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INTRODUCTION

"And his mother and his brothers came; and standing é
outside they sent to him and called him. And a crowd was
sitting about him; and they said to him, *Your mother and
your brothers are outside asking for you.' And he answered,
'Who are my mother and my brothers?!" -- kk. 3:31-33. These
words of the evangelist can well serve as an introduction for
this thesis. Tfue, when Christ asked this question, He was
using these words in a spiritual sense. Thus He answered
it Himself with the words, "Whososver does the will of God
is my brother, and mother, and sister."™ But the question
concerning the blood relationship to Him of those of whom
the people spoke He did not answer. While no one doubts that
Mary was the mother of Jesus, not all will answer the ques-
tion, Who are His brothers? in the same way.

This question concerning the Brethren of the Lord and
their exact relationship to Him is not something new. True,
in the past decades one view has been gaining ground among %‘
Protestant scholars, but it is not a new one. It goes back i
into the first few centuries of the Christian era, as do the
two other chief views concerning this problem. In fact, the

three same solutions have stood more or less side by side




for all these centuries, ever since they have been put for-

ward by their respective champions. Lightfoot in the excel-

1

lent dissertation he has on the subject™ has named them after

their chief exponents the Epiphanian, the Helvidian, and the

Hieronymian® theories.® These names are still applied quite
generally to this day to the theories and will also be used
in this thesis to identify them. At times some noted indi-
vidual has championed some variation of one or the other and,
thus in a sense, put forth his own, but none of these varia-
tions have taken hold to any appreciable extent and so will
only be referred to in passing.4
While all three views go back at least as far as the
days of Jerome, not all of them have held egual prominence
in the history of the Church in subsequent centuries. Since
the time of Jerome (340?-420), his view (the Hieronymien

theory) has been accepted as the correct one in the Roman

Church. It was therecfore also quite naturally taken over

l. J.B. Lightfoot, in his commentary on Saint Paul's
Epistle to the Galatians, pp. 252ff.

2. This theory is named after its chief exponent, Jerome,
Hieronymus being the Latin name of Jerome.

3. According to the LEpiphanian hypothesis the Brethren
of the Lord are sons of Joseph from a former marriage. The
exponents of the Helvidian view, on the other hand, say that
the word 'brother' is to be taken in its most literal sense,
the Brethren of the Lord, then, being actual sons of Joseph
and Mary; while the Hieronymian theory assumes that the word
tbrother' is to be taken in the wider sense of cousins.

4. Lightfoot says concerning them: "These however have
been for the most part built upon arbitrary assumptions or
improbable combinations of known facts, and from their arti-
ficial character have failed to secure any wide acceptance™

(Ibid., p. 254.).




into most of the Protestant churches at the time ér the Refor-
mation. The Epiphanian view, which apparently goes back much
further (especially if the apocryphal literature ié taken
into consideration), is still the dominant one in the East-
ern Orthodox Churches.’ The third view was championed by
Helvidius, a contemporary of both Jerome and Epiphanius. In
fact, the only things we know of him and his views are ﬁhose
which are found in the strong article written against him by
Jerome .

There is one more point in connection with this problem
which must not be forgotten. As we consider it today, we
can sit back and look at it objectively, weighing the evidence
on each side and then accepting that view which seems to satis-
fy us best. Controversies and differences of opinion of this
sort, however, have never arisen simply for the sake of con-
troversy. There has always been something behind them which
has prompted the men involved to take the views they did take.
So also the problem of the Brethren of tﬁe Lord is not an
isolated matter about which men have argued because they have
had nothing better with which to occupy themselves. On the
contrary, each view is definitely bound up with other more
important matters. Helvidius argued the way he did because
he was opposed to the asceticism and grdwing disapproval of

marriage in his day. Both Epiphanius and Jerome, on the other

5. Thus the East hés followed the lead of the Greek father
of the Church, Epiphanius, even as the West has to a large
extent followed the lead of Jerome.




hand, were interested in preserving the perpetual virginity
of Mary when they put forward their views. While it is true
that this does not effect the merits of either of the hypo-
thesis, yet it must be kept in mind in evaluating them.

It is my purpose to examine these various hypotheses
in the light of tradition and Scripture. Thus the theories
themselves will first be discussed briefly. Next they will
be sxamined on the basis of the references to this problem
in the. literature of the early Church. Finally, the Scrip-
ture passages whioh have a bearing on the subject will be
taken up. The correct interpretation of these passages 1s

after all the real key to the problem.



CHAFTER I
THE THREZ THEORIES

Before we can come to any conclusions concerning the
merits of these various hypotheses it will be necessary to
glve an outline of them. This will simply be an objective
statement of some of the points advanced in their favor.
Once these facts are known, it will be possible to evaluate
their merits and demerits more easily.

The Hieronymian hypothesis might also be called the
cousin theory. As was mentioned before, Jerome was the first
chief exponent of this theory. In fact, there are those who
feel that there is no real evidensce for this theory before ;
the time of Jerom.e.l It was he who maintained that they were
cousins of the Lord over against the view of Helvidius, whose
claims Jerome countered with his article on "The Perpetual
Virginity of the Blessed Mary." The first section of this
work contains Jerome's counterarguments against Helvidius.

He then takes up the problem of the persons called James in

1o Cf., ©<g+, Lightfoot, op. sit., pp. 258f. and note,
P« 273. 1In this footnote he discusses at length the supposed
reference to the Hieronymian hypothesis in the writings of
Paplas. He proves conclusively "that the passage was written
by a mediaeval namesake of the Bishop of Hierapolis, Papias,
the author of the 'Elementarium,® who lived in the 1lth century.”




the New Testament. He says that there are two by that name
among the Apostles: James the son of Zebedee and brother of
John, and James the son of Alphaeus. This latter one is also
called James the Less. This shows that there were only two

by this name. How, then, can we account for the other promi-

nent James, who is called the Lord's brother? He must be one
of these two, especially since he is called an Apostle in

Gal. 1:19. Since at this time James the son of Zebedes was
already dead, we must identify James the Lord®s brother with
James the son of Alphaeus, who is also known as James the
Less. He 1is mentioned together with his brother Joses as a
son of iary (Mk. 15:40; Matt. 27:56). Since we know that this
James was the son of Alphaeus, "the only conclusion is that

the Mary who is described as the mother of James the less was
the wife of Alphaeus and sister of Mary, the Lord's mother,

the one who is called by John the Evangelist *Mary of Clopas,'
whether after her father, or kindred, or for some other reason™
(Chap. 15).2 Thus James and the other *brethren of the Lord?
were cousins of Jesus, for they were sons of His mother's
sister. Jerome then goes on to show how it happens that they
are called 'brothers.' He says: "In Holy Scripture there are
four kinds of brethren--by nature, race, kindred, love. . . .
Moreover, they are called brethren by kindred who are of one ‘

family, that is rerp!d, which corresponds to the Latin pater-

2. The translation of Jerome's treatise which I have used
is that of W.H. Fremantle in the Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers
of the Christian Church, 3enry_Wace & Philip Schaff eds., VI.




nitas, because from a single root a numerous progeny proceeds"

(Chap. 16). He mentions as proof Gen. 13: 8, 11, Abraham's

|
|

words to Lot ("For we are brethren"). To Jerome, then, "it
is clear that our Lord's brethren have the name in the same
way that Joseph was called his father" (Chap. 18).

These are the essentials of the cousin theory, as Jerome
propounded it. However, as Lightfoot points out, there are
several other important additions which were made later on
to this theory. One of these is the identification of Alphaeus
with Clopas. It is held that they are simply different fbrms‘
of the same Aramaic word, "Chalphai.“3 This explains the
difficulty otherwise involved in James being called the son
of Alphaeus in the lists of the Apostles and the son of Clopas
(1f the Mary mentioned in Mk. 15:40, is to be identified with
the ifary of John 19:25). That Jerome did not make this identi-
fication of names is evident, since he says that if you think
they are two persons, "you havé still to learn that it is cus-
tomary in Seripture for the same individual to bear different
names” (Chap. 15). Furthermore, Lightfoot sayé "In his trea=-
tise on Hebrew names too he gives an account of the word Al-
phaeus which is scarcely consistent with this identity.
Neither have I found any traces of it in any of his other

works, though he refers several times to the subjaot."4

3. Cf. F. Bochtel, "The Brethren of the Lord," in the
Catholic Emcyclopedia, Vol. I, p. 767; or Lightfoot, op.
cito’ PP 256f.
= 4. Lightfoot, op. cit., p. 257.
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Another addition to this theory also involves an iden=- i
tification. The Judas, who is one of the Brethren of the !
Lord, is identified with the apostle Judas, whom Luke refers !
to as Tovias Tauwpov (Lk. 6:16; Acts 1:13). This also fits

in perfectly with the opening verse of the Epistle of Jude.

There its author calls himself the brother of James. Thus
according to this view this epistle was written by am Apostle.
1t has therefore been readily accepted by those who wish to

make the author of the Epistle of James an Apostle also.

Some have even identified the Simon mentioned among the Breth-
ren of the Lord with Simon Zelotes in the list of the Twelve
in Luke 6:15.°

A further slight variation is referred to by Bechtel in

his article in the Catholic Encyclopedia. While maintaining

that the Brethren of the lLord are cousins of Jesus, he is not
so sure 1f they are related through Joseph or through Hary.
Thus he says:

James, Joseph, and Jude are undoubtedly His
gousins. If Simon is the same as the Symeon of
Hegesippus, he also is a cousin, since this writer
expressly states that he was a son of clopag the
uncle of the Lord, and the latter's cousin.® But
whether they were cousins on thelr father's or
their mother's side, whether cousins by blood or
merely by marriage, cannot be determined with cer-
tainty. Mary of Clopas is indeed called the sister i
of the Blessed Virgini (John 19:25)7 but it is un- '

5. Ibid., pp. 257f.

6. This statement of Hegesippus will be discussed in Chap.
II in connection with the testimony of the Church fathers.

7. Provided this passage refers to only three persons
and not to four, as many scholars maintain.




certain whether 'sister' here means a true sister
or a sister-in-law. This would favor the view that
Mary of Clopas was only the sister-in~law of the
Blessed Virgin, unless it be true, as stated in uSS.
of the Peshitta gersion, that. Joseph and Clopas
married sisters.

Before going on to the view of Helvidius, 1t should be
recalled that Jerome maintained his theory for a specific
purpose.  The title of the treatise in which it i1s found:

"The Perpetual Virginity of the Blessed Mary," shows the rea-
son for this theory in the thinking of Jerome. Thus he states

his purpose as follows:

I must call upon the Holy Spirit to express His
meaning by my mouth and defend the Blessed Mary.
I must call upon the Lord Jesus to guard the sacred
lodging of the womb in which he abode for ten months
from all suspicion of sexual intercourse. And I
must also entreat God the Father to show that the
mother of His Son, who was a mother before she was
a bride, continued a Virgin after her son was born.

(Chap. 2)

The Helvidian Theory

As was already mentioned, Jerome wrote his treatise on
"The Perpetual Virginity of the Blessed Mary" against Helvi-
dius, a contemporary of his in Rome. This Helvidius héd argued
quite strongly against celibacy. In so doing he had used the
example of the mother of Jesus and had referred to her sons
and daughters to show that the raising of a family was some=
thing quite honorable and not Somathing to be discouraged.
Thus, understood correctly, the Helvidian theory might also

8. Bechtel, loc. git.,
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be called the brother theory, since it assumes that the Breth-
ron of the Lord are sons of Mary and Joseph, born in the
natural way after the miraculous birth of Jesus.

Jerome appealed to Scoripture to show how the passages
involved could be interpreted according to his view. In so
doing he attempted to refute Helvidius, who had also appealed
to the statements of the passages themselves to show that the
Brethren of the Lord were children of Joseph and Mary. The
exponents of this theory, then, as it is still developed today,
appeal to the simplest and most natural meaning of the words
and phrases involved.g Besides Matt. 1:25 and Lk. 2:7 all
those places where the Brethren of the Lord are actually men-
tioned are important.lo Two points are brought out in con=-
nection with these paséages. In the first place, the uss of
the word 'brother? (3551203) is stressed. Thus Plummer says:

No instance in Greek literature has been found , 7
in which "brother" (36&A9ds) means "cousin" (Svey0s),
which ocours Col. 4:10; and it is to be noted that

the ancient tradition preserved by Hegesippus (c.

A.D. 170) distinguishes James the first overseer of

the Church of Jerusalem as the "brother of the Lord"

(Eus. HeEe II. xxiii. 1}, and his successor Symeon
as the "cousin of the Lord" (IV. xxii. 4). Could

9. "This [the view that they are real brothers| is exege-
tically the most natural view favored . . . by the obvious
meening of Matt. 1:25 « « o, and Luke 2:7 + « .+, a8 explained

standpoint of the evangelist, who used these terms

fgoﬁuigevigw of the subsequent %istogi of Mary and Jesus."
~--Philip Schaff, History of the Christian Church, Vol. I,

. 2721,
= 10. John 2:12; Mk. 6:1-6 (of. Matt. 13:54-56; Lk. 4:16-30;
Jn. 6:42) ; Mk. 3:20-22, 31-33 (cf. Matt. 12:46-59; Lk. 8:
19-21); Jn. 7:2-8; Acts l:14; Gal. 1:18f.; 1 Cor. 9:5.

11. So also J.B. Mayor, The Epistle of St. James, P. Xiv.




Hegesippus have written thus if James were really

a cousin? If a vague term such as "kinsman" were

wanted, tigt also might have been used, Luke 1:36,

58; 2:44.

The second point worthy of note in the argument of the
advocates of the Helvidian view is that the so-called brothers
and sisters of Jesugxgiwaya mentioned together with Mary.
They go down to Capernaum with Jesus and His mother and His
disciples in the early days of His ministry (Jn. 2:12). They
are mentioned by the inhabitants of Nazareth as brothers (and
sisters) of Jesus, when He taught in their synagogue (Mk. 6:
1-6 and parallel pass.). They oome with liary to seize Jesus
when they felt that He was beside Himself (Mk. 3:20-22, 31=-
33 and parallel pass.). Finally, they are mentioned together
with Mary and the disciples after the resurrection (Acts 1l:14).

In the third place, those who hold to the Helvidian
view maintain that the Brethren of the Lord are always dis-
tinetly separate from the Twelve, while the ocousin theory
assumes that at least two and perhaps three were Apostles.

In Jn. 2:12, they are mentioned as a separate group from the
disciples when they went down to Capernaum. Later on their
growing opposition (Mk. 3:20-22, 31-33 and parallel pass.)
set them off from the Apostles. Finally, the statemsnt of
the evangelist John: "For even his brothers did not belleve

in him" (Jn. 7:5) seems to show that they could not have been

members of the Twelve. Also Acts 1:14 and 1 Cor. 9:5, seem

-

12. Alfred Flummer, The Epistles of St. James and St. Jude,
Pe 28,




'to put them in a separate class.

There is yet one final point which the advocates of the
Helvidian hypothesis have argued in its favor. If the Brethren
of the Lord were cousins of Jesus and sons of Mary and Clopas,
why are they never mentioned in connection with their reputed

parents but always with the mother of Jesus?15

This point

as well as the others already mentlioned are real difficulties
which the defenders of the Hieronymian hypothesis must face.
However, it must be remembered that there is yet another theory,
that of Epiphanius; and, as will be seen, most of these argu-
ments can also be used in support of this theory.

The Helvidian hypothesis has been gaining ground among
Protestant scholars in recenﬁ years. It is entirely unaccept=-
able, however, to the Roman Church as well as to the Greek
Orthodox Churches, because it is contrary to the doctrine of
the perpetual virginity of Mary. In fact, some of the Protes-
tants who have not accepted it have plainly admitted that they
preferred to maintain the perpetual virginity of Mary, as did

Luther and the other Protestant reformers.

The Epiphanian Theory

The third important theory, that of Epiphanius, takes
a niddle-of=-the-road course between the two just mentioned.
It assumes that the Brethren of the Lord were His half brothers,
children of Joseph from a former marriage. Its chief exponent

was Epiphanius, who was born in Palestine about 315 and died

13. So argues Lightfoot, op. cit., p. 262.

N\



near Cyprus in 403. Thus he was a Greek father, and so 1t
might be expected that the Eastern Orthodox Churches would
follow him, as has also happened.

Like the other theorles, so this one involves a doctrine.
Epiphanius in advancing it wanted to maintain the perpetual
virginity of Mary. For that reason, too, it is still accepted
in the Eastern Church today (and also by some Protestants who
feel this doctrine should be maintained). While this does
not necessarily speak for or against the theory, it should be
kept in mind together with the doctrinal implications of the
other theories. This viéw of Epiphanius occuples a middle
position from the point of view of doctrine. iWhile preserving
the perpetual virginity of Mary, it does not go as far as the
theory of Jerome. The latter maintains not only the virginity
of Mary but that of Joseph alao.14

Although it has this one point in common with the Hiero-
nymian hypothesis, the Epiphanian theory has several things
in common with the Helvidian view. Concerning this Lightfoot
says: "They both assign to the word brethren its natural
meaning; they both recognize the main facts related of the
Lord*s brethren in the Gospels--their unbelief, their distinct-
pess from the Twelve, their connsexion with Joseph and Mary--

and they both avoid the other difficulties which the Hierony-

14. "You say that Mary did not continue a virgin: I claim
still more, that Joseph himself on account of Mary was a virgin,
so that from a virgin wedlock a virgin son was bora" --Jerome,
op. ¢it., Chap. 2l.
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mnian theory creates.“ls

The strongest argument advanced in favor of this theory
is that from tradition. Before the days of Jerome it seems
that the view which Epiphanius adopted was quite generally
accepted., 1t perhaps goes back the farthest of any if we
wish to consider the apocryphal gospels. Some of the earliest

of these, like the Gospel according to the Hebrews and the
16

Protevangelium of James,™ both dating from around the middle

of the second century, definitely speak of Joseph's children
from a former marriesge. It is to these that men like Qrigen
appealed for support for the half=-brother theory. However,
as will be shown in the ﬁext chapter, one must be very care-
ful in relying too strongly on the testimony of these apocry-
phal writings.t!

Besides this argument from tradition, which certainly
does carry some weight with 1t, there are also others advanced
from the language of Soripture. Some feel that Mary's words
to the angel: "“How shall this be, seeing that I kmow not a
man?" (Lk. 1:34),.imply that Mary had devoted herself to a life
of virginity even in marriage. Again others say that the

attitude of the brothers toward Jesus is that of older brothers

15. Lightfoot, op. cit., p. 265.
16. These apocryphal books will be discussed together with

all the patristic evidence in the following chaptler.

17. Jerome in his Comm. in Matt. xli. 49, "taunts those
who considered the Lord's brethren to be sons of Joseph's
[sict] by a former wife, as 'following the ravings of the
apooryphal writings, and inventing a certain Melcha or Escha!
(for Joseph's first wife)." -- Mayor, Jemes, pp. xi f.
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and not of younger ones toward an elder brother. An examina-
tion of the passages involved seems to point to this ceccnelusion,
and so this is definitely something in favor of the Epiphanian
view, To these arguments Lightfoot adds another from the nega-
tive side., After ruling out the Hieronymian theory, he shows
how one objection, in his words, "has been hurled at the Hel-
vidian theory with great foree, . « « which is powerless
against the Epiphanian.“la This objeetion involves the story
of the Crucifixion. There we ars told that Jesus turned Mary
over to John, His beloved diseiple, so that she would be cared
for. Lightfoot feels that this is reconcilable with the Epi-
phanian but not with the Helvidian theory and so speaks for
the former.t®

These, then, are the three chief theorles concerning
the Brethren of the Lord. Jerome claimed that they were cousins
and thus maintained the virginity of both Mary and Joseph.
Helvidius argued on the basis of the apparent meaening of the

Scriptures that they were real sons of Joseph and lMary.

i8. Lightfoot, op. git., p. 272.

