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PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION

T is not easy to produce a satisfactory edition of a work
which has come down to us in a single document, especially
when the document itself is late in date, and represents not the
original text, but a version of the same, made by some unknown
hand. Obscurities are sure to exist in a text so scantily attested
* and of such an uncertain tradition. In spite, however, of these
inherent difficulties, I hope that the translation and editing of
these new Odes of Solomorn (with their associated and already
known Psalms of Solomon) will be satisfactory ; for, although
late in date, the text is very well preserved, and the translation
from the Greek into the Syriac appears to have been carefully
and conscientiously made. If we could come across some more
traces of the newly-recovered work in the writings of the Fathers,
or if, by good hap, we might find the lost Latin or a copy of
the original Greek, much that is obscure in our presentation of
the Odes would disappear. Meanwhile we have done our best
with the material as we found it and as we were able to reinforce
it: our thanks are due to scholarly friends who have assisted us
with their keen revising eyes or their nimble emendating brains.
My learned lady friends Mrs Lewis and Mrs Gibson have given
me much assistance with the proofs: Mr Glover has criticised
obscure passages and inadequate arguments: and Professor
Nestle has made some brilliant suggestions for the betterment of
the text, and traces of his skilled hand may be seen at several
points, of which I note especially Ode 7. 12, Ode 38. 14, Ps. v. 16,
Ps. vii. 4, and Ps. xvii. 31. I think it is very likely that a skilled
Coptic scholar could also do something to improve either the
text or the translation in those Odes which have been transferred
to the text of the Pistis Sophia.

RENDEL HARRIS
CHETWYND

SELLY OAK
October 1909



PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION

HE first edition of this book having been exhausted sooner

than I had anticipated, I have decided not to delay the

production of a new edition, which should, as far as possible,

remove the errors of the former, and incorporate the results of

the searching criticism to which the Odes and the manner of
their presentation have been subjected.

In response to a number of appeals, I have added a facsimile
of the unique manuscript from which I have worked. Then, as
far as conviction ruled, I have accepted a number of textual
betterments from scholars in England, France and Germany.
In the case of the Psalms of Solomon, I have added the readings
of the curious fragment of these Psalms, preserved in a MS. in
the Cambridge University Library, to which Dr Barnes has
drawn attention. In the case of the Odes, the text and the
translation and the theories connected therewith have been
compared with those of Harnack-Flemming, Zahn, Ungnad-
Stiark, Batiffol-Labourt, Barnes, Bernard, Diettrich, Charles,
Clemen, Gunkel, Haussleiter, Mead, Menzies, Nestle, Schulthess,
Spitta and others. As the range of interpretation is very wide,
and critical consent still seems to be somewhat remote, I have
added a new section to review the work done on the Odes by
the scholars referred to, and to give some estimate of its value
in the most important cases. With these corrections and ex-
pansions I hope the second edition will be as welcome as and
not less useful than the first.

RENDEL HARRIS

SELLY OAK
February 1911



BIBLIOGRAPHICAL NOTES

In preparing the second edition for the press, it will be
convenient to give in the first place, a bibliography of the most
important reviews and notices of the Odes, which I have come
across : the list makes no pretence at completeness; but it will
serve to indicate the currents of opinion, and special attention
will be given to those articles or reviews which are important for
the resolution of the problems connected with the Odes, by
marking them with an asterisk.

Dr J. Vernon Bartlet in British Weekly for Feb. 25, 1909. (Announce-
ment of Discovery of the Odes.)

Rendel Harris in Contemporary Review for April, 1909, ‘An Early
Christian Hymn-book.

J. M. Leendertz in ’EAdérw % Baokela gov for May 6, 1909 (Utrecht).
(Notice of Discovery etc.)

Prof. Nestle in Kirchlicher Anzeiger fiir Wiirttemberg No. 49, 1909.
(Notice of Discovery.)

Louis Mari¢s in Etudes par les Péres de la compagnie de Jésus for
June 20, 1909. (Notice of Discovery and of Article by R. H. in
Contemporary Review.)

Rendel Harris. An Early Christian Psalter, London (Nisbet and Co.),
1909. Contains the greater part of the Odes in English with a
.brief introduction.

Rendel Harris in Zke Quest. 1910, pp. 288—305. Text of lecture on
¢An early Judaeo-Christian Hymn-book’ given before the Quest
Society.

G. R.S. Mead in T%e Quest. 1910, pp. 561—570. Review of Rendel
Harris' Odes and Psalms of Solomon.

G. R. S. Mead in Zke Quest. 1910, vol. ii. pp. 166—169. Review of
Harnack’s Ein jlidisch-christiiches Psalmbuch.

Harnack in Silfzungsberichle der kinig. preuss. Akademie for 1909.
No. s1.  Berlin. Notice of Discovery.



X BIBLIOGRAPHICAL NOTES

¢ Times' Literary Supplement for Dec. 2, 1909. Brief Review.

Schiirer in Theol. Literaturseitung for Jan., 1910, pp. 6, 7. Review

Record for Dec. 17, 1909. (Brief Notice.)

Nestle in Zheol. Lit.-Blatt for Jan. 7, 1910. Review of the Odes.

The Christian World for Jan. 13, 1910. Review.

W. B. Brash in The Methodist Times for Jan. 13, 1910. Review.

Dr James Moffatt in British Weekly for Feb. 24, 1910. Review.

The Athenaeum for Jan. 15, 1910. Review.

R. S. Franks in the British Friend for Jan., 1910. Review.

H. Ramette in Le Chrétien Libre, pp. 457—460. Review.

Expository Times for Feb., 1g10. Editorial Notice.

Wohlenberg in Schleswig-Holstein- Lauenburgisches Kirchen- u. Schulblatt
for Feb. 12, 1910, No. 7.

The Outlook for April 2, 1910. Review. (New York.)

Evening Bulletin for April 13, 1910. Account of Discovery. (Phila-
delphia.)

The Guardian for April 14, 1910. Review of Early Christian Psalter.

The Guardian for April 29, 1910. Review of Odes and Psalms.

Buonaiuti in Rrvista Storico-critica delle Scienze Teologiche for March,
1910 (pp. 188—200). (Rome.)

Daily News for March 11, 1910. Brief Review.

¢ Times’ Literary Supplement for April 7, 1910. A Church Hymnal oy
the First Century. Review (by Dr R. H. Charles).

H. Hansen in Der Alte Glaube for April 8, 1910. Review, with transla-
tion of three selected Odes into German verse.

British Weekly for April 27, 1910. Notice of Dr Harnack’s book on
the Odes.

Great Thoughts for May 7, 1910. Review.

*Harnack and Flemming, Ein jidisch-christliches Psalmbuck aus dem
ersten Jakrkundert : in Texte u. Untersuchungen 11. 5. 4. Leipzig
(Hinrichs) 1910.

Nairne in Guardian for June 3, 1910, p. 778. Review.

Dr Johannes Haussleiter in Zheologisches Literaturblatt for June 10, 1910.
Der judenchristliche Charakter der Oden Salomos.

J. M. Leendertz. Dise Oden von Salomo. Amsterdam (Portielje) 1910.

Dr Johannes Leipoldt in Allgemeine Evangelisch-Lutherische Kirchen-
zeitung for July 8, 1910. Die Lieder Salomos.

Dr David S. Schaff in the Presbyterian Banner (America) for June 2,
1910. A Christian Hymn-Book of the First Century.

Dr Barnes in ZExpositor for July, 1910, pp. 52—63. An Ancient
Christian Hymn-Book.

Dr Barnes in Journad of Theological Studies for July, 1910, pp. 573 sqq.
The Text of the Odes of Solomon and pp. 615 sqq. Review of
Harnack on the Odes.



