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GENERAL SURVEY. -- Introductory.

Though properly an historical.rather than a theo-
logical problem, the chronology of Paul's life is import-
ant in the field of Bible study, and is closely related

" to several theological guestions, including that of the

reliability df Scripture and the authenticity of several
books accerted by the church as canonical. Its treatment
is historical, but much of the fresdom for specualtion
indulged in by the average student of history is denied
the scholar who treats this subject. Anything which can-
not be established with reasonable certainty must be left
an open cuestion, and the integrity of the Scripture must
remain unmolested. -

Fliminating-from the beginning those portions of
Paul's 1life for which we have no reliable chronological
data, we find that cur task deals orincipally with the".
rortion of his life extending from his conversion fo-a
roint two years after his arrival in Rome as a prisoner.
foncerning thies period we have much chronological infor-
mation. The period from that point forward till his death
does not yileld such satisfactory results, but must also
be considered, while the chronology of his letters forms
2 separate problem in itself, though it is dependent on
the results of the other investigation. Only hypothetical
datzs for the events in Paul's earlier life are possible,
and since no special importance for our purposes attaches
to these, they will not be treated here.

SOURCES.

Kost of our information on-this subject is drawn
from ocne infellible source, God's own Word. The most valu-
able writing for this study is the Acts of the Apostles,
and the information it yields is supplemented by meterial
drawn from the verious Paulire Epistles, among whidh Gala-
tlans holds first rank for historical -notices. The inspired
writings enable us without further aid to establish a feir-
ly complete relative chronology for the main part of Paul's
life. On no other point do we find such accurate and pre-
cise historical and chronological information in the Bible;
it is only because actual dates are not supplied by the
Scriptures that we are obliged also to use other sources

of information.

Fortunately, there are a number of fairly reliable
secular writings of that periocd to which we have access,
which enable us to fix the dates of Paul's activities with
& remarkable degree of assurance. In these writings we
find discrepancies and inconsistencies, which make the
task rather difficult for the student, but they are in
general reliable sources. There we find records of people
and events mentioned in connection with Paul's life and
work, tocether with exact dates. the most valuable of these
books are the "Anticuit ies" and "Jewish War" of Josephus,
a late comtemporary of Paul, and the"Annales" of Tacitus,




Who was a boy at the time of Peul's death. pAlmost ecual
to these in value, and confirming much of what they tell
us, are:the works of Bion Cassius, a Romen historian of
the late second century, who had access to the best of
sources end used them well, and whose work covering this
pPeriod is preserved to us in epitomes prepared by later
writers. Valuable chiefly for cemparison are the "Lives
of the Caesars" written by Suetonius about the time of
Hadrian; the "Agricola" of Tacitus; and we might add the
worke of Senecz and the Plinies, though they have no di-
rect bearing on our subject.

Another class of secondary sources is found in the
early Christian writings, though they offer little to sup-
Plemert the New Testament account. Clement of Rome and the
Apologetes give some traditional information on the life
of Paul, and there is an important reference in the Mura-
torien fragment. In the fourth century, Eusebius went over
all the reliable sources of informaticn available, pessing
ruch of it on to us in his "Ecclesiastical History," a
very velueble work, and the earlier "Chronicon," which
has not corne down tous in the original, and which dces
nct appear to have been quite so trustworthy as the "Ec-
clesiastical History." We have it in a Latin version by
Jerome, an Armenian version, and two fragmentary Syrian
copies, but the various versions do not agree among them-
selves on some of the dates. Orosius, a contemporary of
Augustine, gives us one date which we are unable to obtain
Irom other scurces, but in general it may be said that
cur literary sources are exhausted when we have consid-
ered Fusebius and his antecedents.

Another important souece of knowledge in this
sphere in archaeclogy. A number of inscripiions have
been discovered which have a bearing on our subject,
though most of these are without independent value,
merely confirming what may be otherwise determined. A
notable exception is & stone discovered at Delphi in
1808 comronly known &s the Gallio Inscription, the text
of which is giwven us by Deissmann, Barton, and others

in their writings on this subject.

Numismetics has been called upon to support cer-
tain assertions, but the study of coins has given us 1lit-
tle new positive evidence of value in settling the ques-
tions that arise. A number of arguments have been bzsed
on astronomical calculations, but their value is rather
doubtful, and calculations which to the exoteric mind g
seem correct lezd to conflicting conclusions, so they
egre left out of consideration here. :

REFERENCE WORKS.

Many writers of modern times have treated this
subject, drawing on all available sources, and reaching
widely differing results. From Ussher down to the pres-
ent time, there have always been writers ready to discuss
this subject, some in separate works, others is connect-
ion with New Testament wxegesis, Isagogics, or History,
still others as a portion of the field of church History.
The student of today has the advantage of inforration
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which most of these writers did not possess, and can
discard many of the conclusions which have since besn
decisively disproven. Earlier works still have some
value in their thorough discussions of various problems,
even when their g=neral r=sults sannct be accepted.

come of the more recent works treating this subject

are those of Zahn, Juelicher, Schuerer, Deissmann,
Lightfoot, Senday, Turner, Wieseler, Harnack, and
Ramsay. Valuable articles by various writers are to

be found in many periocdicals and in encyclopedias.

Risegreement among scholars has been due to
lack of information, disagrezment as to the meanigg
of certain expressions, and differences of opinion
as to the relative credibility of early authorities
that disacree. The discovery of the gallio Inscrip-
tion is the mcst important development in modern times,
amd secms to have supplied sufficient ewidence to
fix the chronclogy with a reasonable degree of certainty,
but ati1ll there is not unanimity of opinion, and prob-
ably will not be until further discoveries arz made.

In view of the great mass of extant literature
on the subject, I have not attempted to give references
to all the writers consulted on & cueetion. The referen-
ces given are almost entirely confined to the Bible and
those writings which may be considered as source matér-
ial, principally Josephus and Tacitus.

€ince the Bible is our chief scurce of information,
and the one source that is absolutely infallible, the
evidence derived:from it stands upon a plane by itself.
The natural method of precedure, therefore, is tc gather
and condense all th2 chronological data of the New Tes-
tament, and then supplement this with evidence from other
sources.

RELATIVE CHRONOLOGY.

The Acts of the Apostles with the help of the
Epistles enables us to work out a fairly accurate rela=
tive chronclogy, 2ccounting for most of Paul's actions
and determining about the length of time between them.
After the relative chronology has been established, the
actual dates may be supplied by a comparison with other
sources.

Paul, & young Jew born in Tarsus, was present at
the stoning of Stephen (Acts 7,58) and took an active
part in the persecution that followed (Acts 8,3). On
On his way to Bamascus to persecute the Christians there,
he was converted through a divine vision (Acts 2;1-8),
and it was revealed to him that he was to become God's
chosen instrument for the conversion of many Gentiles
(Acts 9,15.16). He begen to preach in Damascus, was in
Arabia for a time, and then returned to Damascus (Acts 9,
19-32;: Gal. 1,17 ). Three years after his conversion, he
was forc24d to flee from Dazmascus, escaring the soldiers



of the ethnarch under King Eretas by being let .down

over the wall, and went to Jerusalem, where he was

at first received by the Christians with suspicion
(cal.1,17; Acts 9,33-28; II.Cor. 11,33). Barnabas :
brought him to Peter and James, the brother of the Lord,
who b2essed him and sent him away to Tarsus, where

he remained for some time preaching the Word in Syria
and Cilicia ( Acts 2,30; Gal. 1,18-21).

Barnabas, who had been placed in charge of the
church at Antioch, brought Paul from Rarsus to aid him
in his work, and thers they labored together a whole
year (Acts 11,25.26). They were sent up to Jerusalem to
bring relief to the brethren in Judea, who were suf-
fering from a famine which occurred under Claudius
about the time of the death of Hero Agripra I. (Acts
11,37-30; 12,23). Having fulfilled their ministry in
Jerusalem, they returned to Antioch, where they re-
mianed until God made known to them His will that they
;hou%i bring the gospel to the Gentiles (Acts 13,35;

3,3).

The first missionary journey took them first to
the island of Cyprus, where they preached at Salamis,
and then passed through the island to Paphos, at which
Place the proconsul Sergius Paulus was converted. Then
they sailed for Perga and proceeded to the interior,
where they carried on extensive missionary work in the
Roman province of Galatia, first in Pisidian Antioch,
then successively in Iconium, Lystra, and perbe, and
the surrounding regions. Everywhere their work was hin-
dered by the Jews, whose enmity they aroused, but they
made many converts from among both Jews and Gentiles
in every city they visited. Driven from Derbe, they re-
traced their steps as far as Perga, organizing congre-
gations in each city as they went. Having reached Perga,
they preached the gosprel there also, and then returned
to Syrian Antioch. (Acts 13.14) It is impossible to say
just how long this first missionary tour took, but it is
generally agreed that a year and a half is a fair estimate.

