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The des of Solomon and the Serıptures

The intention of thıs study 1S present evıdence that 111 help identify
the DrOVCNANCC of the des of Solomon. the earlıest SUrVIVINgZ Chrıstian

Syriac chall d1sSCuss Urst, the poet's UsS«CcC of the Old Jestament: second,
hıs relatıonshıp the canonıcal Johannıne lıterature: and ir hıs

knowledge of the ogıa of Jesus seek establısh D ın thıs

poet's relatiıonshıp scrıpture which identify h1ıs Chriıstian background,
116 avoıdıng makıng LOO0 hıgh claıms for an Y ONE relatiıonshıp ASs the
definıtıve clue the PDrOVCNANCEC of the ymns.

The odıst quO(tLeSs from the Old Jestament. but ın
hıs Janguage 1S hıghly remıminıscent of Old Jlestament especılally from
the Psalter 1S noTt possıble that he 15 alıgned especılally wıth Aalıy
of the vers10ns, M 1L XX Peshıiutta., ()4: Targumım, agaınst the others: and
ıt 1S dıfficult dıscern an y consıstent pattern ıIn the odıst's employment of
these scriptural rem1in1scenCces, such that COU obtaın wıth anı y objectiviıty
redaction-eritical crıter1a of hıs use of sources *.

In the maJorıty of these, AA o do ıth stylıstıc features
lıke parallelismus membrorum, the cho1ce of vocabulary, and themes ıke
that of ın the Lord. whıich ATC ultımately deriıved from the Old Testa-
ment ese o1ve useful clue the PrOVENANCEC Gl the des of
Solomon In SOMC9 however. the odıst 1S nOL SIMpLY expressing the
commonplaces ÖT Jewish and Christian DIELY, but makes important hrısto-
ogıcal statements ın Old Jlestament language As wıth the commonplaces:;
when CO hıs Janguage ıth the vers10ns, fınd exaCct quotatıon.
But., unlıke the commonplaces, these do help locate the VG-

of the des

wn See dıscussıon DYy Rendel Harrıs and Mıngana, The Odes and Psalms of Solomon 11

(London, (=2; In hıs artıcle, ıte the des In the enumeratıon of James
Hamılton Charlesworth. he des of Solomon Oxford, translatıons ATIC OW
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Fırst. ode XXVI11. Here the Sav10ur speaks Öl hıs DErSECULOTS
And they surrounded lıke mnad dogs
OSse wh ın 1gnorance attack theır masters’.

Thıs ıimage 1S ultımately traceabhle Ps XX11. 16, Dogs d round about IN
CO of evıldoers encırcle me Wıth Ode XXWVII1. mMust consıder

X XVIIL. 18 where the Savıour Sa YyS,
And In aın dıd they asl ots agaınst me

gaıln, hıs image 1S ultımately traceable Ps XX11. S, CV dıvıde IN Y
E them., and for I1 Yy raıment they Casti lots IC
IMaYy be echoed remotely al Ode XXXI1. where the Savıour 5Sd YD,

And they dıvıded spoıl”.
Christijan chrıistological USC of thıs psalm 1S VeELY early {rom 1fs USsS«C

In passıon narratıves Ma XXWVII. 5} 39, 43, 4 $ 24 2 $ 3
XX111. 341 Jn X1IX 24; Gospel f Peter 1L2. 19), cf. Heb 11 12 (Clement
XNI SI Barnabas 5, V1 67 Justıin, Apol AAAV, XXXWMl. 37R XCV1-CVI.
Irenaeus, Dem [XXIX-IXXX. Adv Haer. Ö XMXMIIL.

Second; Ode XXVI11. In hıs D  5 referring the astonıshment whiıich
h1s vindıcatıon caused, the Savıour SdYyS,

Ose who Sa W WETC amazed.
because Wds persecuted .

The SdamInec hought 1S expressed G1 XVI1. 6
And all who INC wondered.
and seemed hem lıke C stranger .

Wıth these [WO, cshould COMDAIC Isa 111 141.. As INa Y WeEeTC

astonıshed al hım, hıs ADPCATaNCce Wäds marred, beyond human semblance.
and hıs form beyond that 6 the SONS of InNneCeCnNn he startle many'.
I:Hıs 1S lıttle used ın early Chrıistijan lıterature, but the three In
which ıt OCCUTS ın second-century lıterature (Justin, Apol 17 zal. X111 ;
Irenaeus, Dem IXVI11) ıf In the COHL:SE of INOTEC extensive cıtatıon from
thıs Servant 5ong, 1C WdS> VETIY irequently employe chrıstologically :
cf. X X11. S Acts V111. 32-35. Pet 22-25, C(C'lement XM 3-16,
Barnabas Z elıto, Hom. IV, VI, V1l, [XIV. IXVIL, IXIX. IXXI1. Acts of Peter
XXI1V, and Dass ın Justin and Irenaeus“.

Apol 1-11 ıal XIL. XIV, XVIL, XXXE. XXXNVI. X11 xn X11X. IX11, IXV11, I XXIU. IXXVI, XX XN
[XXXVIIL, IXXXIX, C CVIL. CIE. C. CXI: CXIV, CXVIUNL, CXX1. GXXNMI: CXXXVIL: Dem IXVI-IXX:
Adv Haer. XXMWVI11. 3 I11 Dn  Dn xı X11 Ö, XIX XIl XXMXI11. —— —  —— —

XIV
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In these the odıst uUsSCSs language speak of the sufferings of the
Savılour. the ultımate lıterary OUEFGES Öf whiıch ATC Old Testament DaAasSsasgc
frequently sed DYy early Christian wrıters speak of the sufferings of Jesus.
al GASG ın whıich the odıst's language 1S paralleled In early Christian

wrıters 1S Ode XX XMWVIIL. 97 when. ın the GTG of hıs descer1ption of the heret1ic
and hıs ’DrIde , he Sa YS,

And the COrTUpLOT of the COrTrupIiOTr
sa  < when the brıde who 1S corrupted WAasSs adorned.

and 1 SaW| the briıdegroom who COTrTUDEIS an ın hıs turn| 1S corrupted.
nd asked Tu ho ATC thes:
nd he saıd ese AIC the dece1ver and the
and they mıtate the Beloved and HIS brıde
nd they ead the world aSLrayYy an Orrupt it.
and they invıte , the wedding-feast
and they o1ve hem wıne drınk that Causecs theır intoxıcatıon

(vv. 9-12) TIhe narratıve spea 618 the Savlour. who 15 the 'corruptor'
(t(\.L:\..u.ä! of the heresiarch. who 1S hımself the ‘COrruptor of
hıs bride *. Ps xIVv 041 WdsSs applıed the Church, consıdered ASs the TI
of Chrıiıst, Dy everal second-century wriıters : cf. Justıin, zal. 1x, Clement,
Strom XCI11. 19 and the epıtaph of Avircmus“: ıt 1S arguable that the odıst's
UsSsCc of the words 2 NS rf€ am K)\:Äv5>u 1S$ ultımately be traced
the influence of Ps XIvV 13 ınk ıth Isa Ix1 10 1S also possı1ble : cf.
Hermas, Vıs 11 1, and the words of Marcus. apud Irenaeus, Adv Haer.

X111. Here ın Ode XXXWVI. Ob, the odıst's Jlanguage about the heretical
communıty ASs “adorned’ in the of her husband is precisely simılar

the UsSCc of Ps xXIV by second-century Chriıstian authors.