19. This incident in the 1life of Christ has always been
a erux in the whole problem of the Brethren of the Lord. I
believe it causes the same difficuliy no matter which of the
major theories one accepts. Certainly there is a real prob-
lem here for the Helvidian hypothesis. However, I bslieve
the same problem remains for those who consider the breithren
to be step-children of Mary, especially when viewed in the
light of Acts 1l:14, where they are once more mentioned together
with her. Even the cousin theory, especially if it assumes
that the two sisters (Mary the mother of Jesus and Mary the
wife of Clopas) combined thelr households after the death of
their respective husbands, must face this difficulty.
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Epiphanius avoided some of the main objections to both of
thess theories by advocating the traditional view of his
time, By making them children of Joseph from a former mar-
riage, he did not have to explain the word 3.55)\4’03 in any
unusual manner and yet he preserved the perpetual virginity
of Mary inviolate.

Other Theories

Besides these three principal theories, many others,
the majority of which are simply variations of these, have
been advanced.zo Kost of thesa can be passed by without con-
slderation. However, two of them are worthy of mention, one
because it shows how involved one can make this problem, and
the other because of the ingenious way in which it appeals to
tradltion and thus deserves notice.

The first of these variations 1s the theory of Renan.
It 1s found in an appendix of his ng.evgggiles.al It "assumes
four Jameses, and distinguishes the son of Alphaeus from the
son of Clopas. He holds that Joseph was twice married and
that Jesus had several older brothers and ec;usine.."22 Thus

it is a combination of the Hieronymian and Epiphanian theories .S

20, Cf. Lightfoot, op. cit., p. 254, for a brief summary

of some of these variations.
21. I am indebted to Philip Schaff for the information

concerning this theory. He mentions it in his History of
the Christian Church, Vol. I, p. 273.

22. Ibid.

23. The lineup of cousins and brothers according to Renan

is as follows:
1. Children of Joseph from the first marriage, and older

brothers of Jesus:
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It is interesting to note that Renan distingulshes between
(half) brothers and cousins and does not include the latter
among the Brethren of the Lord. He traces the cousinship
through Joseph and not through Marj, as Lange does in the
theory which will be discussed nexte.

This hypothesis of Lange 1s a variation of the cousin
theory. Most of the scholars who have written on this sub-
ject sihoe his time have taken note of this theory to a
greater or less degree. Since it has alsovfound some support
in Lutheran circles, I shall devote some time to it. According

to this view James the brother of the Lord is also identified

a, James, the brother of the Lord, or Obliam. This is the
one mentioned Matt. 13:55; Mark 6:3; Gal. 1:19; 2:9, 12;
1 Cor, 15:7; Acts 12:17, etc; James l:1; Jude 1l:1; and
in Josephus and Hegesippus.

b. Jude, mentioned Matt. 13:55; Mark 6:3; Jude l:1; Hege=-
sippus in Zusebius' Hist. Eccl. III. 19, 20, 32. From
him were descended those two grandsons, bishops of
different churches, who were presented to the empseror
Domitian as descendants of David and relations of Jesus,
Hegesippus in Euseb. III. 19, 20, 32.

c. Other sons and daughters unknown. Matt. 13:56; Mark
6:3; 1 Cor. 9:5.

2. Children of Joseph (?) from the marriage with Mary:
Jesus.
3, Children of Clopas and gousins of Jesus, probably from

the father's side, sincee Clopas, according to Hegesippus,

was a brother of Joseph, and may have married also a

woman by the name of Mary (John 19:25).

a. James the Little (0 sixpos), so called to distinguish
him from his older cousin of that name. Mentioned Matt.
27:56; Mark 15:40; 16:1; Luke 24:10; otherwise unknown,

b. Joses, Matt. 27:56; Mark 15:40, 47, but erroneously (?)
numbered among the brothers of Jesus: MNatt. 13:55;
Mark 6:3; otherwise unknown. :

o. Symeon, the second bishop of Jerusalem (Hegesippus in
Eus. III. 11, 22, 32; IV. 5, 32) also erroneously (%)
put among the brothers of Jesus by Matt. 13:55; Mark
6:3.

d. Perhaps other sons and daughters unknown.



with James the son of Alphaeus. Lange says:

The assumption is highly improbable that James,
the son of Alphaeus, should in so short a time, have
vanished from the stage past all tracing, without
being thought worthy evgz to have his death noticed
by Luke, the historian, and that there should sud-
denly have sprung up some non-apostolic James, who
actually occupled a prominent position among the
Apostles. We are thus forced to mailntain that if
after the death of the son of Zebedee, who was
simply called James, there arose forthwith another
James who went simply by that name, ghat James
must have been the son of Alphaeus.2

He quotes H.lk. IV, 22, to show that James was a oousin

of Jesus. Concerning this passage he writes:

Hegesippus says that Simon the son of {leophas
succeeded James the Just as bishop, this one again
bei a descendant of the same uncle of the Lord,
(Deiov +d7rol referred to the next following o Kvpios),
and that all gave him this preferenge, as being the
second relative of the Lord (dveyids), -Cleophas,
or what amounts to the same thing, Alphaeus (cf.
Bretchneider's lLexicon) was consequently our Lord's
uncle, James and Simeon (the same as Simon) his
sons, James and Simon brothers, both the sons of
Alphasus, both cousins of the Lord, but the former,
as appears from what has gone before, sgvared by
the surname 'the brother of the Lord.?!

24. The argument from silence is always dangerous. That
is especially true in this case since there is no reason why
Acts should contain any references to James the son of Alphaeus.
It was not written to give us a complete historical account of
the early Church but rather to trace the spreading of the
Gospel of Christ from Jerusalem to Samaria and then to the ends
of the earth. If that were not the case, how can we explain
the fact that 'Luke, the historian,' permitted Joseph, Mary,
and the great majority of the apostles to pass from the scene

unnoticed? ,
25. J.P. Lange and J.J. Van Oostersee, The General Epistle

of St. James, p. 10.

26. 1bid., P 1l The meaning of this citation from ]
Hegesippus has been widely disputed, however, Its real sig-
nificance will be discussed in the following chapter as part

of the testimony of Hegesippus.
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But to continue the argument of Lange, he points out
that according to Hegesippus (H.E. III, 11) Alphaeus or Clopas,
the father of Symeon the second bishop of Jerusslem, was the
brother of Joseph. ™"Hence the sons of Alphaeus were at the
most cousins of the Lord in the legal sense through their
father Alphaeus and Joseph the foster father of Jesus, while
the sons of Zebedee were in all events His cousins in the
stricter sense, as sons of Salome, the sister of Mary the
mother of Jesus."27 Yet the former were called the Brethren
of the Lord while the latter were not. The reason for this,
so lLange claims, is very easy to find. Clopas died, and his
family was 'adopted' by his brother Joseph. Thus the cousins
of Jesus came to be regarded as His brothers.28

This theory of Lange hinges largely on the above-mentioned
passage from Hegesippus (H.E. IV, 22). Here also is its most
vulnerable spot in the eyes of its oritics. Thus Mc Giffert
says: "Hegesippus plainly thinks of James and of Simson, as
standing in different relations to Christ, -- the former his

brother, the latter his cousin, -- and thersfore his testimony

is against, rather than for Lange's hypothesis."29 If this

27, Ibids, ps 13
28, Variations of this ™adoption hypothesis"™ are found in

practically all of the cousin theories. However, it is usually
the two sisters (%), Mary the mother of Jesus and Mary the

wife of Clopas who unite their families after the death of
their respective husbands. In this detall the hypothesis of
Lange varies.

29. A.C. Mc Giffert, footnote to Book I Chap. XII, of
Kusebius' H.E., in the Nicene and Post-Nicene Fethers, p. 99.
Both Mayor, James, pp. viili f., and Lightfoot, op. cit., DPe
o76f. also claim that this passage cannot be translatec¢ in

the way that Lange translates it.
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is true, as it certainly seems to be; the entire hypothesis
falls to the ground, and must be abandoned. Such will be
demonstrated in the followlng chapier, in eonsidering the

references in Hegeslippus.



CHAPTER II
THE PATRISTIC EVIDENCE

Heving briefly discussed the theoriss themselves, we
can go on to exdamine them historically. The final test must
comeé on the basis of the Scripture passages involved, but
before those are taken up it will be worthwhile to look at
the patristic evidence as best as that can be don.e.1 Such
an examination will shed light on the view of the early church
fathers and should also help to determine the origin of some
of these theories.

Gospel to the Hebrews

Unfortunately there is wvery little literature extant
from the post-apostolic age, and so there are also not many
references to the Brethren of the Lord from this time. How-
ever, there are several uncanonical gospels composed in this
early period which contain references to the Lord‘'s brethren.

Perhaps the earliest of these is the Gospel to the ggbraws.a

l. Perhaps the most complete collection of this evidence
is found in Lightfoot's excellent dissertation to which re-
peated reference has been made.

2. "Clement of Alexandria, Eusebius, and St. Epiphanius
speak of the 'Gospel according to the Hebrews', which was
the sole one in use among the Palestinian Judeo-Christians,
otherwise known as the Nazaremes. Jerome translated it from
the Aremaic into Greek. It was evidently very ancient, and



22

Lightfoot calls it "one of the earliest and most respectable

of the apocryphal narratives,"s

and Zahn says that the Naza-
renes had it not later than 150.4 Some feel it was an Ara-
maic or Hebfew version of Matthew with which it was often
confused.5

In a fragment of this gospel the story is told of the
appearance of the risen Lord to Hls brother James. At the
time of this appearance Jesus frees James from the oath which
he 1s represented as having taken to the effect that he would
not eat bread "until he should see him risen again from among

them that sleep."6 This passage is of interest because it

several of the above-mentioned writers associate it with St.
fatthew's Gospel, whioch it seems to have replaced in the Jewish-
Christian community at an early date. « . « The surviving
specimens lack the simplicity and dignity of the inspired
writings; some even savour of the grotesque. ¥We are warranted
in saying that while this extra-canonical material probably
has as its starting point primitive tradition, it has been
disfigured in the interest of a Judaizing Church." -- George
J. Reid, "The Apocrypha,” in The Cathollic Encyclopedia, Vol.
I, p. 608,

Se LighthOt, OpD. Q_i_t_q. P 274.

4. Theodore Zahn, Introduction to the New Testament, Vol.
11, p. 520,

' 5. Cf. Montague Rhodes James, The Apocryphal New Testa-

ment, P. 3.

é. The entire quotation, as it is preserved in Jerome's
De Vir. Illustra. 2, reads as follows: "Now the Lord when he
had given the linen cloth to the servant of the priest, went
unto James and appeared to him (for James had sworn that he
would not eat bread from that hour wherein he had drunk the
Lord*'s cup until he should see him risen from among them that
sleep)." To this Jerome adds a little further on the words
of Jesus to His brother: "'Bring ye, salth the Lord, a table
and bread,! and immediately it is added, 'He took bread amnd
blessed and brake and gave it unto James the Just and said
unto him: My brother, eat thy bread, for the Son of Man is
risen from among them that sleep.'" == Ibid., p. 4.




represents James as present at the Last Supper ("For James
had sworn that he would not eat bread from that hour wherein
he had drunk the Lord's cup until he should see him risen
again from among them that sleep.").7 If this quotation is
exact and if it represents true traditions, it certainly
speaks for an identification of James the Lordt's brother with
the Apostle James. It would then favor the Hieronymian (or
Lange's) hypothesis. However, the historical value of scme
of the details of this account have been seriously questioned,
especially since this appearance is represented as being one
of the first on Easter morning,; contrary to the order of the

Evangelists and Paul (1 Cor. 15:5-8).8 There are those who

7. Lightfoot quotes a part of thls passage differently:
"For James had sworn that he would not eat bread from that
hour in which the Lord had drunk the cup (biberat calicem
Dominus), till he saw him risen from the dead." Concerning
this he says: "I have adopted the reading *'Dominus,' as the
Greek translation has Kvpios, and it also suits the context
better; for the point of time which we should naturally ex-
pect is not the institution of the Eucharist but the Lord's
death. Our Lord had more than once spoken of His sufferings
under the imags of draining the oup (Matt. 20:23=23; 26233~
42; Mark 10:38-39; 14:36; Luke 22:42); and He is represented
as using this metaphor here." =- Lightfoot, op. cit., p. 274.
--~This translation and the argumeénts advanced in its defense
are worthy of note. I believe Lightfoot can maeke a falirly
good case for his view. Yet he stands alone among the scholars
I have read on this passage. Zahn also follows the transla-
tion of James (quoted above) and says that this passage repre-
sents James as present at the Last Supper. =~- Zahn, Intro.

1o the N.T., Vol. III, p. 227, note 1l2.
8. Zann says: "Wenn der Herr das Leichentuch, in das sein

Leichnam gewickelt war (Mt. 27:593 Mr. 15:46; Lc. 23:53), dem
Knecht eilnes Priesters (des Hohenpriesters?) Ubergibt, und
sich darauf sofort zu Jk begibt, so werden wir offenbar in
die ersten iugenblicke nach der Auferstehung versetzt, und
Jk ist der erste Jdnger, dem der Auferstandende erschienen
ist. Indem dies dem unafechtbaren Zeugnis des Paulus und



believe nevertheless that the story of the cath of James is
true. ihile doubting some of the details, Zahn says concern-
ing the oath: "There is no reason for questioning its histo-
rioity."9 I do not agree with Zahn here and fesl we cannot
usé thils excerpt for much more than a confirmation of the
elaim that the James, referred to by Paul in 1 Cor. 15:7, is
the Lord's brother. That this James is represented as being
present at the Last Supper and being the first one to whom
Jesus appears ssems to be an attempt to glorify the *patron
saint' of the Judaistic Chriatians.lo Thus I do not believe
the valus of this quotation in determining the generzal tra-
dition of this period is nearly so important as some would
claim it to be.
Gospel of Peter
Another very early unoaﬁonical gospel which came into

existence perhaps around the middle of the second century is

aller kenonischen Bberlieferung widerspricht, erweist es sich
als eine zum Zweck der Verherrlichung dieses Jk ersonnene
Dichtung." == Theodore Zahn, Forschungen zur Geschichte des
neutestamentliohen Kanons, VI, p. 278,

9. Zahn, Inhro. to the N, T., I, p. 110,

10. ¢f. the words of Zahn in rbotnote 8. Lightfoot also
mentions this as a possibility (if we read Domini instead of
Dominus in this fragment). He says: "He may have assigned to
him a sort of exceptional position such as he holds in the
Clementines, apart from and in some respects superior to the
Twalve, and thus his presence at this critical time would be
accounted for." Furthermore, this sesms probable, "since an
appearance, which seems in reality to have been vouchsafed
to this James to win him over from his unbelief, should be
represented as a reward for his devotion." -- Lightfoot, op.
cit., p. 274. Thus Zahn (Forschungen, VI, p. 278) also says:
"iis wire aber sehr unvorsichtig, hieraus zu schllieszen, dasz
die Nazar#ler diesen Jk fir einen der 12 Apostel gehalten haben."
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the Gospel of Peter. Very l1little outside of the few refer-

ences to it in the early church fathers was known of this
gospel until some fragments of it together with other lost
works were found in Upper Egypt in 1886.12 Orr says: "The
author knows and uses the Canonical Gospels, ineluding John,
but his narrative is largely independent, and deparés fresly
from the received tradition.“l3 It is apparently a Gnostic
document.** Unfortunately the section which must have con-
tained the reference to the Brethren of the lLord is not ex-
tant. However, Origen appeals to it together with the Prot-

evangelium of James as the source of the view that the brethren

were sons of Joseph from a former marriage. Thus it no doubt

definitely favored the Epiphanian hypothesis.

Protevangelium of James
Another very early apocryphal gospel--at least in its

1l. Eusebius in H.B. VI, 12, mentions the fact that Sera-
pion, who was bishop of Antioch around 190 i.D., wrote againsti
this gospel. It seems to have been in use for some time when
Serapion wrote his refutation of its false teachings. Thus
Reid, op. oit., says: "Its composition must be assigned to
the first quarter or the middle of the second century of the
Christian era." (p. 608). .

12, ¢f. James Orr, "The New Testament Apocryphal #ritings,"
P» XX, in The Temple Bible.

13. Ibid., pe. xxi. -

14, Ibid., There we read: "The Gnostic stamp is already
apparent in. such descriptions [hs that of the Resurreotioﬁ].
But more direct evidence of its origin in docetic circles--
i.e., among those who held that Christ had but the semblangce
of a body--is found in the statement that on the cross Jesus
was silent as one who felt no pain, and in His dying oy,

'My Power, my Power, thou hast forsaken me.'"
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original form--is the Protevangelium gg.Jamas.ls This gospel,

or its predecessor, was perhaps in use already by the middle
of the second century. However, "the Gospel in its present
form can hardly (notwithstanding Tischendorf) be put earlier

than the third century."16

Concerning its contents Reid says:

"It is based on the canonical Gospels which it expands with

legendary and imaginative elements, which are sometimes puerile

and fantastic."L? Thus Lightfoot calls it "purely fictitious.wS
This gospel, like the several other apooryphal works

which seem to have it as their source, pictures Joseph as an

0ld man with sons of his own at the time of his marriage to

Mary.l9 However, the value of its testimony in discovering

the true tradition at this time 1s not very great, not only

because of the erratic character of the work but also because

of the obvious purpose for which it was written, namely, to

glorify Mary.ao It is natural that such a work would establish

15. Ibid., pe xiv, where Orr says it is the "oldest of
the extant Apocryphal Gospels."

16. Ibid.

17, Reid, logc. cit.

18. Lightfoot, '920 El;b_o’ Pe 275.

19. The passages in guestion read as follows: Chap. IX:
"Aind the priest sald unto Joseph: Unto thee hath it fallen
to take the virgin of the Lord and keep her for thyself. 4ind
Joseph refused, saying: I have sons, and I am an old man, but
she is a girl." =--Chap. XVII: "And Joseph said: I will record
my sons: but this child, what shall I do with her? How shall
I record her? as my wife? nay, I am ashamed. Or as my
daughter? but all the Children of Israel kmow that she is
not my daughter." =--Chap. XVIII: ™And he found a cave there
and brought her into it, and set his sons by her." --Quoted
from James, op. cit. -

20. Jemes Orr, op. ¢it., p. Xv, says: "A prominent motive
of the composer is obviously to exalt the virginity of Mary."
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a relationship between Jesus and His brethren which would
preserve the virginity of Mary. Therefore the fact that it
follows the Epiphanian hypothesis shows that this explanation
was knmown at the time but does not necessarily give us any
idea of the true tradition.zl

Gospel of Thomas

One more apocryphal gospel, the Gospel of Thomas, is

worthy of comment. It is not quite as old as the above-
mentioned ones but does come from the second half of the
second century. It was written to fill in the silent years
in the canonical Gospels and is no doubt the source of the
several other childhood gospels which appeared later on.22
This apocryphal book speaks of James as the son of .Toseph23

and so supports the Epiphanian hypothesis. However, this

Along much the same line, J. Hutchinson in an article on "The
Apocryphal Gospels,” in the International Standard Bible Ency-
clopedia, Vol. I, p. 198, says: "1In its latest forms the docu-
ment indicates the obvious aim of the writer to promote the
sanctity and veneration of the Virgin.®

21. Even the Roman Church warns against using such apo-
cryphal material (or statements of the church fathers based
on these books) in picturing Mary. See, ©.2., M.J. Scheeben,
Mariology, I, p. 43« There in a footnote he says: "The con-
clusion may be drawn that no historical valuse can be ascribed
to the facts related in these books, unless those facts are
confirmed by trustworthy testimonies apart from the influence
of the apocryphal."