Fourteen years after his first visit to Jerusalem,
Paul was again present in that city, this time as a dele-
gate to what is known as the Apostolic Rouncil (Gal.3,1-10;
Acts 15,1-29). This council was held at the request of
the church at Antioch for the purpose of settling disputes
that had arisen within the church in connection with the
conversion of uncircumcised Gentiles. This was a short
visit, and upon his return Paul remained for some time
at Antioch (Acts 15,35).

Soon after the Apostolic Rouncil, Paul and Barna-
bas again set out to work among the Gentiles, but this
time not together. Paul's companions on this journey were
8ilas and later Timothy, for a time Luke, and perhaps
others at different times. )




On his second journey, Paul revisited the cities
of Syria and Cilicia, as well as Lystra, Derbe, and Icon-
ium, then passed through the Phrygian and Galatic region,
preaching as he went (Acts 15,41-16,8). Forbidden to preach
in the province of Asia, he went on to Mysia, but was again
prevented by the Spirit from preaching in Bythinia, so he
proceeded to Troas. In a vision Paul was summoned to preach
in Macedonia, sc he crossed and began his work in Philippi,
Rut following his imprisonment there he went on to Thessa-
lonica and thence to Berea, establishing a Christian con-
grezation in each city in spite of the violent opposition
of the Jews (Acts 16,9-17,14). Leaving his companions in
lacedonia, Paul went to Athens and sent word for them to
Join him there. While he awaited their coming, he preached
in Athens with indifferent success, then went on to Corinth
(Acts 17,14-34). A reasonable estimate of the time thus
far swent on the second journey is about a year and a half,
rather & little less than more.

Arriving in Qorinth, Paul came into contact with
Acuila snd his wife Priscilla or Prisca, Jewish Christians
who had just arrived from Rome, having been driven from
that city by a decree of the Emperor Qlaudius. He made his
home with them and prsached in the synagogue. He was soon
joined by Silas and Timothy, and worked here with great
success for a year and a half (Acts 18,1-111).

At the end of this time, while Gallio was procon-
sul in Achaea, there was a sedition of the Jews, whose
attempts to have legal steps taken against the Christians
were unsuccessful. Paul remained here for some time after
this, and then set sail for Ephesus on his way to Jerusa-
lem to keep a coming feast. Urged by the Ephesians to re-
main with them, he declined, but promised to return scon
if it were God's will. Sailing to Caesarea, he went up
and greeted the brethren in Jerusalem, and then returned
to Antioch, but set out agin very soon upon a third jour-
ney (Acts 18,12-33).

On the third journey he again went over all the
country of Galatia andi Phrygia in order, strangthening
all the disciples. This probably took several months.
He continued his journey to Ephesus, and made this city
his headquarters for over two years, prgbably about two
years and a half. Having sent his companions before him
iinto Macedonia, he himself followed them after a riot
instigated by the silversmith Demetrius. He arrived in
vacedonia in the surmer, and passed through:=all those
regions, confirming the congregations as he went. This
required considerable time, and it was late fall when
he reached Corinth. Here he remained three monthd, and
then left for Jerusalem, going by way of Macedonia. He
spent the Passover at Philippi, and then proceeded by easy
stages to Jerusalem, greeting the brethren from Ephesus
and other congregations on the way ( Acts 18,33-31,17).
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Paul arrived "in Jerusalem in'time to observe Pen-
tecost there, and was almost imrediately seized by the Jews,
¥ho intended to do him viclence, but he was taken out of
their hands by the chiliarch Claudius Lysias. Lysias at
first mistook him for a certain seditious Egyptian who a
short time previously had led a lawless dand out into the
wilderness, but when he learned that paul was in reality a
Roman citizen he took pains to see that he received a fair
trial. The Jews were unable to prove anything against him,
80 Lysias sent him to Caesarea to the procurator Felix in
order to foil a conspiracy against him on the part of cert-
ein Jews. The High PBriest Ananias brought chargss against
him before Felix, but judement was deferrsd for two vears,
Paul being kept in prison. At the end of this time, Felix
was removed from office and left Paul a prisoner. As soon
as his successzor, Porcius Festus, arrived, the Jews deman-
ded Paul's immediate trial. Paul refused to go to Jerusalem
to be tried, and aprezled to the Emperor by virtue of his
Roman citizenship. A little later he was summoned to ap-
rear before Agrippa II., who visited Festus, and both ag-
reed that Paul was guilty of no orime; but since he had
appealed to the Emperor, he was sent to Rome that fall.

On the way there, the ship which carried"him was wrecked,
and the party was cbliged to spend the winter on an island.
They reached Rome the following spring, and here Paul was
held for two years in a mild& form of captivity, living in
his own rented house and preaching the gospel unhindered
(Acts 21,17-28,31).

DISCUSSION OF RELATIVE CHERONOLOGY.

There are several points where individual scholars
take exception to the results given above, but the gener-.
2l consensus of opirion and the traditional views are rep-
resented above, and the weight of evidence in each case
strongly favors the results given. A few points require
some comrent.

VISITS TO JERUSALEM.

The first problem is to harmonize the two visits
of Paul menticned in the first two chapters of Galatians
with those recorded by Luke in Acts. It is generally ac-
cepted that the first Jerusalem visit mentioned iW Gala-
tians corresponds to the first visit recorded in Acts
following Paul's conversion; but the second visit in Gala-
tians gives some difficulty. Most scholars identify it
wifh the third visit of Acts, and they have been followed
in this article. This is not because the accounts of the
vigit agree, though there is no real disagreement, but
because the similarity of tkke two accounts 1is so great
that it is quite evident that the authors could not have
been speaking of events that occurred under different
circumstances and at different times. It is quite plain
‘hat we have two partial accounts of the same visit , writ-
ten by different men from different points of view and

with different purposess
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The very nature of the two accounts makes it quite
natural that there would be some difference. Luke's is
purely objectige, while Paul's is subjective; Luke was not
an actor, but used all the sources of information at his
command, while Pzul was an actor in the events described,
end relates his rersonal experiences; Luke gives an histor-
ical record of the Council, while Paul uses the events that
occurred there in an argument. It follows that Luke would
record that which has to do with the history of the church,
while Paul would describe the feature which he wished to use
in his argument. The subject matter is the same, -- the coun-
cil which met to solve the difficulties which arose with the
admission into the church of uncdrcumcised Gentiles.

The same result is reached by a process of eliminat-
ion. A visit not recorded in Acts is hardly to be considered
in view of Luke's detailed account of all of Pzul's activi-
ties after the first visit, and none of the other three vi-
site wil? fit the conditions portrayed. Peul's second visit
was a relief expedition followingz a time of trouble and per-
secution, and though the belief that none of the Apostles
were present in .Jerusalem at that time is not firmly estab-
lished, it is highly improbeble thet the events described
by Paul would have taken place at that time; such contro-
versies usually aride under different circumstances. Besi-
des, the Apostolic Council would have been superfluous af-
ter that, for the questim would have been already settled.
Azain, Paulr'e fourth visit, after his second journey, is
not to be thought of, because- at that time he merely went
up and greeted the brethren, and then returned immediately
to Antioch, -- a visit apparently so brief and nnimportant
that it is barely mentioned in Acts, while the visit paul
mentions in Galatians was a very important one. And here,
again, we fail to understand how such a dispute could pos-
2ibly have taken place after the mattér had been definitely
settled by the Apostolic Councik. The fifth visit, at the
time when Paul ‘-was arrestéd, is simply out of the question,
go there remains only the third visit, at the time of the

ouncil.

The argument that Paul would thus be omitting one
of his visits to Jerusalem does not hold, because a care-
ful reading will show that it was not at all his purpose
to enumerste his visits to Jerusalem; those who think so
are missing the force of the argument. In all of Paul's
reasoning he states his points as forcibly and concisely
&s possible; having proven one point, he advaces immedi-
ately to the next. His argument for his arostolic standing
in the opening portion of palatians is a three-fold one:
First, his authority was independent of the Twelve; sec-
ondly, the Twelve were in sympathy with his work; and
thirdly, even Peter recognized him as an equal. He proved
his independence from the fact that he did not receive
any instructions from the Twelve before he began his work;
his equality is shown by the fact that Peter submitted to-
his rebuke; and the narrative in question shows that the
heads of the church in Judea were in full accord with him.
His failure to mention his second visit was not unfair,
because it could be related to no other point in his argu-
ment except the first, and even this point would not be



affected, bscause he had been preaching for a number of
years before this visit was made.

THE FOURTEEN YEARS.

The starting-point for reckoning the fourteen years
which preceded the third visit to Jerusalem (Gal.2,1) of-
fers two possivilities. It may mean fourteen yeare after the
conversion, or it may mean fourteen years after the last-
named event, which was Peul's first visit to Jerusalem as
a Christian, occurring three years after his conversion.