1Io these9 chould add Ode XVI1. 10,
chattered the ars of Iron .

remınıscent of Ps CVII1. 16, “KOT he chatters the doors of bronze., and Cutfts
ıIn [WO the bars of Ton  D 1S possıble read Ode XV]] eıther AS descr1p-
t1on of the harrowıng of hell OT AS extitende metaphor deser1bing the
sendıng of the Savıour earth from the Father’'s s1ıde tO redeem iInenNn wh
ATC spiırıtually dead Thıs 1S unımportant here:; SINCE whatever the odıst

prefer the readıng of MS the of If the false
communıty 1S ul countertfeıt of the true, then cshould CEXDECI that the Irue brıdegroom
had saved hıs T1' the false briıdegroom had corrupted hıs brıde only then INa y
the false brıde herself COrrupt (Cf. 11b)
See IN y dıscussıon ın ‘Avırcıus and the 5ong of ongs VigChr X X11 73234
(T Iso Isa XIV Z 111 break ın plIeCcEs the doors of bronze and Cul asunder the ars of
ITON.. Barnabas X] thıs Xi 1S en prophecy of baptısm.
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Dy hıs language 1l 15 hıghly probable that he 15 drawıng
assoclated wıth the descensus of Jesus TIhe earlıest SCS of thıs
speakıng of the descensus ATC the eachıing of Sılvanus (CG VII 110 14 22)
and Tertulhan De Resurrectione X ]1V We cshould note qalso the suggestion
DYy Robert urray that when TIatıan rendered the NMLAAL ÖOUVD of Matt XVI | 8
Dy ÄC\.I-'-‘ AAA rather than Dy ÄC\.:.!.\ m< s 3141) he intended An

allusıon Chriıst VICLOTY VeT es cshared DYy the Church the 1g
of Ps CVII

Fıfth Ode AUX | () Here speakıng of the VIFSIN wh bırth the Son
the odıst wrıtes

ıl r(\-=\ v\<l(
The obscurıty of thıs 1E€ 15 dıimınıshed ıf COMPDATC 1{ wıth Ps XX where

AL old öf the SUuTl hat 1L Or ıke briıdegroom eavıng HIS
hamber and ıke strong INan 1 UNs 1{Ss COUTSC wıth JOY and note hat
hıs Was regarde DYy [WO second CenturYy wrıflers ASs prophecy f
the Incarnatıon of Jesus cf Justin DO 1V zal XIV A and Irenaeus
Adv Haer X AA 1 3 Gospel of Thomas 104 has the logıon oun al

19 and parallels form that shows influence from Ps X1AÄ If
the suggestion of merYy Barnes that read r("\.:u\in3tea of ‚(\_-_-;\

Ode K be accepted ’ MaYy render thıs 1E °She brought 'hım)
(0)8 ıke Strong INan Dy the 11l lof the Father| If 1l 15 COTTECI LO interprei
thıs the lıght of incarnatıonal understandıng O1 Ps N 1L 15

1  T  ıng note that whereas for Justin and Irenaeus the brıdal hamber
15 heaven for the odıst 1L mMust be the womb of the VIrgIN herself thıs
WOU be the earhest example Öf such interpretation of Ps X1IX 59

Symbols of Church and Kingdom (Cambrıidge RD
The ext of the des of Solomon ITAS X 1 (1910) S T Both S5yriac MSS read

| 0a but the [WO ATC close sound that the proposed emendatıon
15 VETY slıght. (F a1lso Ode m d where the Lord compared the SU

The object of the verbs ı VV. 1Of. the Samne A 8a the Son
The ‘brıdal-chamber‘ frequently Ooun symbo!l of heaven 11} second--CeNTLUTY Chrıstian
lıterature cf. the of Matt NS b E 111 Epistula Apostolorum X]1V-xilv: the teachıng
of the Valentinians (apud Irenaeus, Adv Haer. VI1l L nd Clement, Exe Theod. 1x111.
1-IxvV the eachıng of the N\Naassenes (apud Hıppolytus Ref 111 44) Gospel of
Thomas A see Schoedel Naassene Themes the Coptıc Gospe! of Ihomas VigChr
A1V 2725 34) ospel of Phılıp 82 Y5 the epıtaph of Flavıa Sophe (see Quispel

inscrı1ption de Flavıa Sophe Melanges Joseph de G'Ghellinck |Gembloux 1951
201 14) There 1  g Jewısh paralle! Joseph and Asenath where

ATC told of Metanoına TO1LC VDUOQ@OVUO (07 ake God
subject and refer Metano1a) hıs INa Yy indıcate hat the IMARC orıginally

Jewısh but 1CW of the exireme difficulty datıng hıs work MuUust consıder the
poss1ıbılıty hat the novelıst SCS A hat 15 orıginally Chrıstian ()de 111 the
‘brıdal chamber 15 sed d metaphor of Chriıst love for Ose he redeems agaınst thıs
background 1{ MaYy perhaps be SCC A example of realısed eschatology The er-
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As wıth the commonplaces, 1t INAd Y SIımply be the Case that the odıst has
“unternalısed’ the words of the Old Testament that he reproduces them

unconsc10usly In hıs christologica But. when COMDATIC the
abundance of parallels ın second-century Chrıistian lıterature. ıt becomes
hıghly implausıble maıntaın hat there 1S connection between these
other wrıters and the odıst, who purely fortuitously hıts the SaJmne scrıptural
texts 19 Thıs need NnOoT 1IMPDIY that the odıst consc10usly makes UuUSsSCcC of the
Old JTestament In the WdYy that Justin OT Irenaeus does: but al An Yy
ralte, SOTINC kınd of contro|l 1S operatıng select I} thıs contro]l 1S nOTL
the delıberate theologıca DUrDOSC of the odıst, 1t mMuSst be the kerygma DFO-
laımed hım and hıs communıty : d kerygma C ANCIHGE NOT only
recıtal of the events 1C brought salvatıon. but also the scrıptural
which those events WGTE CHeve aVe fulfiılled. and ıIn the 1g of which
the events WeTC be interpreted. The evıdence presented GTE that
the des ‘fit’ ell In the second CGEHMUUTY.; ın the HXT part of thıs study

attempt define their date INOTEC closely.

recent artıcle by Charlesworth and Culpepper o1VES twenty-Ssıx
examples of verbal simılarıties between the des of olomon and the
Johannıne lıterature 1! Their 1st 1S notlt NIiCNAde be exhaustıve : ASs they
notTe, other scholars aVe suggested the identification of urther parallels .

pretatıon of Ps XIX speakıng of the bırth of Christ Irom Mary 1S$ oun C In the
Advent hymn

Vergente mundı VESDEFE,;
ut] SDONSUS de thalamo

honestissima
Virginis MALtFLS clausula.

We cshould ote Iso the descr1ıption of the Church in Hermas, V ıs 11 1, KEKOOUHUNUEVN
C SK VDUOQOVOC NOPEVLOUEVN. The background hıs uUsSsCcC of the image INa Y be wıder than
Ps XIX and nclude the image of Joel 11L fel. Iso Maccabees EOl.)

15 possıble hat other christologically-signıificant allusıons the Old JTestament A1C present
In the des When the Savıo0ur 5SdVYyS, My etters (Iiterally, Iron SICW hot and melted
before me (XvI1 1 0b) there INa y be DD remote allusıon the of Samson : cf. Judg

he hat WEeTEC hıs became flax hat has caught fıre. and h1s bonds
melted off hıs hands More interesting 1$ Comparıson of Ode IM HI: ıth Isa XIV
In neıther AsCc 15 there sufficıently early evıdence of the christological UuUsSCcC of these

provıde useful parallels the des
he des of Solomon and the Gospel of John’, CBO Catholı1c bıblıcal quarterly) S MO

(1973) 298-3727)
Ssee C Gressmann, Die den Salomos’. In Hennecke ed.) Neutestamentliche
Apokryphen (Tübıingen, “1924) m Edouard Massaux, Influence de l’evangile de
saınl Matthieu SUur Ia litterature chretienne AVanıl saınt Irenee (Universıitas Catholıca
LovanıensIıs, 2nd SCT. 42, Louvaın, S
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None of these verbal parallels has Dy ıtself probatıve character Irequently,
ONC IA Yy for the simılarıty in expression DYy postulatıng chared
background. For example, the dıscussıon DYy Charlesworth and Culpepper
of the concept of lıvıng water‘ es XI1 27 XXXWVI. f Jn 1V 104.; V11 38)
does NOL take sufficıent ACCOUHT of the USC of thıs symbo!l ın the Old JTestament
whiıich both wrıters had ın COIMMNIMMONMN (CL. Jer 11 [3 XVI1. [3 Zech XIV
note a1sSO 1Q V111.16).