22. Orr, op. cit., p. xi, says: "The blank in the narra-
tive of the childhood and youth of Jesus was early filled up
with an abundance of prodigies of the crudest and most puer-
ile kind. The parent of this class of Gospels, or rather the
earliest form of it, was the so-called Gospel or Thomas."

23. In Chap. XVI we read: "And Josep"E‘L‘senT;"h""'""ia son James
to bind fuel and carry it into the house. 4ind the young child
Jesus also followed him." --James, op. ¢it., pp. 53f.




story is found only in the Greek text "A"™ and is missing in
the Greek text "B" and in the Latin text. That, together
with the fact that all three of thesé texts are only late
catholic reeasts.z4 also weakens the wvalue of this work con-
siderably.

Clementina

Before passing over from the New Testament apoeryphal
gospels to the early church fathers, there is one more work
among the apocryphel writings which should be mentioned briefly,

and that is the Clementine. These writings (the Clementine

Homilies and the Recognitions) claim to come from Clement of
25

Rome, but were actually written at a much later time. Their

purpose, as Lightfoot says, was "to support a peculiar phase
of Ebionism."26
In the Homilies (XI, 25) James 1s spoken of as the one

< N
who was "called the brother of the Lord," (o AexPels dbeAQOs

ToU \{UPQU),ZV an expression which Lightfoot says "has vari-

Z4. Hutehinson. Ope. c_i_t_-. Pe 199.

25, Uhlhorn says: "It is impossible to assert the absolute
priority of either the Homilies or the Recognitions, or to
regard one as a working over of the other. Opinions as to
the date of composition differ more widely than ever. Where
there used to be practical unanimity in referring the works
to the second century, 170 or 180 at the latest, Harnack has
said that they cannot go further back than the first half of
the third century. The importance of the Clementina for early
church history, asserted by Baur and Schwegler, is now aban-
doned." -- G. Uhlhorn, The "Clementina,” in the New Schaff-

Herzog Religious Encyclopedia, Vol. III, p. 143.

26. Lightfoot, op. cit., p. 276.
27. The passage, in which Peter is the reputed speaker,

reads as follows: "Wherefore, above all, remember to shun
apostle or teacher or prophet who does not first accurately



cusly been interpreted as favouring all thres hypotheses,
and is indecisive in itself."2® However, the Epistle of
Glement to James, which precedes the Homilies, begins thus:

"Clement, to James, the lord,29 and bishop of bishops, who

rules Jerusalem, the holy church of the Hebrews, and the
churches everywhere excellently founded by the providence
of God, « « « " Lightfoot calls attention to the fact that
here "James is styled not Apostle, but Bishop of Bishops,
and seems to be distinguished from and in some respects ex=-

30

alted above the Twelve." In the Recognitions a similar

attitude is taken toward Jamss. From Book I it sesms quite
apparent that the author clearly distinguished between James
the son of Alphaeus and James the Bishop of Jerusalem.31

Thus the Clementina, since they make this distinction, speak

compare his preaching with that of James, who was called the
brother of my Lord, and to whom was entrusted to administer
the church of the Hebrews in Jerusalem." -=-Quoted from the
translation of A.C. Coxe, in the Ante-Nigcene Fathers, VIII.

28. Lightfoot, loc. git., where nevertheless in a foot-
note he says: "The word Aez9e15 is most naturally taken, I
think, to refer to the reputed hrotherhood, as a consequence
of the reputed fatherhood of Joseph, and thus to favour the
Epiphanian view."”

29. To this the following footnote is added by Coxe: "iore
probably 'the Lord's brother.' So it must have been in the
text from which Rufinus translated"™ (Coxe, op. ¢it., p. 218).

30, Lightfoot, loc. cit.
3l. In Chap. LIX, X, Jamés the son of Alphaeus is definitely

mentioned among the disciples who disputed with a "certeiln
Pharisee" (not necessarily Caiaphas, as Lightfoot asserts,
loc. cit.). Yet in Chap. LXVI we read: "Now when we | the
Apostleé] were come to our James, while we detailed to

all that had been said and done |[in the dispute in which
James the son of Alphaeus also took part | , we supped, and

remained with him."




against the Hieronymian hypothesis and can be interpreted to
favor either the Helvidian or the Epiphanien view. However,
since both of them belong to fhut type of apocryphal litera-
ture which tried to raise James t0 a position of honor above
the Apostles, the dlstinctlon made between him and the Apostles
cannot be pressed too atrongly. Yet I believe there is some
basis for saying that these words do spesk against the Hiero-
nymian hypothesis.

In looking over the references in the apocryphal litera-
ture, one must admit that it is divided to some extent and

not at all reliable. The Gospel to the Hebrews, if taken as

it stands, definitely seems to favor the Hieronymian hypothe-

sis. However, its value must be seriously questioned. The

Gospel of Feter, the Protevangelium of James, the Gospel of

Thomas, and several other uncanonical gospels definitely favor
the Epiphanian hypothesis. However, one must again seriously
question the testimony of these sarly writings, since some of
the KSS wers changed in later decades and others were obvi-
ously written to exalt the virginity of Mary. Finally, the

Clementina seem to speak agalnst the Hieronymian view, but

also are not too reliable because of the purpose for which they
were written. This epocryphal literature'does show, however,
that the Epiphenian hypothesis can ba traced back to at least
150 A.D., and that it is therefore a very old tradition.
Nevertheless this does not give us the answer to the problem,

since the tradition is found in apocryphal literature of such

a questionable nature.
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Hegesippus
Outside of the apoecryphal references to the Brethren

of the Lord the first writer to touch on this subject is
Hegeslppus, a Jewish-Christian, who lived in Palestine around
the middle of the second century. Unfortunately very little
is known about him, his life, work, or the exact time when

32

he was active. e must rely almost entirely on the quota-

tions by Eusebius from his ijpomnemata33 for our information

concerning him. Among these quotations there are soms which
have a bearing on this subject and which must be discussed,34
especially since they are the earliest references outside of

the apocryphal literature. They are all taken from Eusebius'

32+ On the basis of H.E., IV, 22, 1-3, it has been deter-
mined that Hegesippus wrote his work during the time that
Eleutherus was bishop of Rome (174-189). See Zahn, Forschungen,
P. 250,

33. Weizsdcker says: "Eusebius quotes him frequently as
a witness of the true faith, and always from one work, known as
the Upomnemata, and composed of five books, written at dif-
ferent times and fused into unity in the course of their
development. A careful examination of what Eusebius tells
of it and what he quotes from it leads to the conclusion that
it was not a history in any strict sense of the word, but
rather a historiocal apology, purporting to contain a true
account of the traditions received from the apostles. . . .
What he tells of his own time has historical value in the
strict sense; his relation to earlier events has conditional
value as a sometimes obscure tradition, but substantive im-
portance as reflecting the ideas entertained about that period
in the middle of the second century." -- C. Weizsfcker, "He-
gesippus,” in the New Schaff-Herzog gggzg;ggggig_gg_gg%igaggg
Knowledge, Samuel Macauley Jackson ed., Vol. V, pp. 201f,

34, I am indebted to Zahn for the complete list of these
quotations. In his Forschungen, Vol. VI, pp. 226=281, he has
a thorough discussion of Hegesippus in connection with this
problem. This is the best collection of these passages that

I knowe.
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Ecclesiastical History.

The first of these (H.,E., I1I, 23, 3-19) is a long quota~
tion which deals with the death of James. It begins thus:
"The charge of the Church passed to James the brother of the
Lord, together with the Apostles.35 He was called the 'Just!
by all men from the Lord's time to ours, since many are called
James, but he was holy from his mother's womb . "36

In this passage Hegesippus seems to distinguish James
from the Apostles. The modifying phrase 'the brother of the
Lord' is put in direct apposition with James. The limiting
phrase 'who was called,' whiéh is found in several of these
early references, 1s lacking in this case, but no.significance
can be attached to this because of the following words in
the sentence .S’

It is, however, interesting to note that one reason
why the title 'the Just' was used, was to distinguish him
from others with the same name, 'since many are called James.”"

This is inconclusive in itself, though one might argue from

/.

35. To this MeT® TOv aToaToAwv A,C, MeGiffert remarks:
ntwith the apostles'; as Rufinus rightly translates, cum
apostolis. Jerome, on the contrary, reads post apostolos, ,
Tafter the apostles,' as if the Greek were ucrd Toys AmwocTo =
2oUs « This statement of Hegesippus is correct. James was
a leader of the Jerusalem church, in company with Peter and
John, as we see from Gal. 2:9," --A.C, McGiffert, "The Church
History of Eusebius,"™ in the Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers
of the Christian Church, Henry Wace and P. p Schaff eds.,

second series, vol I, p. 1235, note 8.
%6. The translation of sections of Eusebius, unless other-

wise indicated, are the work of Kirsopp lLake, in the Loseb
Classical Library, E. Capps, et al, eds.
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it that he was distinct from the Apostles, especially when it
is viewed in the light of the first section of this quotation.
The following part of this sectioh, though it speaks of the
death of James, adds nothing to the ﬁroblem under considera-
tion. The only significance which it might have would be to

cause one to question the value of the entire passage bscause

of the obvious apocryphal character of these last-words.38

The next fragment continues, as 1t were, the thought of
the preceding one. In H.E. III, 11, 1, we read:

After the martyrdom of James and the capture of
Jerusalem which irmediately followed, the story goes
that those of the Apostles and of the disciples of
the lord who were still alive came together with
those who were, humanly speaking, of the family of
the Lord, for many of them were still alive, and
they all took counsel together as to whom they ought
to adjudge worthy to succeed James, and all unanimously
decided that Simeon, the son of Clopas, whom the
Scripture of the Gospels also mentions, was worthy
of the throne of the diocese there. He was, so it
was sald, a cousin of the Saviour, for Hegesipggs
related that Clopas was the brother of Joseph.

38, "It is manifestly legendary, and possibly comes from
Essene Ebionites, who appear to have been fond of religious
romances. It is sometimes accepted as historical, as by
Clement in the passage just guoted; but its internal improba-
bilities and its divergencies from Josephus condemn it." ==
Plummer, James & Jude, pp. 36f.

39, There is some doubt as to whether this passage is
really a fragment of Hegesippus or not. Zahn seems to feel
that the information came from other sources also. He says:
"Da Eus. den Heg. augricklich nur flir eine ergdnzende Be-
merkung als Gewahrsmann anfiihrt, kann nicht dieser allein die
einzige (uelle sein." --Forschungen, p. 238. Yet he feels that
the indirect origin of this quotation is Hegesippus (Ibid.)

On the same subjegt Lawlor says: "All the statements in these
chapters |1l & 12] are in thg oratio obligua, and depend on
'it is recorded' (A6yos kaTéxer, implying a document), or on
'Hegesippus relates.' It is in fact probable that these two




There arse two things to be noted in this passage. Ac-
cording to Hegesippus three classes participated in the‘
- election of a successor to James: the Apostles, the disciples,
and those of the family of the Lord.4o In this last group
the word {Eﬁ@vs is in itself indecisive. It can refer to a
wider relationship as well as to an immediate one, though one

/
night have expected JVIyEVEI4sS if the former was meant. However,

it is always dangerous to argue about what word the writer
should have used. It should be noted in connection with this
phrase, though, that Hegesippus once more seoms to separate
the Apostles, and even the wider circle of the disciples, from
the relatives of the Lord.

The other point worthy of note in this guotation 1is the
relation of Simeon, the second bishop, to Jesus. "He was, so
it was said, a cousin of the Saviour, for Hegesippus relates
that Clopas was the brother of Joseph.” Here the word'§¥535§§
is used to fix his relation to the Lord definitely. No where
is he called a *brother' of the Lord as are James and Jude

by Hegasippus.4l Thus there is no reason on the basis of this

phrases are identical in meaning. If so, the whole passage
is derived from the Memoirs of Hegesippus." --Hugh Jackson
lawlor, in Eusebius, The nhoclesiastical istory and ths Mar=-
tyrs of Palestine, II, pp. 84f. There he also states tha
the reason for this conclusion is the result of a comparison
of the varlous gquotations from Hegesippus with this one. 1t
might also be added that the content of this section fits in
well with the aim of his work: to show the unity of the Church
(Gf. H%Eal Iv, 22, l)\. / N y A /
T 40. om& TOTS TTPOs YEVOUS KdTd gdpkd TOY fﬁﬁl_o_l/.

41. See H.B, I1I, 32, 5-6; 1V, 22, 4, below for a further

discussion,
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passage for identifying him with Simon, mentioned among the
Bretkhren of the Lord in Mk. 6:3. Finally, the phrease, "He
was, 80 it was said (13:5_ .I.éiﬂ): a cousin of the Lord,"
causes some diffioulty. It does not necessarily express
doubt concerning his relationship. It way be simply a phrase
used to show that Simeon was known as a cousin of the Lord.
Then the word 'cousin' would become & title. That would ex-
plain the somewhat strenge way in which the phrase is intro-
duced. There is also the possibility that Hegesippus was con-
scious of the virgin birth and so used this phrase to make it
clear that the line of relationship which passed through Joseph
was no more than a legal one.

In He.B. III, 20, Buseblius tells the story of the perse-
cution of the grandsons of Jude by Domitian. Thsy were sum-
moned before him but were released because he saw that they
were only poor farmers and no threat to his government. This
section begins with the words: "Hegesippus relates exactly as
follows: 'Now there still survived of the family of the Lord
grandsons of Judas, who was said to have been his brother
according to the flesh.'"*® Here Jude (like James in H.E.

Ii, 23, 4, above) is mentioned as one of the family of the
Lord and is specifically qallad a tbrother of the Lord.!

This passage is also inconclusive in determining the

attitude of Hegesippus toward this problem. The limiting

phrase, "who was said to have been his brother according to

] \ ’ -~ ’ < \
42. eTi &¢ Trepvﬁa-dv of A0 y&vovs ToU Kuplov ulwvol Tovdx

TOU KT odPKa AeyoUMEVOY dUT0T) ASEAPOV o
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the flesh,” a variation of which is used by other writers of
the early Church, causes some difficulty. Lightfoot finds in
1t support for the Epiphanian hypothesis,?3 though I do not
believe his line of argument can be pressed too strongly. The
explanations mentioned in connection with the similar phrase
used to introduce Simeon in H.E. III, 11, 1, above, could also
be used here, 1 do not believe therefore that any inference
can be drawn safely from this passage as to the relation of
the brethren to Jesus.

In H.E, 111, 32, 5~6, the grandsons of Jude are again
mentioned as is also Simeon the son of Clopas.44 This section
continues the story of the "grandsons of one of the so-called

brethren of the Saviour named Judas" (grékovs iﬂ@gokus £vos

TOv Pepoucvwy AEeAPDv Tod cwTnpos) and of the "son of the Lord's

uncle [¢ £k Deidoy 100 wupiov], the aforesaid Simon, the son of

Clopas," and shows how they were martyred under Trajan. In this

account Hegesippus in no way intimates that Jude and Simon

43. He says, op. cit., p. 277: ™"In this passage the word
'called! seems to me to point to the Epiphanian rather than
the Helvidian view, the brotherhood of these brethren like
the fatherhood of Joseph, being reputed but not real.”

44, The passage reads as follows: "The same writer says
that other grandsons of one of the so-called brethren of the
Saviour named Judas survived to the same reign after they had
given in the time of Domitian the testimony already recorded
of them in bshalf of the faith in Christ. He writes thus:
'They came therefore and presided over every church as witnes-
ses belonging to the Lord's family, and when there was complete
peace in every church they survived until the reign of the
Emperor Trajan, until the time when the son of the Lord's uncle,
the aforesaid Simon the son of Clopas, was similarly accused
by the sects on the same charge before Atticus the Consular."



were brothers.

the latter a cousin of Jesysg, This again seems to indicat
cate

that Hegesippus considered this g+
Simeon to he
¥ > outside the circle

of the Brethren of the Lorg,
There ls vet one more fragment or Hegesippus which deals

with this matter. It is perhens the most important of all ang

is certainly the most widely ?eferred to passage. 1In H.E. IV,
22, L, we read: "And after James the Just had suffered martyr-
dom, as had elso the Lord, on the samse account . . ., again , .
. the son of His [§r hié}uncle, Symeon, the son of Clopes,
was appointed bishop; whom all put forward, being a cousin
of the Lord, as the second[}ishog] « « « For this reason
they used to call the church a virgin: for she had not yet
been corrupted by vein teachings."us

This passage has been translated and thus interpreted
in several different ways. The difficulty lies in the proper
trenslation of two words: &)V énd éeﬁTZﬁp% The supporters
of the Hisronymian hypothesis have rendered both words with
'another.' Thus the passage would mean thet "another son of
His uncle, Symeon, the son of Clopas, was appointed bishop;

!
whom all put forward because he was another cousin of the Lor*d."**'6

I5. This translation is not that of Lake. I have used the
onc of J.E, Oulton instead (Lawlor and Oulton, op. cit.) since
I do not agree with the intorppptation of Lake in thi% instance,
The Greek reads as follows: kgL J_{;r_{,ﬁ M LTVl Lo K WBeV TOV -

‘xetgV. WS kel b KUPros,Ef) €d #0t9 Xoxy XY b 2K DeloV gVt oV
EVue: £578 To0 Ko KaD/TATA Errlrsaros 30 O Bt s
OVTA 24Nty ToD KuPfov ALEDTEPOY.

6. See Lightfoot, op. cit., p. 277, note 2.
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Then James and Simon would be brothers, both sons of Clopas
and cousins of the Lord. This would mean that one of the
so-called Brethren of the Lord would actually be His cousin,
and so the way would be open for the Hieronymian hypothesis.
The other possible way of construing<é££TTE£bVis to
supply ZﬁﬁéjﬁoﬁbV("was elected second bishop"). From the
point of view of Greek both constructions are possible. In
both instancesgiéﬁfff}Vstands at the end of the sentence for
emphasis and can be construed in either way. However, Mayor
has called attention to two somewhat parallel passages in
Busebiush? in both of which J£U7€f oy 1s used to signify the
eviscopal succession.48 These citations definitely give weight

S8
to the interpretation which would supply fﬂ?dﬂkoﬂéfwith<A§JT€ﬁwﬂh9

47. In H.E. III, 22, we read: "Moreover, at the time men-
tioned, Ignatius was famous as the second at Antioch where
Envodius had been the first. Likewise at this time, Simeon

was sncondf Jaftef the brother of our Saviour to
hold the mlnLSUrv of the church in Jerusalem." Agaln in H.E.
III, 32, 1, Eusebius says: "We have learned that in it a

certaln persecution Svneon, the son of Clopas, whom we showed
to have been the second qﬁg01£fb(]bishop of the church at
Jerusalem, ended his life in martyrdom. The witness for this
is the same HegesippuS, « « .

MB. liayor, James, p. ix.

/ 9 Zahn ceﬁpgrs the argument concerning the meaning of
cﬁﬁﬂ?!oﬁ around YT0oV in the first part of the sentence. He
says: Die Beziehung des fraglichen o )ya)/auf Jk ist aber
nicht nur sachlich mellcn, sondern stilistisch geboten; denn
des Herrn ist nur in einer oeilalifigen Erinnerung an die friher
berlchtete Veranlassung des Martyriums ies Jk gedacht, Jk da-

%en, ist das Subjekt der Hauptaussage" (Forschungen VAL, §95

Such an interpretation would immediatelv make it impos-
51b1e to consider Simeon apd James brothers snd would necessi-
tate the translation of feV7EFoV with a supplied £7//a Kornov
However, the¢y)cpu can also refeer back to Kuwyas, though Zahn's
conclusion seems the more natural (see e.g., Lightfoot, loc.
cit., where he admits that either interpretation is possible.




