overlapped, with special re-
ference to the Fourth Gospel;

(¢) The evidence relating to the Baptist's death.

(a) The evidence relating to the birth of John and the

commencement of his ministry.

The narrative describing the birth of John is peculiar
to Luke, and is closely interwoven with his account of the
birth of Jesus. The composition of the section is very care-
fully planned, and appears to be a compact whole, 1:5 - 2:52.
Thus in 1 : 5-25, the announcement of John's birth is made
by the Angel Gabriel, and in 1 : 26-38, a similar announcement
is made of the birth of Jesus. In 1 : 39-56, Elizabeth, the
mother of John, and Mary, the mother of Jesus, exchange greet-
ings. In 1 : 57-66, the birth, circumcision, and naming of
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John, together with certain accompanying wonders, are re-
lated, while in 2: 1-21, a similar account is given of Jesus.
Inl : 67-80, John 1s extolled by Zacharias, and a note is
added on the child's early days, and in 2 : 22-40, a par-
allel description is given of the extolling of Jesus by
Simon and Hannah, together with the identical formula, 'And
the child waxed and grew strong in spirit.! Finally in
2 : 41-55, an additional notice appears regarding the early
years of Jesus, perhaps with the intention of shewing that
he who was Messiah, exhibited, while still a boy, appropriate
Messienic characteristics. It is just possible, howevér,
that this last section, 2 : 41-55, emphasizing, as it does,
the zeal of Jesus to be about his Father's business, or
better, to be in his Father's house (R.V.), and somewhat
spoiling the perfect harmony of the structure of the whole
Passage, is designed to bring out the contrast between Jesus
and Johﬁ, and to establish even at this early stage the in-
feriority of the 1atter.l
The skill with which the material is arranged suggests

that Luke is drawing upon some written source. As W.Manson

observes, "As it is not Luke's method in using his sources
to supply connectives between events where his authorities

do not give them, we infer fram his interweaving of the two

1. Cf.Dibelius: J.d.T., p.68: "Thereby (i.e. by the addition
of 2:41-45), the na%rative indirectly ascribes to John the

inferior position.”
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~

narratives, that in the tradition upon which he drew the
births of John and Jesus were already associated."l A
further point in favour of the view that Luke is drawing on
é.written source and hot composing the narratives himself
on the basis of oral tradi‘cion2 is the fact that "it is
difficult to see how a Gentile Christian like Luke could
throw himself back by a supreme effort of the historical
imagination to the standpoint of these chapters."3 Nor can
the narratives be regarded as a later insertion because the
avewlev of the prologue seems to exclude them., It is true
that apostolic tradition regarded the baptism of Jesus by
John as the starting-point, Acts 1:21-22, but it did not
definitely exclude any material before that. The introduc-
tion of John as though for the first time at Lk.3:2 need
not be stressed, nor need the appearsnce of the words, Lucas

autem initium fecit a baptismo Johannis, in an additionary

fragment to two 12th century MSS. of the Armenian Version

4 .
of Ephraem's commentary on the Diatessaron. The origin of

this fragment is quite obscure and in any case there can be
Ro doubt that Ephraem did read Lk, 1 and 2 in his copy of

Diatessaron., It seems unlikely, therefore, that the narra-

« IThe Gospel of Luke, p.3.

« So Harnack: Luke the Physiciah, Eng.Ed., Appendix II,
Pp.199~218.
Moffatt: Introduction to the Literature of the New Testa-
ment, p.267.

+ Moffatt: op.cit., p.272.

B B o
.
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tives can be regarded either es a free composition of the
Evangelist himself, or as a later addition, and altogether

probable that Luke was drawing upon some written record.

The style, diction and contents of the narratives would
seem to indicate that this written record was a Palestinian
Jewish-Christian Aramaic document which Luke has translated
and incorporated possibly with certain minor revisions.l

If it be assumed, then, that Luke drew upon a written
source for the Birth narratives, reference may conveniently
be mede at this point to the interesting theory of Goguel,
viz. that the Evangelist actually used not one, but two
written sources in these narratives, one, a distinctively
Baptist source embodying material on the Baptist only, the
other, Christian, referring to Jesus only.z If it could
be shown that the Evangelist really used a separate Baptist
source, this would very possibly indicate the existence of
a Baptist sect or even of a continuing Baptist sect with a

literature of their own. In view of the importance of this

matter - which will be seen more clearly in Chapter IV - the

l. The style points unmistakably to an underlying Semitic
1diom, and the piety which pervades the whole narrative,
together with the definite topographical notes at 1565, and
and 2:18, are in favour of this viewpoint.

2« Op.cit,, pp.71~74., This theory, as Goguel points out, is
held also by Voelter: Die Apokalypse des Zacharias im Evan-
gelium des Lukas: Theol. Tidjsohrift, 1897, pp.244-269, and
by Baldensperger: Der Prolog des vierten Evangeliums, sein
Polemischer-apologetischer Zweck, D.l35.
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arguments advanced in support of this Two-Source theory
must be examined.

The sections in which Goguel suspects the use of a
Baptist source are 1:5-25, and 1:57-80. The argument is,
that in 1:5-25, there appears a narrative describing the
Annunciation to Zacharias of John's birth which could have
originated in circles only directly interested in the person
of the Baptist. Again, in the séme section - the use of
the term Kurios makes John the precursor not of Jesus but
bf God, and is apparently totally different from what one
would expect in a distinctively Christian source. Thus in
V.16 it is said of the Baptist, *Many of the children of
Israel he shall turn to the Lord their God' and in v.1l7 it

is his function 'to make ready a people prepared for the Lord'.

In 1357-80, the use of a Baptist source is again apparent,
Goguel holds: 1:57-66 displays the peculiar interest of
John's adherents in his birth and naming; 1:67-75 constitutes
8 Jewish Messianic psalm containing no allusions to Jesus or
his Work or to the Gospel, and 1:76-80 is a Baptist psalm,
(which has to be detached from 1:67-75), describing once more
the Baptist as the precursor not of Jesus, but of God. Thus
in v,76 John is the 'prophet of the Most High' and in v.78

he, not Jesus, is referred to as 'the Dayspring from on high'.

The combination of the Jewish psalm and the Baptist psalm,
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Goguel concludes, may have been due to a Baptist author who
added the Baptist psalm to orientate his own ideas, or to

a Baptist redactor who combined the two. At any rate their
separate Baptist origin is certain.

This hypothesis is certainly attractive because it is
by no means improbable that a certain literature may have
grown up around the Baptiét as it has done round many histor-
ical figures. But, on the other hand, the hypothesis seems
to be discountenanced, in the first place, by what has al-
ready been said regarding Luke's use of his sources. The
Birth-narratives present too great a unity to be attributed
to more than one source. Moffatt puts the matter in a nut-
shell, "It requires arbitrary handling to disentangle from
1:5 - 2:52 .... a Jewish apocalypse of Zacharias."l Again,
there is nothing in the contents of the passages which defin-
itely forbids their ascription to a Jewish-Christian, as
distingt from a Christian source. The use of the term
'Kurios' in 1:16,17 and of the 'prophet of the Most High' in
V.76 are reminiscent of the O.T.Z, and may quite well have
been intended to represent John as the precursor of the
Messiah, if, as seems very probable, judging from the 0.T.

flavour of the whole, 0.T. terminology was in ume in the

1. Op.cit,, p.267.
%. Cf, Ps.i?:2,'83:18, 92:8; Is,14:14; Hos,1ll:7.
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Jewlsh-Christian circles in which the narratives were com-
posed. The expression in v.78, 'The Dayspring from on

high hath visited us' may quite naturally refer to Jesus,

~or rather to the Messlanic era, if the narratives were com-
posed after Jesus came to be regarded as Messiah.l The com-
position of vv.76-78 does not definitely forbid a change
of subject from John to Jesus in v.78. Finally, it is to
be noted particularly that both in 1:5-25, and 1:57-80, the
account of the Baptist's activity agrees very well with the
Chrigtian interpretation of his significance. Thus v.1l7,
'He‘shall go before him in the spirit and in the power of
Elias to turn the hearts of the fathers to the children and
the disobedient ﬁo the wisdom of the Just', is parallel to
the Baptist's call to repentance, while v,77, where it is
prophesied that 'John will give knowledge of salvation unto
his people by the remission of sins' is reminiscent of Mk.
1:4, 'preaching a baptism of repentance unto the remission
of sins', and of the description of his preaching as 'an
evangel!', (eaqyyéhfééTo ), in 1Lk.3:18.

The only other section in the Birth—narrativgs which
might indicate the use of a special Baptist source is 1:46-56,

the Magnificat. Though commonly ascribed to Mary, there is

1. The future EﬂcGKé¢eTXI N B.Syr.Arm.Goth. Boh, L. is,
howgyer, better attested than ¢esKépdTo, 4 C Dmin Lat,
S Aeth.
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some evidence that it may have originally been _uttered by
Elizabeth, and if this were so, it may have been drawn from
an independent cycle of tradiﬁion interested in John. The
question has been hotly disputed and no one opinion has held
the field.l The original text of 1:46 was almost certainly
kil eime  , and the problem is whether Maev'd/x , or FA ,@2/551—
is the subject. 'Elizabeth' appears in three old Latin MSS,Z
and is vouched for by Niceta of Remesiana as representing an

early tradition.8

Internal evidence seems, if anything,
slightly in favour of 'Elizabeth!'. Elizabeth is filled with
the Holy Spirit, 1:41, and it is characteristic of Luke to
inserté?ﬁe 32 or Kx?é?ﬂf- between the speeches of his char-
acters without a change of speaker. Again, in v.56, the
expression, 'And Mary remained with her', seems somewhat un-
natural if Mary has just been speaking. The text should runm,
'And she abode with Elizabeth'. Finally, it is held, the
words, 'He hath looked upon the wretched estate of his ser-
vant', seem to fit better Elizabeth's joy on being released
from a long period of unfruitfulness than Mary's case. None

of these arguments, however, can actually be regarded as

conclusive. The harmony of the section, 1:34-56, is better

l, For g bibliography, c¢f. Moffatt; op.cit., pPp.271-272,

2, qud.Vercellensis,’Veronensis, ﬁeh&igeranus.

. Niceta: De Psalmodiae Bono, 11, "Cum Elizabeth Dominum
a@nima nostra magnificat.”
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preserved by ascribing the Magnificat to Mary. Elizabeth
and Mary alternately claim the attention from 1:23, and
1:45 is a fitting conclusion to Elizabeth's expression of
joy at Mary's visit to her. Elizabeth's song of praise is
out of place after 1:45, and would more naturally continue
after 1:25. The contents of the song - the exaltation of
humility, the overthrow of the mighty, the satisfying of
hunger - give characteristically no indication of the object
of the thanksgiving and could just as well be attributed to
Mary as to Elizabeth. The difficulty of v.56, 'And Mary
abode with her' can be satisfactorily removed by transferring,

as Dibelius suggests,l

v.56 to follow v.45, which was very
probably its original position. Finally, the textual evi-
dence in favour of Mary is stronger than it is for Elizabeth,
On the whole, the present writer prefers to ascribe the Mag-
nificat to Mary rather than to Elizabeth, although complete
certainty on this point is impossible. It wbuld seem, there=-
fore, that there is not sufficient evidence to support the
opinion that the Birth-narratives emanated from two distinect
Sources, one a Christian, and the other a purely Baptist cycle
of tradition,

If then, Luke has used a Palestinian Jewish-Christian

Aremaic source for the Birth-narratives, what can be said of

1. Op.cit., p.73.
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the character of this source, and how far may it be trusted
for chronological information regarding John the Baptist?
Itlcan scarcely be doubted that the narratives in question
contain a large amount of purely legendary material. They
are poetry, and the pious imagination of the poet has woven
round his heroes certain mysterious and wonderful details.
Characteristic of legendary composition is the announcement
of the hero's birth by heavenly messengers., The 0.T. fur-
nishés excellent parallels. God announces a wondrous lineage
to Abraml; an angel prophesies the birth of Manoahz. Sim-
ilarly, the angel Gabriel appears to Zacharias and Mary.
Characteristic, too, of hero literature is the long unfruit-

fulness of the mother3

which was regarded as a reproach.