More important 1S what Charlesworth and Culpepper call ‘evidence of d

conceptual relatıonshıp between the odıst and John The princıpal DPIECE
of evıdence for such relatıonshıp 1S the concept of the Word

In the Odes. the and Aı ATC used interchangeably
s1gN1fy both the spoken word AT V111. Ö, IX S XVI11. 47 XXIV.

and x 111. <l al ]: Xar S, 97 and XXMI1IX. )1) and the hypostatısed
Word of God 15 clear from the parallelismus membrorum Öl x 11 hat
thıs Word. ‘who WAads al the first' In °‘hıs Father (VV 131 1S the Savıour

And h1s Word 1S$ ıth all OUT WdY,
the Savıour wh Q1VvES ıfe an O€s nOTt reject us

The ıdeas ın thıs PaSSALC, of the Word who Was in the Father
from whom lıght shone, wh 1S the Savıour who Q1veESs ıfe cby the truth of
hıs hame); ATC hıghly remımnıscent of the ıdeas in the Johannıne rologue
of the Word wh: Wds in (J0d EV QOXN): ıIn whom Was 1g hat chınes In the
darkness, and wh made those wh eeve in hıs children of (J0d
(Jn 1, 4f., 13) urther paralle the ıdeas of the Johannıne rologue
1S (OOde X11 Z

CC C 50 MI LEA &aa
°‘For the dwelling-place, of the Word 1$ [1all (Or, IS man),
and h1s truth 1S Ove

Thıs 15 remımınıscent of JIn 14, OYOC SO.PE EYEVETO, Kal SOKT]VOGEV
SV HLV MANPNC XAPLTOCG KaLl AANDELAG. Neıther (Ode x 11 11OT Ode X11
provıdes parahHel the language ö1 the rologue, but 'the paralle
ın chrıistological conceptions 1S VCTIY close. (J)de XE contaıns urther conceptual
parallels tO the Johannıne rologue the odıst speaks of the role of the
Word 1n Q1VvINg lıght INCNMN (VvV S and hıs role in creatiıon INAaY be
sıgnıfıed in thırd CYde provıdes paralle the rologue : V11 I
"Ihe Father of knowledge 1S the Word of knowledge’, CXDICSS the
SdaJInec dea ASs JIn L OEOC V OYOG

ÜnNe of Ode x 11 1S undenuably word-made-man : sımılarly, S
XMMIX. 9,\ MOST probably refers Jesus In hıs walkıng the
The reference the ( n du9) al XX MI1 est interpreted
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ASs reference the Savıour *> Thıs 1S nNnOoTL especılally promiınent chrıisto-
ogıcal dea In the des of Solomon : but it 1S important in the attempt

{O thısdetermiıne theır DTOVCNANCEC, for the only sıgnıfıcant paralle
chrıistological dea 1S In the rologue the fourth gospel 1

The second ıimportant paralle Johannıne ıdeas 1S In Ode110  Brian McNeil  as a reference to the Saviour !*. This is not an especially prominent christo-  logical idea in the Odes of Solomon; but it is important in the attempt  to this  to determine their provenance, for the only significant parallel  christological idea is in the Prologue to the fourth gospel!*.  The second important parallel to Johanninejdeas is in Ode 3:  “ and'he loves me:  For I should not have known how to love the Lord had he not loved me ...  and where his rest is, there also am I ...  For he who is joined to him who is immortal  shall also become immortal,  and he who delights in the Life  will become living.  This is the Spirit of the Lord without deceit,  who teaches the sons of men to know his ways’  (vv. 2b-3, Sb, 8-10)!°. Charlesworth and Culpepper note the following  Johannine parallels :  to vv 2b-3: 1 In. iv. 19 (+ JIn. xıv. 21, 1 In. iv. 10, In: xv. 16);  tO _ v.  5b: In xiv; 2f°. xvil. 24:  1O :  9: In x.25(+E14,v.26, 40 x. 10, 28 xiv. 6);  to v.  VO: In xiv. 17; XV. 26 Xiv. 26.  Although it may be argued that the metaphor of the odist is more directly  sexual than that of John, and although some of the proposed parallels are  rather tenuous, it may be admitted that here we find a cluster of ideas which  are found similarly clustered in the Johannine literature. As with the ‘Word’-  passages in the Odes, we find no passages which could establish that one  author is dependent on the other; but we do find a similarity that requires  some explanation.  The existence of these parallels may be accounted for in three ways. First,  one may argue that the Odes and John are not directly related, but are  epiphenomena of the same currents in piety and theology. Second, one may  argue that the formulation in the Odes of the shared concepts is less developed  than their formulation in John, and hence that the Odes are earlier and are  13 The precise meaning of this verse is unclear, but the Ode as a whole seems to refer to  Jesus.:: with v. 3a cf. x. 4a, and with v. 3b cf. xxxi. 11, both passages ex ore Christi which  employ the same verbs.  14 The idea of the Word become flesh in a man who is the Saviour is not found earlier than  the Prologue to John (I prescind entirely from the questions of whether and to what extent  the Prologue as we now have it is the reworking of a Christian or pre-Christian hymn).  15 I should prefer to omit the Seyame points in v. 9a, and so establish. a parallel between  the Saviour (‘the living one’, cf. Rev. i. 18, Gospel of Thomas 1) and the believer (‘living’)  like the parallels in vv. 7-8. Here, however, I follow the MS. reading with Charlesworth  and Culpepper.and he loves INEe
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Iso become immortal.

and he who elıghts In the Lıife
111 become 1VINg.
hıs 1S the Spirıt of the Lord wıthout deceıt.
who eaches the SOTI1S of [NECTNMN NOW hıs Ways

(vv 2b-3, 5 s 8-10) °° Charlesworth and Culpepper OlTe the following
Johannıne parallels

VV 25-3 In IV 9(+ JIn XIV 2 JIn IV JIn 16)
V JIn IN 21 V1l 2

In XI JN l Z XIV
Jn XIV. 26, XIV 26

oug ıt INa Y be argued that the metaphor of the odıst 1S INOTC ırectly
sexual than that Ol John. and a  oug SOINC of the propose parallels ALG
rather (ENUOUS, ıt IMaYy be admıtte that here tınd cluster of ıdeas whıich
AI oun sımılarly clustered In the Johannıne lIıterature. As wıth the

iın the Odes, fiınd which CO establısh that ONEC
author 1S dependent the other : but do fınd sımılarıty that requıres
SOINC explanatıon.

The existence of these parallels INa Y be accounted for In three WdYy>S Fırst,
ONEC INa Y that the des and John AT noTl ırectly related, but ATC

epıphenomena of the SaINC TE In DIELY and theology. Second, ONC INd y
that the formulatıon in the des of the shared 1S ess developed

than theıir formulatıon In John., and hence that the des Aln earlıer and A

a The prec1ıse meanıng of thıs 1$ unclear, but the ()de d S whole refer
Jesus : ıth 3a cf. 4a and ıth cf. XC both PE X OTE Christi whıch
employ the SAaJdIne verbs.

1 TIhe ıdea of the Word become flesh In INa  — who 1S the Savıour 1S NOT OUuUn earlıer han
the Prologue John prescind entirely from the questi1ons of whether and hat CXTeNT
the rologue AdS NO ave ıf 15 the reworkıng ofa Chrıstian pre-Chrıstıan hymn)

15 cshould prefer mıt the Seyame poINts In Ya, and establısh paralle]l between
the Savıour the lıvyıing One‘. cf. Rev Gospel of Ihomas l and the belıever (lıyıng
ıke the parallels ın Y Here. however. follow the readıng ıth Charlesworth
and Culpepper.
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be understood d > influence John !® T 3td.: ONEC INAYy that
the des AIC, In qualıified dependent ON John that 1S SdY, that
the odıst’s ıdeas INaY ultımately be traced tO the Johannıne lıterature,
whether spea of dırect knowledge of the (ExX1 of the gospel OT of 1ts
conjectured SOUTCCS, OT spea of the dıffusıon of ‘Johannıne) of
catechesıs. Since d number of second-century Chrıstian authors bear the
SdmInec relatıonshıp tO the Johannıne lıterature ASs the odıst, and In theır
neıther of the first [WO hypotheses 15 plausıble Statement of the relatıonshıp
SINCEe they dIc LOO ate be CONteMpPOrarYy OT SOUTCEC of John, the thırd
hypothesıs the MOST probable. The ın question ATC the
cts f John, the epher f Hermas. the Epistle Dıiognetus, the Epıstle
of olycarp, and the wrıtings of Justıin.

Chs XXXIX-XC of the cts of John contaın three close parallels the
fourth gospel In ch [XXXIX. John SaVyS of Jesus, &«»  n A  n T r  O10 otNON
EOEYETAL : cf. JIn X111. 23 NV AVAKELLEVOC ELC SK TV WOAONTÖV EV T KOATO®
TOV Inco®©, and XX1 20. KaLl ÜVENEGEV SV T OEITVO ..  mG3 TO OTNOOC
QUTOL In ch XC the words, ETELÖN EOMLÄEL UE f JIn Z TOV
OWV WOONTNV OV  DA EOMLAEL @] Incoc, and In a the verb AyYOATÜV
1S used (xIn. 2 , XI 26, KXXI /,20) When Jesus ebuffs John’ attempt
dıscover whether he 1S ruly human CIS of John X6). he 5SdYyS, OAVVNG,
UN YLIVOU AMNIGTOC AAAQ NMLOTOC KaLl Un NOPEPYOC cf. Jesus’ words Ihomas,
UN YIVOU ANLIOTOC AAAG NLOTOC (Jn 27) 15 dıfficult deny the influence
of John thıs DAasSsarc of the Acts of John, but the evidence O€es noOoTt permıt
us 5Sd Y posıtıvely hat the author knew the fourth gospel] the first paralle
1S conceptual rather than verbal, the second UuUSsSCSs the verb, and the 30
though admıttedly in sımılar context) has transferred and lengthened
Jesus’ rebuke tOo TIThomas The iıdentification of the Beloved ıscıple wıth
John DOCS urther han anythıng explıcıt in the gospel L The author makes