39

The other difficulty centers around the translation of
jféﬁx_. As was mentioned above, some would translate it in
the sense of 'another,' a very improbable translation for this
word. The heart of the sentence 1is IEQEZ; T e Ty

N4»\-‘3""'7"‘1\‘T=“. Thus it was Simeon who was elected. The state-

ment that he was a son of James' (or Jesus') paternal uncle

is merely a subordinate modifier. Zahn is correct when he
P

says that if 74\ pe taken in its neatural sense we get the

nonsense that Simeon was elected a secgond time.5°

However,
his solution, in which he takes the jzfigg simply as a connec-
tive between two similar ideas (both bishops were related to
the Lord), is also unsatisractory.sl Lightfoot's tramslation,
"His paternal uncle's child Symeon the son of Clopas is next
Dféﬂﬂ made bishop" is, I believe, a conjecture. He gives

no parallel for such a use of zfﬁg:, and I was unable %o find
one. Another conjecture which I have found in none of the
references to this word but which would make sense is to take
7Ny as marking an interval of time. Zahn mentions the fact
that Simeon was elscted perhaps first after the restoration
of the church in .Terusaalem.sz That would mean several years
elapsed between the death of James and the election of his

successor. This would explain the use of some such expression

to denote the lapse of time, though I can :1nd no parallel for

50. Zahn, Forschungen VI, p. 236.
51. Ibid.
o2. Ibido, Pe 363,
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this usage of ﬂH&JV.

Perhaps the best explanation of all of this difficulty
is that of Lawlor. He says:

It appears that this passage has been badly handled
in the process of transcription, and that much of it
has been omitted of set purpose. But see Hort, Jud.
Christ., p. 170f. (1) after the word "the same account™
there may have besn scme such clause as "and Jerusa-
lem had been taken." See the paraphrasec in 1ii. 11,
If so, this was probably omitted per incuriam. (2)

The word "again" (7mdAiv) causes dgT?isﬁIfyf-in the
text as printed ]t is naturally connected with "was
appointed” ( xdb(staTer): "Symeon was again appointed.”
Tnis is obviously lmpossible, and other explanations
(such as offered by Lightfoot, Gal., p. 276f. and
Zahn, Forsch. vi. 237) are unsatisfactory (see Euseb.,
p. 18f.). 1t is best to suppose that Eusebius marked
a clause or two for omission, and that the transcriber,
mistaking the marks, wrote a word which he was instruc-
ted to omit. Similar mistekes are made in ii. 17. 17;
iv. 8. 2. The omitted passage (see 1ii. 11l) stated
that the electors assembled at Jerusalem, and probably
began, JTdXA\v CUVEPXOVISL 0i JWOsToAol XTA.: "the
apostles (and others) again assembled" etc. (3) After
"a cousin of the Lord" there seems to be another
lacuna, the justification of that phrase as applied

to Symeon (iii. 11) having been passed over. (4) We
find a difficulty in the phrase "For this reason.”

For what reason? No answer (pace Zahn, l.c.) 1is
forthcoming in the context as we have it here. But
iii. 32, 7f. (see notes there) is partly based on

the clause, "For this reason they usea to call the
church a virgin," and it tells us what we want to
know. The churoh was called a virgin because it

was free from overt heresy. If a sentence is in-
serted to the effect that there was no public teach-
ing of false doctrine, the whole extract becomes
intelligible. If it be asked why Eusabius deliber-
ately passed over so much of the passage which lay
before him, the answer is plain. He doubtless de-
sired to avoid needless repetition. At all events

his interest at this point is not in the appoint-

ment of Symeon itself, but the rise of herssy at
Jerusalem (ep. par. 2) of which it was the cccasion.
Accordingly he omits evergthing which does not bear
directly on that subject. S

53. Lawlor and Oulton, op. c¢it., II, p. 142.



Sueh an approach to this passage would give a satisfactory
explanation for this fragment, especially for the difficulty
involved in the translation of TeAiv,

No matter what course one follows, there is one thing
which seems to be definite from this passage. Hegesippus
distinguishes between the relation of James and that of Simeon
to Jesus. In his eyes they are not brothers. Also all the
other passages of his which have been quoted, while they are
inconclusive as to the exaot relationship, do testify against
this cornerstone in the Hieronymian hypothesis.54 I agree
with Lightfoot when he says:

To this rendering the presence of the definite
article alone seems fatal (J txk To¥ Beiov not Erepos

TWv £k ToU Peiov); but indeed the whole passage

appears to be framed so as to distinguish the rela-

tionships of the two persons; whereas, had the author's

object been to represent Symeon as a brother of

James, no more circuitous mode could well have been

devisgd for the purpose of stating so very simple a
fact,

Tertullian

Around the close of the second century we find references

again to this problem in the writings of Tertullian.56 Appar-

ently Helvidius had appealed to his writings in support of his

' 54, With it also falls one of the chlef arguments of Lange.
This is the vulnerable spot in his hypothesis, which was
referred to above in Chap. I.

55. Lightfoot, loc. ecit.

56. D.S. Schaff (in the New Schaff-Herzog Religious Ency-
glopedia, XI, p. 305) calls him: "The first great writer o
Latin Christianity and one of the grandest and original char-
acters of the ancient Church.™ He was born about 150 or 160
at Carthage and lived to 220 or 240.
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view, for Jerome brushes aside this authority with the words:
"Of Tertullian I say no more than that he did not belong to
the Church."®?

The first section of Tertullien which is worthy of note
in connection with this problem is found in one of his polemic
works. The followers of lMarcion had apparsntly quoted Jesus!
words, "Who are my mother and my brothers?" to show that Jesus
Himself claimed that He was not born. In discussing this mis-
applied passage Tertullian says, "We, for our part, say in
reply, first, that it could not possibly have been told Him
that His mother and His brethren stood without, desiring to
see Him, 1if He had had no mother and no brethren.“58

In another place he argues against the larcionite Appelles
on the basis of the same Sceripture text (Matt. 12:48). He
says:

First of all, nobody would have told Him that His
mother and His brethren were standing outside, if he
were not certain that He had a mother and brethren,
and that they were the very persons whom he was then
announcing, . « «. Besides, if He had to be tempted
about His birth, this of course was not the proper
way of doing it, --by announcing those persons who,
even on the supposition of His birth might possibly
not have been in existence. We have all been borm,
and yet not all of us have not either brothers or

57. Jerome, op. cit., Chap. 19. Around the middle of his
life Tertullian left the Catholic Church and became one of the
outstanding leaders.of Montanism, and thus Jerome refuses to

consider his testimony.
58. Adv. Marc. IV, 19.. The gquotations of Tertullian are

taken from the Ante-Nicene Fathers, A. Roberts & J. Donaldson
eds., III. The Latin original may be found in Mayor, James,
pp. ix £f. I am indebted to him for the list of pertinent pas-

sages in Tertullian.
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‘mother" (De Carne Christi, 7).

These passages from Tertullian59 an¢ the argument he
develops in them against the liarcionites definitely sesm to
indicate that he considersd the Brethren of the Lord to be
His real brothers. At least in no way does he indicate that
they were anything else. In fact, his whole argument would
be senseless without the premise that he was speaking of
brothers in the real sense. Thus Lightfoot, though he per-
sonally favors the Epiphanian hypothesis, says: "It is there-
fore highly probable that he held the Helvidian view. Such
an admission from one who was so strenuous an advocate of
asceticlism is worthy of notlce.“eo

One more point should be mentioned in connection with
the writings of Tertullian. Mayor has pointed out that these
quotations "do not betray any consciousness that he is contro-
verting an established tradition in favour of the perpetual
virginity."ﬁl #thile it is dangerous to draw any general con-
clusion for his age on the basis of these quotations alone,
it does seem as though Tertulliasn felt that 1t was not at all
out of the ordinary not to accept the perpetual virginity of

lMary., This is particularly noteworthy when considersd in the

59. There are other passages which do not mention the Breth-
ren of the Lord specifically but which seem to indicate that Mary
ceased to be a virgin after the birth of Jesus. (Cf. De Monogamia,
8; De. Virg. Yel., 6; De Carne Christi, 23. See also Lightfoot,
op. cit., p. 279 and Mayor, James, X, for an evaluation of these
passages. -

60. Lightfoot, loc. git.

. 61. Mayor, E_ﬂ_c P_il.




light of the apocryphal gospels which were in cirbulation at
his time (g¢f. above), One might well argue that the Epipha-
nian hypothesis, contained so clearly in these apoéryphal
gospels (and a natural corollary to the perpetual virginity),
was a separate strain from the established tradition at this
time. However, it must be admitted that one has to.be very
careful in drawing any conclusions on such circumstantial
evidence.

Clement of Alexandria

A contemporary of Tertullian in the East was Clement of

62

Alexandria., There are two passages cited from him which

touch on this subjeet but are not at all clear. One of these
is in H.E. II, 1. There Rusebius describes the courss pursued
by the Apostles after the Ascension of Jesus. The first part
of this description (Euseblus' own words) definitely favors

the Epiphanian hypothesis. This section then goes on as follows:

Clement in the sixth book of the Hypotyposes adduces
the following: "For," he says, "Peter and James and
John after the Ascension of the Saviour did not strug-
gle for glory, because they had previously been given
honour by the Saviour, but chose James the Just as
bishop of Jerusalem." The same writer in the seventh
book of the same work says in addition this about him,
"sfter the Resurrection the lLord gave the tradition
of knowledge to James the Just and John and Peter,
these gave it to the other Apostles and the other
Apostles to the Seventy, of whom Barnabas also was
one., Now there were two Jameses, one James the Just,
who was thrown down from the pinnaocle of the temple

62. He is known as the successor of Pantaenus and teacher
of Origen in the famous catechetical school in Alexandria,
The dates of his life are uncertain, but he was no doubt borm
around 150 or 160 and died between 211 and 216.



and beaten to death with a fullerts club, and the
other he who was beheaded.

The James mentioned together with Peter and John in the
beginning of this quotation 1s quite obviously the son of
Zebedee and brother of John. He is definitely distinguished
from James the Just. It 1s the last sentence of this quota-
tion, however, that causes trouble. What does Clement mean
when he says, "Now there were two James™? Some would argue
that he meant that there were only two Jameses (of any import-
ance) in the Apostolic Church and that James the Just must
therefore be identified with the Apostle James the son of
Alphaeus, Lightfoot objects to this. He says: "This passage
however proves nothing. (Clement says there were two of the
name of James, but he neither states nor implies that there
were two only. His sole objeot was to distinguish the son of
Zebedee from the Lord's brother; and the son of Alpheeus, of
whom he knew nothing and 6ould tell nothing, did not occur to

his mind when he pemned this sentence .63

While I am inclined to agree with Lightfoot when he says
that this quotation from Clement proves nothing, I feel that
he has gone too far. It is impossible to say definitely what
somecne else had in his mind, and to say that "the son of
Alphaeus, of whom he knew nothing and could tell nothing, did
pot occur to his mind when he pemnned this sentence," is very

dangerous. That is especially the case since we know that

63. Lightfoot, op. cit., PP-. 280f,
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Clement of Alexandria was not only well-versed in Greek philo-
sophy but also in Sceripture. If this passage stood alone,
one certainly would have the right to interpret it as saying
that there were only two Jameses (the son of Zebedee and the
Just, who then must have been the son of Alphaeus and one of
the Twelve). However, besides this statement of Clement there
is the one of Hegesippus where he says that the Lord's brother
was called the Just, "since many are called James."%% These two
reports, then, seem to be at variaence with one another, unless
we see in the words of Clement simply a distinction between
James the son of Zebedee and James the Just. Such an inter-
pretation does seem possible on the basis of the passages them=-
selves, If it is not correct, then Clement of Alexandria and
Hegesippus simply do not agree.

There is another quotation from Clement of Alexandria,
however, which plays into this discussion. It is a passage
of the Hypotyposes which has been preserved in a Latin trans-
lation by Cassiodorus. Lightfoot has translated this passage

as follows:

Jude, who wrote the Catholic Epistle, being one
of the sons of Joseph and | the Lord's| brother, a
man of deep piety, though he was aware of his rela-
tionship to the Lord, nevertheless did not say that
he was His brother; but what did he say? Jude the
servant of Jesus Christ, because He was his Lord,

64, See H.E. I1I, 23, 3, above. In connection with this
name it should be remembered that the Jews, too, had certain
favorite ones even as we have. The names of their Patriarchs,
of course, were used very commonly. Thus it is only natural
that many of the early Christians, including several leaders,
should have the name of the Jews' great patriarch, Jacob.
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but brother of James; for this is true; he was his
brother, being Joseph's son (ed. Potter, p. 1007).

It is quite obvious from these words that Clement here puta
forward the Epiphanian hypothesis. This must be considered
in evaluating the above difficult citation, though Lightfoot
also mentions that "in a writer so unerifical in his historical

66 T am

notices such contradiction would not be surprising."
inclined, however, to agree with Lightfoot when he claims
Clement as a supporter of the ZEpiphanian hypothesis.
Origen

The successor of Clement in the Catechetical School of
Alexandria was Origen (c. 185-gc. 254).%7 It is quite definite
that he espoused the Epiphanian hypothesis, having taken if%
over, perhaps, from Clement, his predecessor. In his commen-
tary on Jn. 2:12, he says definitely that the Brethren of the
Lord were sons of Joseéph from a former wife.68 Furthermore,
commenting on Matt. 15:55f., he says:

They thought, then, that He was the son of Joseph

and Mary. But some say, basing it on a tradition in

the Gospel according to FPeter, as it is entitled, or

"The Book of James," that the brethren of Jesus were

sons of Joseph by a former wife, whom he married be-
fore Mary. Now those who say so wish to preserve the

65. Lightfoot, op. cit., p. 279, which see for a further

discussion of this passageé.
66. Ibid. There Lightfoot mentions instances of Clement's

uncritical historical notlces, :
67. 4. Harneck calls him "the most distinguished and most

influential theologian of the ancient church, with the possi-
ble exception of Augustine." --i. Harnack, "Origen," in the
Encyclopaedia Britannica, 16th ed., XVI, p. 900.

68, Lightfoot, op. cit., P» 28l1. There he guotes the

passage in Greek from Catena Corder., p. 75.




honour of Mary in virginity to the end, so that
that body of hers which was appointed to minister
to the Word which said, "The Holy Ghost shall come
upon thee, and the power of the Most High shall
overshadow thee,” might not know intercourse with
a man after that the Holy Chost came intg her and
the power from on high overshadowed her.%®

This statement of Origen is very interesting. It shows,
first of all, that the Epiphanian hypothesis was not unani-
mously accepted ("some say"). It shows further the source
of this hypothesis in the thinking of those who held it. It

was based on a tradition found in the Gospel according to Peter

and the Protevangelium Jacobi. Since the trustworthiness of

these gospels has been seriously questioned,7° one must say
that both Origen and those whom he includes in this statement
had built their view upon a very insecure foundation. It is
also to be noted that the reason why some adopted this view

in his day was to preserve the perpetual virgiqity of Mary

1nviolate.7l

69. The transiation is that of John Patrick in the Ante-
Nicene Fathers, Allan Menzies ed., IX, p. 424.

70. See the discussion of these apocryphal gospels above.

71. 0. Zockler, "Mary, Mother of Jesus Christ," in the
New Schaff-Herzog Religious Encyclopedia, VIiI, p. 220, says:
"As eerly as the middle of the second century, she appears
as the anti-type of Eve, bringing life into the world as Eve
brought death (Justin, Dialogue, C.; Irenaeus III, xxii, 4;
V, xix. 1; Tertullian, De carne Christi, vii); . . . These
developing views [bf giving special honor to Mary beyond that
which she is given in Seripture | took shape as legends in a
long series of Apocryphal narratives. The most important of
these is the Protevangelium Jacobi, some features of which
were known to Justin and Tertullian." It is these apocryphal
books especially which show that very early somé were promoting
the sanctity and veneration of Mary (see above the sectlon on
the Protevangelium of James, where this tsndency is discussed

in comnection with this uncanonical gospel).
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In the following decades after the time of Origen this
view apparently gained more ground as the Church continued
to emphasize the superiority of the celibate state over mar-
rlage and as the position of Mary grew in importance. It is
therérore not necessary to examine the writings of the follow-
ing fathers as has been done with the preceding ones.72 All
that is necessary is a summary. Cyril of Jerusalem (d. 386)
and Victorinus the philosopher (d. ¢c. 360) distinguished James
the brother of the Lord from the Apostles. Eusebius (d. c.
340), Hilary of Poitiers (d. 368), Ambrosiaster (d. 375),
Basil the Great (d. 379),73 and Gregory of Nyssa allhaocepted
the Epiphanian view. From the time of Jerome and Epiphénius

the West followed the lead of Jerome and the East that of

Epiphanius.’®

In summing up the findings of this chapter, it seems
quite evident that up until the time of Jerome there is little
or no trace of the Hieronymian hypothesis. The Epiphanian
view, on the other hand, was known and accepted by various
church fathers long before the time of Jerome. The apoory-
phal literature is almost unanimous in its acceptance of this

72. Lightfoot continues the list of patristic evidence,
OpDe cit., PP« 282ff.

73. He personally adopted tge go?tri?iiofithghp:rggtual
virginity of Mary. Yet he reallized (Homilia in Chris gen-
erationem, V.) that the natural sense ol Matt. 1:80, favored
tho view that she did not remain a virgin (see ZBekler, loc.
cita

74. Lightfoot has an excellent chart, g%, oit., p. 291,
by which one can seo at a gleance how the patristic evidence

lines up on this question.
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theory. In fact, on the basis of the words of Origen (see
above), it appears that the theory originated inm this group
of writings. The several passages in Hegesippus which deal
with the subject speak against the Hieronymian hypothesis
but otherwise are non-committal as to the exact relationship.
Some years later Tertullian speaks gquite clearly of the Breth-
ren of the Lord as real brothers, a very significant fact
when considered in the light of his otherwise ascetic views.
While there is some doubt about the position of Clement .of -
Alexandria, one is still quite safe in saying that he held
the Epiphanian hypothesis, as his successor Origen ceftainly
did.
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CHAPTER III1
THE BRETHREN OF THE LORD IN SCRIPTURE

The advocates of all three theories have appealed to
Sceripture for support for the view which they have espoused
in connection with the Brethren of the lLord. Since it is
claimed that there is evidence--at least of a circumstantial
nature if not actual--for these various hypotheses in Scrip-
ture, it is important to examine the passages involved. Such
an examination will reveal the strong points and the weak
links in the individual line of argument.

Luke 1: 34

Before considering those passages which speak directly
of the Brethren of the Lord, it is necessary to examine a
few that deal with the birth of Jesus and that are related
directly to this problem. The first of these passages is
found in the story of the Annunciation. There we are. told
that Mary questioned the possibility of the angel Gabriel's
message. She sald: "How can this be, since I am not knowing
a man?" (Lk. 1:34) These words are cited by Roman Catholic

dogmaticians and exegetes as proof for the perpetual virglnity
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of Mary.l It is claimed that the only way to explain this
question satisfactorily is to look at it in the light of a
previous vow of perpetual virginity. They say such a pre-
viously formed vow would justify the question and would ex-
plain why it was not answered in the same way as that of

Zecharish (1:18).2

l. 6f., e.g., Joseph Fohle, Dogmatic Theology, Vol. VI,
pp. 97ff. There we read: "Mary's virginitas post partum
cannot be cogently proved from Sacred Seripture, but the
dogma is deducible with moral certainty from the fact that
she had resolved to remain a virgin all her life. It was
this resolution which inspired her timid query: 'How shall
this be done, because I know not a man?' Only after the
angel had assured her that her chastity would remain intact,
did she consent to become the mother of Jesus: 'Be it done
to me according to thy word.'"”