The removal of this reproach by God indicated that the child
would stand in especial favour with God, and be of conse-
quence in the world. Further, the dumbness attributed to
Zacharias is a constantly recurring mythical trait4 while the
wondrous happenings immediately preceding the birth of the
child, 1:44ff., and attendant also on his naming, 1:60-63,

point in the same direction. Tt is clear that these highly

poetic narratives cannot be regarded as history in the strict

+ Gen, 15:5,
gudges, 13:3.
Sam,.1:1~23. ' =
. Compare the blinding of Teiresias, (Apollodor., IIT.6.7.),
cited by Dibelius: op.cit., p.72, note l.

B GO
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sense of the word. To regard them as such is to do injustice
to their literary form. History has been clothed with imag~
inary details of the pious fancy, and it is only with the
utmost caution that the narratives cén be used for establish-
ing chronological data,

The information supplied regarding the Baptist's birth
is contained in 1k.1:5, and 1:36. In 1:5 we are introduced
to the parents of John, Zacharias, a priest of the course of
Abia, and Elizabeth. In 1:36 we are given to understand
that John was six months older than Jesus. Since both these
data have been extensively used to establish the date of
John's birth, and since deductions have been drawn from them
as to the time of the beginning of his ministry, their claims
to trustworthiness must be investigated.

There are no valid reasons for doubting the statement
that John was of priestly descent, His father, Zacharias,
was probably an ordinary priest and not high-priest. At
- any rate, the name Zacharias is not included in the list of
high-priests between 25 B.C. and 5 B.C. which Josephus drew
up apparently with some care.l He is called simply 76(&65
by Luke, and the facts that he offered incense by lot, &

function which the high-priest reserved for himself at

l. From 24 B.C. the names are Simon, Boethus Matthiasﬁ iggeph
- 9

and Jossar, Cf, Schlirer; op.cit., II, vol.i, pp.19
with references to Josephus.




56.

pleasure, and after his term of office returned to his home

'in a city of Judah .... in the hill country'l whereas the
high-priest resided in Jerusalem, suggest the same conclusion.
Brandt thinks it strange that Josephus says nothing of John's
priestly connexions, He feels that Josephus would not have
failed to mention the fact, because the historian himself

shews great pride in his own priestly descent. This argumentum
e silentio is strengthened, he believes, by the consideration
that no priest would have baptised in the Jordan, the water

of which was regarded as unfit for religious lustrations.z

The silence of Josephus need not, however, be stressed, in

viéw of the terseness of his notice regarding the Baptist,
while the second objection may be met by the reflection that
the water of Jordan may well have been regarded as holy in

view of Ezekiel 47, and thereby suitable for lustrations. It
ay have been, however, thay John deliberately rejected the
Priestly tabu and in so doing displayed a daring originality

in a ceremony overladen with cramping restrictions. In any
case, Brandt's objections do not appear to be wholly decisive,
'The fact that priests were sent to examine John3 suggests
that these were the people whé would be best calculated to

understand him, and Luke may be even underlining John's priestly

l‘ Lk- 1:39.

2, Die jldischen Baptismen, p.79.
3. nl; 1:19. -
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parentage to shew that at last a prophet appeared among

the priests.l The evidence is too slender to be quite
definite, however, but it may be safely said that none of
the known facts of the life of John contradicts the view
that the Baptist was of priestly descent.

If, then, as seems not improbable, John was of priestly

descent, is it possible to date his birth from this fact?
Scaliger believed that it was, and since the opinions ex-

pressed in his erudite work De Fmendatione Temporum have been

upheld by many other scholars,z it may be advisable to give
the gist of the argument. Zacharias belonged to the priestly
class of Abia or Abijah, the eighth in the list of the
twenty-four classes into which David divided the priestly
body, each class holding office in turn.3 After the exile
only four of the twenty-four classes returned from Babylonia,
the classes of Jedaia, Harim, Pheshur, and Emmer, and these
four were again sub-divided ingo twenty-four by Ezra and took
the names of the original Davidic divisions.4 In the year

70 A.D, on the 9th August the class of Jehojarib was in

l, E,F.Scott: The Kingdom and the Messiah, p.77, "We have no
fair reason for doubting the tradition that John was des-
cended from a priestly family: but the bare fact 1is elabor-
ated by Luke with a purpose that can hardly be other thah
symbolical. A prophet arose among the priests. The placid
routine of the conventional religion ..... was suddenly
interrupted.m . :

2. Notably by F.R.Montgomery Hitchcock: Dict.of Christ and

the Gospels, vol.i, p.410.

« L.Chron, 24.
- Josephus: Antig. vii.l4.7.(363ff.).

0T
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office. So, for Scaliger and his followers, it is only a
question of an arithmetical calculation to determine at

what time the family of Abia was in office, - He believes
that it is possible to fix the week 3-9 Oct;, 6 B.C. as such
a period. Now if the Annunciation to Zacharias took place

in Oct. 6 B.C. and the pregnancy of Elizabeth began at that
time, the date of John's birth would fall roughly about July
5 B.C. and that of Jesus, who, we are told, was six months
younger, in December of the same year, This theory of Scal-
iger's is open to a three-fold objection. First, it is by

no means certain that the class of Jehojarib was in office

on 9 Aug. 70, the date of the destruction of the Temple. As
Bugy puts it, "It is at the very least curious that the class
of Jehojarib, which is alleged to have been serving in the
Temple on the day of the Temple's destruction, was also accord-
ing to Rabbinical authority performing its office at the

time of the first destruction of the temple by Nabuchodonosor,
One mey very well ask whether this is a mere coincidence or
whether it is not rather the result of some attempt at system-
atic harmonisation."l Second, the theory assumes that Jesus
was born in 5 B,C., and on the strength of this, the week

$-9 October in the year 6 B.C. is selected as the period of

Office of Zachariah. But surely the date of the birth of

—

1. The Life of St.John the Baptist, English Ed., De26.
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Jesus is one of the mdst uncertain and highly debated

points of N.T. chronology, so that it is quite gratuitous

to assume that the year 5 B.C, was the year in question

and hence to work out the Baptist'!'s date of birth as falling
in the same year. There is an."inquiétante naiveté"l about
this method of calculation which mekes it quite improbable
if not entirely inadmissible., Third, even though it were
granted that Jesus was born in 5 B.C., the theory would hold
good only if the date of Jesus' birth fell in December of
that year, and if we could trust the statement that John was
exactly six months older than Jesus. As for the former point,
it has to be borne in mind that Christmas was celebrated for
the first time in Rome on 25th December in the year 354 A.D.
by Pope Liberus, and as Goguel says, "If this date was
adopted as the date of the birth of Jesus, it was not because
of their being any certainty of its being based upon a trad-
ition relating to the birth of Jesus, but solely from the
desire to transform to the advantage of a Christian festival
the custom of the celebration on the 25th December of the

Natalis Solis Invicti”.? Moreover the account in Lk.2:8

that the shepherds were watching their flocks in the fields

does not suggest the winter season, but more possibly the

late summer or autumn, the usual time for doing so. As for

1. Buzy: op.cit., French Ed., D.29.
2. Op.cit., pPp.278-279.
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the latter point, viz, that John was six months older than
Jesus, 1t is scarcely likely that this rests on good trad-
ition. It is part and parcel of the poetical imagination
which wove together these narratives, and is very probably
inspired by astral calculations which are a constantly re-
curring feature of this particular type of literary work.
The six months would then refer to the divisions of the Sun-
Year, and the birth of John would fall in the period of the
Sun's decline, and that of Jesus at the moment when the sun
began to grow stronger and the day to lengthen.l It is
Just possible that this symbolism may have been intended to
stress the inferiority of John, and to shew that his ministry
was of no great duration or consequence, as compared with
that of Jesus. There seems to be a distinet echo of this
astrological terminology in Jn.3:30, 'He must increase, but
I must decrease!. In the case of the Birth-Narratives,
however, it is unnecessary, perhaps, to look beyond the
poetic nature of the composition for an explanation of the
formula.

So far then, as the Birth-Narratives are concerned, it

appears that the chronological data which they contain re-

1. Of. Dibelius: op.cit., p.75, "On the two halves of the
Sun-Year, stands the 6ne (Jesus), in the sign of the In-
crease, the other (John), in the sign of the decrease of
the day."
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garding the Baptist's birth can scarcely be seriously con-
sidered. Just as the pious imagination, in the case of
Jesus, wove round his Birth "intuitive conclusions from the
transcendant nature and destiny of One who had been received
in the Church as the Son of God and of the nature of God",l
so, in the case of John the intuitive conclusions have been
extended to cover in a measure the forerunner, and can even
represent a Galilean and‘a‘Judaean, the respective parents,
as cousins! Exquisite as the narratives are, they can
scarcely be treated as history. What is tolerably certain,
nevertheless, is that John the Baptist was of priestly des-
cent, the son of Zachariés and Elizabeth; beyond this, how-
ever, it is unsafe to go.

Consideration may now be given to other chronological
notes on which, perhaps, more reliance may be placed. The
most definite appears at Lk.3:1, 'Now in the fifteenth year
of the reign of Tiberius Caesar, Pontius Pilate being gover-
nor of Judea, and Herod being tetrarch of Galilee, and his
brother Philip tetrarch of Iturea, and of the region of
Trachonitis, and Lysanias the tetrarch of Abilene, Annas
and Caiaphas being the high-priests, the word of God came

. 2
unto John, the son of Zacharias, in the wilderness.' Un-

1. W.Manson: Gospel of Luke, D.278.
2. Pontius Pilate: 26-86 A.D.; Herod 4-34 A.D.; Philip 4-39 A.D.;

Caiaphas 17-35 or 36 A.D..
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fortunately, the 15th year of Tiberius is a date which

is keenly disputed, and four methods of calculations are
suggested., (a) The dynastic method, according to which
Luke would be reckoning from the time of the death of
Augustus, 19 Aug., 14 A.,D., and the 15th year would be that
which began on 19th Aug., 28 A.,D.. Ramsay, however, has
admirably shown that this was not the usual method of
calculation in ancient times, and that it was adopted only
for simplicity's sake by later historians.l (b) The Roman
official method, according to which the years were reckoned
from the day of the Emperor's assumption of the 'tribunicia
potestas’'. It is scarcely likely, however, that this
method would have been employed by Luke, especially as the

'tribunicia potestas' of Tiberius was interrupted for a

considerable period. (c¢) The méthod of dating the Emperor's
reign from the point at which he was associated in office
with his predecessor. Tiberius was associated with Augustus
in 12 A,D., and the 15th year in this case would be 26 A.D..
But this method was adopted only in special circumstanceg,
and it is not altogether probable that the Evangelist would
have employed it. (d) The method of calculation according
to the local provincial years. On this Remsay writes, "In
Asia Minor and North Syria a year beginning at the autumn

equinox was very widely used. It might, with very great

1. Hasting's Dictionary of the Bible, V, pp.479ff.
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probability, be argued that men like St. Luke and St. Paul,
brought up in lands where a year of that kind was certainly
or probably in ordinary use, would naturally count accord-
ing to it. That must be admitted as reasonable; and there
seems to be no weighty consideration against it."l If this
were so, the first year of Tiberius would be 19th Aug. - 22nd
Sept. 14 A.D. and the 15th year that commencing on 22nd Sept.,
27 A.D.. |