The latter assumption is the more probable, and as long as
we are able to determine with certainty which way the Apos-
tle was counting, we may accept this view as correet unless
good reasons are advanced to the contrary. It should here
be added that the fourteen years do not necessarily mean
fourteen full years, since Paul uses the common method of
counting both terminals, sc that anything over thirteen
years would be called fourteen years. In this case, as will
be seen later, the total amount of time covered by the "three
years" and the "fourteen years" combined need not have been
even sixteen full years. 2

THE SECOND VISIT.

nother gquestion pertaining to the relative:chronolo-
gy is whether the death of Herod Agrippa I. occurred before,
during, or after Paul's second visit to Jerusalem. In the
Acts the account of Herod's death is placed between Pauvl's
coming to Jerusalem and his departure, but this does not
infer th&t this was the chronological oreder of these emwents.
It was impossible for Luke in the first part of his book to
offer a strictly chronological presentation, since he was
following the fortunes of several individuals and groups at
different places at the sane time. He does just as any his-
torian must do under the circumstances, -- records the events
at one place for a time, then goes to the next group of ac-
tors and tells what has been happening to them. Barnabas is
followed from the time he departed from Jerusalem to go to
Antioch until he retu¥ned to Jerusalem with Baul at the time
of the famine. Meanwhile, since Barnabas had left Ferusalem,
a2 number of things had taken place: the martyrdom of James
the Elder, the imprisonment and escape of Peter, and the death
of Herod. Having described these events, Luke continues to
tell of the actions of Paul and Barnabas after they brought
relief to Judea. X

The expression "fulfilled their ministry" indicates
that Paul and Barnabas did not simply bring down the food
that the Antiochians sernt, but that they remained there
as long as it lasted, and distributed it to the people.
How long this took we are not told. The opinion of Light-
foot that they came to Jerusalem before the famine actu-
ally began has nothing to support it except a strict chro-
nologieal interpretation of the text, which infers that paul
and Rarnabas were present in Jerusalem during the events
preceding and including the death of Herod. This would
be a very unnatural procedure; one would expect them to
bring provisions at the time when they were needed. If




they came before the famine had begun, they would pro-
bably bring money instead of foodstuffs, and the fulfill-
ment of their ministry would not reguire any great length
of time such as was consumed by the events related by Luke
at this point. That the famine had not yet begun at the
time of Herod's death is shown by the fact that the people
of Tyre and Sidon wished to regein Herod's favor because
they obtained their foodstuffs from his land. This point
also aprears in the consideration of the absolute chrono-
logy of this pericd.

THE FIRST STAY AT CORINTH.

A difference of opinion arises as to the length of
Paul's stay in Corinth on his first visit there. A period
of a2 year and six months is mentioned, but the guestion
arises whether this includes his entire stay there, or
only the time from the appearance of the vision mentioned
until his accusation before Gallio. In a recent article
(Neue kirchl. Zeit., Nov., 1933), Dr. Larfeld attempts to
Prove that the year and six months represents the length of
his entire stay there, though Deissmann and others believe
otherwise. Larfeld bases his argument on a list of other
Places where Luke gives the exact period of time included
by a certain activity. He has overlooked, it se=ms, the
fact that there is no exact parallel .to this case in Acts,
the nearest being Paul's stay at Ephesus on his third jour-
ney. If we accept Larfeld's principle, then we would have
to stay by the same principle in considering his Ephesian
ectivity, which would affect our chronology in several ways.
We would have to make the entire stay of Paul at Ephesus
two years. The generally accepted interpretation is that
Paul was there three months preaching in the synagogue,
then he taught in the school of Tyrannus for two years,
then he sent his companions before him into Macedonia, in-
teniing soon to follow them; there occurred a riot under
Demetrius after Paul had rerained there for a season, and
after this riot Paul left Ephesus. #hus the length of the
entire stay thesre would be three months plus two years
Plus an indefinite period from the departure of Timothy
and Erastus till Pzul's own departure. Paul himself later
saii that he had been with the brethren in Ephesus "fThree
years," znd he would not count the time after his derar-
ture from Ephesus, since he had not returned there at all
at the tire he spoke the words. Three years would mean
any period over two years according to Pauline use, but
it would be more than two years, so the general view seems
to be correct. If we count the - same way at Corinth, then
Paul must have been there until the vision appeared to him,
then a year and a half longer until he was accused before
Gallio, then an indefinite period afterward, called by Luke
" a good while," literally "many days."

Just about how long was Paul's stay there, then? The
time previous to the vision must have been brief. A recon-
struction of the situation shows him preaching in the syn-
agogue till £ilas and Timothy arrived, which must have been
som, for he weited for them in Athens for some time before
he came to Corinth. After they came, he was strengthened in
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spirit, and preached Christ in the synagogue until he

was driven out of it and went to the house of Justus,
determined to prezch to the Gentiles. It was then that

the comforting vision apreared. Judging from his simi-

lar experiences at other places, one would hardly be in-
clined to allow more than a month or so for these events,
though they might have taken longer. We notice that in
treating the stay at Ephesus Luke especially mentions

the period of time in the initial part of Paul's minis-

try there, thres monthe. On another occasion also, Paul's
second visit to Greece, a period of three months is spe-
cifically mentioned. From the time of Luke's first perso-
nal contact with Paul at Troas, Luke never passes by any
considerable length of time spent in one city without $eil-
ing us how long Paul staid there. Twice he mentions a per-
lod of thres mgnths, sc it seems dafe to conclude that whe-
rever he doef\ffention the length of time spent in a city

it must have been less than three months, -- a principle
which may overcome the difficulties raised over the mean-
ing of indefinite and relative terms. This principle can-
not be aprlisd to perlods spent in traveling from one city
to another throughout an entire region, nor may we safely
apply it to the time before Luke came into personal contact
with Paul, since Luke's lack of information there might
necessitate an indefinlite term.

On this basis we must reject Larfeld's view that
the indefinite period designated by }uke as "many days"
efter the veating of Sosthenes and before Paul's depar-
ture from Corinth embraced over a year. A month or two,
hardly mors than three months, would be the natmral as-
sumption; and the stay in gorinth, though more than a
year and a half, rerains less than two years.

At what time of the year did Paul leave Corinth?
The reading which refers to & feast which Paul wished to
keep in Jerusalem is doubtful, but even if this is an in-
terpolation it is quite probable that this was his purpose.
Unless it were necessary for him to be there on a certain
day, he would very probably have staid at least a week or
two in Ephesus in compliance with the urgent request of
the brethren there. The nature of the vow (the text indi-
cates that it was Paul himself who had the vow) is unknown,
but a most natural surmise is that the vow required his
presence in Jerusalem at the time of the feast. Paul had
been absent from Palestine for about three years, and he
would feel the desire of every devout Israclite to c=le-
brate & feast in Jerusalen.

Three feasts may be considered. There was the Pass-
over, Pentecost, and the Fezst of Tabernacles. Paul's desire
to be there by Pentecost at the end of his third journey
has been offered as an argurent that this was probably the
same feast, and we know that many people came to Jerusalem
for this feast from the account of the great Pentecost,
when there were men of all nationalities to listen to Peter's
germon. But. on the other hand, Pentécost would not be cal-
led simply "the feast," and the pilegrimage at the time of
the Passover was much more general than at the Pentecost
time; besides, there are other arguments in favor of the

P——
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Passover. The Passover was still the great feast of the Jews,
the one which every good Israelite would try to srend in Je-
ruealem if possible. In fact, it secems quite probable that
Paul intended to be in Jerusalem for the Passover at the end
of the third journey, but was forcsd to change his plans when
the peorle hindered him from dailing direct from Corinth for
Jerusalem. Thus he was forced to meke the long route through
Macedonia, which made his arrival in Jerusalem for the Pass-
over impoussible, so he proceeded in a more leisurely manner,
keeping the Passover at Philippi and arriving in Jerusalem

in time for Pentecost. At the end of the second journey the
mode of travel was more direct; the only placed where he
spent any time on the way was at Ephesus, and there he only
remained over a sabbath. This would indicate that he sailed
on one of the pilgrimr ships that salled each year carrying
Jews from Gresce and Asia Minor to Jerusalem to keep the
Passover there. The Jews would gather in cities like Rorinth
and Ephesus to wait for these ships, and the voyage would

be made as expeditiocusly as possible. Another point is that
Paul began his third missionary journey almost immediately,
traveling over the mountainous regions of Asia Minor, a jour-
ney that would almost surely be begun in summer. This is the
main point against the view that it was the Feast of Taber-
nacles that he wished to keep in Jerusalem, since that would
throw the beginning of the third journey in winter, not a
very good tire for traveliag over mountain passes. Though

the Feast of Tabernacles is possible, the Passover seems
much more probable.

TEIRD JOURNEY.

The abovs results fit in admirably with the account
of the third journey. Spending the Passover at Jerusalem,
Paul went down to Antiocch, but soon afterward, - the same
summer-- he passed through Galatia and Phrygda, strengthen-
ing the brethren, and arriving in Ephesus that fall. Three
monthe in the tabernacle and two years in the school of Ty-
rannus brirgs us to the end of the third winter, when he
sent Timothy and Erastus before him, and he himself re-
mained for a season, probably less than shree months, leav-
in the late spring for Macedonia. This gave him plenty of
time for the r»"mihch exhortation" given the churches of Xace-
donia before he arrived in Corinth about the end of the year,
there to spend three months and leave shortly before the
Passover. Results are not so satisfactory if we try to place
the preceding viesit to Jeruszlem in the fall.