BIBLIOGRAPHICAL NOTES xi

*G. Diettrich in Die Reformation for May 8, June s, Aug. 7, and Aug. 14,
1910. Eine jiidisch-christliche Liedersammlung aus dem apostolischen
Zeitaller. .

J. A. Montgomery in Biblical World, xxxvi. g3—100. The recently
discovered Odes of Solomon.

A. Wabnitz in Revue de Théologie et des questions religieuses X1X. 351—
367. Un Psautier judéo-chrétien du 1¢v sicle.

Kennedy in Expository Times, July, 1910, p. 444. Review of Harnack
on the Odes.

Dr R..H. Charles in Review of Theology and Philosophy for October,
1910, pp. 220—223. Review of Harnack’s book.

R. H. Strachan in Expository Times for Oct., 1910. The newly recovered
Odes of Solomon and their bearing on the Problem of the Fourth
Gospel. '

Dr T. K. Cheyne in Hibdbert Journal for Oct., 1910, pp. 208—212.
Review of the Odes and Psalms and of Hammack’s Jiidisch-
christliches Psalmbuch.

The Churchman for Oct., 1910. Review.

R. Bultmann in Monalsckrift fiir Pastoral Theologie Oct., 1910.
Ein jiidisch-christliches Psalmbuch aus dem ersten Jahrhundert.
*Batiffol and Labourt in Revue Bibligue for Oct., 1910, pp. 484—500;
and for Jan,, 1911, pp. 1—57. Les Odes de Salomon. (Not yet

completed.)

F. Spitta in Monatschrift fiir Gottesdienst und kirchl. Kunst for igxo,
PP- 245 sqq. : 273 sqq.

F. Spitta in Zeitschrift fiir die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft (Preuschen’s
Zeitschrift), Heft 3, 1910, pp. 193—290. Zum Verstindnis der
Oden Salomos.

F. Spitta in Monatschrift fiir Pastoral Theologie for Dec., 1910,
Pp. 91—1o1. Die Oden Salomos und das neue Testament.

W. Stirk in Zestschrift fiir wissenschaftliche Theologie Ln. N.F. xviL. 4.

*Prof. W. A. Menzies in the /uterpreter for Oct., 1910, pp. 1—22.
The Odes of Solomon.

Methodsst Quarterly Review (American) for Oct., 1910. Review of the
Odes and Psalms and of Harnack’s fiidisch-christliches Psalmbuch.

Bousset in Theologische Rundschau for Nov., 1910. Brief notice of
Odes etc.

M. ]J. Lagrange in KRevue Bibligue Internationale for Oct., 1910, pp.
593—596. Notice and Review.

Dr ]J. H. Bernard in Spectator for Oct. 22, 1910. Notice of
Discovery etc.

Kirsopp Lake in Zheologisch Tijdschrift for 1910, XLV. pp. 89—92.
Review.

*Dr J. H. Bernard in Journal of Theological Studies for Oct., 1910.
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Methodist Quarterly Review (American) for Jan., 1911. Review of
Harnack.

Clemen in ZTheologische Rundschau, pp. 1—19, Jan., 1911. Die
neuentdeckien Oden Salomos.

*F. Schulthess in Zestschrift fiir die neulestamentliche Wissenschaft
(Preuschen’s Zeitschrift), Heft 3, 1910, pp. 249—258. Zexthritische
Bemerkungen zu den syrischen Oden Salomos.

*H. Gunkel in Zestschrift fiir die neutestamentliche 1Wissenschaft (Preu-
schen’s Zeitschrift), Heft 3, 1910, pp. 291— 328. Die Oden Salomos.

*Wellhausen in Gottingische gelehrte Anszeigen for Sept., 1910, pp. 629—
642. Review.

S. Reinach in Revue Moderniste Internationale for Dec., 1910, pp.
457—458 (Geneva), a letter from S.R. @ propos des Odes de
Salomon.

H. Bohmer in Kirchliche Rundschau fiir d. evang. Gemeinden Rheinlands
und Westfalens for 1910, pp. 215 sqq.: 238 sqq.: 266 sqq.: 297 sqq.

*Th. Zahn in Neue kirchliche Zeitschrift for 1910, pp. 667 sqq.:
747 sqq.

*Ungnad and Stirk in Kleine Texte fiir theologische und philosophische
Vorlesungen und Ubungen. Bonn, 1910. Die Oden Salomos.

B. Hake in Deutsche Rundschau Jan., 1911. Die Oden Salomos.

H. Hansen. Die Oden Salomos in deutschen Nar/tdic/:tunjm. Giitersloh
(Bertelsmann) 19r11.

Viteau and Martin, Les Psaumes de Salomon. Paris (Letouzey et
Ané) 1911.

*Arthur C. Headlam in Churck Quarterly Review for Jan. 1911,
pp. 272—302. Review.

Meyer: Grosses Konversations-Lexicon, 6. Aufl. 22. Bd. Jahres-Supple-

ment 1909—IgIO.
p- 396. Harris, James Rendel.... The Odes of Solomon, 1909.
p. 638. Oden Salomos, eine Sammlung von 42 jiidischen Psalmen
in christlicher Bearbeitung etc., etc.

Salomon Reinach in Rewvue de ' Histoire des Religions, 1910. (Annales

du Musée Guimet.) Les Odes de Salomon.



. BRIEF SUMMARY OF RECENT CRITICISMS

In the previous edition a first attempt was made to elucidate
the various problems which were presented by the new book of
Odes. The Psalms which were attached to them were treated
in a rapid manner, as there did not seem any necessity to go
over again in detail the various critical results at which scholars
had arrived with regard to their origin. It is sufficient to say
that no considerations have been adduced which should invalidate
the reference of the Solomonic Psalms to the period of the Roman
Invasion of Judaa by Pompey, and of the years that followed
the desecration of the Temple!. With regard to these Psalms
the critics have been moving in converging paths to a conclusion
from which there is no appreciable dissent. With regard, however,
to the Odes and their place in the history of literature and of
religion, no signs of such convergence or consent are yet to be
seen. On every side doubts are expressed as to the explanations
which I proposed. If, for example, it was suggested that they
were Judzo-Christian in origin, the contradiction comes from
two opposite sides, one school affirming that they are not Christian,
the other that they are not Jewish. If, again, the suggestion is
made that the time of their composition is the latter part of the
first century A.D., the contentions have to be met that they are
(1) nearly a hundred years earlier or (2) nearly a hundred years
later than the time proposed. If I suggest that the Odes
frequently betray a Johannine vocabulary, but at the same time
decline to recognise actual loans from the Fourth Gospel, pre-
ferring to believe that the vocabulary in question is the theological
language of a time and school which are not very remote from
the time and school of thought of the author of the Fourth
Gospel, one has to face the objections, on the one side that the
theology is not that of a Christian but of a Jewish mystic,
on the other side that it is the regular Christian theology of the
Church after it has been charged to saturation with the thought

! Prof. Cheyne, in the Hibbert Journal, expresses a hope that I shall see my way
to the abandonment of the identification of Pompey with the great dragon, and to the
desertion of the chronology which is marked by the allusions to his death on the

Egyptian shore. I am not to be allured from so certain a piece of critical investiga-
tion into the by-paths of ancient astrology.



xiv BRIEF SUMMARY OF CRITICISMS

and expressions of St John. On the one side there is the
alluring hypothesis that we have discovered the missing link
from which the Fourth Gospel itself depends, on the other side, -
the Odes are by invisible links dependent from the feet of
St John. Rarely has so much variety of opinion been provoked
by the publication of a new document from the lost library of
the Early Church: even the Teaching of the Apostles did not
evoke so many nor so varied suggestions. Indeed, on looking
over what has been said on the subject, up to the time of the
preparation of this second edition, there does not seem to be
anything about which everyone seems agreed unless it should be
that the Odes are of singular beauty and of high spiritual value,
and that they are probably of Syro-Palestinian origin. Well!
that is something gained, for it means that we are moving still
further away from the old belief that the origins of the Fourth
Gospel are to be sought in Alexandria and that every presenta-
tion of the doctrine of the Logos must have passed through the
moulding hands of Philo.