Important as it is to fix this date with precision, it
is of still greater importance to determine just what Luke
wished to indicate by his elaborate chronological statement.,
It is practically universally held that it was intended to
mark the withdrawal of John from his solitude in the desert,
and the beginning of his active ministry. Colour is given
to this opinion by Lk.3:2, (at that time) ..... 'The word
of God came to John in the desert’'., Despite this,however,
it is not impossible that Luke's real intention here was
not to set forth so elaborately the date of the commencement

of John's ministry, but to fix precisely the date of the

baptism of Jesus. This is the real climax to which his
harrative leads up, and the activity of the Baptist is in-
troduced merely as a prelude to the great event. The

Evangelist was not particularly interested in the Baptist

1. Op.cit., p.483b,
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as an independent figure, but only in so far as he was
of significance for the life of Jesus. This has already
been noticed in the constant interweaving 6f the two per-
sonalities in the Birth-Narratives., Unless, then, the
commencement of John's ministry and the baptism of Jesus
took place at the same time ~ a view which is discredited
by several considerations - the more naturai conclusion
would seem to be that the Evangelist was dating here not
the beginning of John's activity, but the year of the
baptism of Jesus., |

That the commencement of John's ministry and the
baptism of Jesus were not concurrent events, and that they
have been run together by the Evangelist probably from a
desire to have done with the account of the Forerunner, and
to proceed with his central theme, is suggested by the
following considerations. First, it is extremely un-~
likely that Jesus would have accepted baptism so quickly
from one whose tenets he had not first carefully weighed
and examined. The impression conveyed by his estimate of
John, together with the very definite traces of the teach-
ing of the forerunner in that of Jesus suggest a much
longer period of contact than the Evangelists admit, The
baptism of Jesus was the culminating point of this period

of contact, and not simply a chance meeting or even one of
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brief duration.l Second, the peculiar emphasis on the
crowds of people who flocked to hear John would indicate
that his activity wés not a short and passing phenomenon,
but of sufficient length and importance for news of it to
spread throughout 'the whole of Jﬁdea, Jerusalem, and the
district of Jordan'.z Even Herod had become alarmed at
its magnitude and its possible repercussions. Third, there
is some textual evidence pointing to a period of independent
activity longer than would at first sight appear. It is
Yo be observed that Mark, in his account of the Baptist,
1:1-8, seems to identify the Wilderness® and the district
of the River Jordan. Luke drawa a sharp distinction be-
tween the Wilderness and the Jordan distriect, Lk.3:2 and
8:3, and the same may be said, though to a lesser extent,
of Matthew, Matt.3:1 and 3:6. All three Evangelists state
that after the baptism, the Spirit drove Jesus into the
wilderness which seems rather strange if the district of
Jordan were regarded as part of the Wilderness. Blakiston4

/
points out that at 3:1 Matthew employs the word KNeveswyv

<

l. See especially Chapter VI. 2. Mk.,1l:4. -

3, For a description of the Wilderness of Judea, see Hasting s
Dict.of Christ and the Gospels, vol.ii, pp.82g-825. The
exact Identification of it is uncertain. It is not to be
conceived of as a barren tract of sand, but as a wild
waste-land broken here and there by shrubs ?nd trees. ?he
Jordan valley, however, was fertile, abounding in prolifie
Vegetation and shaded by palms. —

4. John the Baptist and His Relations to Jesus, P.203.
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(preaching), and not ﬁLlWngde (baptising) and thinks that
the actual baptising commenced only with the appearance of
John on the banks of the Jordan. Again, the words of Luke
at 3:2, 'And John came into all the district of Jordan
preaching a baptism of repentance' suggest an itinerant
ministry. John preached on the way, seeking out a suitable
place for introducing his baptismal rite. Great crowds
followed him, and his popularity which was already great,
was immeasurably increased by the commencement of the bap~
tism itself, No great stress can be laid upon Lk.l:éo,
'John was in the desert places' (the plural is significant!)
'till the day of his manifestation to Israel.' The lonely
prophet in the desert places is just the theme for poetical
fancy and was more probably inspired by this than based on
accurate tradition.l As for the opening verses of the
Gospel of Mark, it is acknowledged that these present a diffi-
cult exegetical problem. What is of importance here is the
meaning of ZygVéTO in v.4, and the significance of v.l and
its connection, if any, with what follows, If v.l is con=-
Nected directly with v.4, the translation would be: 'The
beginning of the Gospel of Jesus Christ (the son of God) «e..
was (éyé%ib ) John who baptized in the wilderness.' Rawlin-

Son takes this view2 and, in certain respects, it 1s attrac-

l. Cf. Dibelius: Opscit., P.77.
2. Gospel of Mark, P.b.
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tive. Thus in early Christian circles the question may
have been asked: How did the Gospel begin? Mark, follow-
ing perhaps the reminiscences of Peter, who significantly
starts the Gospel at the same point, provides the answer by
stating that it began with Jesus' association with John.

But v.l may equally well, if not better, be regarded as a
superseription or title for the Gospel as a whole. Thus,
the 1life of Jesus was only 'the beginning of the Gospel!,
Acts 1l:1, Heb.2:3, and 'the end is not yet', Mk,13:7. The
history of the Church is the real sequel to the Gospel his-
tory. As Wellhausen puts it, quoted by Rawlinson,l "Jesus
cannot be understood in abstraction from his influence in
history, and if he is cut off from this he is robbed of his
main significance." Stylistic considerations, too, turn
the scale in favour of this view., Mark's style is character-
ised by a roughness of construction of which a polished open-
ing sentence, such as is produced by running together vv. 1
and 4, is by no means typical. The absence of the article
before &c)(«f, ’ XG'O”TOTJ ’ ufoa ’ @eaa is also worth observing,

@s this is the normal practice in titles of books (e.g. James

1:1). On the whole, therefore, it is preferable, perhaps,
to make a fresh start at v.4, and to assume that the real

beginning of the Gospel has been lost. If v.2 which is to

1. Op.cit., p.250.
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be regarded as a later insertion by a copyistl is omitted,
and if &v Tﬁ 2'8';(/*03 is taken closely with )6)/6/%'1‘0 in v.4,
the translation would run, *John did appear in the wilder-
ness, he who baptised and preached the baptism of repentence
for the remission of sins.'2 If this exegesis is Justified,
as perhaps it is, in view of the support it gains from
Matthew and Luke, the apparent identification in Mark of

the Wilderness and the Jordan district vanishes, and Mark

is now in substantial sgreement with Matthew and Luke, viz.,
that John began his activity in the Wilderness and that at

some period subsequent to this he preached and baptised on

the banks of the Jordan, If this is so, it will be to this
Phase of John's ministry to which the question of Jesus,
'What did you go out into the wilderness to see‘.55 refers.
That the Synoptists and in particular Mark have fore-
shortened John's ministry, yet not so successfully as to
remove all traces of a longer period of independent activity,
and that the Synoptists probably knew more about these
egrlier stages than they cared to tell, is the impression

which an analysis of the facts affords.

If, then, as seems highly probable, the elaborate

1. Of. Chapter VI, (c .

2, Readingp Kol | m’qe(é ozo’—wﬁ)/ §8zlq1though the majority of texts
have Kyelsswyvalone, k« KweU@Swv is probably correct.
Cf. Ency.Biblica, vol.ii, col.2499, (note 1). Cf. Blaki-
Ston: op.cit., p.203

8. Matt,31:7. Crf. Blakiston: op.cit., P.88.
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chronology of Luke is meant to mark the year of the baptism
of Jesus, 1s it possible to determine how long before this
time John had begun his own ministry? There are two in-
dications which may be of value towards arriving at a de-
cision. The first appears at Matt, 3:1, 'In those days ceme
John the Baptist, preaching in the wilderness of Judea.'

To what period do the words, *in those days', refer? Eisleg'
holds that the reference must be to the period immediately
subsequent to the death of Herod in 4 B.C., mentioned in

the previous chapter, 2:19-22. He contends that adequate

support 1s given to this view by the Ebionite Gospel, and

would place the opening of John's ministry before the begin-
ning of the Christian era. "He must then have been an old
man in the time of Jesus between fifty-five and sixty-five
years of age as he is, in fact, generally represented in
early Christian art."® Attractive as this view is, it
does not seem to be the correct one, The nature of the

Ebionite Gospel has already been exemined, and it has been

made clear that the 'Herod' referred to there was probably
not Herod the Great, but Herod Antipas, the tetrarch. AS
for the words, 'in those days', it is more natural to take
them closely with 2:23, 'And JoSeph came and dwelt in a

¢ity called Nazareth .... in those days came John.' The

1. Revue Archéologique, xxxii, 1930, pp.l16-126.
2. Eisler: The Messiah Jesus, p.244.
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period indicated would then be some point of time during
the residence of Josephus in Nazareth, which extended over
many years, and not necessarily, as Eisler would have us
believe, the years immediately following upon Herod's
death in 4 B.C.

It might appear, however, that Eisler's thesis that
John was twenty or thirty years older than Jesus, and that
his activity had already started before the Christian era,
gains some support from Lk. 1:80, and 2:1l. In 1:80, Luke
states that 'the child (John) grew and waxed strong in
spirit, and was in the deserts till the day of his mani-
festation to Israel.? At 2:1 the Evangelist writes, 'In
those days ..... Mary brought forth her first-born son’'.
If there is a real connexion between these two verses, it
would be necessary to believe that the Baptist was in
reality about thirty years older than Jesus, and that his
ministry commenced prior to or shortly after the latter's
birth, But apart from the dubious nature of the statemen#
that 'John was in the deserts till the day of his manifes-
tation to Israel', which, as already shown, is probably the
product of poetic faney rather than based on good tradition,
it does not seem likely that there is any real connexion
intended in any case between the two verses, at least, from

& chronological point of view. The plural, ‘those days'
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2:1, following upon the singular, fthe day', 1:80, does
not suggest that the two periods of time were really con-
current, and as Goguel observes, "the scene of the Annun-
ciation would lose all its significance if it took place
twenty years before the birth of Jesus was announced to

nl We have here the interweaving of the Birth-

Mary.
Narratives of forerunner and Master., The poet who composed
them can scarcely have intended by ILk. 1:80, and 2:1, that

a gap of twenty years or more separated the births of

John and Jesus.

The second indication regarding the period of the
opening of the Baptist's ministry is given, though indirectly,
in Ik, 1:5, 'There was in the days of Herod, the King of
Judea, a certain priest named Zacharias, e?c.' This verse
quite definitely places the birth of John at some point
during the reign of Herod the Great, although, here again,
Eisler disagrees with this view and writes, "In my opinion
it is quite unnecessary to interpret the passage LK.l:5 ....
as if the author meant that Elizabeth's pregnancy and the
birth of the Baptist narrated in the sequel fgll within the
reign of Herod the Great. éygVéTO has its usual sense
'flourished', lived in the days of Hero& the Great, and,

1:7, when he and his wife were now well advanced in years,

1, Jean~-Baptiste, p.280.
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toward the end of their lives, they, through God's mercy,
had a son."l He thinks that the correct date of the birth
of Jesus was 6 or 7 A.,D., the year of the well-known census‘
of Cyrenius, Lk.zfz, and that Luke has erroneously placed
the Baptist;s birth in the same year. In reply to this,
it may be said that Lk, 1:5 can be properly understood only
as implying that John was actually born during the reign

of Herod the Great, and as for the census of Cyrenius in 6
or 7 A.D., "we now know that there was a census in 8 or 7
B.C. when Cyrenius was military governor and waging war
against the Homonadenses in Syria, Saturninus being the
ordinary civil ruler."z If this is so, and there are at
least tolerably good grounds for the statement, the con-
clusion may be drawn that John was born towards the end of
the reign of Herod the Great, and if it be assumed, as is
perfectly natural, that he was about thirtvahen he started
his activity, it is possible to arrive fairly accurately
at the date of the commencement of his independent ministry.

Thus far, then, the chronological data may be arranged
as follows:-

(a) The baptiém of Jesus took place in the autumn
of 27 A.,D., and the activity of John the Baptist

had started some time previous to this.
Lk.3:1; Mk,1l:4; Matte3:1l; Lk.3:3.