2. Machen makes an excellent distinction between these
two questions and thus answers this objection to the words
of lary. He says concerning these questions:

"In form it must be admitted there is a certain simil-
arity. Both Zacharias and Mary, instead of accepting the
lofty promises of the angel without remark, ask a question
betokening at least bewilderment; and both of them ground
their bewilderment in an explanatory clause, But there the
similarity ceases. Zecharias' question reads, 'According
to what shall I know this?' That question camnot be inter-
preted as anything else than a definite request for a signj;
the wonder that is promised must be able to exhibit an ana-~
logy with something else before Zacharias will consent to
'know' it. Mary, on the other hand, says simply, 'How shall
this be?!'! She does not express any doubt but that it will
be, but merely inquires as to the manner in which it is %o
be brought to pass. Certainly she does not demand a sign
before she will consent to 'know' that what the angel has
told her will be a facte. « « »

"Even in the wording, then, Mary's question 1s different
from that of Zacharias. But still greater is the difference
in the situation which the two questions, respectively, have
in view. Zacharias has been promised a son whom he had long
desired, a son whose birth would bring him not misunderstand-
ing and slander (as Mary's son might bring to her), but rather
a removal of the reproach to which, by his childlessness, he
had been subjected. Moreover, the birth of a son, even in the
old age of his parents, would be in accordance with the 0l1d
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There is no denying that there is a real problem hers.
#While the words certainly do not force one to accept the Roman
Catholic interpretation, such an interpretation at first glance
does seem to give a logiocal reason for this question.® How-
ever, granting such a vow was taken, it would be very diffi-
cult, then, to explain her betrothal to Joseph. The explana-
tion of Lagrange l1ls wholly unsatlisfactory. He says: "yle do
not know, and to frame hypotheses would be unprofitable enough.
The simplest solution is to suppose that marriage with such a
man as Joseph protected her from proposals incessantly renewed,
and assured her repose."4

Furthermore, as Machen says:

Such a resolve in a Jewish maiden of the first
century would have been an unheard-of thing. Asceti-
cism, with the later prejudice against marriage and
the begetting of children, was qulte foreign to the

Jewish circles that are depicted in Lk. i-ii in such
a vivid manner. If, therefore, the narrator were

Testament analogies which Zacharias knew very well. What
except sinful unbelief could lead, urder those circumstances,
to the request for a sign? Mary, on the other hand, when
the angel, prior to her marriage, spoke of a son, was promised
something which at first sight seemed to run counter to her
maidenly consciousness. « « o OSurely it is small cause for
wonder that in such bewilderment she should have asked the
-engel for light" (J. Gresham Machen, The ¥irgin Birth of Christ,
e 141Ff.}).
= e Klgstegmqpn sezs the diffioculty clearly. He says:
"Also ist Eme: dvopd ov ywwaoww (sexuell s. zu Mt 1, 295)
unteyr allen Umstanden hochst verwunderlich, wenn man nicht
die katolische Voraussetzung macht, die Verlobte hale eine
Gelllbde immerwahrender Keuschheit abgelegt” (Eric Kloster-
mann, "Die Evangelien," in Handbuch zum neusn Testament,

Hans Lietzmann ©d., Vole. II, Do 373
4, Quoted by Jéhn Me Gr;ed, The Gospel Acgording to St.

luke, p. 19.




intending to attribute so extraordinary a resolve
to Mary, he would naturally have taken pains to make
his meaning clear. . . . 48 a mattersof fact, the
narrator has done nothing of the kind.
Finally, if the Roman Catholic interpretation is correct,
it would still have been very presumptuous on the part of Mary
to place her vow above the will of God, as it was revealed
to her through the words of the angel. Yet that is exactly
what her question would have implied under those ocircumstances.
Thus the Roman Catholic view of this passage has ifs real
difficulties also.
If the future tense used by the angel (EVX)ﬁLUHn ware
a present tense or could be interpreted as referring to pre-
sent time instead of future, the passage would be very clear.
Mary would then have a right to ask how it could happen that
a son was at that moment being concelved in her womb, since

her marriasge had not been consummated. However, there is mno

6
basis for translating this future as a present tense.

5. Machen, ODe. E_j_-_to' Pe 144,

6. Mayor ("The Helvidian versus the Epiphanian Hypothesis,"
in the Expositor, series seven, Vol. VI, pp. 15-41) suggests
a variation of this view. He says: "The only explanation
known to me, which gives a natural sense to the words, is a,
suggestion I have seen, I forget where, that the Greek e UAAMYY
in Luke 1:31 may be an incorrect translation of an Aramalc
original, meaning: 'thold” thou art no¥v conceiving in thy
womb,' to which od yivwekw Yvépd would be a natural rejoinder
on the part of one wno was seeking to find a reconciliation
of two seemingly contradictory facts, not opposing her human
volition (the vow) to the Divine Will" (p. 21).

But this suggestion of Mayor must be rejected. It is true,
there may well be an Aramaic document behind the birth and
childhood narratives in Luke. It is also true that an Aramalc
imperfect could be translated by a future tense instead of a
present. But we cannot assume that Luke wrotie his Gospel in
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liayor suggests another possibility which he resorts
to as the only alternative, if the previous interpretation

is not correct. He says:

If not, I confess that I am disposed to look
upon the words ¥mel ol yivWerw ¥vépa as a marginal
adscript, which has orept into The text in the same
way as the insertion of the injunction to fast in
Mark 9:29; Matthew 27:21. I am led to this conclu-
sion not only by the many difficulties we have been
considering, but by the wont of harmony between the
apparent self-assertion of verse 34 and the general
tone of the Gospel of the Infanoy, especially the
beautiful submission of verse 38.

There certainly is very little evidence for such a conjeacture.
Aotually the evidence is all against it.a
In summing up the discussion of this verse, I believs

that in spite of the difficulties involved we can say with

Aramaic, nor that in using Aramaic sources he mistranslated
this word (See also Machen, op. oit., p. 145.

The explanation of Machen is somewhat akin to this view.
He assumoes that Mary took the promise of the angel to refer
to the immediate future rather than to a period after her
merriage. hile this is no doubt the correct explanation,
the argument advanced by kachen is not convincing. He says:

"Annunciations, as they were kmown to Mary from the 0ld
Testament, were made to married women; and when such an an-
nunciation came to her, an unmarried maiden, it is not un-
natural that she should have been surprisedes .+ « o

*Tf, indeed, she had looked at the matter from the point
of view of cold logic, her surprise might possibly have been
overcome. She could have reflected that, after all, she was
bstrothed, and that the annunciation could in her case, as was
not so in the 0ld Testement examples, be taken as referring
to a married state that was still to come. But would such
a reflection have been natural; 1s it not psychologically
more probable that she should have given expression, in such
words as those of Lk. 1:34, to her instinctive surpriset"
Machen, op. git., p. 146.)
( e ﬁai%i,"“ﬁhé Eelvidian versus the Epiphanian Hypothe-
8is," p., 2l.

8. See Machen, op. ¢it., pp. 119ff. for a thorough dis-
cussion of the evidence against such an interpolation.
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Mayor: "There is nothing to show that gﬁ_zgvé?«w ic&h* would
9

have been understood in the sense 'I am under a VOW.'"
Apparently Mary had some indication that this promise of the
angel was to be fulfilled before her marriage with Joseph was
consummated, though just what made her realize that we do not
know. Perhaps the greeting of the angel, "The Lord is with
you," caused her to assume that something remarkable was to
happen at once, even though her wedding with Joseph was still
far distant. At any rate, the evidence of this passage alone
is insufficient to prove a vow of perpetual virginity and
thus rule out the possibility of children born in the natural
way. That is especially the case when we remember that at
this time Mary was engaged to Joseph, an engagement which we
have no reason to doubt looked forward to the ideal of Jewish
married life, a family.
Matthew 1:25

There are two passages in the narrative of the birth
of Jesus which are very important. The first is Matt. 1:24f1:
"ihen Joseph woke from sleep, he did as the angel of the Lord
comnanded him; he took his wife, but knew her not until she
had born a son."9 Two things must be looked at in this passage:

Sws oY and 2) the significance of the im-

€

1) the meaning of

9. There is little doubt among modern scholars that the
above translation of the Revised Standard Version is based
on the correct text. The tov srpwroroxev found in the Textus
Receptus is obviously an insertion from the parallel passage

in Lk. 2:7.
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perfect iylveskev, It is argued on the one hand that.éégiﬁ?
in this passage marks a definite period of time after which
that which had not taken place was fulfilled. In that case
we would have every right to assume that Mary had other children
besides Jesus. However, the opponents of this view point out
that-éég_gffdoas not necessarily imply that intercourse did
follow the birth of Jesus.

Jerome was the first one of the early Christian writers
whose works are extant to argue that way. He cites example
after example as proof that the use of E&g_;ﬁ?in this passage

0

does not disprove the perpetual virginity.l There are defi-

nitely many passages in the LXX and in the New Testamsnt where

</ c

/
Ews Or tws gf_does not necessarily imply that there was a

period of time when the preceding negative statement became
a positive., A good example would be Ps. 110:1; "The Lord
said unto my Lord, Sit thou at my right hand, until I make
thine enemies thy footstool." It is quite obvious that this
verse does not imply that there would be a time when this

session at the right hand of God would cease.ll

Thus the use of tws alone does not necessarily settle
the question, "Nevertheless I think Broadus is correct when
he says: "The word will inevitably suggest that afterwards

it was otherwise, unless there be something in the connection

10. See Jerome o« cit. chaps. S=T«
11. A parallel’igg%he NB; Testament is 1 Cor. 15:25: "For

he must reign until he has put all his enemies under his feet."



or the nature of the case to forbid such a conclusion.”
Thus if it had been elearly stated somewhere in seripture
that Mary remained a virgin after the birth of Jesus, we
would have every right to interpret this passage accordingly.
However, since that is not the case, the more simple way to
e/ ~

interpret these words is to assume that tws oJ marks a definite
period of time at the end of which the foregoing negative
became an affirmative.

Plummer calls attention to another point which should
not be overlooked. He says:

In 'he knew her not! (oK Eycvwekev dvrnv), the
imperfect tense is important. It is against the
tradition of the perpetual virginity of Mary. This
has been questioned; but it hardly needs argument
that in such a context, 'he used not to' or 'he was
not in the habit of' means more than 'he did not.?

It is quite obvious that the aorist, 'he kmew her

not until,' would have implied that she subsequently
had children by him,_ _But the imperfect implies this

still more strongly.13

Because this imperfect is used together with the following

</ R~

Ews ov, to me the inference seems to be that this intercourse

12. John A. Broadua, Commentary on the Gospel g_{_s}iatthew,

ey Testament, P
in An American Commentary on the N "In allen wirklich

Zahn (Forschungen, VI, PDs 090f«) 8ays:
ber ergibt sich
vergleichbaren und unzweldeutigen Fauegegendan %‘erstﬂndnisses

die erforderliche Korrektur des nfchstl

delt es sich um
aus der Natur der Sache. Hier dagi?eilsl.lig T

hs, der schon
gziigeiggﬂgihge?gzg st'md zwar recht eige_fLus m:: é?: Egﬁﬁggﬁg.
Verhdltnis. In solcﬁem Zusammenhang gchl g:iiohen Geme in-
dasz Iosepﬁ sich bis zur Geburt J’eﬁeggi'ngs
schaft mit Maria enthalten habe, &

Gemeinsc : L e
dEmzlg:t: ls’g.ﬂ;;:rfogh;xegetical Commentary o0 the Gospel

according to St. Mattnew, P 9
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which did not take place before the birth of Jesus, beceame
the customary thing after His birth.

Finally, the fact that the normal meaning of these words
would lead one to think that intercourse did follow after-
wards also polnts in this direction. Matthew was writing to
Jewlsh people to show them that Jesus was the Messiah. He
is anxious throughout to glorify Jesus and to avoid what might
detract from His glory. If Jesus had been an only son, we
would expect Matthew to have indicated this fact either in
this passage or elsewhere. At any rate, he would not use an
expression which would most lik@ly be interpreted in the op-
posite direction. That is especially true when we Iremember
that at the time this Gospel was written the Brethren of the
Lord were apparently well-known in the Church (1 Cor. 9:5).
Certainly if they were not Jesus' real brothers, Matthew would
have made sure that this passage was not misinterpreted to

make them such. But he does mothing of the kind.l4

This passage, then, is a very important one. It must
be admitted that it is possible to take these words as
referring simply to the miraculous birth of Jesus without any
further reference to the subsequent married life of Joseph
and Mary.15 However, while this passage 1s not absblutely con-
clusive, its interpretation becomes much more simple if it is

interpreted as it stands in the light of the references in the

N

14, So Plummer argues, loc. cit.
15. So Lightfoot, op. cit., PP« 270f,
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New Testament to the brothers and sisters of Jesus.
Luke 2:7
In reporting the birth of Christ Luke says: "And she
gave birth to her first-born son and wrapped him in swaddling
clothes™ (2:7). Much discussion has centered around the

exsct connotation of the werd *first-born! ("?wTJmKOH) in

this account. Did Luks mean to intimate thereby that Jesus
was the first«born of a number of children? or is this word
simply used to indicate that there wers no other children born
to Mary before Jesus?

Lightfoot arguss that this word must be interpreted
in the light of Lk. 2:23. It is used in the story of the
birth of Jesus because of the Jewish Ceremonial Law. He
says: "The prominent idea conveyed by the term *firstborn:?
to a Jew would be not the birth of other children, but the
special conseeration of this one., The typical reference in
fact is foremost im the mind of St. Luke, as he himself ex-
plains it, 'Every male that openeth the womb shall be called

holy to the Lord' (2:23)."°

However, the comnection between this verse (2:7) and
the story of the Presentation (2:22ff.) is not so easy to
prove., As Mayor points out, uThe story of the Birth is fol-
lowed by the visit of the Shepherds, and that again by the
Circumcision. Then at length comes the Presentation in the

Temple, which is an independent narrative, introduced to

16. Lightfoot, op. cit., P« 271.
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give the prophetic utterances of Simeon and Anna, and explained

w17 sahn also feels that

by the offering required by the law.
if thls 1s the reason why Luke used 'first-born,' he would have
used it in the story of the Presentation and not in this dis-
connsected way.le

The word first-born is found throughout the 0ld and New
Testaments in its proper sense, marking the first of several
children, and not an only son. It is true, there are several
instances where an only son might come under the category of
first-born. Thus in the story of the slaying of the first-
born in the land of Egypt certainly we have the right to
assume that in some cases the person slain was an only child.
Likewise in the command of God: "Sanctify unto me all the
first-born, whatsoever openeth the womb among the children
of Israel: it is mine,"” (Ex. 13:2) an only child would be
included. However, in both these cases the word still retains
its proper meaning of the first-born of several ohildren.
It is only by accident, as it were, that "only-begotten™ is

equated with "first-born." Thus if Jesus were included in

a larger class, He could be called a first-born son even

17. Mayor, "The Helvidian versus the Epiphanian Hypothe-

sis,” - 27
’18? He ;ays: "Das Tov mpwroroxoy erklirt sich auch nicht

aus dem Vorblick auf v. 23f. und die dort angefllhrte gesetz-
liche Bestimmung; denn nicht hier, wo der Leser nicht ahnen
kann, was Lc an der spatern Stelle sagen werde, sondern erst
dort whre darauf hinzuweisen gewesen sein, dasz Jesus der
Erstgsborene seiner Mutter war, « « " (Zahn, Das Evangelium

des Lucas, p. 136,
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though He were an only son. But it is difficult to prove that
this 1s the way Luke uses the word in this passage, as was
shown above.

One point that must not be overlooked in this discus-
sion is the time and setting in which the Gospel was written,
By the time Luke wrote these words about the birth of Jesus,
the so-called "Brethren of the Lord™ were well-known in the
Church (1 Cor. 9:5; Gal. 1:18f.; 2:9). Yet Luke uses 'first-
born,' a term which might be very misleading if these brothers
were not sons of Mary. As Plummer points out, "He might have
avoided all ambiguity by writing Aove aVﬁ@, as he does 7:13;
8:42; 9:38,"lg but instead he uses 'first-born.* Under those
eircunstances the use of this word by Luke, the careful historian,
seems to indicate to me that he took it for granted that Jesus
wes the first-born of Mary in the full sense of that word.
That is especially the case when we remember ﬁhat he mentions
the brothers of Jesus twice (8:19-21; Acts 1:14), in both
cases referring to them together with Mary.

John 2:12

Very soon after the beginning of thé ministry of Jesus
the Brethren of the Lord enter the picture. Immediately
after the wedding at Cana and before the first Passover which
Jesus attended in His public ministry we are %old that He

"went down to Capernaum, with his mother end his brothers

19. Plummer, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the
Gospel according to St. Luke, p. 93.




63

and his disciples; and there they stayed for a few days”

(Jn. 2:12). It does not matter for this discussion whether
Jesus went straight from Cana to Capernaum or by way of
Nazareth. The important thing to note is the people who

made up this little band. Three distinet groups are mentioned:
His mother, His brothers, and the disciples. Thus already

in the first reference to the brothers of Jesus they are not
included among the disciples, but are rather mentioned sepa-
rately together with His mother.ao

Mark 6:1-6

After the Barly Judean Ministry (Jn. l-4), Jesus returned
once more to Galilee. But before beginning the Great Gali-
lean Ministry, He paid a visit to Nazareth, the wvillage of
His childhood and early manhood.zl It was at thils time that
He taught the people in the synagozue so that they were amazed

at first but later, in their anger, tried to throw Him from

20, Why this group went together to Capernaum is not
certain. There is no reason to assume, as Edersheim does
(The Life and Times of Jesus the Messiah, Vol. I, p. 364),
that Jesus was already at this time establishing his resi-
dence at Capernaum, nor that lMary and His brothers moved
there from Nezareth. That may be the case. It is more like-
ly, however, that they went to Capernaum to await there *the
starting of the great caravan of pilgrims who, at this time,
were about to wend their way to the great feast at Jerusalem"
(Frederic W. Farrar, The Life of Christ, p. 148). That would
also explain why these various persons went together to Caper-
naum, They were all on their way to the Passover.

2l. The most complete record of this visit is found in
Lk. 4:16-30. HNatthew refers to it in Chap. 13:54-56. For
our study, however, perhaps the most signifiocant account is
that found in Mk. 6:1-6. It is here taken for granted that
the three accounts of the Synoptists refer to one and the

same event.




a cliff. In their amazement they asked: "Where did this man
got all this? What is the wisdom given to him? What mighty
works are wrought by his hands! Is not this the carpenter,
the son of Mary and brother of James and Joses and Judas and
Simon, and are not his sisters here with us?" (Mk. 6:2f.)

This, then, is the first place in Scripture where the
Brethren of the l.ord are mentioned by name .22 Though they
are not called the children of Mary here, they are mentioned
together with hsr once again as they were in Jn. 2:12. It is
true, they are simply called brothers®® and sisters of the Lord.