ABSOLUTE CHRONCLOGY.

The remaining portion of our task, as far as the
main part of Paul's life is concerned,” is to fix our dates.
The relative chronology is so definite that one or two dates
will determine the entire period, since we can count back-
ward and forward from one to the other. But here we must
leave our favorite source of knowledge, the Bible, and seek
a point of congact with secular history. The Biblical account

offers the following prospects:



The esczpe from Damascus under Aretas; Acts S, 23 ff.
II.Cor.11,32.

The death of Her.d Agrirpa I. Acts 13,33.

The great famine in Judea under Claudius,Acts 11,238.

Sergius Paulus proconsul of Cyprus. Acts 13,7.

The decrse off Claudius banishing Jews from Rome. Acts 18,3.

Gallic proconsul in Bchaea, Acts 18,13.

The sedition of the Egyptian, Acts 21,38.

Ananias the High Priest. Acts 233,3; 34,1.

Festus succeeds Felix as procurator in Judesa. Acts 24,37.

Agrippa and Berenice visit Festus, Acts 26,13.

. D' O .0 O

On a number of these points we have definite informa-
tion, on others it is fairly defirite, whileSeveral of them the
information is only such as in a general way confirms the story.
It shall be the purpose of this article to fix one date definite-
ly from two independent sources, and then figure forward and beck-
ward according to the relative chronclogy. The results will then
ge tabuleted in a chronological chart and discussed briefly point

y point.

PAUL IN CORINEH.

For many years most authors have used the arrival of
Festus ag the starting-roint in their calculations. ¥ariocus
results have been arrived at, not through lack of material,
but on account of the nature of the material. A number of
them have arrived at what recent developments would indicate
te be sbout the correct dates by this means, but mést of them
have given dates one, two, or even three years too late or
too early. The discovery of the Gallic Inceipticn at Delphi
in 190 offers us a more promising point of departure. The
text of this fnsoription is given us by Deissman, Barton,
and others. It bears a date which is almost certairnly 1ghhe
first half of the year 52, and refers to Gallio as procon-
sul- in Achaea at that time. It had been previously known that
Acheea was a senatorial province since 44 ( Dion Cassius 60,24),
and as such was governed by a proconsul. Gallic was known
to us as a brother of the philosopher Seneca; his real name
was Annaeus Novatus, but he assumed the nere Gallioc after he
wae adopted by the orator Junius Gallio. Sometime after 28
he wes rroconsul in Achaea, and afterward consul ( Tac. Ann.
15,73; Dion Cass. €0,35; Pliny, Nat. Hist. 31,33; Seneca, Epist.
164). yis death occurredi in the year 65(Tac. Ann. 15,73; Dion
Cass. 82,25). This inscription alone gives the exact date of
his proconsulate. Since a Roman proconsul must be present in
his province not later than July 1, and Gallio was proconsul
during the first half of 52, his term of office was from about
May or June,5l, to the same time in 52. Since the accusation
of Paul before him took place a short time before the latter
departed to spend the Passover in Jeruselem, 18 must have been
early in 52, and Paul's arrival ies to be f dated glittle more
than a year and a half earlier, procvably the late summer of 50.

This date is further established from a different source.
The decree of Cl:udius banishing Jews from Rome is referred to

by a nuirber of authors, but the only early writer whe® Eives
e date for it is Orosius, a contemporary of Augustine (Suet.
fdaudius 35; Dicn Cass. 60,6; Orosius, Hist. 7,6). He has bemn




- commonly cuoted as giving the date 489, but it seems that he
uses a different sysetem of dating than was commonly used, -and
a comparison throughout with Tacitus and $uetonius indicates
that the year really should be 50, according to Ramsay and
others. liany scholars give no credence to this reference, since
it purrcrts to rest upon the authority of Josephus, whereas
the writings of Josephus as they have come down to us to not
meéntion this decree. However, this allows a number of expla-
nations, and Orogjus, who sesms to be pretty reliable, must
have had some ausfority for his statement, while there is no
évidence against this date. It seems improbable thatlsuch an
edict whould be- issued while Agrippra II., who was a zocd friend
of Clavdius (Jos. Ant. 20,1.2),was in Rome; but Agripra was .
given a province not later than 50 ( Jos. &nt. 20,5,2; 20,7.1;
Jos. Var 2,12.1; 2,14.4), and so was absent from Rome in the
early summer of 50; he wae again present in Rome in the year
52 (Jos. Ant. 20,8.3). Acuila and Priscilla had just arrived
from Fome at the time Paul made their acquaintance when he
reached Ccdhth in the late summer of 50. There is no author-
ity whatewver for a later date for this edict, except the ne-
cessity that many scholars have forced upon themselves by the
dates which they accept for other events. If the year 30 is
egccepted as the dzte of the edict, then it hardly seems per-
misgible from-this fact to place the arrival of Paul in Cor-
inth as late as the fall of 51, as some do. A reconstruction
of the situation shows & disturbance amcrng the Jews at Rome
arising from the introduction of Christianity. This seems to
be the true s:znse of the "Chresto impulsore," since the form
"Chrestus" was often used instead of"Christus," and it is
irplied either that Chrestus would be known to the reader or
thet the author himself knew little of the cause of the dis-
turbance. Pzul's reception in Rome nine years later is no argu-
ment against this; and it seems probable that the first entrance
of Christianity into Rome would be accompanged by disturbances
gimilar to those in other cities, the Christians being attacked
by the Jews. The Romzns made no distinction, regarding the
Christdans s a Jewish sect, and for them the simplest way

to quell the disturbance was by a general edict banishing all
Jews from Rome. Without a doubt the strict enforcement wf

this edict was never intended, for there were too many Jews

in Home, ani the city could hardly get along without them;

but the edict would offer valid grounds for the prosecution

of such leaders as would be arrested if the rioting contin-
used. fAcuila, who was later such an able assistant to Paul,
was undoubtedly a leader among the Christiamas, and one against
whom the zeal of the hostile Jews was especially directed.

The edict would endangsr his liberty, so the tent-maker would
find it prudent to leave the city as soon as the edict was
published. It aprears that the ediet was very soon modifiied

so as to merely forbid gatherings of the Jews, and after the
rioting had ceased it was- forgotten for the time being. One
finds it difficult to imagine Aculla leaving the city on ac-
count of the edict a year after it was issued, and after it
had been prectically reprealed. Nor can we allow that he was
present in Corinth any considerable length of time before

Paul arrived there, for the phraeclogy of the bitlical account

excludes that.




LATER CHRONOLOGY.

- We have, then, two independent authorities, based on
éndependent evidence relating to two different historical
events, both of which lead to the same conclusion: that Paul
arrived in Corinth in the late summer of 50, and departed
shortly before the Passover of 33.Arrving at Jerusalenm at
the Paszover season in 53, he left as soon as the feast

was over for Antioch, but his stay there was of short dura-
tion. He spent the summer of 52 revisiting the congregations
which he had previously founded in Asia Minor, arriving at
Ephesus on the fall. This was his headquarters until about
Pentecost,33, when he passed over into lMacedonia and remai-
ned there until the late fall, visiting and admonishing the
congregations there.

Proceeding to Corinth, Paul remained there three :
monthe, and then set out for Jerusalem, spending the Pass-
over at Philippi. Traveling by easy stages, he arrived in
Jerusalen at Pentecost,58, and was there arrested and held
t111 the fall of 58 at Caesaree. He spent the following win-
ter on the way to Rome, arriving there in the early spring
of 59. The two years spent in Rome in mild captivity bring
us down to the year 61, where the biblical account of Paul's
activities ends, thouch the Bible gives us aid in studying
the problem of his later life.

EARLIER CHRONOLOGY.