1. The Messiah Jesus, D.292.

2. Jack: The Historie Christ, p.242. Of.Matt.2:1, and Ter-
tullian: adv.Marclounem, 4;19, nSed et census constat actos

"
sub Augusto nunc in Iudaea per Sentium Saturninum.
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(b) John was born during the reign of Herod the
Great. Lke.1:5-7.

(c) John's activity had not commenced as early
as 4 B.C.. Matt.2:23, 3:1.

(d) John was not twenty to thirty years old when
Jesus was born., Lk,1:80, 2:1. )

The impression derived from these data is that John waes
born about 8 B.C., and that he commenced his ministry about
22 A.D., when 30 years old, though he may have done so even
earlier. Between 22 A,D, and 27 A.D., news of his preaching
came to Jesus and at some point in this period Jesus went
to John, and spent in his company a very considerable time.
~This contact culminated in the baptism of Jesus in 27 A.D..
It is impossible, however, to be anything like dogmatic on

the chronology in question. The most valuable point, and

one which will be strengthened in the course of this thesis,

is the long period both of John's own ministry, end of the

association of Jesus with him, The short way in which

the Evangelists refer to this period may perhaps exhibit

what Bacon has described as the "obvious reluctance of our
Gospel sources to allow Jesus to appear in any wey dependent
upon John, a determination on their part to regard all

John's activity as proleptic, a prophet!s pointing forward
to what should come after", or, in other words, as the attempt

of Christian tradition to show "a progressive magnification
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of everything that could set John forth in the subordinate
relation of herald and forerunner of the Gospel with the
progressive minimising of all that might allow to his re-

formatory movement independent value."

(b) The Question as to whether the ministries of Jesus and

John overlapped, with special reference to the Fourth
Gospel.

In this section one of the most interesting and impor-

tant points in the chronologies of John and Jesus 1s reached
- a point which must be investigated in some detail because
on it hangs to a considerable extent the perspective in
which the ministries of John and Jesus should be envisaged.
According to the Synoptics the arrest of John by
Herod followed immediately or very shortly after the Baptism
of Jesus, and it was only after John's arrest that the min-
istry of Jesus opened, Thus Mark states, 'Now after that

John had been put in prison, Jesus came into Galilee, preach-

ing the Gospel.'z Similarly Matthew, 'Now when Jesus heard

that John was cast into prison, he departed into Galilee....

1. Journal of Biblical Literature, vol.xlviii, 1929, pp.44-45.

2, Mk,1:14., T4ed%004v4; = "to be handed over", hence, with
the additional thought of being "delivered up"” into prison.
This is the most natural interpretation of the verb, and
it is well supported by its use in other contexts. Cf. M
agd M: Vocabulary of the Greek NewéTestami?E; El%BEQ Igeéf
also supported by Matt.ll:2, ev 79 oeccuwTCIY 5 ’
pite itgpabsenceyfrom the Lﬁcan parallel, 7:18, can scarcely

be satisfactorily regarded as an unauthorised editorial
time-comment. Cf. W.F.Howard: Amicitiae Corolla, 1933,

Pp.118~124,
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from that time Jesus began to preach.'l Luke is so
anxious to establish this fact that the account of John's
arrest appears in his Gospel even before the baptism of
Jesus., 'Herod added yet this above all that he shut up
John in prison.'g According to the Fourth Gospel, John's
arrest did not follow immediately after the baptism of
Jesus. After the baptism there followed (a) & period in
which the disciples of the Baptist are represented as
passing over to Jdesus. This took place not in Galilee, but
in Perea. 'Again the next day after John stood and two

of his disciples, and looking upon Jesus as he walked said,
Behold the Lamb of God. And the two disciples heard him
speak and‘they followed Jesus.'5 (b) a period in which
the ministries of Jesus and John definitely overlapped.
'After these things came Jesus and his disciples into the
land of Judea, and there he tarried with them and baptised.
4nd John also was baptising at Aenon near to Salim for there
was much water there: and they came and were baptised. For

John wes not yet cast into prison.'4 The definite way in

which this statement is made indicates that the Fourth
Evangelist is aware that he is contradicting the Synoptic

tradition. This tradition must have been well established

1. Matt, 4:12,17. 2., Lk, 3:18-20.,""
3. dn, 1:35-37, 4. Jn. 3:22-24.
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else the Fourth Evangelist would not have been at such
pains to assert that the ministries of Jesus and John did
overlap, and that 'John was not yet cast into prison'.

In view of this discrepancy between the Synoptics and
the Fourth Gospel, attempts have been made to harmonise
them by supposing, in the first instance, that the Fourth
Bvangelist is referring to a call of the disciples before
the beginning of the Synoptie narrative. It is brue that
Mk.3:16 seems to imply that Jesus had known Simon and
Andrew for some time previous to their formal call. On the
otherkhand, John's use of the formula, 'Follow me', and the
fact that no mention is made of any other call in subsequent
chapters, point to the conclusion that the Fourth Evangelist
is describing here the formal call, and not referring to
any period of acquaintance of Jesus with his disciples prior
to the opening of the Synoptics. The apparent strangeness
of the expression at Mk.l:18 is relieved, perhaps, by the
reflection that the account of the call is given very shortly
and concisely, because the Evangelist desired to get over
these preliminaries as quickly as possible and to proceed
Wwith his account of the Good News., It may be assumed - and,
88 will be seen, there are good grounds for the assumption -
that Jesus had known those who were later to become his

disciples for a considerable period anterior to their formal
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calle The Synoptists and the Fourth Evangelist, then,
are referring to the same event, and the discrepancy re-
mains.

To determine which viewpoint is correct is not easy.
It should be remembered that the weight of evidence is not
strictly three, (Matt.Mk,Lk) to one, (Jn.), If Mark had
the statement that the ministries did not overlap, the
probability that Metthew and Luke simply repeated this opin-
ion must be seriously reckoned with., But it may be asked:
Does this seem & very naturel point to assert so definitely
unless it were based on good tradition? It seems to be
scarcely so, although it is possible that the Synoptists
have made this chronological note prolepticelly in order to
exclude the idea that the Baptist's work lasted for any
extent of time, end had any independent significance. To
be quite fair,the evidence may be taken as evenly balanced,
and the choice therefore lies between the Synoptists and
the Fourth Evangelist. This involves an inquiry into the
historical value of the Fourth Gospel, an inquiry, which
in compass of the present work cannot be exhaustive, but
embracing the salient points only.

The most diverse opinions have been held regarding the
historical value of the Fourth Gospel., Radical criticism

has declared it to be historically. utterly unreliable: con-
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servative scholars have stressed its accurate historical
basis on which a vast superstructure of theological teach-
ing has been built up. . The present writer regards this
superstructure of theological teaching as the most important,
if nbt, the all-controlling motive which inspired the Evan-
gelist to write this Gospel, and believes that this didactic
desire has in many cases coloured the facts of history, and
altered and modified them to provide suitable settings in
which to bring home the teaching intended. The Evangelist
was not primarily interested in giving concise and chronol-
ogical historical facts., His was a *spiritual Gospel' and
it is from this standpoint that it should be interpreted.
It is in fact a kind of sermon "which reminds us of the
later Jewish homiletic method known as Haggada in which
religious teaching is driven home by the allegorising of
sacred history."l

The text of the sermon is, 'That you may believe Jesus
is the Christ, the Son of God, and believing may have life
through his name.'z It is true that these words set forth
the Progfamme not merely of the Fourth Evangelist but also
of the Synoptists, but whereas the Synoptists expound the
text by direct narration of the words and acts of Jesus,

the Fourth Evangelist does so rather by allowing the words

——

1. G.H.C.Macgregor: The Gospel of John, p.xxi. r
2. Jn. 20:31,
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and acts to remain solely as a background providing an
admirable setting for his own reflections about Jesus,
which in an extremely beautiful way bring home the con-
clusion that Jesus is the Son of God. "Indeed so little
careful is the author to distinguish between his own
thoughts and those which he puts into the mouths of his
characters that it is sometimes impossible to tell where
the speech which he is reporting ends and his own comment

nl These didactic personal reflections

upon it begins.
constitute the principal element in the Gospel to which
all else - speakers, dialogue, setting - are subordinate.
The miracles, too, are introduced as 'signs' to shew that
Jesus is the Son of God and 'to display his glory'.z

The Fourth Evangelist pre-supposes on the part of his
readers an intimeste knowledge of the facts of the beginning
of Christianity. As Dibelius writes, "The Gospel of John
is a Book for people who knew, Personalities and situa-
tions bearing upon the history of Jesus are frequehtly in-
troduced, but for all that the Fourth Evangelist tells us,
the questions might be asked: Who was John the Baptist?

1. Macgregor: op.cit. xxiv. Excellent parallels, as noted
herg, ire to be foﬁng in the practice of Thucyd@des and
Plato who report not the ipsissima verba of their speakers,
but intermingle their own reflections, theories and phil-
Osophies, o

2¢ Jn,2:11, The Synopties, on the other hand, make faith a

- condition of miracles.
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When d4id the events narrated at 1:32 take place? .... What
were the 'signs' mentioned in 2:23%? ..... The Evangelist
does not say.“l Clearly he presupposes on the part of his
readers the knowledge of Mark, and possibly also of Luke,
which he, himself, had. As Bernard observes, "The words
of Mark were adopted in.many_céses both by Luke and Matthew,
somet imes without éhange and sometimes with corrections,
which, in the judgment of the later evangelists improved the
style or made for accuracy. It is possible that John may
have used the Synoptics in like manner. It would have

been quite consistent with the literary habits of the time
if he occasionally borrowed a sentence from his predecessors.
There will, then, be nothing to surprise us if we find in
John not only traditions which he shared with earlier

- evangelists, as well as with the whole Churqh of his day,
but also traces of the actual incorporation in his text of
descriptive phrases from the Synoptic Gospels, or from their
sources."®  But this by no means covers all the cases. The
fact is, that it was not the events nor the sequence of
events in which this writer was primarily interested, but

in their inner meaning and in their deeper signifidance as
showing that Jesus was the Christ, the Son of God. The
events themselves formed part of the great array of wit-

nesses massed together by our author in testimony to this

l. OPoCit., P.lOl.
2. St.John, I.C.C., pp.Xcv-xcVvi.
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supreme truth, -

It is as a witness that John the Baptist is introduced
in this Gospel. The key-note is already struck in the Pro-
logue, 'There was a man sent from God whose name was John.
The same came for a witness to bear witness of the Light
that all men through him might believe,! This 1is repeated
at 1:8,15,31,34; 2:26,28; 5:32,33; and so pre-occupied
is the Evangelist with this idea that the impression he

conveys is that John was no more than a witness. No mention

is made of any independent ministry and teaching of the _
Baptist. "In place of the powerful personality .... whom
we have in the Synoptics, we find in the Fourth Gospel no
more than a subsidiary figure introduced to make known the
majesty of Jesus - a figure endowed with supernatural know-
ledge, but monotonous, always the same, and historically
without the slightest colour.“l It seems that the tendency,
already suspected in the Synoptics, to integrate the Baptist
in the evangelical history, and to minimise his own peculiar
role, is here in the Fourth Gospel pushed to 1its extreme.