22. So also in the parallel passage, Matt. 13:54-56.

23. The significance of the word d5eA9os in this problem
concerning the Brethren of the Lord has been discussed at
length ever since the time of Jerome. Roman Catholics and
others who wish to support the Hieronymian hypothesis have
pointed to the somewhat loose use of TR in the Qld Testament.
There is no denying that it is used of relatives in a good |,
number of passages in which the LXX translates it with 3Sciqos ,
However, that of itself does not prove that the same wider
use applies in the New Testament. We must not forget that
the LXX is in most instances a very literal translation of
the Hebrew. It does not thersfore follow necessarily that
the liew Testament writers used it in the same loose sense.

In fact, if we omit the passages referring to the Brethren
of the Lord, there is no singls instance in the New Testa-
ment where it is used in this loose sense. Certainly we
find it used many times of fellow-Chrilstians, but that does
not apply here. Add to this the fact that thers is a word
for cousin (3dvew!s , see Col. 4:10) which the New Testament
writers, could have used, a&s well as the more general word
cvyyevqs, and the significance of the use of *brother' seems
to become even more clear. According to Mayoxr those.who
would give this word a wider meaning camnot find satisfac-
tory parallels in classical Greek either. He says: "Thers
is no instance in classical Greek, as far as I know, of

7/

u8:29ds being used to denote cousin® (James, p. xiv). How-
ever, dded ?8 cortainly can be used of a half~-brother. Thus,

while Causing trouble for those who accept the Hieronymian
hypothesis, %Jergds does not run counter to the view of Epi-
rhanius, -
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However, that is exactly what one would expect here. The
center of the discussion is Jesus, not Mary, and so all is
related to Him. His occupation is named first by the towns-
pesople. Then they mention His mother and finally His brothers
and sisters.

No doubt also the fact that the people of Nazareth use

the words 'brother' and 'sister' is iwportant. There certainly
is no reason for them to use the word as a term ol endearment.
Norwould we expect them to use it in the wider sense, which
some claim the word has. On the contrary, it would seem that
they are pointing to actual brothers and sisters in order to
justify their amazement (and later anger) over Him. Broadus
therefore says: "In their mouths *his brother' and 'all his
sisters' cannot have meant less than children of Joseph, if
not of Joseph and Mary.“24

The proverbial saying which Jesus uses to answer these
people has some bearing on this subject also. He lists three
groups smong whom a prophet is without honor. These are
mentioned in an ascending order, growing more tragic with
each group. By His own country he was no doubt in this in-
stance thinking of the city of Nazareth. Next He refers to
His relatives (ovyrevels ) and finally to those of His own

house (Ev TH oixkla avred), By this last group He was no doubt

thinking of the brothers and sisters mentioned above. They

24 . Braadus, OpD Ccitey Do 310.
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and He grew up in the same household, and yet they rejected
Him. One is reminded of the words of John in the Prologue:
"He came to his own home, and his own people received him
not" (Jn. 1:11), though in this reference "his own people"
no doubt refers to Israel. If Jesus 1s then referring to
His brothers and sisters in this passage, the only way to
explain that these were cousins is to assume that two house-
holds were combined. It is true, this assumption has been
made by many of the advocates of the cgousin 1;hesc;:|:-y,25 but
there is absolutely no Seriptural basis for such an assump=-
tion. The evidence is rather in the opposite direction. It
is much more in keeping with the facts we know about this
incident to believe that Jesus and these brothers and sisters
grew up in the same household as members of one family.

Thus the Epiphanian or the Helvidlan hypothesis seems to

fit this story much more accurately.

Mark 3:20-22, 31=35

In the second half of the Great Galilean Ministry the
Brethren of the Lord appear in the Gospel accounts once again.
This time the incident recorded takes place in Capernaum.
Jesus and His disciples were so busy with the people that
they were unasble to find time to eat. It 1s then that Mark
says: "And when his friends heard it, they went out to seize
him, for they said, 'He is beside himself'" (Mk. 3:21). Then

"
25. See, 8.g., Carl F. Keil, Commentar uber das Evangelium
des Matthlus, whore in connection With Matt. 12:46-50, | i

cusses the Brethren of the Lord (pp. 303-308).
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follows the story of the Soribes coming from Jerusalem with
the charge that Jesus is possessed by Beelzebub. Whereupon
Mark adds: "And his mother and his brothers came; and they
said to him, 'your mother and your brothers are outside asking
for you'" (3:31f. ).26

The question which has been discussed much in this con-
nection 1s: Do these words in 3:31ff. finish the incident
referrsd to in 3:20-22, or are they two different. stories?
Some have gone so far as to equate the 'friends' of v. 21
(2f 74p’ 9vroT) with 'his mother and his brothers® in v. 31.
Thus Clarke says: "“'His friends' of verse 21 are 'his mother
and his brothers' of verse 31."27 Others claim that these are
two entirely different grou;p:s.?‘8 The actual meaning of this
phrase lies perhaps between these two views. ol 7ep dUrol
is no doubt more inclusive than 'his mother and his brothers,*
yet it does not thereby exclude them. It is a striking idiom
which can perhaps best be rendered "his people." I believe,
then, that verse 21 refers to a larger group of relatives and

friends of whom His mother and His brothers are mentioned in

26. See Matt. 12:46-50; Lk. 8:19-21, for the parallel

accounts.
27. W.N. Clarke, Commentary on the Gos e or Mark, in An
American Commentary of the New Testament, ah Hoveh ed.,

Yol.cIIsepatoas --For the same view se:talso g; Earvi: grans-
comb, The Gospel of Mark, ia the Moffa New stamen Oll=
mentary, p. 67f.; Ezra P, Gould, 4 Crit: t.LoEi—anT—sxaEeuo—aI
Commsnta;x on the Gospel aooordigg to Sﬁ. HarE Pe an

Henry Barclay Swete, The Gospel accorair Eg_gg, Hark, P. 63,
rge. See ye.g., Keil, coﬁﬁantar or die Evengelien Markus

und Lukas, pp. 43ff.
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particular in vv. 31£f£.29
In that case the whole incident might well have happened
something like this. Jesus was very busy this day in Caper-

naum. In fact, it seemed to soms of those who saw Him that He

‘would not be able to stand up under the strain. They felt

that the lack of restraint in the way he was taxing His powers
was foolhardy. Perhaps those who observed this were actually
some of His relatives. At any rate, it was called to the
attention of Jesus' mother and brothers, and they in turn

felt they must do something quickly before He would wear Him-
self out completely. They start out to find Him. In the
meantime the Scribes come from Jerusalem and Jesus deals with
them (vv. 22-30). Then His mother and His brothers arrive at
the house, as it is recorded in vv. 31-35. There 1is no reason
to doubt that Mary had actually been persuaded at this time

thet her son was 'beside himself,130

29 . Wohlenberg has the following to say on the connection
of these two incidents: "Damit ist nicht gegeben, dasz die
Schar der ITap’dvre? sich deckte mit 'seiner Mutter und seinen
Brudern', von dénen allein an unsers Steale [vv. 31ff,] die
Rede ist (8.0.). Vielmehr ist jener Kreis ein welterer; auch
schien uns dort die Mutter Jesu nicht hinzupassen. Hier aber
sind es die allernfchsten Anverwandten, Mutter und Brider"
(Gustav Wohlenberg, Das Evangelium des Markus, in Kommentar
zum neuen Testament, Theodor Zanhn ed., P .

30. Branscomb (op. cite, p. 67) suggests another possible
way of construing the Greek so that this strong statement does
not come from Mary and from Jesus' brothers. The sub eq\;\ i?or
35£x°v need not be the same as that of the foregolng Ef NAvVov,
It cen be taken as an "impersonal plural meaning 'people were
saying,' as in English we have the expression tthey say."

Such an impersonal plural is used by Mark ceértainly in 2:18 and
perhaps in several other instances." - In that case His mother

and brothers would have come to Him to stop Him from doing that
which was causing some people to make unkind remarks about Him,
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This passage, then, fits in with the general picture
ghich the Evangelists give us of the Brethren of the Lord.
They are not of the Twelve, but rather a distinect group who
in this instance wanted to take Jesus away from His work.
Furthermore, they are mentioned here again together with Mary,
as if they were her children.3l It is also important to note
that 1t is the people once more who call them His brothers,
even as that was the case in Nazareth.52 Thus this incident
likewlse seems %o fit into the general picture which the
- Evangelists give us of the Brethren of the Lord, a picture
which does not fit the theory that some of His brothers were
disciples, but which rather confirms the view that they were
brothers, if not sons of Joseph and Mary, then at least sons
of Joseph. l

John 7:2-8

Six months before His death Jesus left Galilee to visit
Jerusalem at ths time of the Feast of the Tabernacles. It is
Just before he leaves that th9 Brethren of the Lord play an
important role in the Gospel narrative. John is the only one
who has recorded this incident. He says:

Now the Jews' feast of Tabernacles was at hand. .
So his brothers said to him, "Leave here and go 1o
Judea, that your disciples may see the works you

31. That they are called brothers of Jesus and not sons
of Mery does not detract from the argument., As in Mk. 6:1-6,
so also here Jesus is the center of the story, and the brothers
are thersfore identified by their relation to Him rgther than

by their mother.
32, See above on Mk. 6:1=6.
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are doing. If you do these things, show yourself

openly to the world." For even his brothers did

not believe in him. Jesus said to them, "My time

has not yet come, but your time is always hers.

The world cannot hate you, but it hates me because

I testify of it that its works are evil. Go to

the feast yourselves; I am not going up to the

feast, for my time has not yet fully come" (7:2-8).,

These words contain several problems. In the first
place, what is the attitude of these brothers towards Jesus?
It has been argued that both this incident and the one re-
corded in Mk. 3:20-22, 31-35, definitely prove that these
brothers were not younger but rather older than Jesus. In
Jewish family life the first-born son was looked up to highly
and honored by the other children, since he would succeed
his father as the head of the family. Thus, according to this
line of argument, these brothers could not have been younger
brothers but must have been older.® The defenders of the
Epiphenian hypothesis use these passages as proof for their
theory, for if the brothers of Jesus were older sons of Joseph

= 4
from a former marriasge, all would be‘explainad.3

There certainly seems to be a difficulty here for the
Helvidian hypothesis. And yet the whole tenor of this in-
cident recorded by John must be considered. Why has John
introduced it into his Gospel in the first place? 1Is it
simply to fill a gap left by the Synoptists? or is there some

33. See, C.2. "?rofbssor Mayor and the Helvidian Hypothe-
sis," in thé Exgo;itor, series seven, VI (Nov. 1908), p. 472f.
34. So B.F. Westcott, The Gospel according to St. John,

P. 116.
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special purpose for it? It seems to me that this.passage must
be fiewed, in the first place, in.the light of Jn; 6:66. There
we are told that many of those who had fbllowed Jésus now left
Him, His Gospel and His program was not what they wanted. To
this John adds the further traglc account of the attitude of
Jesus' own brothers. There is a note of sadness in those words:
"For even his brothers did not believe in him." These words
are, as it were, the leitmotiv of this whole passage. The
very brothers of Jesus refused tc accept Him for what He
claimed to be. In fact, it even seems that thefe was hos=-
tility in their attitude. That becomes all the more tragic
if these.brothers were taking such an attitude toward their
elder brother whom they should have rather honored. Thus,
if viewed in the whole context, this attitude of the hrofhers
can be. accounted for. It is one aspect of the fuifriliment
of.those words of Isalah, "He is despised and rejected of men®
(I8 53:3)%

A second point to consider is the bearing which this
passage has on the relation of the Brethren of the lord to
the twelve disciples. To my mind this is one of the clearest
passages from which we can conclude that none of the brothers
of Jesus were numbered among the Twelve. The brothers of
their own accord seem to exclude themselves from even that

wider group of disciples or followers which Jesus had (Ve5) .39

35. On this verse Bengel says: "Eo ipso ostendunt se non
esse discipulos" (Joh. Albert Bengel, Gnomon Novi gpafamanti,

P. 368.
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They also take an antagonistie, unbelieving attitude toward
Him. Thus their whole approach seems to exelude them from
‘the Twelve.

In explaining this John adds those words: "For even his
brothers did not believe in him" (v. 5).36 He is here ex-
cluding them from the disciples. True, members of that lat-
ter group had at times fallen from their faith or had grown
very weak 1n faith, but the use of the imperfect here (jﬁgég}ggﬂg

,~ 96, This verse has been explained in many ways. The words
ovbe o+ o o ENicTEVOv have been watered down so far by some
thet they mean hardly anything. Thus Lange says: "The unbe-
lief of these brothers was a want of gonfidence in Him of the
same sort, at the worst, as that of Mary in Mark 3:31, of
Peter in Matt. 16:22, and of Thomas in Jno. 20:25; that is,
while believing in His Messishship, they laocked in the per=-
fect ylelding of a believing obedience, and assumed to pre=-
scribe to Him from their own judgment™ (Lange, ggg_Gosgal

according to John, Vol. III, in a Commentary on the Ho
Seriptures, Lange-Schaff, p. 240). =-- Keil argues much the
same way. He says: "Endlich ist noch zu beachten, dasz die
28eAgo{ hier und auch in v. 10 nicht ausdrlicklich von den
Aposteln unterschieden (s. zu v. 10), wir also night berechtigt
sind, nur an die beiden nicht zu den Aposteln geh8renden
Brlider zu denken, sondern ohne Bedenken annehmen kdnnen, dasz
Jakobus und Judas in diesem Punkte mit Joses und Simon ein-
verstanden waren, ja dasz auch andere Apostel den Wunsch hegten,
Jesus mB8ge sich bald in Jerusalem als messianischer K8nig
kundgeben, wenn auch nur die Brilider Jesu, weil ihm dem Vetter
piher stehend, dieses Verlangen Huszegggn" (Keil, Commentar
uber das Evangelium des Johannes, p. .

Others have sald that these words do not apply to all the
brothers but only to those who were not disciples. However,
aceording to the Hieronymian hypothesis at least two, and
perhaps even three of the brothers were disciples. Thus this
argument appears rather untenable. Alford says: nIt is incon-
ceivable that John should have so written, if any among them
believed at that time. The attempt to make the words mean
that some of his brethren did not believe on him, is in my
view quite futile" (Henry Alford, The Four Gospels, in The

Greek Testament, Vol I, p. 767.




shows that this was the habitual attitude of these brothers.
The disciples may have had a wrong idea about His Messiah-
ship, but the "brothers had not yet galned the conviction of
His Messianic commission. They knew of His claims, but they
did not accept them in faith."3? Thus they were actually in
the same ciass with those who left Him, as John records it in
6:66, Above all, none of them were of that group for whom
Peter had made his famous confession (6:69f.) .8

Finally, the words which Jesus uses to answer His brothers
necessarily exclude; them from the disciples. He puts them
in the same class with the world which is oppoaéd to Him. He
says: "The world cannot hate you, but it hates me because I
testify of it that its works are evil" (v.7). Yet to His
own disciples He says just the opposite: m"If the world hates
you, know that it has hated me before you. If you wers of
this world, the world would love its ownj but beoagse you are
not of the world, but I have chosen you out of the world,
therefore the world hates you" (Jn. 16:18f.).

In summing up the import of this passage, I should say
that it is perhaps the strongest in the cumulative evidence

%7, P.E. Kretzmann, The Gospel of the Beloved Disciple,

chap, SRS
' 5 3;: gahg says: "Dasz vollends der eine oder andere dieser

Brllder Jesu zum Kreise der l1ingst erwihlten Apostel gehdrt
haben sollte, welche durch den Mund Petrus schon Frilher einmal
(6:68f.) oder mehrmals (s.i. 18) ihren Glauben an Jesus zur
Frende ihres Meisters bekannt hatten, ist eine mit dem vor- ¥
liegenden Text unvereinbare, aber Uberhaupt haltlose Annahme
(Zahn, Das EVahgalium des Johannes, in Kommentar zum Neuen
Testement, Vol. 1V, ps S71e
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in the Gospels that the Brethren of the Lord were not disci-
ples. It 1s therefore entirely against the Hieronymian hy-
pothesis. On the other hand, the difficulty which the Hel-
vidian view must face here can be accounted for, once the
context of this passage is thoroughly understood. Thus either
the Epiphanian or the Helvidian hypothesis would fit the in-
cident.

Acts 1:13-14

After receiving this rebuke from Jesus, the Brethren of
the Lord disappear from the Gospel records completely. #While
Mary is present at the Crucifixion (Jn. 19:25), no mention
is made of the Brethren of the Lord. Thus we are led to as-
sume that their unbelieving, almost hostile attitude persisted.
Yet suddenly after the Ascension they are mentioned in that
little circle of the first bellevers. After listing the ele-
ven Apostles, Luke goes on: "All these with one accord devoted
themselves to prayer, together with the women and Mary the
mother of Jesus, and with his brothers" (Acts l:14). Thus
somehow the hostility of the brothers was changed to fa;th.

No doubt the resurrection of Jesus produced the change. For
one of them, James,--he who was destined to become the leader
of the Jerusalem church, --this change quite evidently resulted

from an appearance of the risen Lord (1 Cor. 15:7) .

Two things should be noted in connection with this passage.
In the first place, true to the Gospel accounts, the Brethren

39
of the Lord are once more mentioned together with Mary.
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Thus also this passage leads one to the conclusion that she
and they formed one housshold, or more specifically that they
were her children.

Secondly, the Brethren of the Lord once more constitute
a separate group from the Apostles. In this passage there
are two main groups mentioned besides the disciples: 1) the
women (of whom the mother of Jesus is singled out especially),
and 2) the Brethren of the Lord. Thus this passage also points
to the improbability of the claim that some of the Brethren
of the Lord were Apostles. We have here another instance,
therefore, in which Soripture seems to speak against the
Hieronymian hypothesis,

1l Cor, 9:5

After the reference to the Brethren of the Lord in Acts,
they as a group disappear from the New Testament writings,
except for one passing remark in 1 Cor. 9:5. However, one
of them, James, plays a prominent part in the history of the
early Ghufch and so is mentioned several times in the Epistles
and Acts. It is necessary to look at these passages in the
Epistles, éince it is on them to a large extent that those who
would identify some of the Brethren of the Lord with Apostles,

rest their Ccasee.

As was mentioned above, there is a passing reference to

) ith them is
39, The only time that she is not mentioned w
in the incident recorded in Jn. 7:2-10, when the hostility
toward their brother became so outspoken.
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the Brethren of the Lord in 1 Cor. 9:5. There Paul uses them
together with the Apostles as examples in his line of argument,
He says: "Do we not have the right to be aocompaniéd by a wife,
as the other apostles and the brothers of the Lord and Cephas?"
This passage 1s ilmportant because of the order in which
these various groups are mentioned. There are those who have
argued that here we have oonoiusive proof that the Brethren of
the Lord were looked upon by Paul as apostles.4° In that case,
however, it would almost be negcessary to assume that all of
the Brethren of the Lord were apostles.
The firét problem in this passage, then, involves the

meaning of _o_ti AoLmol dmosToNO(, As Robertson says, "The exact

meaning of )\o”'ro!/:ls not clear; 1t may distinguish those who
are included from 'the brsthren of the Lord and Cephas,' or
from Paul and Barnebas (v. 6). In the former case 'the brethren
of the Lord' are spostlea, for the Apostolic body is divided
into thres parts; 'Cephas,' *the brethren of the Lord,' and

'the rest of the Apostleas.'""’l Thus this word can be under=-
stood in such a way that it would make the Brethren of the

lord apostles. However, it is also very possible, as Robertson

4

40. The use of the word amoesToAos by Paul in the Epistles
is disputed. Some feel that quite generally it 1is equivalent
to 'the Twelve,' while others olaim it is used of a wider
group. If the exact meaning of this word can be established,
it will shed light on the relation of the Brethren of the Lord
to the Twelve. For that reason the goig will be discussed
fully below in connection with Gal. 1l:lS.

il.' A.T, Robertson and Alfred Plummer, A Critical and f_x-
egetical Commentary on St. Paul's First Epistle to the Corin-
Ihians, p. 181.
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has pointed out, that Paul is thinking of hims:elr‘and Barnabas
as apostles43 in distinction from *the other.abos.tlgg,.