Let us then see what has been said on the subject of the Odes
by recent writers. We begin, both chronologically and for other
reasons, with Dr Harnack: he was almost the first in the field’, and
for most of us who are engaged in historical and critical investi-
gations into Christian origins and history, he is 7/ maestro di color
che sanno. Harnack’s book betrays in its preface the thesis that
he means to defend, that the Odes of Solomon are a Jewish
Psalm-book composed near the beginning of the Christian era
and worked over again at no very distant date by a Christian
hand. That is, Harnack accepts most of my arguments that
there is little or nothing in many of the Odes that is so distinctly
Christian as not to be equally well described as Jewish, and in
those cases where the Christian hand must be recognised it is
the hand of an interpolator. Without conceding the absolute
unity of the collection, for we both agree that this unity may be
broken in one or two cases by possible later intrusions, Harnack
affirms that the general and obvious unity of style, by which the
compositions are characterised, must be qualified by regarding
the Odes as emanating from one hand or school, and passing

! He was partly anticipated by Diettrich, the first of whose remarkable articles in

Die Reformation was written and published before Harnack’s work saw the light.
We shall attend to these articles later on.
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through another. Like myself, Harnack does not love the
hypothesis of interpolations, but it is a hypothesis to which one
must sometimes resort. In particu_far, at the time when one
great religion is passing into another, and the books are, of
necessity, passing over with the migrant people, it is in the
highest degree likely that Christian editions will be produced of
favourite Jewish books. We have, in fact, proof positive of such
transfers in the case of the Teacking of the Twelve Apostles and its
dependence upon the Jewish Doctrine of the Two Ways,and in the
Christian additions which can be dissected out of the text of the
Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs. Something of the same
kind, but perhaps not quite so early, has happened in the famous
Christian expansions of the text of Josephus; and, for a much
less probable, but not impossible, parallel, we might refer to
those attempts which have been made to dissect original Jewish
writings out of the Apocalypse of John, in which case the
hypothesis of Vischer that we should treat the expression ‘ God
and the Lamb’ as an interpolated expansion of the Divine Name,
has a seductive simplicity which, if I remember rightly, bewitched
even Harnack himself, who confesses not to love hypotheses of
interpolation. o ' '

There is, however, not the least need to apologize for the use
of such hypotheses, if the criticism of the text breaks down for
want of them. After all, it does not mean, iri the present case,
more than the substitution of two authors for one: it is not a
case of multiplied redaction like that which is affirmed for the
Pentateuch or Isaiah. Two authors are not too many for this
little book; if two are intelligible where one is unintelligible,
by all means let us have two: only let us keep in reserve the
caution that it will always be easy to prove a document to be
Jewish when you have dissected out of it everything that is
Christian.

Certainly I have no right, a priori, to object to the extension
which Harnack makes of my first thesis, seeing that I had already
set aside certain Odes which discussed the Virgin Birth and the
descent into Hades, as belonging to a relatively later stratum of
thought than the main collection ; and if one may resort to the
hypothesis of interjection for whole Psalms, how can one
reasonably object to the hypothesis of interpolation in selected
Psalms ; the interpolator has been admitted into the argument

o. s ¢
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on the greater scale, how can he be brohibited on the smaller
scale? Is it likely that the man who issues a new hymn-
book, with which he incorporates some compositions of his
own, will carefully keep his editorial hands off the rest of the
collection ? Such is not the method of the modern compilers of
hymn-books, who have less reason to tamper with the texts that
they appropriate than people had in the rapidly changing beliefs
of the early centuries,

If Harnack is right, however, a curious phenomenon presents
itself. My hypothesis of a Judao-Christian composer, who
betrays few of the external signs of Christianity, because of the
elevation of his personal experience above the levels of ritual
practices and dogmatic definitions, is replaced by Harnack by
the hypothesis of a Jewish composer who is as free from definite
traces of Judaism as my assumed writer was of the corresponding
elements of Christianity. The man who had no Eucharist (so
far as his language goes) is replaced by a man without a Passover.
The man without a doctrine of penitence is replaced by a man
who has no doctrine of sacrifice and no Day of Atonement. The
man who moves so lightly amongst the early Christian orders, as
not to refer to a bishop, while apologizing for his own priesthood
and apparently confounding deacons with evangelists, has to be
replaced by a Jew, who loves the Temple but has not a word
to say of the associated priesthood and ritual! At first sight this
looks very unlikely, and it is made more so, by the necessary
deduction that the assumed non-ritualistic, undogmatic, mystical
Jew suffered interpolation at the hands of an equally non-ritual-
istic, undogmatic and mystical Christian. At first sight, I say,
this seems to be an improbable collocation: but it is not really
so: for we start with the assumption of a mystical writer whose
affinities are not with priesthoods or sacraments: one mystic is
hereby conceded and perhaps a school : at all events, the Fourth
Gospel offers striking analogies of similar spiritual elevation and
detachment. If, however, this mystical writer be conceded, he
must be either Jew or Christian, and there is no serious difficulty
in the use by a Christian mystic of a previously existing Jewish
mystic. If such Jewish mystics existed, they must in many
cases have passed over, or evolved into Christian mystics, and
this almost makes the apparent duality of the hypothesis of
Harnack into a unity again. The parts divided are so nearly
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one, that they easily re-compose into a close and ultimate
connexion.

Having said so much, I hope I have made it clear that I am
animated by no hostility towards Harnack’s treatment of the
subjéct. One cannot read the book in which his theory is
presented without admiration for the acuteness of its criticism,
and ‘the fertility of its illustration. Whether it be right or
wrong, it is certainly a notable piece of work. Let us now
take one or two cases in detail, in order that we may see the
hypothesis in its actual apphcatnon to the supposed interpolated
Odes.

In the middle of the 3rd Ode, Harnack marks an inter-
polation in the gth verse, as follows:

8. I have been united to Him, for the Lover has found the

Beloved :
9. (And because I love him that is the Son, I shall myself become
a Son

ro. For he tha.t)ls joined to Him that is immortal, will also himself

become immortal,

11. And he who has pleasure in the Living One, will himself

become hvmg

Here Harnack’s argument is that immortality comes from
union with God, and that the allusion to the Son of God disturbs
the sequence. He objects to my erasure of the plural points, so
as to read ‘ Living One’ for ‘ Life, and thinks the parallelism is
sufficient between Life and ‘the Immortal’ Thus the Ode
becomes Jewish and not Christian except in the interpolated
sentence. But with regard to the erasure of the plural points, it
should be noticed that they would almost certainly be added if
absent, that the parallelism is improved by their absence, that
the title ‘ the Living One’ (o {@v) is a characteristic early name
for Christ. It is involved again in Ode 8. 24, where the.
parallelism shows that the terms ‘the Beloved, ‘the one that
lives, and ‘the one that was saved (!)’ all belong to Christ.
Accordingly Zahn says of this passage,

¢¢“Wer an den Lebendigen Wohlgefallen hat,” Der Parallelis-
mus membrorum empfiehlt es, mit Harris das Pluralzeichen...zu
ignorieren.’

“The words ‘has pleasure in,’ if we have rightly understood
the Syriac, should correspond to a Greek evdoxéw which is again
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appropriate to a person, ard as the account of the Baptism of
Jesus shows, to a particular person. But if the expression  the
Living One’ stands (especially when we remember the Johan-
nine ‘because I live ye shall live also, and kindred passages),
then it follows that Christ is referred to in’ the original Ode, or
the alternative to this conclusion would be that the interpolation
is more extended than a single verse. The latter alternative is
very improbable.