No better illustration of this tendency can be found
than in the placing of Jesus and John side by side as is
done in the section 3:22ff. Jesus and John and their dis-
ciples are represented as baptising in the same nelghbour-

hood. A dispute arises on some point concerning purifica-

1. Schmiedel: Ency.Bib., vol.ii, col.2519A. (slightly altered)
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tion between John's disciples and the disciplés of Jesust -
a dispute which possibly originated in évdifference of
opinion between Jesus himself and John himself on this prac-~
tice. ‘ Already at 3:26 the superiority of Jesus to John

is subtly hinted at in the words, 'All men come to him®,
The stage is now set for an exposition in which the Baptist
assumes his regular role of witness and forerunner. 'He
must increase, but I must decrease', v.30, is the theme
around which the Evangelist weaves his own reflections, It
is impossible to tell where the words of the Baptist end
and those of the Evangelist begin, but it seems almost cer-
tain that vv.31-36 belong to another context, snd should
follow either 3:21,as Bernard suggests,z or 3:13, as Mac-

3

gregor proposes. The historical nucleus of the passage

reduces itself, then, to the "question" or "dispute about

l. This interpretation is baged upon Bentley and Semler's
conjecture, vig., that MeT« (T&v)’Inmooel has been corrupted
to pmeéTtx ToeSaiou ., The reading of W*@® fam.13, the
Latin vss., and Syr.cu. is Jovd«iwv , but ‘Tauddlou
$¢ABLNWIA is almost equally well attested. At any
rate, some confusion in the text is apparent. Neither
Toubaioo nor "Touddfwv seem to make the best possible
Sense in the context, It is unusual, as Loisy points
out, to refer to the adherents of Jesus as "Jews", without
any other designation, and the narrative does appear to
imply that the disputants were extolling the merits of
Jesus' baptism, as contrasted with John's, a contingency,
which, in itself, is most improbable. peT« [T@Wv] I4goU
on the other hand, gives admirable point to the whole in-
cident, but, at the same time, embodies a tradition, which,
at an early date, it was felt desirable to obliterate.
METX[TGv]TIM605, cf, O.Holtzmann: Das Johannes-Evangelium, 21,
could quite egsily be made into,ue1&flmuédfau/ ; cf. Balden-

2 Sperger: op.cit., p.66; Loisy: Le Quatriéme Evangile, p.336.
» Op.cit,, p.xxIli. 3. 0p.cit., pp.77, 55,
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purification"™., There is reason to believe that this is
based on good tradition, as 1t is difficult, if not impos-
sible, to see how it could have been invented, but the
setting and the dénouement are stage-managed to bring out
John's testimony to Jesus against a background of historical
verisimilitude., As Dibelius puts it, "Just as the author
‘of "Mary Stewart' brings together in Fotheringay Park the
two Queens, who never saw each other, for the sake of con-
trasting them, similarly the Fourth Evangelist places John
and Jesus together at the same work and at the same time:
he wishes to shew by this that the full Sunshine has ex-
tinguished the light of the moon, and that the work of the
Baptist is done: his joy is complete, he can step down
from the stage: in the rest of the Gospel he is merely one
who 'has been'."l

In support of the contention that the overlapping of
the ministries is unhistorical, and that the section just
discussed is in reality a mise en scéne, it may be observed
how contradictory and conflicting is the evidence of the
Fourth Gospel on the relations of John and Jesus. We are
told that John recognised Jesus as Messiah (1:29), and that
the whole point of his baptising was to prepare the people
for his coming (1:23). If this were so, why does John

continue to baptise side by side with Jesus? (3:28). Why

l‘ JOdoTo’ Pclllo i
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do John's disciples require to underline the success of one
whom John himself openly avowed to be Messiah (3:26)%? Jesus
has more disciples than John (3:26, 4:1) but no one receives
his witness (3:32)! Finally, Jesus is represented as
baptising (3:22), and as not baptising (4:2).l It would be
precarious to attempt to explain away all these inconsis-~
tencies as due to clumsiness of redaction. To the redactor,
however, certainly some of them may be due. More likely
they are to be explained as arising "through the utilisation
of a source which the Evangelist has modified and surcharged

n? To determine what stood

to adapt it to his own ideas.
in that source originally is by no means simple.5 The best
way to do so may be to delete what probably did not. Clearly
the words, 'For John was not yet cast into prison' did not.
(3:24). This has all the appearance of a chronological note
of the Evangelist himself in his anxiety to excuse himself
from differing with established tradition. Nor did the

Statement in v.26, 'He who was with you beyond Jordan, and

l. The contradiction between these two verses can scarcely
be regarded as more apparent than real, Paul, it might
be argued, rarely baptised in person, but authorised others
to baptise his converts. But the fundamental difference
1s, that whereas there is clear evidence for this in Paul's
case, there is no evidence, apart from this doubtful pas-
Sage, that elther Jesus or his disciples ever baptised.

2. Goguel: Jean-Baptiste, p.87.

3. cr, Spitta: Das Johannes-Evangelium als Quelle der Ge-
Schichte Jesu, pp.86-98.
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to whom you bore witness'., This is a distinct echo of the
first chapter of the Gospel, and too characteristic of the
Bvangelist to be missed! Nor, as already observed, did all
the words attributed to John the Baptist in 3:27-36. They
bear too plainly the Johannine stamp both in expression and
in theological content. Again, the words, 'Though Jesus
himself baptised not, but his disciples', (4:2), are clearly
an addition of the Evangelist, (less likely of the Redactor),
to his source to harmonise with the prevailing view that
Jesus did not baptise, and to correct the anachronism. The
crucial point, however, is to determine whether the indica~
tions at 3:22, 3:26, and 4:1, that Jesus himself did baptise
are to be regarded s having originally stood in the source.
Goguel believes that they did because such a viewpoint con-
tradicts the Synoptic tradition, and because it is out of
harmony with Johannine thought which could scarcely have
envisaged baptism by Jesus himself.l There is cogency in
this argument, but there is, perhaps, a more cogent counter-
argument, The Fourth Evangelist is plainly desirous of
bringing Jesus and John side by side at this point in order
to put on the lips of the latter a final great testimony

to the former. The picture would not be balanced: the

Stage would not be properly set unless he gave us, on the

l. Cf. The Life of Jesus, p.275. )
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one hand, John baptising; on the other, Jesus baptising.
Only thus would the picture be perfect, and the testimony
really convincing. The Evangelist is acutely conscious,
however, of the non-historicity of his picture, and is at
pains at 4:2 to correct it by emphatically stating that
'Jesus himself baptised not'. His purpose, nevertheless,
had been served., dJesus and John had been represented as
baptising together side by side, John, the witness, about
to leave the stage, and Jesus, the Son of God, with his
earthly glory just beginning. Finally it is to be observed
that the extremely awkward reference to the Pharisees at
4:1, whose hostility is given as the alleged reason for
Jesus' separation from John, is yet another addition to the
source, being an attempt to patch up the gquite inconsistent
Preceding scene. The sudden appearance of the Pharisees is
strange and unnatural, and the use of the term KJelos never
applied elsewhere to Jesus till after .the Resurrection, makes
the matter conclusive.l It is highly probable that the
Pharisees have been introduced here to cover up the real
Treason for the ultimate departure of Jesus from John - that
being a fundamental difference of opinion on the subject of
baptism.

If, then, all this additional matter be set aside, it

——

1. C¢f. The Gospel according to St. John, I.C.C., P.132,
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appears that the source used by the Evangelist. at this

point referred[so V.25 ]to'a question ... about purification'.
This source has been radically altered and added to by the
Evengelist himself partly because of the unsuitability of

the nature of its contents, partly, to establish his oft-
repeated and well-beloved contrast of John and Jesus. The
source may have been quite an ancient one giving an extremely
precious note on the early relations of John eand Jesus. The
feeling is that the writer of the Fourth Gospel has set

forth here an account of things, which, by its very contra-
dictory neature, by its patch-work additions and explanations,
and by its characteristic emphasis on the role of John as a
witness, is in its present form devoid of chronological sig-
nificance.

The Synoptics, on the other hand, can better bear exam-
ination. It is possible to extract from them certein indica-
tions that their viewpoint is the correct one. The first of
these is to be derived from the rumour which had spread abroad
that Jesus was John risen fram the dead.l It does not seem
Probable that such a rumour would have arisen had Jesus
8ained any measure of popularity during the Baptist's min-
istry, The impression is rather that Jesus was a little-

known Figure till after the Baptist's death, and that the two

——

l. Mk.6:14 = Matt.l4:2 = Lk,9:7-9; Mk.8:27-29 = Lk,9:18-20.
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had never been recognised as working side by side. The
second indication is afforded by the words of one of the
disciples of Jesus as reported by Luke, 'And it came to
pass that as he was praying in a-certain place, when he
ceased, one of his disciples said unto him, Lord, teach us

to pray, even as John taught his disciples.'l As there

is no reason to doubt the accuracy of Luke's report, a two-
fold inference may be drawn; first, that the questioner
had not yet been taught how to pray. If that were so, he
can scarcely have been a disciple of John who, we are in-
formed, specially instructed his disciples in prayer;
second, that if the questioner had actually been a disciple
of John, he would almost certainly have said, 'Teach us to

pray, even as John taught us,' It should be noted that

appaerently the disciple is not speaking for himself alone,

2
but for the whole inner circle of Jesus' disciples. The
third and last indication of a clear distinction between the
two groups of disciples, and in no way suggesting a period

of parallel activity is given at Mk.2:18-20, 'And John's

1, 11l:1.

2« It is, of course, in the narrower sense of the word "dis-
ciple" in which the present argument 1s to be understood.
The argument affects only the Twelve, and those of like
allegiance, in the case of Jesus, and only those who had
definitely accepted the Baptist's rule and practice, in
the case of John. Thus the whole point of the discussion
is to discountenance the narrative in Jn.l:35ff. It is
quite possible, on the other hand, that not a few of the
'hearers'! or 'disciples' of John 1n the wider sense of the
word did actually become 'hearers’ or 'disciples' oI Jesus.
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disciples and the Pharisees were fasting: and they come
and say unto him, Why do the disciples of John and the
Pharisees fast, but thy disciples fast not? And Jesus
said unto them, Can the sons of the bride-chamber fast
while the bridegroom is with them? As .long as they have
the bridegroom with them, they cannot fast. Buﬁ the days
will come when the bridegroom shall be taken away from
them, and they will fast in that day.' These verses re-
ferred originally to a difference in practice between the
disciples of Jesus and the disciples of John only.l " The
disciples of John very possibly were observing a special
mourning fast owing to the imprisomment of their master. It
is unnecessary to assume that John was already dead, and
that Mark has ante-dated the incident. John's imprisomment,
which, no doubt, his disciples feared would have a fatal
termination, sufficiently explains their grief. On either
view, however, the narrative clearly implies that Jesus
already had his disciples, and they do not join with the
disciples of John in mourning. 'The sons of the bride-
chember! are quite distinet from the followers of John.
They shall have their turn to mourn when their Master is

taken away.

1, The reference to the Pharisees is an editorial insertion
intended "to fit the section into its context as an
example of conflict between the Pharisees and our Lord",
Rawlinson: The Gospel of Mark, p.30.
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Finally, it is not without significance that in the
Book of Acts there is no evidence to support the view that
Jesus recruited his disciples from those of John or that
the two ministries overlapped. There are, it would seem,
indications to the contrary although it must be admitted,
they cannot be stressed. These indications do not appear
to have been introduced by Luke to draw special attention
to the fact, or to buttress the chronology of his Gospel
against any different view. Had this been his intention
the matter would have been put much more strongly. In
fact, the very incidental nature of the indications lends
support to the idea that they are based on a primitive and
well-known tradition. Thus at Acts 10,36, Peter says
'The word which God sent unto you ... that word, I say, ye
know, which was published throughout all Judaea and begun

from Gelilee, after the baptism which John;preached: At

Acts 13:23-24, Paul says '0Of this man's seed hath God raised,
according to his promise, unto Israel a Saviour Jesus, when

John had first preached before his coming the baptism of

Tepentance to all the people of Israel.' And finally at
Acts 19:4, Paul again says, 'John verily baptized ..., saying
unto the people that they should believe on him which should

Lome after him, that is on Christ Jesus.' These passages

Seem to convey the impression that the ministry of John was
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actually complete before Jesus began his own ministry.