The other problem involves the order in which Paul
enumerates these groups. He begins with 'the othef apostles?
and ends with 'Cephas.' Between these two groups he mentions
the Brethren of the Lord. Cephas is certainly one of the
apostles. It is argued therefore that the brothers of the
Lord must also be apostles.

However, another interpretation is possible. If Paul
is contrasting himself and Barnabas with the other apostles,
then the brothers of the Lord and Cephas become two separate
groups. FPlummer says: "It 1s possible, that without any
strictly logical arrangement, he is mentloning persons of
high position in the Church who availed themselves of the
privilege of having their wives maintained as well as them-

selves when they were engaged in missionary work."$S Thus peter,

though he is technically included in the ‘other apostles,’
is singled out for special mention at the end because he is
80 important. The final Ka(, then, might be translated: ™"and

éven Cephas.”

If translated in that way, this passage does permit an

interpretation which would not necessarily make the Brethren

of the Lord apostles. Furthermore, if the word tapostle' is

Used in a wider sense, including more than the Twelve, there

————

i ostles.
42. In Acts 14:14, both Barnabas and Paul &r% called ap

S+ Robertson and Plummer, loc. sit.
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i1s still no proof that some of the brothers were disciples

of Jesus before the resurraetion.44

1l Cor. 15:7

At the beginning of Paul's great resurrection chapter
(1 Gor. 15) he llsts some of the appearances of the risen
Lord. He mentions various groups to whom Jesus appeared:
Cephas, the Twelve, more than five hundred brethren, James,
all the apostles, and finally himself.%® Again the difficulty
lies in distinguishing the various groups from one another
and defining them, %6 Again the word to be studied closely

-~

is SmoocTodols together with its modifier mdotv,

There arc several interpretations of this passage pos-
sible, If the 7doiv is used in reference to James--first to
one (James), then to all the rest of the apostles--James be-
comes one of the apostles. However, this is not the only way
to interpret this passage. Paul may very well be mentloning
distinet groups all along the line without any repetition.

In that case the <Tofs amecrToAols would be a wider group than

44, Zahn (Forschungen VI, p. 356) feels that 4Tro 70205 must
be taken in the wider sense., Then both the 'brotﬁe;a of ghe
Lord*' and 'Cephas' would be special groups in the ot Aocrmot
AT ocTOAOL 3 ; e

25. That this is not a complete list of the appearances of
the risen Lord is obvious. Paul is merely singling out cer-
tain witnesses which he feels will be useful for his argumnent.
It is also not certain if this 1s a,striotly chronological order.

46. By the official title o¢ Jw8exd the apostles of Jesus
are meant., We cannot press the use of this number too strongly.
Obviously there were not twelve present, since Judas wa:rgo
longer with them. In fact, if this appearance is {dent ed
with that which took place om the evening of Easfer, gn%y ten
wers present. Thus Paul uses this word as a technical term.
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~ / 47
the TOols ASwdekd, It would include also those who were not

of the Twelve, but who later became apostles by virtue of
the very fact that they had seen the risen Lord.48 Thus James
might very well be included among this group.49 Furthermore,

even if ToTs  Amoctolots is equated with Tols Judeka, this does

not necessarily imply that James is therewith included. The
e may simply be added by Paul to stress the fact that on
another occasion all the disciples, including Thomas, had seen
the risen Lord. 1t would then be used entirely independent
of James and would mark technically a different group'from
the J%fekd, since this time all the living disciples were
present.50

It is difficult to decide which of these various inter-
pretations is the correct one. At any rate, this passage does

not necessarily include James among the Twelve Apostles. In

47. So Alford, ODe. _c_iio. Do 604.

48. According to Aets 1:21f., and 1 Cor. g9:1, a prime
requisite of an apostle was to have seen the risen Lord.

49. Burton suggests this as one possibility (A critical
and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle %o ihe Galatians,
PP EVT%TTT——Ehhn, however, feels that ot amdsreloc oan only
be taken in its narrow sense in this passage, "Denn hier
redet Pl von den ersten Tagen nach der Auferstehung, wo 6s
noch kein andere Apostel gab, als die, welche Jesus dazu ge-
macht hatte™ {Vorschungen V%i p. 356). This certainly is
the most natural interpretation. .

50, Blass goes so far as to say that the T¥ILv aotually

argues against James being included in the number of the

apostles. He says: "If 7ds 1s placed after a subst. with

the art., special stress is laid upon the substantive®

(Friedrich Blass, Grammar of New Testament Greek, Henry Thack-

eraey trens., p. 516). Thus the 74ou, would emphasize the fact

that those now mentioned were apostles, in contrast to James,
who was not.




fact, since several other interpretations are possible, this
passagé cannot be used as definite proof for the Hieronymian
hypotheslis. On the other hand, neither can it be used dog-
matically to disprove the identification of James the brother
of the Lord with the apostle James. It therefore‘adds nothing
to the material clérifying the problem of the Brethren 6: the
Lord.

Gal. 1:18-19

One of the passages which has been discussed.very much
in connection with the problem of the Brethren of -the Lord
is Gal. 1:18-19. There Paul says: "Then after thres years
I went up to Jerusalem to visit Cephas, and remained with
him fifteen days. But I saw none of the other apostles ex-
cept James the brother of the Lord." Since the time of Jerome
(op., cit., chap. 15) it has been argued by the advooates of
the Hieronymian hypothesis that this statement of Paul proves
definitely that the James he here mentions was one of the
Twelve. It is therefore the basis for thé identification of
James the Lord's brother with James the son of Alphaeus.51
The whole problem centers around Ei_ggﬁ If the meaning
15: "Another of the apostles I did not see, except the apostle
' James, the Lord's brother," Paul is here including Jameés among

e/
the apostles. Many commentators feel that the ELEfOV carries

nThe collation of Gal. 1;:3 with
t

2:9, 12 however, offers the most convingcing evidence

may.be adduced ﬁ on this point" [fhat James is an apostls in

the narrow sense ] . --The Gospels, D 220.

S5l. Joh. Ylvisaker says:



with it the idea of one of T®v JresrtdAw, and that this

must therefore be the meaning of Paul's words here.%? yet
most of these same commentators take the word awocrolor in

the wider sense®3 and therefore do not identify James with

52. Lightfoot says: "It seems then that St. James is here
called an Apostle, though it does not therefore follow that
he is one of the Twelve" (op. cit., p. 85). Burton likewise
says: "The phrase must probably be taken as stating an excep-
tion to the whole of the preceding assertion, and as implylng
that James was an apostle” (Burton, op. ¢it., p. 60.). See
also H.A.ii. Meyer, Critical and Exegetical Handbook to the
Epistle to the Galatlians, p. 33. _ |,

3. For the various views on d4moctodos see Burton, op.
cit., pp. 363-38l1; Lightfoot, op., ¢it., pp. 92-101; Kirsopp
Lake, "The Twelve and the Apostles,”" in The Beginnings of
Christianity, The Acts of the Apostles, F.J. Foakes Jackson
and Kirsopp Lake, Vole. V. DD« 55—59. Lake says (Ibid., p.
51): "Two usages can be distinguished. (1) In the Pauline
Bpisties amdsTeros is used in the sense of a Christian mis-
sionary who has been commissioned to the service of the Gospel.
« « o« There is no implication that he regarded the Apostles
as limited in number to twelve, . . <. (ii) Over against
this extended view is a more contracted one which limits the
Apostles to the Twelve. This is plain from a comparison of
Aots 1l:2ff.; 1:17; 1:25f., ete.” -- This distinction be-
tween two different uses of the word is certalnly legitimate.
That the word apostle is used in the wider sense is evident
not only from the faet that Paul considers himself to be one,
but also from the fact that it is applied to others (Barnabas,
Acts 14:4, 14; 1 Cor. 9:5; Epaphroditus, Fhil. 2:25). Ie
this same connection Lightfoot says (op. cit., p. 97): "It
may be added also that only by such an extension of the of=-
fice could any footing be found for the pretensions of the
false apostles (2 Cor. 11:13; Rev. 2:2). Had the number been
definitely restricted, the claims of these interlopers would
have been self-condemned.” Thus the word ‘'apostle' is not
limited only to the Twelve and Paul. The exact meaning gr
wndsToAot in any glven passage can be determined solely by
the context. No doubt in some instances it 1s diffiocult to
determine if the term applies to ths Twalve or to a.lar%eih .
group. Certainly it is used practically as a title; bu a
title at times inoludes a larger group than the Twelve.

Thus this word alone can not be used to prove that James was
one of the Twelve. In passagées whers the context does not in=-
dicate that it is synonymous with the Twelve, one is justi-

fied in applying it to a wider group.
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the son of Alphaeus. Thus James might very easily be included
among the apostles, and yet be an entirely different person
from James the son of Alphaeus,

However, there is also another possible interpretation

of this passage. Instead of supplying g280v Tov dTroo Todey

after £{ «41, it is legitimate to supply only Eldov . The
sentence would then read: "I saw none other of the apostles,
but I did see James the Lord's brother."* This is the in-
terpretation which Zahn placed upon these words.55 ¥hile

the trend of interpretation has swung away from this view
since his time, an able defense of it has been made by K.och,56
He cites numerous instances from the New Testament including
the epistles of Paul in which jﬁ_fgﬂ‘is best translatad *but
only' rather than 'except.'57 The examples he lists from
Galatiasns itself are almost in themselves convinecing (1:6f,;

54. See George B. Winer, A Grammar of the Idiom of the
New Testement, seventh edition, J. Henry Thayer trans., par.
67, 1,8, p. 633, He oites as parallels Acts 27:22; Rev. 21:27.
55. See Zahn, Der Brief des Paulus an die Galater, p. 70.
There he says: "Da es nun sinnlos wire, zu behaupten, dasz Fl
bei einem 15 t8gigen Aufenhalt in Jerusalem abgesehen von
dem Apostel Pt lUberhaupt keinen anderen Menschen als Jakobus
mit Augen gesehen habe, so erginzt der verstindige Leser die
vorliegende Aussage: ‘'einen zweiten von den Aposteln auszer
Pt sah ich nicht,' durch den Satz 'und ich sah ﬂbqrhagpt keine
hervorragende kirchliche Persdnlichkeit, keines der Hdupter
geg Urgemeinde, dengn 13h m;chdgamggg gzgggw?ifig gezeigt
aben soll, auszer Jk, dem Bruder .
56, Huéo Koch, "Zﬁr Jakobusfrage Gal l. 19," in Zeitschrift
die neutestamentliche #issenschaft und die ggggg der
alteren Kirche, Vol. 33 (Nov. 1934), 2-3, pp. 204-§‘9ﬁ -
57. Such passages are: Matt. 12:4; Lk. 4:2?-2 ; 2'6} 93
13; Matt. 17:8; Mk, 13:2; Jn. 13:10; Rom. 14:14; Gal. 1:6f.;

Gal. 2:16,




2:16). Thus I see no reason why these words cannot be in-
terpreted in the same way. It seems that _f_ta_ 41 does come
very close to 3L in some places. The only difficulty is
the use of EQEQOV'in this passage, a parallel to which is
lacking anywhere else.58

Since the exact meaning of these words of Paul are once
again not too clear, it is impossible to draw any definite
conclusions on the basis of this passage. That James 1s here
glven a position of high honor in the early church is evident.
Paul certainly places him on the same level with the Twelve,
though it is not therefore necessary to conclude that he was
an apostle. Furthermore, the reference in v. 17 to "those
who were apostles before me" seems to indicate that Paul is
including more than the Twelve among the apostles. In that
case James might very well be one of these apostles. On the
other hand, the fact that in this whols section Paul is trying
to show that he was an apostle in the same right as the Twelve
would point to the more narrow use of dmosrTodol in v. 19.
Thus, though James might well have been an apostle in the
wider sense, Paul would here be excluding him from the apostles
in the narrow semnse, while at the same time placing him on
the same level with them. In all fairness it should be said
that if we had only this passage we would be justified in
placing James among the apostles and identifying him with the

58. But ses Koch, op. ¢it., note 8.




person ocalled James the son of Alphaeus. However, when these
words of Paul are read in the light of all the other perti-
nent passages one must admit that they do not necessarily
lmply a reference to this James. Thus this passage cannot be
used as definite proof that James was one of the Twelve. That
being the case, the supporters of the Hieronymian hypothesis
cannot claim that these words of Paul prove conclusively that
their theory is the correct one. On the other hand, this
passage certainly cannot be used against the Hieronymian
hypothesis.

In the second chapter of this same letter Paul mentions
James once more. He speaks there of another visit he made to
Jerusalem, this time together with Barnabas and Titus. 1In
deseribing the outcome of the meeting he had with the church
leaders in Jerusalem at this time he says: "And when they
perceived the grace that was given to me, James and Cephas
and John, who were reputed to be pillars, gave to me and
Barnabas the right hand of fellowship, that we sqduld go to
the Gentiles and they to the circumcised" (2:9). While the
James here mentioned is not identified in any other way, it

is quite obvious that the same person is meant as the one who

was mentioned previously (1:19). Thus thers would be no reason

for Paul to identify him partiocularly in this second reference.

The question that has been asked in connectiog with this

verse is: Could this James, mentioned in this context, be any-




one else but an apostle, one of the Twelve? The advocates

of the Hieronymian hypothesis have said he could not;bo.

They therefore use this passage as further proof that James
the Lord's brother was one of the Twelve.%® However, these
men here mentioned are not specifically called apostles, but
rather *pillars' (ctUAot). It was upon them, &as it were,
that the Church rested. While that is a name of great honor,
it does not per se imply that these men were all apostles,
even though two of them obviously were.

Furthermore, the order in which these men are mentioned
is important. Zahn says: "Als erster wird Jk genannt, dann
erst Pt zu einem Parr verbundene Joh.: eine unbegreifliche
Ordnung, wenn unter Jk einer der 12 Apostel zu verstehen wlre;
denn als Erster unter diesen galt wvon Jsher Pt."60 Under
these ciroumstances this order is perhaps easier to explain if
we assume that this James was not an apostle, but rather the

brother of the Lord.61 Thus also this paasage does not neces-

59. Even Otto Scholler, though he does not defend the
Hieronymian hypothesis, feels that the context demands that
this Jemes is an apostle. He says: "We must then either take
Jeames the Lord's brother as identical with James, the son of
Alphaeus, and therefore himself an Apostle (A view already
rejected in commenting on chap, 1:19), or take the James of
this passage as a different one, i.e., the son of Alphaeus,

and not the Lord's brother” (Otto Schmoller, The Epistle of

Paul to the Gelatiams, C.C. Starbuck trans., In A Commentary
on the Holy Seriptures, Lange-Schaff, D. 39.)

6C. Zshn s Galater s Po 103 . ‘
. atlans . 71f., for a similar argument.
gl L '«f? Iames’had besn precisely one

Among other things he says:
of t%e twelve, ;gul would not have given him preoedenoer:ve:
Peter; for, as mouthpiece of the twelve, Peter was the Iirs

for Jerusalem also and for the whole of the Jewish Christians.




sarily support the Hieronymian hypothesis. In fact, it finds

its most natural explanation in the assumption that this James
was not one of the Twelve, though no definite conclusions can

be drawn either way from it.

Outside the references to James in Acts 15:13ff., and
2l:18ff., as head of the Jerusalem church, this completes the
list of passages in which the Brethren of the Lord are men-
tioned in the New Testament. However, there are several other
passages in the Gospels which must be considered, because they
are used by the advocates of the Hieronymian hypothesis in
support of that theory.

Luke 6:14ff.; Acts 1:13

The first group of these passages is the lists of the
Apostles in Luke's Gospel and in Acts.92 In both cases Luke

mentions ibﬁ%as‘T¢Kébmrat the end. This is no doubt a Gen-

itive of Relationship.65 Such a genitive can stand for practi-
cally any relationahip,64 though it is most frequently used

The precedence, however, finds its explamation and justifi-
cation solely in the unique personal relation to Christ, --
which belonged to none of the apostles.” i

62. In the Gospel, "Judas Iscariot, who became a traitor,
follows the "Judas of James," while 13 the Acts account he
would naturally no longer be mentioned.

63. See Bg;{aertson, A Grammar g§ the Greek New Testament

1 earc ® °
in the Light of Historical Res . DD SGIf Lol bRV

: T 1ists the follow uses o
64. Debrunner lists t nsl) a person by his father

r son (Mk. 15:47 et al.);
4) slaves by the Tam

in the New Testament. To identify: .
él)-{att. 4:21 g_@_g_]_.};); a)da(g_mthgg gg)he

a wife by her husban Noe : H
to which thgy belong (Rom. 16:10f.). Concerning the usage in

4
a s: "0b beim Apostel Iovdds
these 1lists of the Aposthg,h say LT Aty el pe el eraEnren

To k| . %z yids oder na
13;“1fU;L.?:lgétAéiéim;tisch nicht zu entscheiden." =--Albert
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to 1dentify a son by his father .59

One reason why it has not been taken universally in
this usual sense is that such an interpretation would not
fit into the framework of the Hieronymian hypothesis.66 yet
in the Gospel lists themselves there is no ground for assum-
ing that *'brother' is to be supplied. In the list in Luke ,
Andrew is identified as the brother of Peter by the addition
of RSEﬁfﬁ;, though, it is true, this is not done in Acts.
There these two brothers are separated, though the reason
seems to be to place Peter, James and John together at the
head of the list. Matthew uses the word *brother' to join
Peter and Andrew, and James and John, but shows no indication
that there is any relation between James and Judas, whom he

calls Thaddaeus.%? Mark treats these pairs of brothers the

Debrunner, Friedrich Blasz' Grammatik des neutestamentlichen
Griechisch, fourth edition, par. 162, 4, pP. 99.

65. Robertson, Grammar, p. 501

66. It 1s claimed that the word 'brother' must be supplied
because of the opening words of the Epistle of Jude. There
the author calls himself ToVdas T4coD Xpcovor .S0UAcs, .HEcAPOs
St TokuBov, However, to my mind S passage argues agalnst
a similar relationship in Lk. 6:16. The very fact that the
writer of the Epistle of Jude supplies adedgos in order to
make his relationship to James clear, seems to indicate that
he did not want this genitive understood in its usual sense
of naming the father, but that he was referring to his brother.
This involves the whole question of the authorship of the
Epistle of James and that of Jude, something which it is not
my purpose to discuss here. In passing, however, it should
be said that both of these epistles can just as well have

been written by brothers of Jesus as by Apostles.,
67. Matthe% uses the name 'Thaddaeus' in place of 'Jude

of James.' There is also a Western variant, 'Lebbaeus,' and
& conflate reading in the Textus Receptus, 'lLebbaeus who was
called Thaddasus.' The use of two names for the same person

is not unusual.




same way as Luke has done 1in Acts and also gives no indica-
tion that James and Thaddaeus are brothers.