The concluding sentence of the Ode with reference to the
¢ Spirit of the Lord which does not lie,’ is rightly parallelled by
Harnack with the dyrevdis feos of Tit. i. 2, where notice again
that it is immortality that is the gift involved in God’s veracity ;
‘the hope of eternal life is what God promised before the world
began.’ The Christian doctrine of immortality is that * God has
given unto us eternal life, and this life is in His Son’ (1 Joh. v. 11).
I see no reason to erase the reference to the Sonship in the
one case which might not be applied in ‘the other: nor any
breach of continuity in a reference to the Son in one case which
might not be equally affirmed in the other.

It would, of course. be unfair to discuss a great hypothesis
like Harnack’s from the standpoint of a single interpolation :
the thlrd Ode, for example, might be Christian and be at the
same tnme a thing apart : but in so far as common authorship
in the main body of the Odes is conceded, the proof that one of
them is Christian is a proof of the Christianity of the collection.

There are other cases of interpolation in the remaining Psalms
where Harnack affirms it, which need to be examined in detail.
For the present, however, let us keep to this third Ode, and
discuss it in the light of another hypothesis which has been
brought forward.

Professor Menzies of St Andrew’s University has made a
variation upon Harnack’s orngma] suggestions. He feels on the
one hand the difficulty of resort to interpolation, and on the other
hand the general strength of the argument that these Odes
are fundamentally Jewish. Accordingly Menzies proposes in a
striking article in the Jnferpreter to discard the theory of inter-
polation, and explain the apparently Christian allusions from the
standpoint of Judaism. Let the reference to the Son stand : but
interpret the Son as the ideal Israel, in harmony with the doctrine
of the Old Testament that Israel is God’s first-born son, whom
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‘He called out of Egypt, carried in the w11derness, &c The third
Ode now reads as follows: o

Because I love Israel (the Son of God)
I shall myself become an Israelite (Le. a Son of God)

The language is that of a Jewish proselyte, who has come, as
the Talmud says the disciples of Hillel did, ‘ under the wings of
the Shekinah.’ Proféssor Menzies affirms that this note of
proselytism is characteristic of the Odes, and in that way having
turned the argument to his own account which I made of the
proselytism of the writer, he describes the whole collection by
the name of Psalms' of the Proselytes. The advantage of this
new hypothesis is_obvious; it gets rid of the resort to inter-
polations and restores to the collection a substantial unity ; it
mediates between the Jewish mystics of Harnack and my own
Judzo-Christian proselyte author, by thé suggestion of the Jewish
proselytes, and it opens up before the imagination a field of
spiritual life in connexion with the propaganda of judalsm,
which is almost entirely a ferra incognita.
~ As I want to do justice to Professor Menzies’ argument, I
will try to show how it may be made to illuminate certain other
passages, and in particular, let us look a little closer into this
same Ode. In the earlier part of the Ode we find the following
statement : ' : : '

Ode 3. 7.5 1 love the Beloved and my soul loves Him; -
" 9.6. And where His rest is, there also am I.
2. 7. And I shall be no stranger there,
For with the 'Lord Most High and Mercxful there i 1s
no grudging. .

- Evidently the writer is speaking of spiritual privileges into
which he has been introduced by God’s grace and- liberality.
What is this divine Rest of which he speaks? It seems natural
to refer to the terms in which God’s dwelling in the Sanctuary
is spoken of in the Old Testament, such as Ps. cxxxii. 14, ‘ Here
is my rest, here will I dwell, for I have desired it’: or Ps. cxxxii.
8, ¢ Arise, O Lord, into Ay rest, thou and the ark of thy strength,’
or to Isaiah Ixvi. 1, ‘What house will ye build me, or what is
the place of my rest? God’s rest is, then the Jewish temple’ ;

! We mnght compare Isho‘dad on John xiv. 1; *He calls mansions...the abndmg
rests; because all rests and enjoyments are qurs in dwellings.’
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and the writer of the Ode is expressing the privilege which he has
obtained by his proselytism, of passing beyond the middle wall
of partition, from the Court of the Gentiles to the Court of the
Israelites. It is precisely the situation which St Paul describes
in spiritual language in Eph. ii. 19,

¢ Ye are no more strangers and sojourners, but fellow-citizens of
the saints, and of the household of God...the whole building groweth
" to an holy temple in the Lord. '

The reference to the Sanctuary, however it is to be explained,
is a mark of the third Ode, just as it is in the much-disputed
Ode which follows it. And if in the third Ode the Sanctuary
(whether spiritual or literal) is the place of God’s rest, in the
fourth Ode, it is forcibly described as the place of God’s heart.
For it is God’s promise to Solomon that ‘my eyes and my heart
shall be there continually’ (2 Chron. vii. 16) which is responsible
for the curious expression, ‘ Thou hast given Thy heart to thy
believers” Here again we see that the Temple is in the view
(whether near or far) of the writer. '

These instances will suffice to show the strength of Prof,
Menzies’ hypothesis. It enables us, as we have said, to avoid
interpolation ; it emphasises the language of the proselyte which
had been previously detected in the Odes; and it makes it
unnecessary to explain away, as so many have done, the evident
affection of the writer for the actual temple at Jerusalem?.

I have discussed this particular Ode at length in order to give
a clear idea of the theory of Prof, Menzies and the way it
mediates between Prof, Harnack’s view and my own. The
difficulty in accepting it lies in the fact that it does not explain
many of the passages which Harnack had got rid of by the
theory of interpolation. The simple case of the third Ode does
not find parallels in the rest of the book. How, for example,
would one read the Jewish proselyte into the following passage
in which Harnack had conceded a Christian element ? '

1 This question of the reality of the allusions to the Temple comes up most
definitely in the 4th Ode, where it has to be discussed. If we do not allow a real
reference to the Temple, as I am disposed to maintain, we must say- with Zahn
(Die Oden Salomos, p. 753) ‘Dadurch wird klar, dass er nicht an ein von Men-
schenhiinden bereitetes Gotteshaus mit Vorhofen und Altiren denkt, wie der alte
Psalmist, sondern an ein geistliches Haus,’ .
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Ode 31. (He opened His mouth and spake grace and joy:
And He spake a new song of praise to His name:
And He lifted up His voice to the Most High,

And offered to Him the sons that were with him. . Cf. Joh.
" - And His face was justified, for them had His holy Father ".V': 3H°b
given Him.)

Come forth, ye that have been afflicted.

Surely Harnack must be right in marking this passage as
Christian : and unless the whole Ode is to be counted Christian,
an interpolation must be assumed. There is no place for a
Jewish proselyte here.

It seems, then, that the amendment moved by Professor
Menzies to Harnack’s interpretation is not of sufficient scope to
cover the difficult passages. In some respects it is a brilliant
suggestion, but it is inadequate. In one feature it is, I
believe, nearer to the truth than Harnack’s own exposition, in
that it realised the traces of proselytism which are in the Odes.
These are hardly appreciated by Harnack. For example, he
passes very rapidly by the allusions to the Creation that does
not keep Sabbath (with its obvious consequence in the de-
sabbatizing of proselytes). Harnack has brushed this argument
on one side, too hastily as I think, and. others have followed
him. His argument is as follows: the words ‘do not keep
sabbath’ in the illustrative sentence quoted from Justin have
nothing corresponding to them in the Ode; and therefore an
anti-judaic polemic is not to be thought of. In fact the Ode is,
like others, of Jewish origin. Upon which I remark, that the
Sabbath is involved in the previous sentence that ¢ God rested
from all his works,’ and therefore a definite Sabbatic reference
with regard to the motion of the luminaries was not required :
and further there is no doubt that the reference to the motion. of
Sun, Moon and Stars on the Sabbath day is one of the chief
anti-judaic arguments of the early Church. For example, take
Gregory of Nyssa, Testimonia adversus Judaeos, 13, in a section
headed repi Tod caBPBatilewv and we find that the argument
against the Sabbath concludes with these words:

whs 8¢ fhios xal aeMjvn xal daTpa Tov
opuopévov Spopov éxtenel xal 7@ gaBBdre;
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The:writer is using up earlier material in the shape of anti-
judaic testimonies: and the parallelism between this particular
testimony and the language of the sixteenth Ode is so striking
“that we must convict the Ode of an anti-judaic tendency.