In view of all these facts, the period of parallel act-
ivity of John and Jesus as represented in the Fourth Gospel
at 3:22ff., together with the description of the passing over
of John's disciples to Jesus at 1:35ff., can scarcely be re-
garded as historical. An apparent historical ferisimilitude
is given to the narrative by the chronological notes, 'The
next day', 1:29, and, 'again the next day after', 1:35, and
'the day following', 1l:44, but here, as at 3:22, the Fourth
Evangelist has created a mise en sceéne to establish beyond all
doubt the idea that John was merely a forerunner and a witness.
There can be little doubt that John has replaced the earlier,
and, as it seems, the more accurate Synoptic account, "by one
modified to suit his own purpose in order to emphasize the
.Passing over of the disciples from the Old Master to the New."
On this point, however, the Synoptic record is superior, and

s 2
there was, it would appear, no period of parallel activity.

1. Macgregor: op.cit., p.46.

2+ It must not be supposed however that the chronology of the
Synoptists is on all poipts superior to that of the Fourth
Evangelist. It is very probable that the Fourth Evangel-
ist is correet in lengthening the ministry of Jesus to a
bPeriod of more than two years, (as contrasted with the Syn-
optic record of omne year), and that, although the ministry
of Jesus began in Galilee, allowance must be ma@e in the
Synoptic record for the Johannine record of a visit to Her-
usalem by Jesus prior to his final visit. On the whole

Question: ¢f. Schweitgzer: The Quest of the Historical Jesus,
Pp. 86~87. B.H.Streeter: The Four Gospels, DP.J595- 26.
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(¢c) The evidence relating to the Baptist's—Death.

A very full account of the circumstances of the Baptist's
death is given in Mk.6:14~29, and in Matt.l4:1-12. At first
sight, it might appear somewhat surprising that Luke, who
gives so full an account of the birth of John, should omit
entirely Mark's narrative of his death. If, however, the
Proto-Luke theory be accepted, this will occasion no great
difficulty. The explanation would simply be that when Luke
came to expand the original draft of his Gospel by adding
material from Mark and other sources, the Evangelist did not
regard the story of the Baptist's death as suitable for his
immediate purpose.l If the Froto~Luke theory is not accepted,
(the present writer has little hesitation in accepting it), it
can only be supposed thet Luke deliberately passed over the
Marcan story because even he doubted its ability, in its
details, at least, to pass as genuine history.

The setting in which the narrative appears in Mark re-~
Veals the fact that it is merely a stop-gap to hold the in-
terest from the time when the disciples are sent out by Jesus
at 6:12, till their return at 6:30. This is apparent from
the ungkilful wey in which the narrative is introduced. If
the text is consulted, it will be seen that there is no real

Comnection between 6:13, and 6:14, What did Herod hear? What

——

l. ©¢f. Vincent Taylor: Behind the Third Gospel, p.l38.
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relaﬁion was there between the sending out’of the disciples
and Herod's identification of Jesus with John risen from ﬁhe
dead? Plainly, no intelligible one. 7Vv,14-16 belong to
another context. They can be explained only by supposing
that at some later stage in the ministry of Jesus, Herod
. grew hostile towards him, and at this point Jesus had to
withdraw from his territory.l
For a proper understanding of the Gospel narrative,
certain historical facts should be borne in mind. On the
death of Herod the Great, his dominions were dividea up
emong three of his sons, His fourth son, who according
to Mark and Matthewz bore the name of Philip, was deprived
of his share of the territory and lived as a private person

3

somewhere in the Hast, He had married his niece Herodias,

the daughter of Aristobulus and the grand-daughter of Herod
the Great. Herod Antipas was married to a daughter of
Aretaé, King of Nabatea. Now, while Herod Antipas was at
Rome and residing with his brother Philip, he fell in love
with Herodias, his brother's wife, Josephus relates that
"an agreement was made for her to change her habitation and
come to him; one article of this marriage was this, that he

' 4
should divorce Aretas' daughter." The daughter of Aretas,

—————

l. Their true position is possibly after 7:23, at which point
Jesus leaves Herod's dominions. Cf.Dibelius: opscit., P.82.
2, Mk.6:7, Matt,l4:3.
Z- Jl'gsephus: Antig., xviii.5.1.(109ff.).
. id.
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however, learning of this affair, asked hér husband to send
her to the fortress of Herod and Aretas. ZEscaping from
Machaerus, she crossed into her father's territory and, as
Buzy puts it, "thus escaped the unpleasantness of a summary

divorce."l

The outcome of this unhappy business was that
Aretas was furious at the insult done-to his daughter, vowed
vengeance on Antipas, and after a period déeclared war against
him. Josephus again tells us that "all Herod's army was
destroyed by‘the treachery of some fugitives ... who joined
with Aretas! army."z It was ageinst this unlawful marriage
that John the Baptist raised his voice, 'It is not lawful
for thee to have thy brother's wife',5 and it was John's
outspokenness which, the Gospels inform us, brought about
his arrest.

Mark tells the story in greater detail than Matthew.
The incident is a familiar one. The Baptist is languishing
in. Herod's dungeons. In the rooms above a birthday feast4
is being celebrated in Herod's homnour. The daughter of
Herodias pleases Herod with her dancing so much that he
announces,'Whatsoever thou shalt ask of me, I will give it

thee, unto the half of my kingdom.' The girl consults her

l. The Life of St.John the Baptist, kng.Ed., p.l68.

2. -Iij."_d'_” / 5. Mko6:180

4, For the meaning of yevésia , cf, Schlirer: o?‘Cit'é I, vol.
ii, p.26, note 27; M. and M.: Vocabulary o e Greek
Testament, p.l23.
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mother and returns with the demand, 'The head of John the
Baptist in a plattexr!? The vexation of Herod is then des-
cribed for he knew that John the Baptist was 'a just man
and a holy man: and when he heard him he did many things and
heard him gladlyl! At length he gives way to the request
'for his oath's sake and for the sake of those who sat with
him'., The executioner is summoned and the head of the Bap-
tist is presently brought in. The narrative closes with
the words, 'And when the disciples heard of it, they came and
took up his corpse and laid it in a tomb,' | Matthew 1is
shorter., He does not say that Herod regarded John 'as a
Just and holy man?'. Indeed, from his account, 14:4, it
would seem that Herod had desired to put John to death long
since, but had been restrained because 'he feared the multi-
tude.! The dance of Herodias' daughter elicits only once
from Herod the declaration which appears twice in Mark. No
mentibn is made of the egecutioner, but Matthew adds a very
human note at 14:12, stating, that after John's death 'his
disciples went and told Jesus'.

There can be little doubt that the original lies with
Mark, which Matthew has shortened., If Matthew were the
original, it is difficult to explain the inconsistency be-
tween Matt.l4:4 and 14:9. Herod, we are told, had long

Since wished to put John to death, (v.4), but, now that the
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opportunity had come, he regreeted it, (v.9). The diffi-
culty might be removed by supposing that v.9 is an inter-
polation, or by taking the view that it would have been
only natural for Herod to repent before giving the fatal
order., But neither of these explanations is likely. V.9
is clearly no interpolation, but is taken over direct from
Mark. As for Herod's sensitiveness, one may well ask if it
was customary for Oriental princes of Herod's type to evince
such feelings.,. latthew's account does not ring quite true.
Plainly, he has ascribed to Herod himself a personal hatred
towards John, which his wife alone bore to him, or at least,
he has exaggerated that hatred,

It would be rash to regard these narratives of Mark and
Matthew as entirely the product of the legend-building imag-
ination. Yet it may be readily admitted that they contain
certain elements which can be accepted only with caution,
if at all. Mark commits the same error as the Slavonic
author in giving the name of Philip to Herod's fourth son.
On this Schlirer well observes, "Since, according to Josephus,
not the tetrarch Philip, but Herod, was the first husband
of Herodias, the statement of Mark and Matthew is evidently
a mistake, Many seek to explain away this mistake by assum-
ing that they gave to this Herod the name Herod Philip eees.

But it must be admitted as very remarkable that the one name
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should be chosen by Josephus, and the other by the New
Testament writers: .and Yet more peculiar would it have been
had the old Herod two sons with the name of Philip. We can
therefore come to no other conclusion than this .... that
the two evangelists made a mistake."l Renan sees in the

mistake 'an error of inadvertance',z

and this is probably
the correct view, a® Mark has probably confused the name of
Herodias' husband with that of the husband of Salome, whose
name was Philip. Again, Mark refers to Antipas as ‘'king!'
whereas, in realitj, he was only 'tetrarchf; and as regards
his offer of half his kingdom, Loisy remarks in his st imu-
lating way,b"we may observe, not without reason, that
Antipas had not his kingdom to divide and that he had not
a free hand in the disposition of the territories which he
governed. The influence of the book of Esther on the Gospel
“redaction can alone explain the exaggeration of the offer."3
Once more, it was contrary to all etiquette for princesses
of royal blood like Salome to dance in public and it is not
likely that Salome, who at this time was almost certainly
married, could be fitly called a Koe«610v - a title

usually reserved for unmarried girls under twenty. Extreme

conservatism has an answer to all these difficulties individ-

1, Sghﬁrer. op.cit., I, vol.ii, p.22, note 19.
2. Vie de JéSus, p.114, note 2. :
3. Les %Fan Iles Synoptiques, I, p.426.
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ually, but cumulatively they form a foﬁmidable array. They
stamp the narrative in which they appear as not being en-
tirely historically‘accurate. Clearly a genuine histor-
ical basis has been expanded and embroidered to a certain
extent, at least, by popular fancy.

What is the historical basis of the narrative? There
can be little doubt that this was the execution of the
Baptist by Herod's orders. The captivity of John is
vouched for independently by Matthew and Luke.l - Matthew
states that John's disciples visited him in prison.2 The
very fact that Mark does not mention this episode confirms
'the fact that the captivity and the executioﬁ of the Bap-

> It is plain, however,

tist are based on good tradition,
that popular imagination, working upon the bare facts, has
succeeded in producing a narrafive relating more to Herod
than to John, a narrative which is entirely devoid of
evangelical interest, and lacking in historical precision.
Dibelius is surely right when he observes that the real
point of interest in the story is "that a king traps him-
self in his oath and must do éomething which he regrets.”