Counting backward from the first visit to Corinth
in the same way, we get most of the necessary dates. Having
arrived in Corinth in the late summer of 50, he must have
left Antioch on his second missionary journey in the spring
or early summer of 4S, according to the estimate that the
earlier part of thks tour consumed between & year and a year
and a halfi. Since the sceond journey was begun a short time
after the Apostolic Council, this event must have taken place
early in 49. Paul must then have made his first visit to
Jerusalem after his conversion fourteen years earlier. It
is to be noted that this number of years is given by Paul,
not Luke. Luke's statements of time are exact)],-- "two whole
_years," "a year and six months," --while Paul counts both
terminals after the custom of the ordinary people of that
time. Cournting back fourteen full years, we would arrive
at the year 35 as the date of the first visit, but if we =
count both terminals we get 36, which is probably correct,
the fourteen years being part of 36, part of 489, and the
twelve intervening years. In the same way, counting back
three years from 36 we arrive at the date 34 for the con-
version, the three years being part of 34, the year 35,
and part of 3€. -

. We have not yet accounted for any dat=2s between the
first visit to Jerusalem in 386 and the third in 49. These
dates must be indepenfiently obtained, and rest upon the
"date of the great famine, which is closely connected with
yyehdatg of Herod's @eayh. Hafod died in Fhe fall of 44

1T o OTPE B T T e = +2hn Fawldro
. : £ el mnine

-y
. ——le W . . <3



Je

according to Josephus ( Ant. 18,8.2; 19,9.2). The famine
took place under his successors, Cuspius Fadus and Ti-
berius Alsxander ( Ant. 20,3:;6; 30,5.3). There:really was
famine over the whole world under Claudius, but not at the
same time in all countries (cf. Suetonius, Claudius 18).
The famine may have continued for several years, but the
most probable theory is that it began with a crop failure
in the spring of 45 and continued until another crop was
harvested. It follows as a matter of course that Paul and
Barnabas went up to bring help from the brethren in Antioch
when the peoprle of Judea began to suffer severely from the
famine, their own supplies having become exhausted. This
would be toward the end of 45, and they probably remained
for some time returning in the spring of 48. They appear
to have given all their time to the distribution of pro-
visdons -on this visit.

Faul had come down to Antioch wéth Barnabas a year
Previcous to the expedition, according to the aprarent sense
of the author. There is slight reason to question the author's
meaning, especially since no other dates are affected by this
one. Paul cam to Antioch, then, in 44, the intervening years
from 38 to 44 having been spent in presching the gospel at-
Tarsus and in the surrounding regions of Syria and Cilicia.

Between Peul's return to Antioch early in 46 and the
Apostolic Council early in 48 occurred the first missionary
tour. It was precaded and followed by periods of activity
in Antioch, and lasted from a year to a year and a half.
Vith this much information, we cannot go far wrong in either
direction im setting its dates. The spring of the year would
be the most favorable time for beginning a journey, offering
great advantages to the traveler both by land.and by sea.
#8ccording tc our chronology each of the other journeys was
b2gun in the spring, and that would be the natural time to
set out on such & journey. It seems more than probable, then,
that the first tour was begun in the spring of 47 ani ended
in the fall of 48. ,

Having completed our reckoning, we may now tabulate
the results and see how they agree With what is known toncern-
ing other proints of contact between biblical and secular his-
tory. Reckoning from Gallio's proconsulate, the edict of Clau-
dius, the desath of Herod, and the great famine In Judea, the
following chronological chart mey be presented for criticism:

CHRONOLOGICAL CHART.

Conversion of Paul 34.

First visit to Jerusalem 38.

Began work in Antioch 44,

Second visit to Jerusalem 45-6 i fall till spring).
First missionary tour 47-8 spring till fall).
Apostolic founcil 49 early spring).
Second Journey begun 49 spring).

Arrived in Corinth. 30 late summer).
Fourth visit to Jerusalem 53 Passover).

Third journey begun 53 late spring).
Arrival in Eprhesus 53 (fall).

Departure from Ephesus 55 (Pentecost) .



-Arrival in Corinth 55 (end of -the year).

Arrest in Jerusalem 56 (Pentecost).
Departure for Rome 58 Aautumn).
Arrival in Rome 59 (spring).
End of Acts . 6l.

DISCUSSION OF CHART. - Aresas.

There are six points of contact between Pauline chro-
nology and secular history that have not been considered.
The first is the escape of Paul from Damascus while that
city was under the rule of King Aretas of Arabia (II.Cor.
11,32). King Aretas was Haretat IV., king of the Nabathaean
Arabs, who reigned from 9 B.C. till 40 A.D. (cf. Barton's
"Archeology and the Bible," Cobern, "The New Archeological
Discoveries," etc.) We have very many inecriptions bearing
his name. But Damascus ywas a Roman city belonging to the
province of Syria, theﬁkore not a part of the Kingdom of
Aretas at this pericd, as far as history tells us. This
seeming difficulty does not speak against the historical
accuracy of the Bible, but is rather an argument for 1it;
however, it has caused much discussion among those who
have attempted from it to determine the year of Paul's
conversion. It has been believed by some that the city was
under the rule of Aretas all along, but coins up to the
year 34 sghow that it was a Roman city. The theory that
Atetas Beld it as a vassal of Bome after the Romans took
it from him has not been substantiated. If this were so,
then any year up to 40 would be rossible; but this seems
like = short cut out of a difficulty, and is a very impro-
bable solution. It is significant that we have no Roman coins
from Dgmascus between the year 34 and the regin of Nero.
There is coin bearing the name of Aretas which might date
from the year 37-8, depending on the starting-point from
which it is reckoned. The absence of Boman coins during
the reigns of Caligula and Claudius might point to a dif-
ferent ownership from that of Rome during that time, and
this may have begun:a few years before Caligula became Empe-
ror in 37. We know that while Caligula was friendly to Are-
tas, his predecessor , Tiberius, favored Herod Antipas, the
rival and foe of the Arabian monarch. ¥With these known facts,.
we may investigate the thecries advanced as to when Aretas
was in possession of Damascus.

Aretas went to war with Herod Antipas over a boundary
dispute, an element in the hodtilities being the fact that
Antipas had divorced the duaghter of Aretas to marry his bro-
ther's former wife. In this war Antipas was defeated, and
Biberias came to the aid of his feiend by instructing Vitel-
“lius, who was at that time governor of Syria, to proceed

against Aretas with an army. Vitellids hated Antiras and was
friendly to Aretas, so he delayed action. At a feast in
Jerusalem he received news of the death of Tiberius and
succession of Caligula, so he dismissed hi arm¥ without
carrying out his project of advancing against Pétraea, the
capital of Aretas ( Ant. 18,5.1-3). This was early in the
year 37. It is conceded probable that during this period of
hostility between Rome and Aretas, the latter may have seized
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Damascus, which had formerly bzlonged to his kingdom. It

is true, Josephus doez not mention this seizure, but neither
doe he mention the passing of Damascus into the possession
cf Aretas in any other way.

Another theory is that Caligula presented Damascus
to Aretas, but there are no more records to substantiate
this theory than there are for the other, nor are there
any records of its subsecuent return to the Roman crown,
nor any records showing that it was independent of Bome
for any considerable length of time. Calizula made several
eifts to his friends, ®imilar in nature to what this gift
would have been, but the earliest one recorded is in 89.

The reign of Aretas aprears to have ended in the year 40,
and it is cuestionable whether he ever received such a favor
from Caligula, thouch fhe possibility always rerains. The
first theory seems more probable on the face of it, and fits
in best with the rest of the chronology. However, if future
developments should show that this took place later, between
37 and 40, the dates from the Apostolic council on would not
be affscted, since there remains the possibility that the
fourteen years before the Apostolic Council were reckoned
fiom the conversion instead of from the first Jerusalem
visit.

SERGIUS PAULUS.

The next point is the time when Sergius Paulus was
proconsul on Cyprus. Heré we find nothing that would either
detract from or confirm our previous results. All we know
is that Cyprus was a senatorial pprovince, and as such gover-
ned by a proconsul ( Dion Cass. 54,4), and there are archeo-
logical recoris of a proconsul named Paulus sometime Before
53, who was undoubtedly the Sergius Paulus converted by Paul.

THE EGYPTIAN.

The next point deals with the Egyptian for whom the
chiliarch Lysias mistook Paul at the time of his arrest in
Jerusalem. Josephus tell us about this Egyptian (Ant. 30,8.
1-6; Var 2,13.1-5). At tke time of Nero, there were a number
of robber bands harrassing Palestine. Felix broke up one band,
and there zrose another worse band known as sicarii, and af-
terward a number of demagogs who cdaimed to be inspired. Chief
among these was the Epyptian referred to , who gathered toge-
the® a=f band of thirty tousand people consisting mostly of
sicarii and idle vagabonds in the wilderness, and led them
to the Mount of Olives, claiming that the walls of Jerusalem
would fall before him as the walls of Jericho had fallen before
Joshua. But Felix sent an armed band against them, and a num-
ber of them were slain or captured, while the remainder, in-
cluding the Egyptian himself, escaped. This event undoubtedly
occurred at the Passover time, though the year is not stated.
considering thet Nero became Emperor in 54, and taking into
account the events that occurred under Nero before this, a
reasonable date would be.about.Passover of the year 56. VWie-
seler thinks another year necessary, but-it should be remerx-
bered that in those times it would not take long to assemble




a rabble of vagabonds such as the Egyptian led, and also
that such a multitude could not have lived together long

in the wilderness, both on account of lack of provisions,
and because inaction would soon dissolve such a band, which
was of such a nature that it could be held together only

by a fanatic enthusiasm which would demand rapid action.
Yor is it thinkable that Felix would long allow such a men-
ace to the Roman power to remain unmolested. Furthermore,
Wieseler is wrong in assuming an interval of over a year
between the dispersiocn of this band and the arrest of Paul.
Paul's arrest must have come at the Pentecost following

the Paszover which marked the encounter with the Egyptian,
while the incident was stil]l fresh in the mind of the chili-
arch. A year later the latter would not have hastily jumped
to the conclusioh that it was that troublesome Egyptian
again; we must rerember that these were restless days, one
conspiracy following upocn the heels of the other. This is
clear when we observe how much of this nature Josephus re-
cords in the two years during which Felix remained in Judea
after Pzaul's arrest ( Ant. 20,8.7-8; Var 2,13.8ff.). This
point fits in quite well with the results we have already
obtained fron other sources.