USC anywhere of Johannıne theological ıdeas, and ıt 1S arguable that
he dıd N0l know the gospel, but pıcked detaıls about the Beloved 1scıple
transmıtted Orally *®: As ıth he Odes, CAannotTt define wıth prec1sıon

hıs 1S the thesıs of ol Harnack., LEin 'jüdisch-christliches Psalmbuch AUS dem ersien Jahr-
hundert ( TÜ 35/4, Le1pzig, SCC Iso Rudaolf Bultmann. The G(rospel of John (E. E
Ox{ford,

L} hıs iıdentification INAYy be facilitaied DYy Jn ME (er: VV. Z
18 There 1S SOTINC evıidence of such ral tradıtıon cf. the references NS eanıng

Jesus’ breast and h1s wearıng priestly vestments ın the letter of Polycrates Vıctor
(apud Eusebius., IV and John’s encountering Cerinthus the (Irenaeus,
Adv Haer. I11 111 Quis Dives Salvetur ? 42, ('lement >dy> explicıtly hat he 1S quoting

handed OoOWn orally. ral tradıtıon INa Y be the SOUTCEC of the allusıons S
discovery of the unrealıty of the flesh of Jesus In the Adumbrationes of (C'lement JIn
and of hıs allusıon In the Hypotyposeis the of the baptısm of the apostles (apud John
Moschus, Pratum Spirituale 1 76 :PG 675 3045
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the relatiıonshıp of the author Acts of John the canonıcal Johannıne
lıterature.

Braun has propose the iıdentıif1catıon of number of parallels in Hermas
John L the mMoOost strıkıng of IC CO1THNE ın IM X11 Lr The epher

cshows Hermas rock and gale, whıich AL the Son OT (GIJ0d those who
wısh the kıngdom of (0d MUST DAadss through thıs gate ÖE MLAN

LIOC TOUV 0OE0D5 SOTLV' QOTN WL E10000C SGTL N PDOC TOV KUPIOV. CC
OUDWV QUÖELC SIGEAEUOETAL NDOC QÜTOV El LT Ö1LC TOUV VDIOV QUTOD (Vv par
from the cConcept of Jesus AdS MOAN, comparable that of Jesus d ©uvpa
(JIN J; Ignatıus, Philad. 1X l the soter10logıcal cConcept of the ONC

the Father ım X11 33 1S VEIY close that of JIn XIV 6, EYO® ELIUL
000CM  2  &L  Brian McNeil  the relationship of the author of the Acts of John to the canonical Johannine  literature.  Braun has proposed the identification of a number of parallels in Hermas  to John!?, the most striking of which come in Sim. IX xii. 1ff. The Shepherd  shows Hermas a rock and a gate, which are the Son of God: those who  wish to enter the kingdom of God must pass through this gate. 1 ö6& mOAN  ö viOG tOD 00 EotLW AT LiC ELGOSOG EOTL TPOG TÖV KUPIOV. ÄhAMG  00V 0088ic EIGEAÄEÖGETAL NPOG AUTOV EL W SLd TOD LIOD A0TOD (v. 6). Apart  from the concept of Jesus as zöAn, comparable to that of Jesus as ©üpa  (Jn. x. 9; Ignatius, Philad. ix. 1), the soteriological concept of the one entrance  to the Father (Sim. IX xii. 3, 6) is very close to that of Jn. xiv. 6, &y@ £in  H 6566 ... 00SEic Epyetaı TpOG TOV MartEepa ei N SL EuoD (cf. also In. x. 9).  It is not impossible that Hermas is directly influenced by the fourth gospel*°,  but again, as in the Odes and the Acts of John, we find a very close conceptual  parallel which is not so close verbally as to imply literary dependence.  Ode 1n. 3,  A mam zxi < am Ar min nin| Lam ar \\wd  ‘For I should not have known how to love the Lord  had he not loved me’,  is strongly reminiscent of 1 Jn. iv. 19, HıuEic ÜyanÖpEV, ÖTL AUTOG TPÄTOC  Hyanmnoev Huäc. The Epistle to Diognetus expresses the same sentiment :  }} xÖOCc üyanHıcELG TOV OUTOG TPOUYATHCAVTÄ GE; (x. 3). Both the odist and  the apologist express the same idea, that since God has taken the initiative  in loving and saving man, we respond by loving him. Such an idea, may  at first sight appear too banal to require us to postulate some relationship  between 1 Jn. iv. 19 and the odist and the apologist: but in fact the  formulation of this idea at 1 Jn. iv. 19 is without precise parallel elsewhere.  The closest to it are passages that speak of mutual love, Cant. ii. 16a, vi. 3a,  and Prov. viii. 17; but there is no evidence of the paraenetic use of these texts  earlier than Clement of Alexandria (cf. Strom. II Ilxiii. 2, quoting Prov.  19 F.-M. Braun, Jean le Theologien et son Evangile dans l’Eglise Ancienne (Paris, 1959),  pp- 160-70. Pp. 69-296 of this book present the fullest discussion of second-century use  of John. This study is in part a reaction against J. N. Sanders, The Fourth Gospel in the  Early Church (Cambridge, 1943), but Braun is aware of the danger of placing too much  weight on tenuous evidence (see, e.g., his remarks on p. 173).  20 There is no reason to doubt the statement of the Muratorian Canon that the Shepherd was  written at Rome in the pontificate of Pius (i.e., in the 140’s); I prescind_here from discussion  of the suggestion by S. Giet, Hermas et les Pasteurs (Paris, 1963), of a process of redaction  which has incorporated originally separate works into the book as we now have it. A Roman  provenance does not imply theological isolation: cf., e.g., Jean Danielou, The Theology  öf Jewish Christianity (E.T., London, 1964), pp. 36-39; nor need a Roman provenance at  such an early date imply ignorance of John: cf. Braun, op. cit., pp.:135-80.QVOELC EPYETAL NDOC TOV I 10tEepa E1 LT ÖL EUOV (e£. also In
1S NnOTL impossıble that Hermas 15 ırectly influenced Dy the fourth gospel 2

but agaın, ASs In the des and the Acts of John., fiınd d VCTY close conceptual
paralle 10 1S NnOL close verbally d imply lıterary dependence.

(Ode 111 3
» dalep 1 CT3  73 AAr mc is\ 7.'L.»\>)Ä ar A UuxN <

For | cshould noOoTt ave known how love the lLord
had he nNnOT loved me

1S strongly remımnıscent of In IV 19, N AVYOANÖLEV, OI1  C QLTOC NPOTOC
ANNGEV NUÄC The Epıistle Diognetus CXDICSSCS the sentiment :

NÖC AyYATNN ELG TOV QUTOC NMNOCYANNOAVTA X Both the odıst and
the apologıst CXDICSS the SAaINec idea, hat SINCEe (J0d has taken the ınıtl1atıve
ın lovıng and savıng MNan, respond Dy lovıng hım Such ıdea IMaYy
al first sıght AaDPCAT LO0 anal requıre us postulate SOTINC relatıonshıp
between JIn 1V 19 and the odıst and the apologıst : but iın fact the
formulatıon of thıs dea al JIn 1V 19 15 wıthout precıse paralle elsewhere.
The closest ıt AICc ASSagCS that spea of mutua|l love, ant 11 16a, V1 3a.
and TOV V111. I6 but there 1S evıdence of the paraenetic uUsSCcC of these
earher han Clement of Alexandrıa (el. Strom 1x111. 2 quoting LOX

| R Braun. Jean le T’heologien el SOM Evangile dans l’Eglise Ancıenne (Parıs,
Pp 92 of hıs book present the ullest discussıon of second-century USsSCc

of John hıs study 15 in part reaction agaınst Sanders, The Fourth Gospel IN the
Early Church (Cambrıdge, but Braun 15 AWATC of the danger of placıng LOO0 much
weıght EeENUOUS evıdence (SEE: C h1ıs remarks L23)
ere 1$ TCASONMN doubt the statement of the Muratorıan Canon hat the Shepherd Wds

wriıtten al Rome In the pontıfıcate of Pıus LO ın the 1 40’s); prescınd ere from dıscussıon
of the suggestion DY Giıet. Hermas 21 les Pasteurs (Parıs, of DTOCCS of redaction
whiıich has incorporated orıginally S|  ar works into the book NO ave it Roman
PFrOVCENANCEC oes not ımply theologıcal isolatıon ; 6E C Jean Danıelou. The Theology
Of Jewish Christianit y (Eid) London, 36-39 [10OT eed Roman DTOVCNANCCEC
such A early date ımply 1gnorance of John cf. Braun, O, CIE:. pp.:135-80.