This was an exceedingly common theme of popular anecdote,

One can well imagine how Herod's dark deed would be whis-

l, Matt.4:12; Lk,.3:20. 2. Matt.l1l:2 =‘}k.7:18-
8. Cf. Goguel: op.cit., P.56. 4. J.d.T., D.80.
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pered round the bazaars and with what,bleasure the folk
would dwell upon the way in which the hated tetrarch had
cornered himself., Fanciful additions would grow with
every new account of it. It would be unwise, however, to
leave the narrative out of all account whatsoever. It
furnishes, as will be seen presently, certain valuable
evidence for serious consideration in regard to the chron-
ology of John the Baptist, |
If the Gospel nerrative of John's death is compared
with that of Josephus, certain interesting and important
divergences present themselves. Josephus states that the
pPlace of John's imprisonment was Machaerus, a gloomy and
forbidding fortress on the confines of the territory of
Herod and Aretas, and towering 3,000 feet above the Dead

Sea.l

The Gospels meke no mention of the place, which is
Strange because the narrative they contain, being of the
anecdotal type, would have been likely to preserve the name
of so infamous a fort as Machaerus, had the Baptist really
met his end there. The Evangelists suggest that John was
Imprisoned somewhere in Galilee because the chief men of
Galilee are mentioned as being present at the feast. More~

over, it is extremely unlikely that Herod would have chosen

& border fortress for John's place of confinement. "To

1. B.J. vii.6.1.(163ff.).
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gselect such a place on the frontier of Aretas would have
been the height of imprudence. It is much more likely that
he was imprisoned and put to death, as Mark implies, in
Galilee.mt |

A more vital difference arises in the reasons given for
John's arrest and execution. According to the Géspels,
this was originally due to the pique of Herodias. Josephus,
on the other hand, ascribes his arrest to Herod's fear,
lest he, the Baptist, might cause political trouble. No
account is given by the historian of the banquet with its
fatal conclusion. Ee states simply that "through Herod's
suspicion, John was sent as a prisoner to Machaerus and
there 8lain."2 It must not be inferred from this statement
that Josephus himself regarded the Baptist as a political
figure. As stated before, he is careful to emphasize that
this was Herod's suspicion and Herod's <fear. Nevertheless
it is significant that the historian regarded this, and not
personal pique, as the direct reason for Herod's actiomn, To
Tegard the two viewpoints as irreconcilable is a mistake.
Both have their element of truth. The Gospels record the
more clamant reason for John's arrest - his attack on
Herod's morals, bringing a period of precarious freedom and

simmering suspicion to an end. It cannot be denied that

———

l, Jackson and Lake: The Beginnings of Christianity, vol.i,p.l& |

2. Antig. xviiiosozb(llg) .

i
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such an outburst was entirely in line wiﬁh his fiery de-
nunciation of the 'offspring of vipers', and this alone

should be sufficient to save the Gospel viewpoint, fitting

in, as it does, so well with the rest of the picture. On

the other hand, it is very probable that Josephus has set
aside the tradition embodied in the Gospel narrative, if he
knew it at all, not merely because of its historical inexact-
itudes, but because it would have been untactful to rake up
megories so peculiarly undesirable in the fact of his patrons.
There can be little doubt, however, that the Baptist, by his
stinging censure of the morals of his day, and by the very

fact of his gathering around him so large a following, would
inspire in Herod a certain trepidation lest the moral preacher,
seemingly harmless enough, were really something more than

he appeared to be. But that this suspicion was unfounded,

and that John's ministry was not designedly of a political
nature, will be shown in a later chapter.l Meantime, it is

%0 be noted that the reason given by the historian for the
Baptist's arrest is historicélly extremely probable, and .

2
that it goes hand in hand with that of the Gospels. Josephus

1. Chapter V. pp.255-2bo, _

2, Loisy: Les gvangiles Synoptiques, vol.i, pp.922-923, admits
that the reasons given by the Gospels and Josephus are
compatible. "Josephus speaks as an historian sufficlently
well instructed in Herodiam politics: the Gospel story is
Presented as a popular legend in which everything is ex-
Plained by the mutual relations of the persons in the case,"
Dibelius: op.cit., extends the preference to Josephus.
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gives the long-standing reason, the Gospéls, the immediate
one. Both are correct, and it would be rash to extend the
preference to the one or to the other.,

Finally, whereas Josephus indicates that the Baptist's

execution took place immediately after his arrest, the

Gospels imply that a certain time elapsed between his appre-

hension end his death.l It is very probable that this di-
vergence is more apparent than real, and that Josephus has
omitted all reference to a veriod of imprisomment in view
of the brevity of his notice. This consideration leads
directly to considering the date of the Baptist's death,
Josephus relates that "the Jews thought that the des-
truction of Herod's army was the work of God, who thus
exacted a very just retribution for John, surnamed the Bapw
tist."2 The defest referred to was that which Herod suffer-
ed at thehands of Aretas in 36 A.De. It was maintained

by Keim3

that since Herod's defeat took place in this year,
the death of John must be dated shortly before that, possibly
@ year earlier at the longest, because John's death and
Herod's defeat went closely together in popular thought. A
similar view was held by other scholars, but the theory
Seemed likely to be abandoned till Eisler resuscitated it,

and proceeded to buttress it by other arguments of his own.

—

1

3

Matt,11:2 = Lk.7:18.
$ntig.xviii.5.2.(116). .
e History of Jesus of Nazara, Eng.Ed., vol.iv, p.223.

L
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One of these was, as élready noted, that‘the Slavonic Ver-
sion represents John as still alive at the time of Philip's
death in 34 A.D.. It would appear, then, Eisler holds,
that John outlived Jesus, and that the date of John's death
was not before 35 A.D.. This argument may be dismissed

owing to the untrustworthy nature of the Slavonic Fragments.

Another of his argumentsl is based upon the position at which

John's death is recounted by Josephus in the Antiquities. He

points out that the historian has already referred to the

deaths of Jesus and Philip, and only immediately before Herod's

defeat (in 36 A.D.) does Josephus refer to John's death.,

Conclusion: that John outlived Jesus. In reply to this, it
may be said that it was quite natural for Josephus to recount
John's death at the point he did. The notice is introduced
by the statement that some of the Jews saw in Herod's defeat
8 very just retribution for his actions towards John. What
could be more nabural than to add here a short account of the
Prophet's work and death? It need not be supposed that this
stands in its correct chronological setting. It is rather a
reminiscence, taking the form of an aside from the main thread
of the narrative., That it is an aside, and not in its cor-
Tect position, is shown by the repetition of the introductory

words below, "Now the Jews thought that the destruction of

———

l, The Messiah Jesus, P.291.
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Herod's army etc.". Here the main thréad is picked up,
and the history proceeds smoothly from this point.l

Eisler's arguments in favour of the year 35 A.D, for the
Baptist's death add nothing to support that date as already
advocated by Keim, This position, in itself, is not without
its vulnersbility. In the first place, it does not allow
sufficiently for the probability that ropular belief would

retain over a considerable number of years the memory of a

crime inflicted on one who had been their hero, and that it
would see in Herod's punishment proof of the fact that divine
punishment is sometimes slow, but always sure. Second, the
theory assumes that the marriage between Antipas and Herodias
took place about 35 or 36 A.D., because Aretas declared war
on Herod in %6 4A.D.. There are no valid grounds for this
assumption. Josephus implies that this marriage had been the
beginning of the hatred between Aretas and Herod, and that
they had been for long at daggers drawn, Aretas awaiting his
chance. His first really favourable opportunity came only
in 3 A.D. when the Romans were at war with the Parthians and
could not help Herod. In view of these facts, it would be

Precarious to regard the date of Herod's defeat as giving any

——

l. Jack: The Historic Christ, p.247, points out that there is
a similar Instance in the Hegesippus, where the crucifixion
gf Jesus follows the uprising of the Samaritan messiah in

5~AOD0.
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true indication a® to the year of the Baptist's death.

In the Gospels it is clearly stated that John the
Baptist did not outlive Jesus. This is plain not only fram
the Marcan and Matthaean records of his death which place it
at some point during the ministry of Jesus, but also from
the passages in which 1t is reported that the people and Herod
believed that Jesus was John risen from the dead.l It is
quite impossible that Herod could have believed this unlegs
John were already dead, and it is barely possible that the
people could have shared the belief unless John had been
actually only in a state of close confinement, and the rumour
had got around that he had already been executed. Eisler
falls back upon this possibility! "A careful comparison of
the relevant passagesg at once shews that Lk.9:7, and an
array of MSS,at Mk.6:14, quote the sawing only as a popular
opinion, and not as a statement of Herod's. Lk.9:9, indeed,
makes the tetrarch reject this belief as J‘Jn_'possible."3 Yet,
whatever array of MSS,at Mk.6:14 ascribes the words to the
beople by the use of the plural, (gAfYOV ), there still

remains satisfactory evidence in favour of the singular,

l. Mk.6:14-16; Matt.l4:1; Lk.9:7-9.
% Mk.6:14-16; Matt.14:1ff.; Lk.9:7-9.
8. The Messiah Jesus, p.304. -
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(ZXéYé ), and this is, perhaps, the cerrect reading.1 In
any case there can be no doubt about Matt.l4:2, 'At that

time Herod the tetrarch heard of the fame of Jesus, and said
unto his servants, This is John the Baptist: he is risen from
the dead: and therefore mighty works do shew forth themselves
in him.°* Observe how Eisler disposes of this statement!

The reference to John's being risen from the dead is not
original, he tells ué, "because the idea that one who is
risen from the dead thereby becomes forthwith capable of
miraculous acts of power is unsupported."z Unsupported,
perhaps, as far as our records go, but by no means impossible,
surely, considering the uniqueness of the mighty acts of
Jesus, and the stabs of a guilty conscience! As for lk.
6:16, Eisler is forced to take this as an ironical question,
*But when Herod heard thereof, he said, -'It surely isn't
John, whom I beheaded, is it?', whereas the natural meaning
of the Greek is, 'It is John whom I beheaded; he is risen
from the dead.' Finally, Eisler maintains that Mk.6:16,
taken as an ironical question, is supported by Lk.9:9, 'And

Herod said, John have I beheaded: but who is this of whom

l. It is true that the impersonal plural is chargcteristic of
Mark; cf.C.H.Turner: Journal of Theological Studies, xxv,
1924, pp.378-386, but the singular suits the sense better
and is supported by Matt.l4:2., Neither Mk,.8:28 nor Lk,9:7
can be cited as 'guarantees' for the plural when so many
good authorities have the singular. "It is improbable, in
any case, that Herod would take up a common rumour, whereas
it is evident that this strange conjecture started with the
king's conscience." I.C.C., P.109., The repetition of the
statement in v.16 shews that Herod does not entertain the
other views (v.15), but that he regards his original opin-

ion (v.14) as correct. 2. Op.cit., p.305. .
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I hear such things?! In reality, no such support is given
by the Lucan parallel. Plainly, the meaning is that al-
though Herod is aware that he has beheaded the Baptist, he
was becoming increasingly apprehensive lest Jesus might be
John rigen., This is entirely in line with the fact that
Herod was a Sadducee, and that only in the most special and
unique circumstance would he have concluded that Jesus was
John re-embodied. But the circumstances were undoubtedly
of this nature, and the evidence of Luke, far from contra-
dicting Mark, when taken in its simplest and most natural
way, constitutes a most precious statement in support‘of
the accuracy of the latter.

It is manifest, ﬁhen, that only by arbitrary altera-
tions and strained interpretations of the Gospel texts can
any support be derived for the view that John outlived Jesus,
Admittedly, at Lk.3:20 John's arrest is described in a sen-
tence which is "strangely halting",1 and which contains g
somewhat awkward repetition of the name 'Herod', but to re-
gard the sentence as originally having containeg no reference
to John's imprisonment, and to have terminated at Tovyedv
and to take the second 'Herod' as belonging to a new sentence
= a later interpolation -~ and translating, 'And Herod added

this above all that he shut up John in prison' - all this

—

lo EiSler: OQ.Oi‘b., PQSOG.
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does not alleviate in the slightest the grammatical 4iffi-
culty - for this reason. It would be necessary to suppose,
on this view, that the interpolated sentence was introduced
without a connecting particle, inasmuch as it is most im~
probable that the said particle would have been omitted

later by some copyist, who thus accidentally concealed the

interpolated sentence, and made it appear to belong to the
preceding one, The omission of a particle at this point
is a flaw which even the clumsiest of interpolators would
have been careful to avoid. The fact is, that the sentence,
though somewhat harsh in grammatical construction, though
by no means without parallel, stands just as Luke wrote it,
and the theory that it is a later interpolation inserted
with the intention of finally demonstrating to John's dis-
ciples "that their Master lay helpless and inactive in
Pprison, while Jesus was performing mighty deeds"l is a pure
figment of the imagination. Such a viewpoint pre-supposes
that a large and powerful continuing group of Johannine
disciples were at work in opposition to the disciples of
Jesus -~ a metter the likelihood of which has still to be
examined.2 Apart from this, it mey well he asked why the
interpolator, if he were so anxious to have John in prison

and to demonstrate his helplessness, did not clinch the

l. Eisler: op.cit., p.307. 2, Chapter IV.
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matter by stating that he Was dead! Surely this would have
been the best way to remove all basis for further argument.
As for the objection that the Fourth Evangelist does not
record John's death, he does not recount either the baptism
of Jesus by John! The Fourth Evangelist has selected his
material with some care, and the narrative describing John's
death wouid gscarcely have had any direct bearing on the
promulgation of his thesis that Jesus is the Son of God,
There are, however, certain indications in the Fourth Gospel
that John did not outlive Jesus, the most definite being at
5:35, 'He (John) was the lamp that burneth and shineth,'
True, this may refer only to John's imprisonment, implying
that his period of active witnessing was over, but it is
much more natural to refer it to his death., Like Luke,
the Fourth Evangelist does not mention explicitly the Bap-
tist's execution, but in both Gospels his death is implicit,
while the narratives of Mark and Matthew put the matter
beyond all doubt.