ANANIAS THE HIGH PRIEST.

The mention of Ananias as High Priest at the trial
of Pavl offered a crux for a time, but only on account of
& misunderstanding. Ananias was summoned to Rome in 32 to
answer certain charges, but he was not, as has been sip-
posed, at that time deprived of his office (Ant. 20,86.2f.).
It wae only natural that he should keep his office until
his trial, and in the trial he was cleared of the charges
against him, so he returned tc Jerusalem and continued to
hold office (Ant. 30,9.3). His successor was appointed just
before the departure of Felix (Ant. 30,8.8). Ananias retained
the title, but not the office, until his death (Ant. 20,5.3).
It is apparent that he still held the office at the time of
Paul's frial; Josephus invariably m®ntions the appointment
of a new High Priest, and none was appointed at the time when
Ananias was summoned to Rome, so this point is cuite in accord-
ance with history. Of course, this is no help to us in fixing
the date.

FELIX AND FESTUS.

point that will require considerable attention is

. the date of the arrival of Festus to succeed Felix as pro-

curator in Judea. This has been the battle-ground of eritics
for years; dates have been given varying from 55 to 61, and
the whole mass of evidence is confusing. Recently the year
80 .was generally accepted, originally as an aprroximate date;
but soon the need for an absolute date became evident, and
heaven and earth were movei for evidence to fix this date with
certainty, some holding# fast to the date 60, others moving it
forward or backward. nce all dates were computed from this
one, . the effect was to throw the entire problem of the chro-

nology of Paul's career into a state of chaos.



The only early writing which assigns a definite date
to this event in the "Chronicon" of Eusebius, and we do not
even know what date he assigned to it (cf. the translations
in Harnack's “‘Chronovlogie der altchristlichen Literatury). The
Armenian version gives 54, an obviocusly impossible date, while
the Latin version of Jerome and the Syrian fragments give 58,
a dete which Harnack champicns, but which seems to be éxclu-
ded by the evidence in the case, as we shall see later. Dr.
Erbves, Ramsay, and others advance the thecry that Busebius
really wroté 54, but meant 59, the mistake of five years be-
ing due to the incorporation in his work of a document which
used a system of dating differing from his own. The 56 is then
regarded as a correction made later by scholars who saw that
the 54 was wrong, but failed to realize how it got there and
whet the date really should have been. Others think that he
really wrote 56, but was mistaken by a year or two. Still
others simply disregard the date of Eusebius as being wrong
in either case, and accept the date that their systems call
for, seeking confirmatory evidence elsewhere. This mode of
rrocedure is defended on the grounds that Eusebius does not
rereat the date in his later "Ecclesiastical History," a proof
that he did not consider it well authenticated, and by the
further fact that other dates given in the "Ghronicon" have
been shown to be unreliable, even in cases where all the ver-
eions extant agree. Ve should feel bound to attach somgweight,
at lezst, to this evidence, if we knew what date Eusebius
really gave, but under the circumstances Its value is doubt-
ful unless substantiated by other evidence. The Erbes-Ramsay
theory is the only one that seems to attech any value to this
citation, since it alone allows a date that does not conflict
with other good evidence.

Felix was aprointed procurator in Judea in 51, 53,
or 53 ( £nt. 20,7.1; War 2,12.8; Annal. 12,54; Euseb. Chron.).
The evidence favors 53, but the statement that he had previ-
ously ruled over Samaria two years contemporaneously with
his successor Cumanus is open to seriocus doubt. Paul at the
time of his arrest tcld Felix that he had ruled over "this
land" for "many years." If Felix previously ruled over Sa-
meria for two years, these two years might and might not be
included by Paul, sc the date from which we may reasonably
count the "many years" is 53; for certainly Cumanus, and
not Felix, wes ruling over "this land," Judea, up till that
time. But the old cuestio arises, how many is "many"? The
term of a2 procurator in Judea was as a rule pretty short in
those days, but even so,we should think that about four or
five years would be required to justify the term, even when
used as a compliment, as it was here. It seems, then, that
the term would apPly in 56 or later, but hardly earlier; 58
would allow four full years. Since Felig was removed two years
later, we can say that his removal might have taken place as
early as 58, but hardly earlier.

The argument from the Egyptian is conclusive against
any earlier date, since a considerable series of events, more
than one would reasonably concede to be possible in six months,
had occurred between the accession of Nero in the fall of 54
and the disturbence created by the Egyptian, so this event,
two yeasrs ba2fore the arrivel of Festus, must have been not



earlier than the Passover of 58. (cf. above: THE EGYPTIAN)

Pallas has given the scholars some trouble, though
neeZlessly. Pallas was the brother of Felix, and a favorite
of Nero, who saved the life of Felix when accusations were
brought against him by the Jews at the time of hies recall.
(Ant. 20,8.9; Anna}. 13,3; 13,14). But Pallas was removed
from his high office by Nero early in the year 55; the lat-
ter having become offended by the pride and arrogance shoen
by Pallas (Annal. 13, 14; 13,15; cf. Sueton. Clzud.37; Nero
33; Dion Cass. 61,7). Now it has been argued that the recall
of Felix must have taken place before Pallas fell from grace
with the Fmperor; but Felix was removed in the summer, and
Pallas 16st his office early in the spring of 55, so that
under these cirsumstances Pelix could not have held office
a single day under Nero, who did not bedome Emperor until
the fall of 54. The opinion which Harnack has inefectually
advanczd, that Tacitus made a mistake and meant 5€ instead
of 55, is unsuprported, and even that would not help, for
the date is s%ill too early to agree with the other evidence.
Furthermore, the time preceding his removal from offive
would not be a favorable tire for Pallas to save his bro-
thar's life. Nero became offsnded at the arrogance of Pallas
as soon as he became Emperor, and the time when the latter
had great influence with him must have been later, after he
had regained the favor of the fickle Emperor, who would then
be eager to mzke up for his ingratitude in removing: from of-
fice the man to whom above all he owed his adoption by Clau-
dius and his ultimate possession of the Imperial power( Annal.
12,55; 1%,2). Instanggs are not rare Wwhere a man was recalled
to favor even after ing exiled, as we know from the history
of Seneca and others, and pallas was not exiled, but merely
removed from office. That same fall, Pallas and his friend
Zurrhus were both accused of treason, and both acauitted,
their accusers being punished with death (éégnal. 13,233).
This fact msut have raised them in the estistation of Nero.
Burrhus snjoyed great power after the trial, and held a
Bigh office up to the very time of his death (Annal. 14,7;
pion Cass. €1,20; 62,13; Sueton. Nero 35; cf. Ant. 20,8.8;
War 2,13.7). It is but natural to suppose that Pallas also
would regain the favor of such a weak and fickle ruler as
was Neroc, and in fact there can be no doubt of it, since
Felix could not have arrivei in Rome early enough to be
saved from death by Pallas prior to the latter's removal
from office.

How long did Porcius Festus remain in office? The
guestion cannot be definitely answered, though we know that
he died in office in the fall of the year, and Albinus was
appointed to succeed him. The appointment of Albinus tack
place in the winter, and he arrived in his province after
Easter ( Eus. Eccl. Hist. 2,33; cf. Ant. 20,9.1). The
science of numismatics tells us that a new era in the reign
of Agrippe II. began with the renaming of the city Neronias
(Ant. 20,2.4), which seems to have occurred, from the coins,
in the year 80-8l1. Albinus was present at the festival when
this occurred, which would indicate that he arrived not la-
ter than the early summer of 60. Then Festus must have died
in the fall of 59, and since his activities cannot be com-
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Pressed into the short space of only a few months, the
latest date for his arrival is the summer of 58, which

we have already shown to be the earliest possible date.
However, if Ramsay is right about the method of counting
from the festival, a date a year later is permissible,
though of course not necessary. The year 1 of’the new -
éra that began with the renaming of the city Neronias

is the year €61-62 of our era. Ramsay holds that the re-
naming of the city must have occurred during this year,
the current year then becoming year 1 of the new era.

Df this was the case, then we know that Albinus was
present not later than the summer of 61, though he may
have been there over a year before the gestival in gues-
tion; and Festus, having died not later than 80, must

have arrived not later than 59, though his activities may
have extended over more than two years, which would neces-
sitate his earlier arrival..The date reached by reckoning
from Paul's stay in Corinth is 58, and since the indepen-
dent evidence favors this date, leaving only the year 359
as a possible alternate, with a remote further possibility
oi 80, the date of the table seems mwufficiently well esta-
blished.

AGRIPPA ANB BERENICE.