Harnack fails also, as I did to some extent myself, to
emphasise and interpret the repeated allusnon to a circumcision
that was spiritual and not carnal. It’is not sufficient in such a
connexion to say that circumcision of the heart is a common-
place of the Old Testament and of the prophets. Why does
the writer introduce it, not in the manner of exhortation,
but as a personal experience, unless he is speaking more
proselytorum? The ordinary Jewish mystic (supposing the
species to hiave been discovered) is not likely to break out
into song on this note.

Then the references made by the Odist to his being of
another race need a closer examination. In Ode 41 Harnack
isolates the remarkable passage contained in vv. 8—10, as an
interpolation ; but while admitting that the passage reminds one
of the ‘new creature in Christ’ of whom Paul speaks, he makes
the strange statement that the interpolator this time is a Jew.
This Jewish interpolator is followed by a Christian interpolator
in the passage from v. 12 to the end (‘ The Saviour who makes
alive and does not reject our souls, the man who was humbled’
&c.). It would surely have been simpler to admit that the
language was that of a proselyte, and not to make this fantastic
variation from the original Jewish author to a second Jewish
interpolator, followed in his turn by a Christian annotator. The
solution is too cumbrous to be the real one: but this must not
be allowed to prejudice our judgment in other cases, in which
the dissecting knife appears to be used with extraordinary skill.
Whatever the final judgment may be as to the value of Harnack's
solution, there can be no doubt that it is criticism of a very high
order. )

I now turn to a third hypothesis, in some ways more
remarkable than either the doubtful one of Harnack or the
rejected one of Menzies. In the Journal of Theological Studies
for October 1910, Dean Bernard has launched the theory that
these Odes are not Jewish (whether mystic or proselyte) nor
Judazo-Christian, but simply Christian ; that they are songs of
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newly-baptized persons, or proper to be sung over such, and
that they belong to a much later date than has been supposed.
Bernard suggests 150 A.D., which is the time to which Zahn and
others would refer them, but I gather from him privately that he
thinks this date too early, and is rather disposed to press the
close of the second century as their time of composition. In
some respects this solution has points of contact with Professor
Menzies, for Psalms of the Baptized is a Christian way of writing
Psalms of the Proselytes, in the period when baptism was adult
baptism, and in that sense every believer was a proselyte.
Bernard’s hypothesis, however, sweeps away all that Harnack
has said on the subject, and a good deal of my own reasoning.
For it is clear that if the date be far on in the second century, all
references to a pre-Johannine school of Christian or of Jewish
thought may be swept on one side. At such a date the paral-
lelisms with St John are equivalent to quotations, and no other
explanation needs to be made of them. We are not likely to
find the missing link in the ancestry of St John’s Gospel from a
Christian semi-liturgical book of songs at the end of the second
century:.

What, then, are the reasons from which Dr Bernard proceeds ?
For it must be said at once that the case is argued with such
learning and force as to make the article to which we refer the
most remarkable that has yet appeared. The case is as follows.
Bernard points out that a number of striking passages in the
Odes can be at once illustrated from the early baptismal rituals.
For example, it seems certain that in the early Syrian Church
and in the closely associated Armenian Church, baptized persons
were arrayed in white robes, and crowns, or garlands, were
placed on their heads. The white raiment is well known, but
the crowns, which are not a feature of Western religion, as far as
it is known to us, have been lost sight of. It is these crowns,
according to Bernard, that are alluded to in such passages as
the first Ode, ‘ The Lord is on my head like a crown, and I shall
not be separated from Him.” The same figure recurs in the 5th,
oth, 17th and 2oth Odes. The white garments are also exactly
parallelled by the allusions in the Odes to the putting on of
brightness or clothing oneself with light. In the Odes this
bright raiment is spoken of as an exchange for ‘ the coat of skin’
in the third chapter of Genesis; and Dr Bernard shows that this

0. S. d
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very allusion is found in the early descriptions of Baptism, as,
for instance, in the following passage from Jerome,

‘Praeceptis Dei lavandi sumus, et cum, parati ad indumentum
Christi, tunicas pelliceas deposuerimus, tunc induemur veste linea,
nihil in se mortis habente, sed tota candida.’” (Ep. ad Fabiolam,
LXIV. 20.)

Dr Bernard goes on to argue that the Odes also contemplate
Baptism when they refer to the ‘ Seal’ on the one hand, and to
the ‘Living Water’ on the other. With regard to the ‘Seal,
Dr Bernard thinks he has a less strong case for identification
with Baptism than with regard to the ‘ Living Water." I think
he entirely underestimates the value of his own argument, when
he says that the references to the Seal are ‘few in number, and
their meaning is not as clear as is that of the Living Water.
The history of the ‘Seal’ is obscure, nor can it easily be said
when it passed from being a mark of ownership toa sacramental
sign, but that it did become a talisman is certain, and there
is much to be said for the belief that this talismanic virtue
of baptism is reflected upon the language of the Odes. For
example, in the Acts of Paul and Thecla the talismanic force of
baptism is implied in Thecla’s words to Paul, * Give me only the
sign of God, and no temptation shall touch me’ But this is
exactly parallel to Ode 4. 7, 8,

‘Who is there that shall put on thy grace and be hurt? For
thy seal is known &c.’

Another curious illustration may be taken from Cyprian’s
Testimonia (11. 10) where Cyprian explains that Goliath was
killed by a blow on his forehead because his head had not been
sealed. ‘ By this seal we also are always safe and live'!

There is, therefore, much to be said for Dr Bernard’s conten-
tion that the ‘seal’ in the Odes does sometimes refer to baptism,
even if it should not turn out to be always used in this sense.

But it is just at this point that the difficulty of the inter-
pretation lies : while it may be freely granted that the ascription
of talismanic virtue to the waters of baptism is early, and that it
becomes almost universal (as may be seen by its prevalence even
to the present day), it must not be overlooked that #4e Seal and its
talismanic value are also both pre-Christian. We need only turn

! See also a similar reference from Lactantius on p. 8o infra.
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to the Psalms of Solomon in support of this statement. Thus in
Psalms of Solomon xv. 8, we are told that  the sign of the Lord
is upon the righteous for their salvation’; and in the same way
in xv. 10, ‘the mark of perdition is upon the forehead (of sinners).’
Granted that this may be based on the signing and sealing in
the ninth chapter of Ezekiel, it is nevertheless clear that Ezekiel
could be interpreted, and actually was interpreted, mystically
before Christian baptism was even thought of. We must there-
fore be on our guard against reading back a late baptismal
gnosis into early Christian or Jewish records.

An even more remarkable case for the need of caution occurs
in Bernard’s identification of the dragon with seven heads in
Ode 22. 5. This dragon is supposed to be latent in the waters
of baptism, as originally in the river Jordan, according to a
passage in Job (xi. 18) where Leviathan will take the Jordan
into his mouth; Bernard quotes appropriately from Cyrll of
Jerusalem, Cateckeses iii. 11:

o0 Spdxwy Wy év Tois Udact xara Tov 'loB, o Séyopevos

rov 'Topddvny év 1 aTopare adrod.

To the various allusions to this dragon who lurks in the
midst of the waters which Bernard collects from the Eastern

Baptismal rituals, I add the following passage of Bar Salibi from
his commentary on Matthew!:

‘ Baptizatus est...ut confringeret caput draconis spiritalis qui in
aquis reptabat, quem etiam olim immersit per Pharaonem.’