In conclusion it may be said that the joint evidence
on which reliance mey be put, points quite clearly to the
fact that John did not outlive Jesus. He was executed, after
& period of confinement, at some point, (perhaps about mid-way),
in the public ministry of Jesus, and if Jn.5:35 can be

trusted, his death took place before the date of the feast
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referred to in Jn.5:1, i.e, not later:than.29 A.D,. If

Jesus was crucified on the 1l4th of Nisan of that year, the
1

Chronology adopted by most modern reckonings, the Baptist

was put to death some time before this date.

1, ¢f, G.H.C.Macgregor: The Gospel of John, p.xiii.
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CHAPTER III. -
THE BAPTISM OF JOHN THE BAPTIST.

A,

Consideration may now be given to the baptism of John
the Baptist, and the light which this remarkable rite throws
upon his personality. The designation "remarkable" is
appropriate, not because there was anything new in the
-practice of baptism itself, but because it is rather sur-
prising that John who, after all, was only one among many
who baptised, should have borne the specific title 'Baptiser!
or 'Baptist'.l The explenation of this is, may be, that
whereas, originally, John was referred to not as ﬁl&é““ﬂs
0 BdﬁTlﬁfﬁsat all, (there is no Aramaic equivalent for the
Greek word), but simply as jld&vvﬂs, at a later stage o

ﬁd'lTT?&CJV and o ﬁaﬂﬂ'“"'ﬂ{)s came to be closely
attached to his name as descriptive of his well-known practice,

and from the very closeness of the association tended to take

{
the form of a title. BﬂﬁTTWWTW7S shows the completion of

this process as a title fully developed for him in early

{

1-/6“ﬂ1"§é'V means 'to dip! or 'sink'. It is employed not in-
frequently in a literal and metaphorical sense, but only
twice does it appear to contain the idea of religious lus-
tration. Jud.12:7, Ecclus.31:35. Moves(@«; and [SamTrery
are regularly used in this connexion. The word may have
come into use, (as Jackson and Lake suggest), .in Greek-
Speaking Jewish Christian circles as meaning 'religious
washings?',
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Christian circles, further suggested no doubt, by the con-
sideration that he had baptised our Lord. E%leTldﬂﬂifﬁ,,
then, should be regarded in its original form not strictly
as a name or title, but rather as an epithet descriptive of
his work, As such, however, its appearance in connection
with John loses none of its novelty. To account for it the
possibility arises that in the baptismal rite of John, there
was something striking and original, something which distin-
guished it from contemporary baptismal rites, with the result
that John came to be referred to as 'the one who baptised! or

'the baptiser' par excellence. To discover such character-

istics it will be necessary to investigate the origin,

method and significance of John's baptism. This investiga-
tion is preceded by a short examination of the locality in
which John carried out his baptismal work, and is rounded off
by considering the relations, if any, between John's baptism
and Christian Baptism. The Baptism of Jesus is dealt with

in a separate section.

(a) The locality of John's baptism.

It is generally assumed that the Jordan was the principal
site of the Baptist's activity. In this connection, however,
the following points may be noted. First, Josephus says no-
thing about John's having baptised in the Jordan. Brandt!

1. Die jldischen Baptismen, pp.74-75.
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thinks this very remarkable, since the historian, he holds,
would not have failed to mention so important a site., Second,
the Fourth Evangelist is élso silent as regards the Jordan,
and his silence is even more striking than the silence of
Josephus. He gives Bethabara (A.V.) or Bethany,l~and Aenon
near to Salim? as localities in which John baptised. Third,

'the guestion of Jesus, 'What did you go out into the wilder-

ness to see?' is somewhat strange, because one would have

expected 'to the Jordan' had John really baptised there.3

Finally, it is pointed out that baptism in the Jordan would
not have been agreeable, if not actually dangerous, in view
.of the muddy yellowness of its water and the speed of its
flow, Considering these facts, Brandt suggests, though
with the utmost caution, that John had no real connection
at all with the River Jordan, and that the main centres of
his activity were in the nelghbourhood of various towns and
villages throughout Galilee, Judea, and Perea. |

The main objection to this theory is that it is not
easy to see how the tradition that John baptised in the
Jordan could have arisen unless he had actually done so. The
tradition is so firmly rooted in the Synoptids that it is
Practically certain that for some period in his life at

.least he must have been known to summon the people to baptism

1. 1:28, 2, 3:22,23. 4. Brandt: op.cit., p.71.
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at this point. Perhaps, however, it is a mistake to re-
gard the Jordan as the place at which the Baptist spent the
major portion of his life. This was only one district among
many in which he executed his task. Herein lies the true
significance of the above-mentioned arguments. The silence
of Josephus and the Fourth Evangelist shews not necessarily
that they knew nothing about John's activity on the Jordan,
but that they did not think it essential to single out this
specific theatre of activity. The question of Jesus,

'What did you go out into the wilderness to see?' refers,

1 to an earlier period of the Baptist's

as already noted,
work,Aand points very conclusively in the direction that
John moved constantly from place to place. As for the danger
of baptism in the Jordan, it is almost incredible that there
was not some spot safe enough, e.g. a ford, to carry out
the rite without peril! Far from being an unsuitable place,
the Jordan would have been a most convenient one for a time,
at least, selected, no doubt, because of the numerous cara-
vans which would pass to and fro. But would it have been
wise to have remained too long in one particular spot in
View of the suspicion of the govermment authorities?

It is possible to determine roughly, at least, at which
Part of the river John baptized for a certain time. The

3
Egpthern reaches are definitely indicated by Mark; and Matthew

1. Chapter I, p.b8, 2, 1:5. 3. 3:5,
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by the reference to the people of Jerusalem going out to
John's baptism. It is probable that after a period of
preaching in the wilderness, 'John came into all the country
round about Jordan'l near the point at which it enters the
Dead Sea, and there started baptising at some ford on the
caravan route from Jerusalem to Perea via Jericho.,

The Fourth Evangelist mentions (a) 'Bethabara! (A.V.)2
as a site of John's activity, but the reading 'Bethany, be-
yond Jordan' is to be preferred both on textual grounds and
because the addition 'beyond Jordan' is clearly meant to
distinguish this Bethany from the wel l-known village of the
same name situated a mile or two S.E, of Jerusalem.3 The
reading 'Bethabara' is very probably due to a topographical
suggestion of Origen, who states that although all the best
MSS. read 'Bethany beyond Jordan', he could not find any
village of that name on the banks of that river, whereas =a
place called 'Bethabara' some miles inland on the East side
of the river was pointed out to him.4 This is better than
to suppose, as Loisy does, that Bethabara was the original
reading and that Bethany was substituted on the strength of
John 10:40, il:l, where the name Bethany occurs shortly after

& reference to the place where John first baptised.5 It is

1, Lk,3:3. 2, 1l:28,

3. Cf.Macgregor: The Gospel of John, D. 26.

4, Origen: Commentary on ot John v1, clted by'Macgregor.
op.cit., 1bid. emsureg v 56 i Setv Bqéavu 2vayy v ke,

AAAK O Bex.
5. See further Macgregog op.cit., ibid. The reference is to
va

Loisy: Le Quatriéme ngile, pp.21l-214.
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more attractive, too, than to suppose with Khndsinl that

the reference to Bethany in the Fourth Gospel is by no means
ancient, but that it arose because Christians were wont to
make pilgrimages at the time of the composition of the
Gospel to Bethany as a site especially venerated from its
associations with Gospel history, and hence, that the
kvangelist has inaccurately substituted a Christian place

of veneration for a Baptist centre, It is much more natural
to suppose that the said pilgrims would find Bethany al-
ready mentioned in the Gospel texts as a sacred place, and
the veneration of the spot would be due to this fact, As
to the location of this Bethany, C.R.Conder, according to
G.A.Smith?, identifies it with Batanea or Bashan, but this
is improbable because at Jn.l:18 priests and Levites are
represented as having been sent to Bethany to question John.,
This implies that Bethany was not at any very great distance
from Jerusalem, whereas the province of Batanea lies well

to the N.E.. The identification of the site of Bethahara
and Bethany, which would only be possible in any case if both
words mean 'house of the ferry boat' is unlikely for the

Same reason. Bethabara is at least 100 miles from Jeruselem.
It is suggested that Furrer may be right in his identifica-
tion of Bethany with Betﬁne, which, although it is some way

1, Topologische Yberlieferungstoffe im Johennes-Evangelium,

Forsch: zur Religion und Literatur, N.F., xxii, pp.18-25.
2. Hasting's Dictionary of the Bible, vol.i, p.255b.
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from the Jordan, may have been a point at which Johﬁ bap -
tised, since his ministry was essentially an itinerant one.l
The safest view however, is to regard Bethany as some little
known village in South Perea, bossibly not far from the
original place at which John worked, in view of the deputetion
gsent . from Jerusalem. The Fourth Evangelist mentions also

(b) Aenon near to Salimz as a theatre of John's activity.
Aenon is probably to be located on the West side of the river
Jordan in Samaria, and possibly not far from Shechem.3 Here,
the Baptist would be safe from Herod Antipas, and as 'there
was nuch water there', he may have spent a considerable time
at this place.. Objection has been taken to the view that

John would minister in Semaritan territory, and it has been

thought that the reference to Aenon and Salim is purely

symbolical.4 Thus Aenon (Springs), and Salim (Peace) sig-
nify a baptism preparatory to a greater one - that of |
Melchizedek, the Prince of Peace. This seems altogether too

far-fetched. At 3:22 the reference to these places has

l, Macgregor: op.cit., ibid. 2. Jn, 3:22.

3. Cf. W.Bauer: Das Jéhannesevangelium, p.39, "According to
Eusebius, Onom. p.40, Aenon and Salim lie eight miles
south of Scythopolis in the very north of Samaria. In
Semaria, 5% kilometres east of Shechem, there is to be
found today a place called Salim." Some doubt exists as
to the exact location of the spot, but there 1s reason to
believe that it lay in Samari%; ‘

4, E.g. by Loisy: Le Quatriéme Evangile, p.332, note 2; ;
W.Bauer: op.cit., p.39. _ 1

BT
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every appearance of a sober topographical note, and since
John could move about with complete safety in Samaria, this
consideration largely counteracts tke improbability of his
having ministered in that territory. Aenon near to Salim
is very probably another historical site of John's baptism -
a site, it is worth observing, readily accessible both from
Judea and Galilee,

Now, if John began his activity in the Wilderness of
Judea, and if the baptism of Jesus formed the culminating
point both in his relations with Jesus, and in his own min-

istry, the topographical notes may perhaps fit in as follows:-

(a) John preaches in the Wilderness without baptising.

(b) John appears in the South Jordan district at a
ford on the caravan route from Jerusalem to
Perea. He begins baptising.

(¢) John continues his activity at Bethany in Perea,
where the suspicions of Herod are roused.

(d) John withdraws to Aenon in Semaria, where Jesus,
coming from Galilee, first meets John, and where,
it would seem, the discussion takes place between
John and Jesus regarding baptism.

(e) John, accompanied by Jesus, returns along the
Jordan valley to the southern reaches of the
river. Jesus is baptised, and leaves John,

(f) John risks going into Perea once more, and possibly
accuses Herod directly on the score of his unlaw-
ful marriage. He is at once arrested by Antipas.

(g) John is semt to some prison in Galilee, and after
a period of confinement, is executed. Immediately
after John's imprisonment, the ministry of Jesus
opens,
































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