The visit of Agrippa and Berenice to Caesarea to
czll on Fectus gives us nothing definite. Berenice, the
geister of Acrippa, lived with him from about the time of
the death of Claudius on, and midght have visited Faesarea
with him in any of the yeares under consideration.

TERKMINAL DATES.

There remain only two points upon which our chrono-
logical chart might be assalled, - the beginning and the end.
That is to say, does it allow plenty of time for previous
events and for later events to occurr in their proper time?
Wieseler thinks the date for Paul's conversion is much too
early; but if we accept the date 32 or 30 for the crucifix-
lon of Christ, and all scholars now agree that one of these
dates is the correct one, there seems no valid reason why
the conversion of Paul could not have taken place four or
five years later. The argument is brought that the stoning
of Sterhen could have taken place only ipmediately after
thz removal of Pilate, before his successor weas appointed,
geince the Jews -were not allowed to put a man to death; this
would place the event about the year 36, and necessitate
the alternate reckoning of the "fourteen years" in Galatians,
were it not for the fact that the entire procedure leading
up to Stephen's martyrdom apprears as the work of a lawless
mob, and such mob violence was common and might have taken
place at any time. Paul barely escaped the same fate at the
hands of & similar mob when he was arrested in Jerusalem by
the chiliarch. The date of the table allows plenty of time
for the rapid growth of the church, so there is no valid
objection here. The same holds true of the closing date, as

the following consideration shows.
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PAUL'S LIBERATION AND LATER HISTORY.

The concluding words of Acts t®ll us that after Paul's
arrival in Rome A.D. 58, he lived for two whole years 1in his
own rented house, enjoying great freedom, andi preaching the
gospel unhindered. In the year 61 $here must have been some

.change in his condition, else why the mention of the two years?

There are two possibilities: either he was liberated at that
time, or he was subjected to a more severe form of captivity.
In the first place, the Pastoral Letters, which fit into no otier
Period of Paul's life, show unmistakable traces of Pauline
origin, and only one of them was written from prison, so Paul
must have been at liberty at some later period. The Captivity
Letters also show a confident assurance of his coming liber-
ation. In the second place, there is a well established tradi-
tion dating from the earliest times, which says_that Paul was
liberated,and revisitéd all the congregations he had previously
established, that he visited Spain, and that he was again ar-
rested and suffered martyrdom at Rome after a short imprison-
ment during the persection 3nstituted by Nero following the
burning of Rome. This is confirmed by a passage in the kuratori
ian Frasment, and is reported by Clement of Rome and other
early Church Fathers. Eusebius records it as gererally accep-
ted (Fecl. Hist. II.,23.85; III.,1). and it is only revently
that it has bz=en cuestioned seriously. The first attacks upon
it seem to have been made in an attempt to deny the authenti-
city of the Pastoral Letters, and the question subsecuently
became an idependent one. There is no evidence of value to
surrort the theory that Paul's death followed the first Roman
inprisonment without an intervening period of freedom..

No complete account of Paul's activities after his
liveration can be given. Tradition and the evidence of the
epistles show that he revisited the congregations in Asia
Hinoe, lacedonia, Greece, Illyricum, Cyprus, etc., and that
he viszsited Spain, Crete, and other regions previously untouched
by himduring his labors, that he was again arrested and taken
to Rome, where he was held for a time and then beheaded. The
different gersions of the "Chronicon" of Eusebius vary be-
tween the dates of 67 and 88 for his death; it took place
during the reign of Nero, and Nero died in 68. There is a
group of scholars who believe that Paul's martyrdom occurred
in the year 64; their reason is that according to Tacitus
(Annal. 15,44) the persecution began immediately after the
burning of Rome,iin the yedr 64, though its duration is not
known. Suetonius does not connect the persecution with the
burning of Rome ( Nero 16). Eusebius says that paul and Pe-
ter were both martyred during the first persecution under
Nero. As far as is known, there wvas qgly one persecution
under Nero, and it is generally beliyved that the sense of
the worde is "at the beginning of the pers=cution under Nero,"

_thoueh it might almost as well be translated "the persecu-

tion under Nero, which was the first." The evidence of Euse-
bius is the best that we have, and betwe=n the two dates,
87 seems the best authenticasged.

CHRONOLOGY OF THE EPISTLES.
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CHRONOLOGY OF THE EPISTLES.

Eoth as to the time of their writing and their con-
Yents, Paul's letters may be divided into three groups: the
Earlier Letters, the Captivity Letters, and the Pastoral
Letters. Though written while Paul was a prisoner, II. Timo-
thy is not classed with the Captivity Letters, but with the
Pastoral Letters. Hebrews dces not belong to any of these
three groups, but must be considered separately.

THE EARLIER LETTERS.

The Earlier letters are the two to the Thessaloni-
ans, Galatians, two to the Corinthians, and Romans. The time
of their writing must be obtained from internal evidence,
since Acts does not mention the writing of the letters. Che
cuestion whether Paul wrote other letters than the ones in-
cluded in our canon cannot be determined wikh certainty, and
has no bearing on ocur task, which is to determine the dates
of thoses epistles which have come down to wus.

Paul wrote his first letter to the Thessalonians dur-
ing his second missionary tour, shortly after his arrival in
Corinth. Timothy had come from Macedonia and joined Paul, who
hzd been prevented from revisiting Thessalonica before leav-
ing lacedonia, and for thés reason had found it necessary to
write the letter. After he had received an answer to this
letter, the second epistle was written. It is probable that
both of them are to be dated in the latter half of the year
50, though the second one may not have been written until
early in the year 5l.

The first letter to the Corinthians was written from
Erhesus toward the end of Paul's stay there during the third
journey. He had already sent Timothy and Erastus before him
into lMacedonia, while he himself wished to remain in Ephesus
until Pentecost. The date of this letter is the spring of 55.
The second letter to this congregation was written that same
fall from some point in Macedonia. Paul hadi not yet visited
corinth on this journey, but he had received irom Titus fur-
ther word of the conditions there, and had received an answer
to his first letter. A short intermediate visit to Corinth
between the first and the seconlepistles hardly seems con-
sistent with the mass of evidence, but many scholars insist
upon it on account of the first few verses of chap. 13. This
would have taken plac= between Pentecost of 55 and the writing
of the second epistle that same fall; but the matter is rather
obscure and may be differently interpreted; it seems probable
that Lightfoot and others have a misconception of Paul's mean-.
ing, and Paul had only visited forinth once when the letter
was written.



The letter to the pomans appears to have been .writ-
ten from Corinth during Paul's second stay there, early in
the year 56, though it may have been written already from
Ephesus about the same time as I. Corinthiams. It is closely
related in form, content, and style with the letters to thes
Corinthians and Galatians, and alec those to the Thessalon-
lans. Its composition in Corirth at this time is indicated
by several features, among them the presence of Priscilla
and Acuilla in Rome and Paul's approaching departure to take
to Jerusalem the contribution of the churches in Macedonia
and Achaea. Thers are a number of other points, but these
two seem conclusive.

THE GALATIAN CUESTION.

The epistle to the Galatians ¢ffers the greatest pro-
blem of all Paul's letters. A number of early Christian wri-
ters have prlaced it as the first of &ll the Pauline letters,
while others would have it to be the very last. The proper
rPosition is doubtless after the two letters to the Thessa-
loniansy, and before the other three letters of this group. -
Just Awgre it fits in is a matter of dispute, and it will be
well to summarize briefly the chief arguments on both dides
cf =& controversy that has of late arisen and has a bearing.
on this guestion.

The qu=stion in point is, to whom was this epistle
addressed? Galatia was the name of a region in the heart of
Agia linor, thé chief city of which was Ancyra. But at the
tire when Paul wrute, the name had been extended, and the
Romagfﬁag%énce of Galatia had been formed, extending north-
ward, e Eukine Sea and scouthwerd to the Tarsus kountains,
thus including the regicns to the south embraced by Lycaonia
and porticns of Phrygia and Cappadocia. The cities of Derbe,
Lystra, Iconium, and Pisidian Antioch were in the Roman pro-
vines of Galatia in Paul's time, but not in the ancient terri-
tory of Galatia Proper. fhen Galatia is referred to in I.Peter,
it appears that the Roman province 1s meant, and many believe
with Rameay that Baul uses the name the same way, the letter
being addressed to the congregations is Derbe, Lystra, Ico-
nium, Pisidian Anticch, and the neighboring® regions. This is
called the South Galatic theory.

The majority of scholars seem to cling to the older
North CGalatic theory, according to which the term Galatia
referred only to the northern part of the province, the an-
cient region of Galatia. After many yecers of travel in these
regions and thorough study of the life of Paul, Ramsay de-
clarcss the Jorth Galatic theory untenable. The bearing of
the question on the chronology of the epistle lies in the
fact that when the letter was written Paul had twice visi-
ted the churches addressed, &nd he visited the churches of
the South Galatic region, but not those of the North Galatic
region, during his first journey.