The des of Solomon and the Scriptures EF3

VI11. / and hıs allusıon ant 11 In Paed. V Here agaın, therefore,
fınd Chrıstian wrıter of the second CeENLUrY dısplayıng the SdInec SOTT

of relatıonshıp John Aas the odıst, employıng concept that 15 dıstinctively
Johannıne but noT employın Johannıne vocabulary. 1S quıte poss1ıble
that all three authors depend d ost wrıtten SOUTCC, ()T that thıs dea Was

wıdely 111uUse AdSs moral aX10m : but In the present of knowledge.
the best explanatıon of thıs paralle INC that the odıst and the
apologıst depend ultımately John

In hıs pıstle the Phıilıppians, olycarp them agaınst docetism :
NÄC Yap OC (LV U OLOAOYN Incoöv AÄPLILOTOV SV GOAQpKL EANALOEVAL, VT
YPLIOTOC SGTLV:' KaLl A  OC LV  e UN OLOAOYT) TO UWOAPTÜPLOV TOU OTALPOU, SK TOUV
1ABOAOUL SGTLV (VIL. l Thıs DAa 1S remınıscent of [WO Johannıne

In 1V 2’ ICOLV NM VEDLO OUOAOYEL Incoöv AÄPLOTOV EV GOApKL EANALOOTA.
SK TOUVU O0 EOTIUV, KLl ICOV NVELUCO UN OUWOAOYEL TOV Incoöv SK TOUV
OE0O OUK EOTLV KLl SGTL tOo TOUV AVTLIY PLOTOU, and Jn I mOAAOL
NAOQVOL SENAOOV ELC TOV KOGOLOV, O1 UN OLOAOYOÜUVTEC Incoöv AÄPLOTOV
EDXOMEVOV EV OQPKT OÖTOC SGTLV NACVOC Ka OAVTELY PIGTOC. gaıln,
have dırect quotatıon. Iwo polnts must be made about Polycarp’s
knowledge of the New Testament, before Cal Judge whether thıs DASsSagc
1S sıgnıfıcantly paralle tOo the others that ave been Driefly discussed. Fırst,
Olycarp clearly DOSSCSSCS wrıtten versions of New JTestament wrıtings.
The closeness of hıs allusıons varıes; but he Iludes wrıtten etters al
Phil 111 and X11 3, thus makıng ıt ımprobable that the SdIne SOTT of oral
dıffusıon of rnNs of catechesıs ase Paul OT Peter Can be nvoked

explaın the parallels those wrıters A Can be nvoked explaın the
parallels the Johannıne lıterature In early second-century authors. Second,
Olycarp WdsS 1scıple of the Apostle John (ef. Irenaeus., Adv Haer. L11
111 47 and hıs etters Florinus and Vıctor, apud Eusebius, Al
XXIV. and 1e the attrıbution the Apostle Of: the gospel and
epistles 1S al the least hıghly doubtful*: the poss1bılıty cCannot be exciude
that John and hıs ciırcle WETC In SOTINC WdY connected wıth these wrıtings
and hence that olycarp INAaY have known them ırectly. However, Polycarp
nowhere quotes from the fourth gospel and the balance of the evidence

hıs attrıbution 1$ first found ıIn Ifenaeus‚ Adv Haer. | 1{ nd 1n the Muratorıjan Canon.
Dbrief SUPVCYV of the modern dıscussıon 1$ gıven DY Kaymond Brown. The Gospel

According John London, 9/1 IX AA  V
has een suggested, both DY Sanders (0D CHE 14) nd DY Braun (0D CH:: 284-85),

hat Phıl alludes 4N Z 25 V1 Braun SCCS urther allusıons. Phıl and
X11 Jn $ and Phüıl. 11 Jn E: 3 He admıts. however. hat the
evıdence of ıterary ependence 1S insufficıiently Stirong (0D CI 285) In Judgment.,
these propose: parallels AL less sıgnıfıcant for hıs dıscussıon han 1$ the consıderatiıon
of Phıl V1I1L
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o€es not rule Out the poss1bılıty that Phıil V11 bears the SdI1llec

SOTT of indırect relationshıp the epistles of John AdAS the other consıdered
here bear the canoniıcal Johannıne lıterature.

Fıfth the wrıtings of Justin dısplay number of interesting parallels
John At Apol. XXXI. dıscussıng (jen X11x. he wrıtes, dE N PDOTY
ÖUVOLLC WETA TOWV NATEPO NO VTOV KaLl ÖEOTÖOTYV OEOV Kal LIOC OYOC
SGTLV: Sn  OC TLIVO TDOTNOV SAapKOTOLNDELC AVOPOTOC YEYOVEV : cf. the oNnNan-
nıne rologue, especılally sımılar resemblance the language öf
the rologue 1S OoOun al zal. IX 0CC TOUVL ALUOATOC (AUDTOVL ODK E ÜvVOpPO-
NELOU OTEPUATOC YEYEVVNUEVOUL AAR  EK OEANUWUATOC OEO ( Jn 13 O1l  —A
ODK EC ALUATOV QV  dE SK OEANUATOC GO0PKOC QV  DE SK OEANUATOC AVOPOC
Al  E SK O0 EYyEVVNONGAaV In neıther DASsdakl o€es Justin UuUsec precıisely the
language of the rologue, but he 15 undoubtedly usıng the SaINC chrıstological
vocabulary In [WO E he refers og]1a of Jesus that ATC oun
only in John al ial XCl. the lıftıng-up of the serpent d fıgure of the

(eL. Jn 111 14{f.). and al Apol |x1 KaLl Yap YPLIOTOC SINEV: S
UN AvaysevVvVnOHTE, 018 UN ELOEAONTE ELC INV BOAGTAELOV TOV OVPAVÖV. OTL
ÖE KLl QÜOVVATOV E1C TOC UNTPAC TOWV TEKOL TOUC an YEVVOLULEVOULC
EUßN var, DOVEPOV NAOLV CS Thıs 15 conceptually, though NnOT verbally,
extremely close the dialogue between Jesus and Nıcodemus : AUNV UT V
AEYO® GO  — SQV WT TIG ysvvnon AVOOEV, 0180 ÖOLVATAL LOELV INV BAGLAELIOV
TOUV OO EYEL NDOC QOTOV NıKOONLOC’ NÖC ÖOLVaATAL AVOPOTOC ysevvnon vaı,
YEPOV Zn  QV U ÖOVLVATAL E1C INV KOLA1LGV S UNTPOC OQUTOUV ÖEUTEPOV 168A081 vV
Kal YyEVVNON val; (Jn 111 31) The closeness of these parallels JIn and
JIn 111 1S strıkıng, but agaın, the evıdence does nol necessarıly IMDIY hat
Justin knew the texi of the fourth gospel d ave ıt remaıns possıble
that Justin’s relatıonshıp the fourth gospel 1S al 8 0le ITCHIOVE dıstant from
dırect lıterary dependence AS wıth the other four authors, INAYy plausıbly
attrıbute the parallels orally-dıffuse catechesıs. One other paralle
reinforces the need for cautıon ; al ıal IXXXVI, Justin quo(tes John the
Baptıst s denıal that he 1S the Chrıst ODK ELUL AÄPLOTOC, ON DOVT)
BOÖVTOC. We INaYy COMPDATIC Jn 20 78 Thıs PaAasSsasl, however, CannotTt

Sımply be attrıbuted (at whatever eve of knowledge) the influence of
the tourth gospel ave the extra-canonıiıcal tradıtıon of the 1re kındled

—  i No Greek manuscrıpt has sıngular erhb In JIn | 3 Irenaeus MaYy ave known exXi
ıth sıngular erb (GT. Adv Haer. 111 XV1 2 SX 2 but S1INCe he oes NOT claım

be quoting the scrıptures In ese threey ıf 1S perhaps INOTC lıkely hat he has
delıberately Itered the Johannıne exXt for christological Similarly, f Judge
ıf probable hat Justin NeWw the eXi of John, MuUst leave OPCH the question of whıch
erb he read. On the ımportance of the CONCEDL of the log0S for Justıin, SCC MOST recently
Erıic Francıs Osborn Justin Martyr (Beıträge ZUT hıstorischen Theologıe GLE Tübıngen,
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in the Jordan, quotatıiıon from Ps 11 75 and remımınıscence in the Baptıst s
speech of Matt 111 (and T 111 16) The influence of ora]l
tradıtiıons about Jesus cannot be FiNe Out