Here is again the dragon lurking in the water of Jordan whose
head is broken when Christ is baptized: and I find that Bar
Salibi has taken this passage from an earlier Syriac writer,
Moses Bar Kepha; for in a MS. of that writer in my possession,
in which the meaning of baptism is discussed, there occurs the
following passage :

izny = astds inda anil o i ook
Mo humaa), maa) o5 A3 o .Wom 3ale

i.e.* And again, it was in order that he might bruise the head
of the spiritual dragon because he lurked in the waters: in the
1 /.c. in trans. p. g8.
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same way as erst he typically drowned that dragon, by means of
Pharaoh the Egyptian, in the Red Sea.’ In this way Bernard’s
argument is re-inforced, so far as the belief is affirmed (especially
the belief of Oriental Christians) that the devil lurks in the
waters of baptism, and requires to have his head broken (i) by
Christ, (ii) by the insufflation and chrism of the water.

But here again caution would be wise; for the dragon with
seven heads is not a Christian conception arrived at by applying
baptismal gnosis to the Old Testament; we see him again
in the Psalms of Solomon, where by almost every critic he is
recognised as the equivalent of Pompey and not of the devil or
his counterpart the Leviathan of Job: he appears also in the
Apocalypse certainly at a time anterior to the development of
any baptismal gnosis: and when we look more closely at the
language of the twenty-second Ode, we get quite a different kind
of dragon from the mystical one of Bernard (Draco aquatilis
Bernardi). He is indeed a water-snake ; but his nearest zoologi-
cal representative lies in quite another direction than the book
of Job or even the ninety-first Psalm. For this dragon has a
wicked poison which has to be eliminated, and wken his heads
have been broken, the roots have to be destroyed. So it is a bona
Jfide hydra which is in the imagination of the Odist. One has
only to recall the story of Hercules and the Lernaean Hydra,
the battle with the hydra-heads, the searing of the roots,and the
ravages wrought by the poison of the creature, to-make it a fair
suggestion that Bernard has mistaken the species,and that what
he saw was really a Hydra spiritalis Harrisii, an older form
zoologically than the ecclesiastical specimen to which Dr Bernard
introduced us. The baptismal metaphors may turn out to have
been borrowed from an earlier stratum of Christian thought, as
well as from the Old Testament.

Perhaps the most striking of Dr Bernard’s illustrations will
be found in the quotations which he brings to bear on the
obscurities at the beginning of the 24th Ode, where the abysses
cry out with terror at the Baptism of the Lord. Dr Bernard
observes that ‘ a]l Eastern Baptismal rites bring in the idea that
the waters were terrified at the coming of Christ for Baptism.’
The Scriptural basis for this belief is Ps. Ixvii. 17, 18, ‘ The
waters saw thee and were afraid, the abysses were troubled.’
Bernard gives many striking patristic and liturgical parallels
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for these beliefs ; and, taken all together, they make a very
strong impression. His whole argument must be carefully
studied. I have only touched on a few points in the briefest
manner.

If it should turn out that there is good ground for Dr Bernard’s
contention, the whole question of the date will have to be re-
considered, and, in part, the history of the baptismal rite will have
to be re-written. It will not follow, even then, that the date of the
Odes is as late as Dr Bernard suggests. Take, for instance, the
single point, which he so forcibly expounds, that the baptized
in early ritual wore crowns. A reference to Hermas will show
that there was a controversy in the early Church of the West
as to whether baptized people should be crowned or not, and
it is decided in the negative, because the crown belongs properly
to the Martyrs. Thus in Similitude VIII (the great willow) the
angel gives slips of willow to be planted by the believers, and
scrutinizes the result of the planting. Those who put forth
shoots and bring forth fruit are crowned with garlands of palm.
Those who put forth shoots without fruit are not crowned ; but
all alike have the white raiment and the seal. The meaning
of this is that all baptized people are not crowned ; the crown
belongs to the martyrs, ‘those who have wrestled with the
devil and overcome him.” And the suggestion arises that the
‘garlanding of baptized people which Dr Bernard detects in the
Eastern rituals was discontinued in the West at a very early
period, or never definitely adopted. ,

Something of the same kind goes on with regard to another
form of honour. The Odist speaks of becoming one of the men
on the right hand, whatever may be covered by that term (cf.
Ode 19,* They who receive in its fulness are the ones on the right:
hand’). And in the Visions of Hermas we have a scene in which
he wishes to sit at the right hand of the Church, but is refused that
position, because that place belongs to those who have actually
suffered for the name. So Hermas (see the account in Vis, I1I)
has to sit on the left hand. It seems clear that there has been
a transfer of some kind of honour from the ordinary believers to
the Martyrs. The case is like the previous one.

I should not, therefore, be surprised to find that Bernard’s
case for a late dating of the Odes will have, even from his own
point of view, to be revised. He will certainly be in difficulties
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over the interpretation of the references to the Sanctuary in the
fourth Ode, which are too definite and too Jewish to be got rid
of. Perhaps we shall see more clearly the essential Judaism
of this Ode, if we examine a little more closely the proof of the
unchangeableness of the Sanctuary which the Rabbis deduce
from Exod. xv. 17. We shall be able to show that this passage
of Exodus was actually in the mind of the writer, and that he
is commenting on the following sequence:

eloaryarywy kataduTsvaor alrods els Spos KAnpovouias aov.
eis &rowpov KatolknTpioy cov d katnpricw, Kupee.
ayiacpa, Kipee, b jrolpacav al xeipés aov.

Kvpios Bacihevwv Tov aidva kai én’ aidva kai &ri.

Let us see how Philo would comment on this passage :
the treatise De Plantatione § 47 sqq. introduces the text as
above: he begins with an explanation in terms of the Stoic
philosophy, that the highest life is that which is in accordance
with nature and that this is what is meant by being planted in
the mountain of the Lord’s inheritance. He then reverts from
his philosophical speculations to the earlier doctrine that the
sanctuary was made, as a reflexion from holy things, an imita-
tion of an archetype ; after which he continues as follows :

‘But in order that no one should suppose tkat the Creator
has need of any of the things that are made, he subjoins the
following most necessary addition, “ Reigning for eternity and
beyond eternity,” for a king is in need of no one, but his subjects
are in everything in need of him !’

It will be seen that this at once explains why the Ode which
began with ‘ No man changeth thy holy place,’ should go on with
‘ Thou hast given us thy fellowship, it was not that thou wast in
need of us, but that we are in need of thee.’

Philo and the Odist are both working over the same Rab-
binical gnosis on the fifteenth chapter of Exodus. And it is
from the Jewish side of Philo’s mind and not from the
Hellenistic and philosophical, that the parallel is made. We
see, then, that it is right to ascribe a Jewish background to the
fourth Ode. In fact, the weak point of Bernard’s argument lies
just there, that the Jewish background of the Odes is too patent
to be neglected. The ultimate origin of the coats of light in
place of coats of skin must be Jewish : the mere allegorisation
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of Genesis by Christian hands is insufficient to explain a belief
which, as I have shown, can be illustrated from the great Jewish
and leading Gnostic teachers, and is perpetuated in the Kabbala
and in folk-lore. A Christian allegorisation of Genesis cannot be
responsible for all this. At the same time, it is well known that
all the early Christian teachers used up Genesis by the way of
gnosis and allegory in their teachings of redemption by Christ.

In this way it will be seen that Jewish expositions are
necessary to the right understanding of the references to the
unchangeable sanctuary, whatever meaning be attached to it:
even if a reference to Jerusalem’s fortunes be denied or to any
other temple, the explanation of the fixity of the sanctuary is
to be sought in Jewish writers, as I think I have pointed out.