The points advanced by the protagonists of the North
Calatic theory seem less weighty than those of their oppon-
enss. In the first place, they say that' Luke expressly calls



Lystra and Derbe "cities of Lyceconia,n and never refers to
the cities of the South Galatic region as cities of Galatia.
Hbwever, if this is always the case, it only established Lu-
kan usage, and it would still remain probable that Paul dif-
fered from Luke in this. In fact, Paul never uses any but the
Roman provincial names. He never speaks of Hellas, for in-
8tance, but with him Greece is always Achaea. Luke is not

80 consistent in this respect, but it is not unreasonable to
believe that the term refers to the province, specifically
to the scuthern portion of it, each of the two times it is
used in Acts. Puring the secong journey, we are told that
affer visiting perbe and Lystra he passed through®the Phry-
gian regicn and Galatia%j but this is a mistranslation; liter-
ally it would be "the Phrygzian region and the Galatic,” or
"the Phrygian and Galatic region," i.e., that portion of

the Phrygian regicn which lay in the province of Galatia

and embraced Pisidian Antioch ( which wes not in Pisidia).
:On the third journey Paul passed through the Galatic region
and the Phrygian ( note the order); Lystra and Debbe are

not here mentioned, and & reconstruction of the voyage indi-
cgtes a tour through the province of Galatia and then the
§§S§¥§3% of Phrygia on the way to Efpesus. The conclusion
follows that Luke used the name Galatia to indicate the
province, but that on the first journey he did not use this
term, but mentioned the more local regional names in order
to give the location of the cities in question in a mcre
detailed fashion.

A map study of the two journeys under consideration
shows that the course of Paul}s travels seems a much mcre
natural one according to the South Galatic theory than accor-
ding to the Borth Galatic.

On the North Galatic hypothesis, the congregations
founded by Paul on the first jourmey drop from sight entire-
ly after the second journey, which is contrary to tradition;
furthermore, it would be strange that such an important part
should be played by the isolated North Galatic region,in view
of the fact that we cannot name a single city of that region
in which there is known to have been a Christian congregation
at that time.

It has been said that the sickness which Paul mentions
‘does not fit into the first tour; but this argument is very
weak, because Luke is not giving the personal memoirs of Paul,
but a history of his accomplishments, and nowhere mentions
the sickness to which Paul frecuently refers in his letters.
It is cuite reasonable to suprose that Paul was s=ized by an
attack of his disease while he was among the Christians of
this region, just as we know from Paul's epistle, but not
from the account of Acts, that when Paul came to Corinth the
fir@t time he "was with them in weakness, and in fear, and
in much trembling" (I.Cor. 3,3).
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The last argument against the South Galatic view
s that Paul would not have cvalled the people of this region
Galatians ( Gal.3,1). But why not? Would not the people of
the province of Galatia be Galatians just as those of the
Province of liacedonia were Macedonians? Vhat other term could
he have used? If hhere was a certain opprobrium connected
Wilth the name, referring to the lack of culture of hhe true
Calatians, who were descendants of the Gallic tribes that
bad settled there a long time before, would the term be out
of place in the reproach that paul addresses to them as "fool-
ish Galatians?"

An argument in favor of the South Galatic theory is
the frecuent mention of Babnabas, as one known to the Cala-
tians, whereas Barnabas was present with Paul only on his
first journey; but on the other hand, Timothy, whose home
was in that region, is not mentioned, and Barnabas is also
mentioned once in I. Corinthians, though he had not been
Present in Corinth.

The matter rests very largely upon the geographical
situation; other atguments are nearly equal, but the maps

seem to settle the cuestion.

It must be admitted that dating of the letter is
more difficult according to the South Galatic view than it
would b2 upcn the other theory, which would place its date
some time during Paul's stay at Ephesus on the third journey.
But the weight of the evidence shows that this was after
Paul'z third visit to the people addressed, while the let-
ter was written PBollowing his second visit to them. Thus
it must have been between the summer of 48 and the spring
of 52, before the beginning of the third journey. After
the second visit there had come false teachers leading many
away from the pure doctrine as he had preadhed it among
them. Vord of thi reached Paul, and he immediately wrote
the letter. Just at what time this occurred is a disputdd
point. It could not have haprened before his arrival in
Corinth, for in his travels $he news could not have reached
him so quickly even :I.f the defectlon had occurred only a
few months after he left them. Rmggsay's theory is this:
¥Vhile Paul was on his way to Rome at the end of the second:
journey, Timothy left him at Ephesus to visit his home.
Timothy rejoined Paul a little later at Antioch, bringing
the news of the defection of hhe Galatians, whersupon Paul
hastily wrote the letter, and followed soon afterward in
person. But Paul makes no men tion of an intended visit,
and this could hardly be due to haste, since his inten-
tion to come to them would be the first thing he would

mention 1t that were his purpose. It is possible that he
wrote in haste, and as soon as the letter was gone decided

to visit them in person, fearing that a letter would be
inadequate. But this is a mere conjecture, and we do not
even know that Timothy went from Ephesus to visit his home,
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It seems just as probable that during the last part
of his stey at Corinth, or at Ephesus on his way to Jeru-
selem, he received authentic word of conditions in these
congregations and hestily despatched the letter, and then
took the first opportunity to reinforce ite effect with a
rersonal visit to the congregations addressed. Tn either
cese, we may place .the date in the early part of 53. This
was over two years after his second visit to them, but it
is stretching the meaning of a relative term to insist that
under the circumstances a space of two and a half years is
excluded by the expression "so soon," which is an idefinite
and relative term. i

The one seeming difficulty is the lcnz separation
from the letter to the Rgmans and those to the Corinthians,
with which it is closely related in language, structure,
content, and style. Eowever, there is also a close rela-
tien to the letters to the Thessalonians, and a separation
of a few years in time would not make a great difference 3
in & man's style, as long as the letters were written during
the same pericd of his 1life, under similar conditions, and
for similar reasons, while thé content is determined by the
rarticular needs of each individual case.

THE CAPTIVITY LETTERS.

The Ceptivity Letters are Ephesians, Philippians,
Colossians, and Philemon, written while Paul was a prisoner.
There is a close connection between all the letters of this
group in style, form, contents, language,and structure, and
above 2ll in the grectings. They were all written about*the
same time, Philippians perhaps a little later than the others.
Fome is the place of writing, and the apostle seems aasured
that he will soon be liberated and visit the congregations
addressed. This points to the end of the first Roman cap-
tivity, probabdy the year 6l.

THE PASTORAL LETTERS.

The Pastoral Letters, I. Timothy, II. Timothy, and
Titus, are pggven by theilr internal evidence to have been
written after Paul's release from captivity in Rome, so
they belong to the period following the year 61. They do
not aprear to be separated by any great length of time;
Titus was apparently written first, then the letters to
Timothy, the second of- which was written while Paul was
again a prisoner awaiting death. This indicates the year
87 for II.Timothy, and about the year &6 for the other two.

HEBREVS.

Hebrews was consideréd as a Pauline letter by a num-
ber of the Church Fathers, but most of them denied that Paul
wrote it, ascribing it to one of the workers associated with
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Paul or with the Twelve; thus it was considered as canonical
even by those who denied its Pauline authorship. It has re-
tained the same standing till the present time. Opinion is
fairly unified todey that Hebrews had:its origin in Pauline
cirtles, and this is borme out by the content and to a cer-
tain extent by the structure and phraseclogy, though the lan-
guage and style indicate a different author. It approaches

much nearer to the classical Greek than does any of the ad-
mittedly Pauline letters, and while inferior to them in vigor
and forcefulzess, it excels in rhetorical excellence and beauty
of style. The place of composition is Rome, but there is no
faference to either the captivity or freedom of Paul. It was
Probably written by a pupil of Paul, and it is unlikely that
Pavl was present with the author at the time. I am inclined

to believe that this letter is among the latest of the canon-
ical writings, written after Paul's death. The probable dates
of the Pauline letters followg, as nearly they can be determined.

CHRONOLOGICAL CHART OF PAUL'S LETTERS.

I. Thes=alonians 50 (fall).
II. Thessalonians 50 (winter).
Calatians 52 (spring).
I. Corinthians 58 (spring).
II. Corinthians 55 (fall).
Romans 56 (spring).
Philemon 6l.
Epheszians 6l.
Colossians €l.
Philixpians 6l.

Titus 66.

I. Timothy 66.

II. Timothy 67 .

In conclusion it must be sald that a full treatment
of all the cusstions involved in Pauline chronology has been
impossible within the limited scope of this paper. The dis-
closure of further evidence may necessitate a change in some
of the dates, especially regarging the first part of the chro-
lozgy and the letters, and possible also the date of Paul's
death. So much has been established, that the events recorded
in the Bible are historically accurate, and that is the chief
end of this study for the theologian. Whatever of historical
knowledge aids in establishing the historical reliability of
the Bible, and whatever, by helping us to a better understan-
ding of the times and conditions, is useful in studying his
doctrine and its effect upon his own life and that of the
people to whom he went, so much is useful; all the rest is
merely s=condary, interesting though it may be.
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