S: of COUTSC, VETYV difficult dıscern from these f1ve authors (and the
( what pa  T  S orally-dıffused catechesıs of ‘Johannıne) Lype IA Yy
ave taken: SOTNC SXIENtT, might ount for the dıvergences from
the fourth gospel Dy speakıng of ‘Toatıng' ogla whıich have oun theır
WAadY in varıant forms both nto the gospel and into these wrıtings 2 ere.
however, ıt 1S in ÖT theologiıcal CONCEDLIS rather than in of
domiınıcal ogla that these m1ıd-second-century authors COHIE VETY close
the Johannıne lıterature., wıthout comıng close verbally that ATC oblıged
tO spea of dependence, the possıbılıty of the ex1istence of such of
catechesıs must be acknowledged The sımplest AaCCOUNT of the relatıonshıp
of the odıst tO John 1S 5Sd Y that h1s work 1s best understood in the SAaJInec

lıght d that of the author of the cts of John, of Hermas, of the author
of the Epıistle Diognetus, of olycarp, and of Justin. The question of
precısely what channel(s) transmıtted these ıdeas fO the odıst MuUuSst be eft
OPCN the evıdence WOU permıt us conclude eıther that the des bear
the marks of relatıonshıp ultımately wıth the documents A 110 ave
them, (T ıth the wrıtten OUTCCS Incorporated Dy PTOCCSSCS of redaction
nto the finıshed Johannıne aV Granted, therefore, hat
Cannot ANSWCT all the quest1ons IMY analysıs prompts, suggest hat ıt 1S
only in the framework f thıs understandıng of the relatıonshıp between the
des and John that the s1ıgnıfıcance of indıvıdual parallels the ex1istence of
whıich has een propose Dy scholars INaAaYy be assessed.

One formal paralle between the des of Solomon and the fourth gospel
cshould be discussed Drijelly.: hat between the discourses &€} OE Christi In
the des and the fırst-person discourses of Jesus In John No COMNSCHNSUS

eX1ISts scholars about the OUTCCS of these dıscourses, and prescınd
ere from thıs question ; ıt suffices Sa Y that there 1S general agreement
that In these discourses do NnOoTt have the IDSLSSIMA verba of Jesus. In what

MaVY ıt be laımed hat these ATrC precedent for the OVYEe

Christı in the es

paralle WOU be logıa which AdIC found both In the synoptıc gospels and in John
(ef. JIn M1 and Matt 24, V1 JIn 111 and Matt 40) OT both ın the
synoptıc gospels and ın the Gospel of TIThomas (thıs better explaıned DYy
Moating' tradıtiıons han by dırect USC of the gospels DYy the redactor of TIThomas). Egerton

INAYy provıde SOMINC evidence for the ‘fNoatıng of ogla found in John. Dbut the precıse
relatıonshıp of hıs exi the canonıcal gospels 1$ dıifficult determine : SG ayeda,
Das Leben-Jesu ragment Papyrus Egerton und SECINEC Stellung In der christlichen Literatur-
geschichte (Berne The OCCUTTEINNCE of such ‘Moatıng ogla iımplıes lıterary COIMN-

nection between the whıich them
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Thıs WOU be sıgnılıcant DIEGE of evıdence of Johannıne influence:
establısh the Cla however. ıt WOU be NECCCSSdT y show that when

the odıst composed h1ıs diıscourses he WAas of the Johannıne paralle 2
has been argued here that do NnOoT have sufficıent evıdence permıit

us 5Sd Y hat the odıst dıd know John Besıides thıs. have second-century
parallels hıs discourses X: OVEe Christi In lıturgıical CONtexT. The clımax of
the Homily of elıto of Sardıs chs C11-C111) 1S fırst-person PAsSsSakc whıich
beg1ins, EYO®, ONOLV, APLOTOC, EY® KATOADOOC TOV (QAVaATOV We INa Y
COMPDAIC also the Hymn of the Car prescınd TE from Anl y discussıon
of the DTOVCNANCEC of thıs hıghly obscure DOCIN Sımply note that ıt 1S
formally paralle the discourses @X: Christi In the des In that ıf 1S

ACCOUNT In the first DCTISON sıngular by d figure who descends and asecends:
ıts poetıic form Ssu SOTINC kınd of lıturgical CONICXT ST diıscourses
FX OE Christi in second-century wrıtings 2 In the Acts of John. the
Epistula Apostolorum, the Shepherd of Hermas, OT the Apocryphal Letter
of James) ATrCc NOT delıvered ın lıturgıical CONTEXT,: and ATIC noTl formally
paralle the aAaSSagCS In the des nevertheless, they form parti OT: the
background agaınst i® such ASs des XXVI11 and x 111 COU be
composed and sed In the ıturgy We need 191011 ook dırectly the mode]
of the fourth gospel explaın thıs

111

The DAaSsSagc In the des which 1S closest DASSdarc In the SyNoptıCc gospels
1S X XI

“Wıthout corruption Wds$ thy WdY an thy face
hou hast brought thy WOT corruption,
hat everythıng miıght be dıssolved and renewed.
an hat the foundatıon of everythıng miıght be thy rock
nd ıf hou hast Duilt thy kıngdom
and ıf became the dwellıng-place of the saınts'.

75 WOU nNnOoL be NECCSSATY sSshow hat he W dS AaWAAaTEC hat the Johannıne diıscourses WETC

NOL the ID.  Ma verba Jesu : hıs discourses mıght be modelle: hem en AS genumne
words of the Lord
The DaAasSsakc presents slıght ambıgulties. better ake the erb of 12a governed
DYy the Dalath whıich SOVEINS the [WO verbs in 146 and AS part of the Samne PUrpOSC-
clause. In 126 the second PDCTSON sıngular erb of f1ıt the Ontexti of S
less ell han N’s thırd DCTISONMN feminıne sıngular, whıch makes the °rock‘’ the wellıng-
place of the saınts. The Coptıc reads thy lıght In V 129 there 1$ [Cason prefer
hıs readıng the Syri1ac of both MSS
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Several COMMEeNTLAaTtOrS have iın hıs allusıon Matt XVI 18. MOl
AIC FeteL and uDON thıs rock buıld I1 y church  ’27 The parallels
between the [WO ATC undenıably strıkıng : have the SAaInNe verb (Bulld),
and the SAaInec basıc metaphor (TOCK ); and ıf extend the Matthaean (ex{i

19, fiınd the Samıec dea (*kıngdom ) A In (Ode X X11. 12b The authen-
ticıty and the interpretation Ol Matt XVI1 EST ATIC much disputed : but
the general meanıng of the IeXTi Aas ıt stands in Matthew 1S suffıcıently clear

permıt us COMDAIC the [WO The rock‘’ of Matthew XVI 18
whiıich the church 1S built 15 eıther Peter OT hıs faıth that Jesus 1S the Messı1ah

1S nNnOT clear hat the TOCK' of (Ode XX11. B sıgniıfies. Nothıing ın the CORTEeXT
posıtıvely favours the interpretatiıon of the rock‘ ASs metaphor for the
faıth Ööf the communıty, OT for the leader of the communıty, and ıt makes
better in Contexti take ıt A A evocatıon of solıdıty. ıke the .  rock

16 the odıst 1S establıshed al 1 (CT.. C Ps Ix1 and NnOT LIrYy
identify INOTC precıse signification “”

second dıfference between ()de X X11 and Matt XI 1S that In Matthew the
church 1S ul uDON the rock. ıle In Ode X X11 ıt 1S the kıngdom that 18 ul
UDONMN the rock. Thıs INaY be due wholly realısed eschatology, but SINCEe
the odıst nowhere else SCS the CONCcepL of the kıngdom Ü spea of hıs
communıty (eT XVI11. S X X111. 12} there ATrTC insufficıent grounds for suggesting
hat here he has cConsc10usly Itered tradıtional logıon The ınıtıal plausıbıilıty
of the suggestion hat the odıst o€s allude ere Matt XV1 18

be weakened Dy these cons1ıderatıions: whıiıle Cannot rule Out the
possıbılıty hat the of ()de XX11. 12a 1S make us 1ın 51
the Cephas oöf the gospel WOU conclude that there 1S weıghty
LTCASON SUDDOSC ıt INCAan anythıng INOTC han the ms AL of X1

In fewn the detaıls g1ven Dy the poet of the Savıo0ur s Calr Gcer

ATrC oun 1ın other wriıters. At X1X 93 ATC old that the vırgın dıd nOoTt

requıre mıdwife). Thıs tradıtion 1S oun also al Ascension of Isa1ah X1 /-14
Protevangelıum of James NXYNX 1-3, and Acts of Peter XX1IV >0 At UOde XXX1I. O,
the Savıour 5Sd YyS, ndured and held INY and Was sılent. that m1g
D Eı Kendel Harrıs in the editio princeps, The Odes nd Psalms of Solomon (Cambrıdge,

ad lOC:: assauX. CTE 207
28 brief SUPVCY of the problems, whıch AI LOO complex be diıscussed ere 1S presented