While I am writing on this point a remarkable confirmation
comes to light of the early belief in the pre-existence of the
Sanctuary at Jerusalem, and its consequent inviolability, which
I hold to underlie the language of the opening verses of the
fourth Ode. In an odd quarter, too, the evidence alluded to
makes its appearance. The last number of Anthropos (Heft i.
1911) contains an account by the Carmelite father Anastase
Marie, of Bagdad, of his recovery of the sacred books of the
Yezidees from their hiding place in the mountain of Sinjar, in
the Mesopotamian plane between Mosul and Aleppo, about due
south from Mardin. These Yezidees, commonly known as devil-
worshippers, appear to have been originally devoted to the wor-
ship of the Demiurgos as against that of the true God, and
they represent the survival of an early Oriental sect, perhaps of
Jewish origin. For however much they may disown the Jews
in these newly-found documents, and affirm their racial priority
to them, it is clear that they believed in the pre-existence of
Jerusalem, as the following passage will show :

Yezidi Black-book (Antkropos lc. p. 37):

XVII. ¢The Lord then descended to Jerusalem, and ordered
Gabriel to bring a little earth from the four cardinal points of the
earth’. He did so. To this earth he added air, fire and water,
and thus created the first man. He gave him a soul, taken from
his own almightiness. He ordered Gabriel to put Adam in Para-
dise, etc.’

! Which four points are, according to early Fathers, latent in the four letters of
the name of Adam.
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Here the pre-existence of Jerusalem to the creation of man
is clearly involved. We have an excellent parallel to the
doctrine that “ thy holy place thou didst design before thou didst
make (other) places?’

All of this makes a late date impossible, nor will the position
of honour given to the Odes in the Pistis Sophia be explicable,
unless the early date of the Odes be conceded, or unless
Dr Bernard succeeds in lowering the date of the Pistis Sophia
as well as that of the Odes. |

I have stated Bernard'’s case rapidly, with inevitable omission
of many of his striking parallels and illustrations, and without
trying to break the force of his criticism by drawing attention
to its exaggerations. Dr Bernard does not seem to be aware
(or was not aware, until I drew his attention to it) that his case
had been anticipated. In a series of articles published in Die
Reformation Dr Diettrich had anticipated Bernard in detecting
references to baptismal customs and had equally anticipated
Harnack in the assumption of a Jewish background for the
Odes. In the first of the series of articles, published as far back
as May 1910, Diettrich held that the later stratum was definitely
Christian and the earlier was Essene; but, after the first article
was out, he had read Harnack’s criticisms and reviewed the
whole matter more closely, coming to the conclusion that the
later Odist was not an orthodox Christian but that he belonged
to a little-known group of Eastern heretics whom Diettrich
proposed to identify. It is unfortunate that the separate articles
appeared in such an out-of-the-way corner, and that they were
too summarily set aside as fantastic by those German critics
who read them. Diettrich had the advantage, from his studies
on the Nestorian Baptismal Liturgy, of recognizing any parallels
that might exist between the Odes and the Ritual, just as
Bernard was helped by Conybeare’s publication of the Rizual
of the Armenians. Moreover, his excellent Syriac scholarship
contributes frequently to the right understanding of the meaning
of some difficult passages. Whether Bernard and Diettrich have
reached the final explanation of the parallels between the Odes
and the Eastern Rituals is the matter that has now to be
decided. In a recent criticism in the Z/wol. Tijdschrift Mr Lake

1 Is it possible that the original language of the Ode was ‘thy holy place thou
didst design before thou madest man’?
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has thrown out, independently, the same suggestion as Diettrich
and Bernard, that the Odes are not a case of ‘ Mystic’ but of
‘Sacramental Mystic’; that is the problem that at present is
before us. The remaining question, after this problem is solved,
will be the residual Judaism of the Odes. If Bernard is right
that the Odes are all Christian, and late as well as Christian, the
Jewish background has to be denied or explained away: if
Diettrich is right that the Odes are strongly coloured by
Essenism, then much of Bernard’s argument will be weakened ;
the ¢ white robes’ in which the singer is assumed to be clad, will
be Essene drapery, and the songs before sunrise, which Bernard
refers to the Easter baptisms, will be illustrated from the well-
known solar adorations of the ascetics of the Jordan valley and
the Dead Sea. I reserve my own judgment as to whether such
explanations are at all required. They may all be vitiated by
over-subtlety. I do not, however, wish to spoil so mterestmg a
debate by summing it up prematurely. o

Of the many other tracts and discussions which have
hitherto appeared, it must suffice to refer brieﬂy to two. o:‘
three.

“The revision of the Syriac text by Schulthess in Preuscheas
Zeitschrift is excellent, and contains some of the best things
that have been said linguistically and with reference to the
translation. I am pleased to find that, while recognizing the
excellence of Flemming’s translation (as I myself am forward
to do) he points out that my renderings are not always to be
rejected for Flemming’s. Some of the differences between us
were due to unfortunate misprints or transcriptions, which I
have done my best to remove in the present edition. With
Schulthess should be taken the valuable reviews of .my book
and of Harnack’s by Wellhausen in the Gottingische gelehrte
Anzeigen for September 1910. As was to be expected, the
criticism of the text is searching and the interpretations pro-
posed are acute. W. will not allow that the Odes are Jewish ;
even the reference to the unchangeable sanctuary is to be
treated as ideal, and the Odes furnish no definite historical date,
They know nothing of the Law, but only of the yoke of Love.
Their idea of God is as un-Jewish as possible ; the initiation
by circumcision is replaced by that through the Spirit. The
community to which the writer belongs is grounded on inward,

O. s. e
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rather than outward, fellowship. The transitions in the Odes
from the speaking believer to the speaking Christ are illustrated
by Bacchic parallels. While the Odes are as little to be classed
as Gnostic as the Fourth Gospel itself, they show some Gnostic
tendencies,and W. suggests that we might compare the Mandaean
hymns, which I have not yet been able to do.

*" -A number of other criticisms lie before me. In the same
number of Preuschen’s Zeitsckrift to which I have referred for
Schulthess’ discussion of the text of the Odes, there will be found
an article by Spitta (one of several which he has written), in
which, according to his. métier, he dissects the Odes into Jewish
and Christian elements, and arrives independently at conclusions
not differing very widely from those of Harnack. This is
followed by a very interesting article by Gunkel, who discards
Harnack’s . hypothesis in favour of a reference to a heretical
Christian sect, to which there was a secret initiation, as betrayed
by the language of Ode 8, which Bernard explains by the
theory of disciplina arcani. Finally Preuschen himself promises
to prove that the Odes are the work of the great Gnostical Mystic
Valentinus. It is not difficult to imagine some of the arguments
that will be brought forward. It is clear that it will be some
time before these investigations are concluded and the final
grains of truth gathered from the miscellaneous heap of opinions.
. . Meanwhile, we ought not to lose sight of the spiritual value
of the recovered document, which cannot be seriously affected
by the variety of the solutions that may be offered as to the
time and place of its production. Dr A. C. Headlam’s article
in the Church Quarterly Review, which has just come to my
hands, expresses this duty, in a very able and sympathetic
discussion. '



'SUPPLEMENTARY NOTE ON RECENT
CRITICISMS.