The genitive ﬂaxa@OV, it seems, is simply used by Luke
to distinguish this Judas from the betrayer. If there were
no parallel construction in these lists, there would be more
room for argument, but there is a definite parallel in ZLdkwpos
Wlfdf;v. This is quite generally translated in the usual
way ‘'James, the son of Alphaeus.' Consequently, the parallel

construction Tovdas ﬁhkd%Ov'should be translated 'Judas, the

son of James,' unless there would be some good reason for
not doing so. That this James is otherwise unknown does not
meke any difference. The name is simply used as a means of
distinguishing him from the betrayer. Alphaeus is also un=-
known, and yet his name is used in a similar way to distin-
guish his son from James the son of Zebedese.

Thus the natural interpretation of this passage points
against the construction placéd upon it by the advocates of
the Hieronymian hypothesis. There is no reason forlmaking
this James and this Judas brothers and thus identifying them
with the two Brethren of the Lord with the same names. Fur-
thermore, this natural interpretation fits in well with the
general pioture which the Gospels give us of the Brethren of
the Lord, namely, that they were not of the Twalja.

John 19:25

Matthew 27:06; Mark 15:40

In deseribing the Crucifixion Jobn says:
and his mother's sister,

nBut standing

by the cross of Jesus were his mother,
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Mary the wife of Clopas, and Mary Magdaleme™ (19:25). 1In
describing this same scene Mark says: "There were also women
looking on from afar, among whom were Mary Magdalene, and
Mary the mother of James the younger and of Joses, and Salome,
who, when he was 1in Galilee, followed him, and ministered to
him; and also many other women who came up with him to Jeru-
salem” (16:40f.). Matthew says: "There were also many women
there, looking on from afar, who had followed Jesus from
Galilee, ministering to him; among whom were Mary Magdalene,
and KMary the mother of James and Joseph, and the mother of
the sons of Zebedes" (27:55f.).

These parallel accounts have raised the question: How
many women are named specifically by the evangelists? or,
how many of the women in these three accounts can be ldenti-
fied with each other? It should be noted, first of all, that
the accounts of Matthew and Mark are very close to each other,
in fact, so close that it seems probable that Matthew is
simply following Mark here. That being the case, it becomes
evident that Salome was the mother of the sons of Zebedee,
since Matthew substitutes this latter phrase for Salome in
Mark 15:40. Thus in the Synoptists' accounts three women
are mentioned in particular: Mary Magdalene, Mary the mother
of James the younger and of Joses, and saloms, who was the
mother of James and John. However, once we compare this

account with that of John, the picture is no longer so clear.

The number of women mentioned by John is not absolutely certain.
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The advocates of the Hieronymian hypothesis say John
mentions three women, as do the Synoptists, though they are
not entirely the same ones. It is here that the chain of
identifications begins, a chain which ends eventually by
meking the Brethren of the Lord His cousins. Mery the mother
of Jaiisa)the younger®® and of Joses is identified with Mary
the wife (?) of Glopas.69 Furthermore, if only three women
are mentioned in John's account, she is a sister of the mother
of the Lord.’® Thus the James and Joses of Mk. 15:40 are
cousins of Jesus. The next step 1s to identify them with
the James and Joses in Mk. 6:3, two of the Brethren of the
Lord. There is yet one final step. Clopas (KAwmis) is iden-

,yified with Alphaeus (AA¢dTos) .  the father of James the apostle.’l

88. Jerome makes much of,ﬁ.Mchpos to show that there were
only two persons of importance in the apostolic Church by the
name of James., He says: "James is ocalled the less to distin-
guish him from James the greater, who was the son of Zebsdee"
(op. eit., chap. 14). But this is a misapplication of the
Greek. He is not called James the less, but James the little,
no doubt because he was small of stature (So Lightfoot, op.
eit., pp. 262f.).

69. Such an identification is possible, though it need
not necessarily be made. It might well be that she is dis-
tinguished from the other Marys in one case by her children
(Tames and Joses) and in the other case by her husband (Clopas).
However, the name Mary is so common in the Gospel narratives
that these could easily be two different persons.

70. Hers the advocates of this theory must face the problem
that two sisters should both be named Mary. Various explana-
tions have been given for this phenomenomn, all the wvay from
the conjecture that they were step-sisters originally coming
from two separate families, to the view that the parents of
the virgin named another daughter lMary because their first omne
was dedicated to the Lord and so lost to them. Unless sgms
such reason is given, it is highly improbable that two sisters

should have the same namée. ~
71, ;;e Identi?ication of Kdwnds and Adgdios has been made
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That would make the James of Mk, 15:40 not only a cousin of
Jesus but also one of His diseciples. However, it becomes
evident that if any one of these conjectures is wrong, the
whole chain breaks, and almost every link has a definite weak
spot.

While at first sight it may seem as though only three
women are mentioned by John, eloser consideration will reveal

that no doubt there are four., If *Mary the wife of Clopas?

by many commentators on the assumption that there is one
Aramaic word behind both forms. However, there are others
who have asserted just as strongly that these two words can-
not come from the same original. Thus J.H. Bernard (A Cri-
tical and Exegetical Commentary on the Gospel according %o
St. John, Vol. II, pp. 631f.) says: "Philological considera~
tions will not permit us to reduce Clopas and Alphaeus to the
same Hebrew original.” Furthermore, Paul W. Schmiedel ("Clopas,"
in the Encyclopaedia Biblica, Vol. I, column 847) says: "This
name cannot be derived from the same Hebrew (Aramaic) word as
dAgdTos , In the first place, the vocalization is not the same.
. Clopas would require_some such form as “9D° 7V, while Alphaeus
presupposes ‘97 Tor 971, In the second place, as regards T,
all that 1s certainly known is that it becomes K at the end
and in the middle of certain words (2 Ch. 20:1; Neh. 3:6
[g4cex] 3 Gen. 22:24 [T4Bek]; Josh. 16:6 [tevwkel . True, it has
been conjectured that the same holds true at the begimning of
words. . . . This hardly comes into consideration, however,
in the present case, for the Hebrew (or Aramaic) derivation
is never probable in the case of a word beginning with two
consonants. In Greek transliteration of Hebrew names, initial
shéwa is always represented by a full vowel. . . . Further,
the Syriac versions of the N.T. betray no consclousness that
both names are derived from a common Semitic source; with them
the initial letter of sAgdlos is always 1T (orX), of Kawmds
P." Thus the evidence seems quite convincing that these two
names do not come from a common Aramaic ancesitor. Nor is there

any definite proof that Klwmds is identical with KAedmds,
meitioned Lk.pzézla. Zahn makes such an jdentification (For-

Schungen . > d Lightfoot shows the possibility
the ey VI. th 3eas ) > (ﬂ%hcito. PPe 267f.)o Such an

lem under discussion

that they are the same name
identification would not effect the prob
in any way.




is an appositive to 'his mother's sister,' then two sisters
would have the same name. It is therefors much more likely
that four women are mentioned in two pairs. Each pair is
joined with a Kd( and no conjunction joins the two pairs.”2

If there are four women mentioned here, several other
things become clear. John throughout his Gospel prefers to
refer to himself simply as "the disciple whom Jesus love,"
rather than by name. It would be in keeping with that style
for him to refer to his mother simply as "the sister of Jesus!
mother" instead of mentioning her by name. Thus ‘his mother's
sister' would be equated with the 'mother of the sons of
Zebedee' in Matt. 27:56, and with 'Salome' in Mk. 15:40. The
sons of Zebedee then would be the Lord?s cousins. As West-
cott points out: "The near oonneiion of St. John with the
mother of the Lord helps to explain the incident which fol-
lows, as well as the geheral relation in which St. John sftood
to the Lord."’3 It would also explain why Jemes and John be-
came members of that inner cirele of Jesus® disciples, as well

as the request of Salome that her sons might sit at the right

72. Concerning such a construction Bernard says: "The
balance of the sentence, if four persons are indicated, is
thoroughly Johnannine™ {op. cit., p. 631. Zahn likewlise

says: "Niochts dagegen ist naturlicher als dasz eine Reihe

von Personen paarweise aufgez&hlt und die Paare unverbunden
nebeneinander gestelt werden, hier also zwel namenlose und"
zZwei mit Namen und anderen Attributen ausgestattete Frauen
(Ev. Johannes, p. 647.). A good example of just such a con=
struction ooours in Matt. 10:2-4, where several of the Apostles
are mentioned in pairs in exactly the same way as h:{a. Thus
grammatically this is possible, in fact, even probable.

73, Westcott, op. oit., p. 276.
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and left hand of Jesus in His glory (Matt. 203:20f.). There-
fore also from this point of view it seems reasonable to

follow the interpretation of Zahn, Westoott, Bernard, and
others, who have taken these words of John to refer to four
women. If that is correct, then, as Mayor says, "The founda-
tion-stone of the Hieronymian theory is removed, and the

whols fabric topples to the.ground."74 Thus this passage is
another very wvulnerable spot in the Hieronymian hypothesis.
While it is not conclusive, it is a very important part of the
cumulative evidence in the Gospels to the.fact that the Brethren
of the Lord were not disciples of Jesus before the Crucifixion.

John 19:26f.

There is yet one final point to consider in connection
with the Crucifixion. After John mentions these four women
at the cross, he goes on and says: “When Jesus saw his mother
and the disciple whom he loved standing near, he said to his
mother, 'Woman, behold thy sonl! Then he said to the disciple,
'Behold your motherl! And from that hour the disciple took
her to his own house" (19:26f.). As was mentioned before
(Chap. I, above), this act of Jesus is regarded by many as
the greatest objection to the Helvidian hypothesis. How
could Jesus do this if Mary had-four soné and sévaral daughters
of her own?%

In answering this question, it should be noted first of
all that this objection does not apply simply to the Helvidian

74, Mayor, James, P XX
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hypothesis but raises serles questions for all thres theories.
The fact remains that in all but one passage in which the
Brethren of the lord appear in the Gospels, Mary is always
mentioned with them. There is a definite oclose relationship
existing betwsen them and the Lord's mother, no matter what
their blood relationship actually was.’® Thus Lightfoot is
unfair when he says that this objection "is powerless against
the Epiphanian®?’® hypothesis. why this close relationship
which existed between the brothers of Jesus and Mary was
ignored cannot be explained satisfactorily by any of the
existing theories. Alford is correct when he says: "The reasons
which influenced Him in His selection must ever be far beyond
our penetration: -- and whatever rﬂafa__;_@_g_@_ Him we suppose

those brethren to have been, it will remain equally myster-

ious why He passed them over, who were so clossly connected
with His mother."’’

Various reasons have been given for this act of Jesus,
but none are entirely satisfaétory. The usual one is that

Mary was given over into the keeping of John, because her

75. Most of the advocates of the Hieronymian hypothesis
assume that Mary and the Brethren formed one household ;s
the result of the death of Joseph or Alphaeus or of hgze;

76, Lightfoot, op. git., p. 272« - mhiﬂ also app O i
to Westcott, who says (op. cit., Pe a76): "If, as app .

"1likely, the 'brethren®' were sons of Joseph by a former :gfa
riage, and St. John was the son of the sister of Eg: ﬁgar
mother, the difficulty which has been felt as to pcdis eg:
which he received in preference to the brethren, W agg
among the first believers (Acts 1:14), wholly gisggp: -
St. John was nearest to the virgin by ties of bloode.

77. Alford, 22_0 9}_1:_., Pe 894.
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sons did not believe in Jesus,'o Howevar, this argument
loses much of its foree when ons remembers that soon aftsr
the resurrecstion (Acts 1:14) the Brethren of the Lord are
mentioned in that first group of believarse.

Mayor gives another reason which may be correct, though
again it is not entirely convincing. .He says;

It is generally supposed (from 1 Cor. 9:5) that
the brothers of the Lord were married men: the usual
age for marriage among the Jews was eighteen: sup-
posing them to have been born before the visit to
the Temple of the child Jesus, they would probably
have married before his Crucifixion. If then all
her children were dispersed in their several homes,
and if, as we naturally infer, her nephew John was
unmarrisd and living in a house of his own, 1s there
enything unaccountable in the Lord's mother finding
a homs with the beloved disciple?79

That John was no doubt well qualified to fulfill this
request cannot be denied, Thers is reason to believe that
he was not a poor fishermen as were most of the other discil-
ples. Furthermore, it is apparent that he had the spiritual
qualities to care for the mother of the Lord. He was also at
hand under the oross at the time when Jesus committed His
mother to Him. He therefors would eertainly be the most lbgi-

cal one %o care for her, if there had not been this other

group, with whom she had been together for the past yearse.
I do not believe thers is any satisfactory explanation for

this incident. However, it can not be hurled against the

Hieronymian hypothesis only, to the exclusion of the others.

78. Even Bernard, op. git., II, pp. 632., assumes hass
this is the reason. :
79 . Mayor, Jameés, p. xxvi.




CONCLUSION

The problem of the Brethren of the Lord actually centers
around the doctrine of the perpetual virginity of nary.l L
Mary remained a virgin all her life, then the Epiphanian or
the Hieronymian hypothesis would furnish an acceptable ex~-
planation for the existence of the Brethren of the Lord in
Seripture and early church history. On the other hand, if
one does not accept this doetrine, then there is no valid,

Tsason which can be urged against taking the word 'brother?

l. While there is no Soriptural evidence for the perpetual
virginity, Luther continued to hold it throughout his life.
Two passages in the Lutheran confessions have besn interpreted
by some as teaching this doctrine. In {?e EbrTnlgiof gono:rgé
Thor. Decl., VIII, 24, we read: "Is filius Dei etiam in ute
matris divinam suam maiestatem demonstravit, quod de virgine
inviolata ipsius virginitate natus est. Unde @t vere Peordios ,

Del genitrix est et tamen virgo mansit" (Concordia Triglotta,
P. 1022). Schaller is no douEt correct whnen he says concerning

these words: "This obviously does not declare that she remained
& virgin gver after, but emphasizes the fact that the birth of

Christ made no change in her virginity" (John Schaller, Bibli-

cal Christolozy, pe. 62.) The reference to Mary as semper

Yirgo in the Smaleald Articles (Part One, Section IV, p. 460
in Congordia Triglotta) is not found in Luther's first German

edition of 1538, but is in the Latin. However, the first Latin
translation--that of Peter Generanus--did not appear uéiéé4154l.
The final revision for the Latin Concordia was made in >
while the German text of Luther's first edition of 1538 was

riglotta, p. 60).
received into the Book of Concord (QE%%EEQi&.E_af-7§§ﬁd£r

See also P.E. Kretzmann, "Das Semper Virgo und die
(Geschwister) Jesu,'" in Concordia Theologioal Monthly, V

> des that
(Feb., 1934), pp. 108-113, There the author conclu
the cénressiéns cannot be used against the Helvidian hypothesis.
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in 1ts most literal sense. Both Matt. 1:25 and Lk, 2:7 seem
to indicate that the Evangelists knew nothing of the perpe-
tual virginity of Mary and so used phrases which are most
naturally interpreted as implying that the marriage of Joseph
and Mary was consummated after the birth of Jesus and blessed
with children. The only passage which has been advanced in
favor of the perpetual virginity (Lk. 1:34) offers a real
problem to such an interpretation.

Furthermore, the Brethren of the Lord appear in Scorip-
ture as a separate group from the Apostles. It is true, there
are several passages in the Epistles of Paul (1 Cor. 9:5; 15:7;
Gal. 1:18f.; 2:9) where it is possible to argue that some of
them are included among the Twelve. However, these passages
must be viewed in the light of the references to the Brethren
in the Gospels, where they always appear as a separate (some-
times even antagonistic) group from the Twelve. Then, %oo,
the passages in the Epistles which are dogbtful can be explained
just as easily by assuming that the brothers were not of the
Twelve.

This point becomes all the more clear when the passages
used to supply the needed links in the Hieronymian hypothesis
are examined carefully. It is much more in keeping with
ordinary usage to translate "Judaa‘ggg of James" (Lk. 6:14f.;

Aots 1:13) and to assume that John mentions four women instead

of three in his account of the Crucifixion (Jn. 19:25). Thus

this identification, which is an integral part of the Hiero-
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nymian hypothesis, is very improbable.

The fact that the brothers of Jesus are mentioned together
with Mary in all but one instance in the Gospels also leads
one to conclude that they were not the cousins of Jesus, but
His real brothers. This fact is not only an argument against
the Hieronymian hypothesis, but is one of the difficulties of
the Epiphanian theory. This latter hypothesis must also face
the natural meaning of Matt. 1:25 .and Lk. 2:7, and the lack of
any direct evidence which might point in that directionm.

To sum up the position of Scripture, in any objective
weighing of evidence, the Hieronymien hypothesis 1s outweighed
by far by either of the other two. In fact, Seripture makes
this theory highly improbable. Of the two remaining ones,
the natural meaning of the passages involved definitely favor
the Helvidian hypothesis, though many of the objections raised
against the theory of Jerome are powerless against that of
Epiphanius.

The tradition of the early Church is also important in
evaluating these theories, Again, this tradition leaves little
room for the Hieronymian hypothesis. No church father can be
appealed to in defense of this theory until the close of the
fourth century, when Jerome himself championed it. Nor does

he claim any earlier support for his view. Furthermore, the

purpose for which he advocated 1t is clear. He was interested

in preserving not only the perpetual virginity of Mary but

that of Joseph also. Both the ascetlc movement and the ten=-
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dency toward "deiflication" of the Lord's mother were highly
developed. His view fits into this pioture perfectly.

The Epiphanian theory, on the other hand, is much older,
In fact, definite references to it are found as early as 150,
However, all these refsrences are in unreliabls apocryphal
literature, some of which was obviously written to glorify
Mary. The first church father to refer to this theory is
Clement of Alexandria, who was active at the closs of the
segond century. However, a contemporary of his, Tertullian,
though himself an advocate of asceticism, takes it for granted
in the way he argues against the followers of Harcion that
Jesus had real brothers, sons of Mary. Origen, the successor
of Clement, names certain of these apocryphal Gospels as the
source for the view that the Brethren of the Lord were older
sons of Joseph from a former marriage. Thus this theory
seems to finad its origin in unreliable apocryphal literature.

It is true, outside Tertullian there is little direct
evidence for the Helvidian hypothesis in the Early Church.
Yot the background against which the Epiphanian theory grew
up is one of the most important points %o consider in defense
of the Helvidian view. That background of a growing asceti-
cism and veneretion for Mary explains more than anything else
the origin and the perpetuation of the Epiphanian hypothesis.

Ropes is correct when he says concerning this theory: |

inly gained
It seems to derive its originm, and certa
its rapid spread, from the feeling of veneration for

t an out~
the Virgin Mary which has produced SO vas >
growth of legends about her 1ife. This was here con

T
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Joined with the far-reaching asceticism which,

foreign to Judalsm, came with Hellenism into Christ-

ian thought and life. Ascetic doctrine speedily .

supplemented the virgin birth by the perpetual

virginity of Mary; hence a first wife had to be

assumed as the mother of Joseph's children.2

The following, then, is a summary of the facts, as
presented in this Thesis, The Hieronymian hypothesis is
ruled out almost completely by an objective study of Sorip-
ture and tradition. The Epiphanian hypothesis llkewise finds
little trustworthy support and seems to be a natural outgrowth
of the religious attitudes of the first centuries of the
Christian era. The Helvidian hypothesis, on the other hand,
is the most natural and satisfying explanation. With 1t we
do not in any way detract from the miraculous mature of the
virgin birth, nor from the honor which Mary deserves as the
chosen vessel from whom the Lord Jesus was born. That He
hed brothers and sisters with whom He grew up is in no way
inconsistent with what we know of Jesus. He was the Son of

Man even in this respeect, our Brother, who is able %o appre-

clate the joys and problems of family 1life, not as an only child,

but as the first-born son in a family made up of God-fearing

bParents and children.

2. James Ropes, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on
the Epistle of St. James, P. 99
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