DY Raymond Brown 1 al Peter IN the New Testament London ]
S the uUSC of.the SAdiIne metaphor 1Q V1.22-29 gaın ere 1S ambıgulty in the ontex{
1S the Teacher hımself the TOCK.. o€es he Sa Y INOTC han hat the foundatıons of
h1Is communıty ATC solıdly establıshed DYy (J0d AS rock”? On the relatıonshıp of hıs
PAassapc the CONCeEDL Matt KVI SCC tto Betz. ‘Felsenmann und Felsengemeınde ,
ZNW x7yn (1957) AA FT
IIr ()’Neıll] has suggested that thıs tradıtıon 1S reated the Dasıs of Isa
|XVI. I ‘Before che WAaSs In labour che DBaVC bırth before her paın CaImne uUDON her she WdsS

delıvered of Sson
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10l be disturbed by them At Gospel of Peter ATC old of Jesus
hat he Was sılent. ıke OS who ee1is pain ; cf. also Orac. Sıb BB 297f
where AT old of Jesus that he kept sılence durıng hıs passıon est hıs
persecutors chould dıscover h1ıs irue Or1g1n. At least SOINC extent, ATre

dealıng ere wıth floatıng tradıtiıons : there 1S LCASOTIN suggest that the
odıst depends these other wrıters. has En suggested hat the detaıls
of the allusıon the baptısm ın Ode SIN ala3 MaYy be traced gospel
other than the canonıcal four  51 ıle thıs CAannOot be ruled out, cshould
prefer attrıbute the parallels to the UuUs«c of COIMNMMON tradıtions.

In ONC passSagc, the Jlanguage of the odıst 1S remımnıscent of logıon of
Jesus oun ıIn number of second-century Wıth Ode XMXXIV.

he lıkeness of hat which 1S below
1S hat whiıich 1S above‘.

may be compared (lement X11 25 Gospel of Thomas Z Gospel of the
Egyptians (apud Clement, Strom. 111 XC1). Gospel of Phılıp 69, and Acts of
Peter XXXV1I11 >® The ullest versions of thıs agraphon AT those in the Gospel
of Thomas and the Acts of Peter The former reads .

..  Jesus saıd them. When (OTAV) yYOUu make the
[WO (M6 and when yYOUu make the inner d the Outer

and the OUuU AS the inner and the above AS the below
and 1Va make the male and the female into
sıngle ONC. hat the male 111 nOoTt be male and the
female be female. when OTOAV YOU make CYVCS ıIn
the place of a CYC, and hand ıIn the place of hand
and foot In the place of foot image EIKOV)
In the place of A image (EIKOV), hen (TOTE)
yYOU chall enter the kingdom|]| ” .

In the Gospel of Thomas and the Gospel of the Egyptians, thıs logıon 1S
powerful statement OF sexual encratısm ;: the dıvısıon f mankınd nto male
and female MUST be removed before the kıngdom CAall come *+ Thıs ınter-

hıs Wds> first suggested DY Harrıs. editio DFrINCEPDS, SCC Iso Hugo Duensing,
AT vierundzwanzıgsten der den Salomos . SIN X11 806-8/, and James

Charlesworth, “Tatıan’s Dependence UDOIN Apocryphal Tradıtions/, Heythrop Journal
5-17 Stephen Gero.; he Spirıt AS Dove the Baptısm of Jesus , Novum

Testamentum XVI11 (1976) TE
3° AT forms of thıs agraphon d1iC found In cts of TIThomas 147/ and cts of Phıilıp. 140

SCC also Aelred Baker. he ‘“Gospel of Ihomas and the Syriac 1Lıber (graduum. .
NIS A New Jlestament studıes X11f 4055

33 (S$: the form ın the Gospel of the Egyptlans : When Salome A when hat che enquıred
Ou WOU be KNnown. the LOord saıd. When YOU ave trampled the garment of
cshame and when the [WO become OTE and the male ıth the ftemale neıither male NOT

female ( A Iso Gospel of Ihomas
On the encratısm of the Gospe!l of Thomas SCC Kee. ...  Becoming Ch3hiuld: ıIn the
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pretatiıon of the logıon 1$ rejected DY Clement ör Alexandrıa, wh o€es nNnoTt
reject the logıon ıtself though cautionıng that ıf 1S nOoT handed OWN In
the four ospels), but 5SdyS hat those who ake ıf LO spea of human sexualıty
HVE faıled SCC hat when the 1LOrd speaks of “male and female he 15
speakıng of wrath and lust nevertheless, hıs assoclatıon of the female wıth
"lust 1S ıtself indıcatıon of how {ırmly-rooted the sexua]l interpretatıon
of thıs logıon Was IHOTGC thorough-going edulcoratıon 1S found in (lement
XI 26 the EC® and the EO0, which the authors of the Gospel of Thomas
and the Gospel of the Egyptians ake INcCcaAanNn the sexual OFZaus; dIC

"spırıtualısed INCAnN the Dody and the soul, IC mMust be made (HGE Dy
abolishing hypocrIsy. The encratism of the logıon 1S nOT altogether removed,
however.

There 15 encratısm In the version of the agraphon OoOun In Acts of
Peter XXXWVII. Feter. the $ speaks of am s fall and the restitution
in Christ

he first INan whose LAGE ear In AaDPCATAaNCCThe Odes of Solomon and the Scriptures  19  pretation of the logion is rejected by Clement of Alexandria, who does not  reject the logion itself (though cautioning that it is not handed down in  the four Gospels), but says that those who take it to speak of human sexuality  have failed to see that when the Lord speaks of ‘male and female’ he is  speaking of wrath and lust : nevertheless, his association of the female with  ‘Just’ is itself an indication of how firmly-rooted the sexual interpretation  of this logion was. A more thorough-going edulcoration is found in 2 Clement  xil. 2-6 : the &Ew and the &c0o, which the authors of the Gospel of Thomas  and the Gospel of the Egyptians take to/ mean the sexual organs,; :are  “spiritualised’ to mean the body and the soul, which must be made one by  abolishing hypocrisy. The encratism of the logion is not altogether removed,  however.  There is no encratism in the version of the agraphon found in Acts of  Peter xxxvill. Peter, on the cross, speaks of Adam’s fall and the restitution  in Christ:  “The first man, whose race I bear in my appearance ... established all this dispensation  in which he showed the things of the right as left and the things of the left as right,  and changed all the marks of their nature, so that men would take what was not good  to be good, and what was in reality evil to be good. Concerning this, the Lord said in a  mystery, ‘“Unless you make the right as the left and the left as the right, and the upper as  the lower, and that which is behind as that which is in front, you shall not know the  kingdom””  Peter here speaks of the radical remaking of man and the world accom-  plished in Christ*°. The language here is not encratite; but given that we  have in this passage a different analysis of anthropology and soteriology  from that in the Gospel of Thomas, we have a picture of a transformation  no less complete. For this author, the fall is the birth of Adam head-down-  wards; which establishes a mirror-world in which nothing is what it seems  to be. The redemption is the setting-upright in the cross of Christ of this  upside-down world, so that things can be seen to be what they are in truth.  Gospel of Thomas’, Journal of Biblical Literature \xxxii (1963), pp. 307-14. Gospel of  Philip 69 is extremely obscure, because lacunae in the MS. make the sense of the whole  impossible to follow. It is not possible to say anything with confidence about how those  whom the author refutes here took the agraphon; in the context of his own theology,  it is highly probable that he interpreted it in an encratite sense.  35 See Jonathan Z. Smith, ‘Birth Upside Down or Right Side Up?’, History of Religions ix  (1969-70), pp. 281-303. It is probable that Peter speaks here in some sense with the voice  of Christ, so that he can say that in his own being crucified upside-down, the fall of Adam  is reversed : as in the Acts of Thomas, characteristics properly belonging to the redeemer  can be attributed to the apostle (see Rudolf Bultmann, ‘Die Bedeutung der neuerschlossenen  mandäischen und manichäischen Quellen für das Verständnis des Johannesevangeliums’,  ZNW xxiv [1925], pp. 100-46).establıshed al hıs dıspensatıon
ın whıich he showed the thıngs of the rg AS left and the thıngs of the left N rıght,
and changed ll the marks of theır hature, hat [NECTNMN WOU ake hat Wäds nOTL g00d

be g00d and hat Wds> In realıty vVı] be 200d Concerning thıs, the Lord saıd In
MYSTIETY, “Unless yOUu make the rıght the eft and the eft A the rıght, and the A

the lower. and hat which 1S behıind d > that whıich 1$ In Iront, YOU chall NnOTL NOW the
kıngdom ”

Peter ere speaks of the adıcal remakıng of INa  — and the WOTr. —
plıshed iın Christ >>° The Jlanguage ere 1S NnOTL encratıte : but gıven hat
ave in thıs DASSsarc dıfferent analysıs of anthropology and soter10l10g2y
Irom hat in the Gospel of Thomas, aQVEe pıcture of transformation

ess complete. For thıs author, the fall 1S the Ir of dam head-down-
wards:;: which establıshes mırror-world In which nothıng 15 what ıt
{O be The redemption 1S the setting-upright ın the of Chriıst of thıs
psıde-down WOr that thıngs Can be SCCM be what they arc in truth

Gospel of TIThomas'. Journal of Biblical Literature [XXX1] (1963) S Gospel of
Phılıp 1S extremely obscure, because acunae In the make the of the Ole
ımpossıble follow It 1$ nOL possıble Sa V anythıng ıth confıdence about how those
whom the author efutes ere took the agraphon; ın the ontext of h1ıs OW theology,
ıt 1S hıghly probable that he interpreted it ın A encratıte

35 See onathan Smıiıth, Bırth Upsıde Down Rıght Sıde Üpt, History of Religions 1X
-  g 281.303 It 1$ probable hat eier speaks ere In SOME SEHNSE ıth the Volce
of Chrıst:; that he Call 5>d y that ın hıs OW. being erucıfıed upside-down, the fall of dam
1S reversed : ın the cts of IThomas characterıistics properly belongıng the redeemer
Can be attrıbuted the apostle sSeo udolf ultmann, Die Bedeutung der neuerschlossenen
mandäıschen un: manıchäischen Quellen für das Verständnıs des Johannesevangelıums/’,
NXIV 1925] 100-46).
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Underlyıng both theologıes 1S the dea of Christ ASs second dam Fach
uUsSscCcsS the agraphon of Jesus make ıts polnt.

Of these f1ve varıants of the agraphon, three spea of makıng the
AS the lower : the forms in the Gospel of TIThomas, the cts of PeEteL. and
the Gospel of Phılıp. Thıs detaıl 1S Ooun a1so in cts of Phıilıp 140, but In
dependence the cts of Peter 15 dıifficult determıne whether these
words form part of the orıgınal agraphon : ıf INAYy be that the cshorter form
attested iın (lement and the Gospel of the Egyptians 1S closer the
orıgınal form S The orıgınal meanıng of the agraphon the abolıtion
of sexualıty AS precondıtıon of nto the kıngdom, but thıs meanıng
COu be toned OWN., ASs ın (lement and DYy Clement of Alexandrıa, OX

sımply ignored, ASs iın the cts of Peter
What, then, of Ode XXXIV. 4° ere 1S hınt ın thıs Ode of sexual

encratısm the tone 1S seit In la,
ere 1S NnOT hard WAaY where there 1S sımple heart.. and 15 continued

v 6
'‘Grace has een revealed for yOUr salvatıon.
Belıeve and 1ve and be saved .

15 seTl ın the description öf the INan of ‘sımple heart.. who 1S contrasted
ıth those who ack knowledge

Where the g00d 1S$ surrounded sıde.
ere 1$ nothıing dıyıded In hım
The lıkeness of that which 1S eIO0OW
1S hat which 1S above.
FOor everythıng 15 above.,
and there 1S nothing eI0W
but ıt 15 supposed be DYy those ın whom there 15 knowledge'

(vv 3-5) The words Nahlaz DUn (v 3b) SCCI1N indıcatıon
of genulne ınk wıth the agraphon, which spoke of makıng the [WO ONGE

ın the removal of sexual dıfferentiatıion. Here, the odıst speaks of d sıngle-
mındedness 1C 111 NOL be dıstracted from that a 1S above, LE, the
thıngs of (G0d wh surrounds the odist . Dy hat 1C. 15 elow, 16
earthly thıngs which ave real sıgnıfıcance. The Iirue s1ıgnıfıcance 1S noTt

be oun in the WOT. dASs the ignorant In (v 56),; but ın the revelatıon
of (Vv eFe 1S sıgn here that the odıst 1S wrıting polemically

The MOSLT recent discussıon of hıs IS DYy ar]| Paul Donfried, The Setting of Second Clement
IN Early Christianity (Suppl. OVYUM Testamentum 38. Leıden. I5-77,
If HIS datıng in the fırst CeENLUTY 1$ COTTESCE: ('lement X11 15 the earhest attestatıon of
hıs log10n.

A The passıve ın 39 1S$ so-cCalled ‘dıvıne Dassıve ; cf. Ps XXWV
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agaınst false interpretation of the words Savı1our, AaSs WeTC the authors
of ('lement and the Gospel of Phılıp. and C'lement of Alexandrıa ; the
Nirast 15 sımply between ‘the enlıghtened hought (v and .  those In
whom there 1S 110 knowledge’.

The lınk between the language of Ode XX XIV and the agraphon of Jesus
Wads first suggested DYy Va  — nnı wh interpreted the ntrast between
the thıngs below and the thıngs above in the lıght of Platonism >®

preferable make the ınk iın the lıght of the pervasıve second-century
Christian COHGEGEFEN for oneness ** If the suggestion 1S GCOTFEECT. INAaY noTte
that the remın1ıscence of the agraphon functions In the SAaJIne WAdY d the
remıin1ıscencCes of chrıstologically-sıgnificant Old Testament Dassa dıscussed
In parti of thıs study esEe remımınıscences dIC worked into the ex{iure
of the des hat they do NnOT interrupt the In anı y WaY Talk of the
sufferings of the Savıour certaın Old Testament5 and alk
of sıngle-miındedness the words about the necessity ST Overcomıng
the dıvısıon In INa  - Thıs remınıscence 1S unparalleled elsewhere in the ÖOdes.
and thıs iısolatıon SOINC cautiıon in ıdentifyıng the SOUTCEC of the
image ın XXXIV. A the agraphon of Jesus. Yet the paralle language of
second-century wrıters wh do use thıs agraphon, and In partıcular the
paralle of Clement X11 where 1t 1$ made the Dasıs of paraenes!1s, SGGIMHN
HIC end weıght Vall Unnik’s suggestion.

ere 1S, therefore, SOTINC eviıdence that the odıst knows extra-canoniıcal
tradıtıons about Jesus, and ıf 15 pOsSsS1I hat unparalleled detaıls such ASs
those in des XXIV and x 111 AT siımılarly derıved —+ 1S INOTEC lıkely, however,
hat these detaıls. ıke the meditations In des X’ XVII, AÄV, XXVIIL. XXXI1. and
AAXV (ıf thıs 1S wrıtten FE OÖOTe Christi), dIC the creation of the poetl hımself d
he reflects the basıc kerygmatıc ount of the Cal Gel of the Savıour.

The des of Solomon er us iınternal clues theır DITOVCNANCC ;
faılıng HE  S d1ıscoverI1es, the only method of ıdentifyıng the per10d Öf. theır
or1g1n 1S demonstrate the clustering of sıgnılıcant parallels the technıque
OT anguage f the DOoeLt The results of thıs study INAdYy be summed ASs
ollows : the des of Solomon bear the SaJIne relatıonshıp Fo the canonıcal
Johannıine lıterature AdS 1Vve wrıters Irom the first half of the second CENTUTY,
showiıng influence ın of theologiıcal but NOT 1n TMmMS of

38 ote Ode of Solomon AAAIV 4, SE XXXWVII (1936)
39 NSee Le Chrıst verıte est Un Irenikon 11 198202
4() 1$ possıble hat the obscurıty of (Ode XXWVII. D  ut Wds carryıng In rıght

hand INAY be lessened DYy cComparıson ıth pıstula Apostolorum 24 In whıch Jesus
SCC Sa y hat he descended into Sheo] baptıse the dead ıth the of h1s Ng
hand the eX+t 1S obscure., ıth varıants, but cf. the later JTestament of the Lord In Galılee,

209{. ci. Iso the reference In Hermas, SIm. VI 1-/, LO the descent of the
apostles baptıse the dead In Sheol
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lıterary dependence. Further., the pattern of the poet's christological uSe of
the Old Jestament resembles the UuUsSsC made DYy second-century wrıters: and
there 1S evıdence of hıs acquaıntance wıth extra-canonıiıcal tradıtiıons about
Jesus. The first half of the second CeNTUrY 1S LOO ımly-l1ı for us pın OWN
wıth prec1s1ıon the PFOVCNANCEC of the des wıthın it: conclude ıth the
IHOFTE modest hope hat discussıon has cshown that thıs 1S nevertheless
the per10d wıthın Al theır DTrOVCNANCC 1S {O be ocated