In the pages that precede I have attempted to give some
view of the critical debate that has been in progress with regard
to the right interpretation and correct chronology of the Odes.
It has been difficult to obtain a correct representation of what is
really a moving picture. As I left the matter in the foregoing
summary Dr A. C. Headlam’s article in the Church Quarterly
Review had just appeared and had delighted me by its apprecia-
tion of the spiritual value of my book of songs, and by its just
handling of many of the points that had to be decided. It also
seemed to me to be very judicious in its estimate of what one
may call the Baptismal Parallels of Dean Bernard, for while
recognising much that was forcible in the criticism, Headlam
also suggested that the elevated tone of the writer’s experience
implied a certain priority over the highly evolved Gnosis to
which Bernard drew attention. The baptismal cult was, in fact,
reposing upon an earlier stratum, and there was no need to
chronologically depress the Odes to the level, say, of the
Nestorian Liturgy. As the Odes themselves would say,
“That which is earlier shall not be changed by those that
are younger than itself” Dr Headlam’s actual language is as
follows . - )

“The writer of the Odes is thinking primarily of the new life
he is experiencing and not of Baptism. No doubt he had been
baptized. No doubt Baptism may have provided language to
express his own spiritual experience, but it is not of Baptism that
he is thinking. Further, in some cases this reference to Baptism is
forced and unreal. It would be far truer to say that language
which is here as elsewhere used of the Christian life as a whole
was quite naturally introduced into baptismal services and songs
and so obtained a specialized use. This particular development of
his theory on which Dr Bernard insists is probably more than
doubtful.”
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There has also just reached me an article by S. Reinach in
the Revue de I Histoire les Religions (Annales du Musée Guimet)
for 1910, in which there is contained a brilliant survey of the
question of the Odes, expressed with the acuteness and insight
that one would naturally expect from such a quarter. I have
no wish to re-analyse the analysis of M. Reinach, but there is
one passage in which he appears to say something like what we
just now quoted from Headlam. On p. 15 of the reprinted
article which M. Reinach has kindly sent me, after discussing
Bernard’s hypothesis in detail, he says:

“Dans l'hypothése o les Odes de Salomon auraient été
adoptées par I'Eglise chrétienne, ou par telle partie judaisante
- de cette Eglise, on comprendrait que cette littérature dont le
mérite n'est pas médiocre, et exercé de l'influence sur le langage
métaphorique usité pour le sacrement de baptéme.”

If I understand this rightly, it runs parallel to Dr Headlam’s
suggestion, but at the same time runs farther, into the zerra
incognita of the history of baptismal symbols, and into a branch
of literature that corresponds to it, and is itself equally unknown.
M. Reinach does not commit himself to any definite position,
but makes a half promise that when the translators have come
to some closer agreement as to the rendering, and the inter-
preters are a little nearer to one another and to the meaning, he
may return to the subject again. As far as 1 am concerned, he
will be sure of a hearty welcome.

It is clear that M. Reinach is right that we have to go
a good way in the acceptance of the Bernard parallels (“les
ressemblances si ingénieusement signalées”). Accordingly I
pick up the threads of the argument again, and turn once more
to the loom.

- It was suggested a little way back that the treatment of the
dragon with seven heads was too exclusively made from the
standpoint of the Baptismal ritual, and that there was in the
figure a pre-Christian origin (as shown by the Psalms of
Solomon) and perhaps a pagan parallel of great antiquity, for
which the closest correspondence would be found in the Lernaean
Hydra of Hercules, This, at all events, helped us to explain
the destruction of the wicked poison of the dragon, and of his
roots. Thus there would be more dragons involved than the
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‘Leviathan who would swallow up-the Jordan, or the Pharaoh
who pursues the Israelites in the Red Sea.

To be quite fair to Bernard’s hypothesis, we will show that
the virus of the dragon in the midst of the waters was actually
exorcised in the waters of baptism, according to early Christian
belief, and we shall also suggest that the dragon in the Jordan

still exists in the local folk-lore. .

For the first of these points it is suﬂ‘icnent to refer to Cyprian

Ep. Ixviii (Hartel, p. 764), where Cyprian says definitely :

“diaboli nequitiam pertinacem usque ad aquam salutarem
ualere, in bapnsmo autem omne nequmae suae wirus amittere, quod
exemplum cernimus in rege Pharaone ” . o

here we have the baptismal parallel to the language of Ode 22
“Thy right hand destroyed his wicked poison.” Cyprian con-
tinues with the argument that serpents and dragons lose thelr
ponson when they pass from dry places into waters:

“nam si scorpii et serpentes qui in sicco praeualent, in aquam
praecipitati praeualere possunt sua uenena retinere, possunt et
spiritus nequam, qui scorpii et serpentes appellantur et tamem per
nos data a Domino potestate calcantur, permanere ultra in hominis
corpore, in quo bapuzato et sanctxﬁcato mclplt spmtus sanctus
habitare.”

Perhaps this contribution to the history of the virus of the
dragon may not be unacceptable to Dr Bernard.

The second point, as to the existence of a folk- lore belief in
the dragon that lurks in the Jordan, was gathered from my
own experience. I was one day, when travelling in' the East,
planning to rid myself of the discomforts of travel by a bath in
the Jordan, the river being at that time in flood. It was certainly
a dangerous experiment, eyén for a good swimmer, and [ was
deterred from it by the natives who used, amongst other more
valid arguments, the statement that there was a whale in the
waters into which I proposed to plunge. The whale was, of
course, the Biblical zannin (Arabic tinfn), and can be equated
with serpent or dragon or sea-monster. The Palestinian folk-lore,
therefore, retains the belief .that there is a dragon int the Jordan,
I have no means of deciding whether this belief is older. or

younger: than the belief of the baptismal rituals i but it should
certainly be connected with it.
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In order to test Bernard's hypothesis more closely, for the
value of a hypothesis depends on the number of things it
explains, I propose to try whether it will help us to understand
the very difficult thirty-eighth Ode.

The opening of this perplexing and discontinuous Ode has
perplexity and discontinuity of its own: o

“1 went up into the light of truth as if into a chariot:
And the truth took me and led me and guided me across pits
and gulleys: : '
And from the rocks and the waves it preserved me:
And it became to me a haven of salvation.”

Here we have a chariot flying across pits and ravines, after
which we have, what is not usual in chariot riding, the risk of
rocks and waves, and finally the chariot arrives—in harbour.
This is perplexing. Is it impossible that the chariot can be
a ship?

The. Syriac word (markeba) which we have translated
“chariot” does sometimes mean “ship,” as the lexicons will
show (v. Payne Smith ad woc). This rendering is probably
due to Arabic influence, for in Arabic markab means inter alia
a ship (as a reference to the story of Sindbad the Sailor will
show). Perhaps the Odes have been translated into Syriac at
a later age than the golden age of Syriac literature, and then
the word we are discussing is an Arabism. Let us, then,
translate it as skjp. We are now on the way to the rocks and
waves and haven at the close of the passage. The “pits and
ravines” must now be marine and not terrene: they are the
gaping and yawning depths of the sea sailed over: so we
translate: '

“I went up into the light of Truth, as into a ship:
And the Truth took me and led me and guided me over the
hollows and yawning depths (of the sea):
From the rocks and the waves it preserved me:
And it became to me a haven of salvation.”

That is certainly much more reasonable than going to sea in
a chariot. The perplexity and discontinuity of the opening is
gone.

But what is the ship? Does he mean the Ark? If so, we
are again in contact with a baptismal symbol, for the.earliest
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figure borrowed from the Old Testament to illustrate baptism is
the Ark of Noah, in which few, that is eight, souls were saved
by water (1 Pet. iii. 20). And Justin carries on the argument by
quoting (Dial. 138) a passage which he says comes from Isaiah,
to the effect that God says to Jerusalem, “ At the flood of Noah
I saved thee”: and this mystery of human salvation took place
at the flood, says Justin. We should, therefore, naturally expect
that a person who is writing a book of baptismal hymns would
not neglect the typology of the Ark of the Flood.

But here also the difficulty will be felt that the mode of
criticism is perilously near the line of over-subtlety and unre-
strained imagination. A poet who was working up baptismal
symbols would probably not neglect Noah’s Ark, but would he
express himself so obscurely ? and would the “disciplina arcani”
cover such obscurity? Perhaps Dr Bernard will tell us when he
writes next on the subject.
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INTRODUCTION

The present volume contains an important addition to our
knowledge of the literature which immediately anticipates or
directly follows the time of Christ. It contains, on the one
hand, a hitherto unknown version of the Psalms of Solomon,
a collection which has often been studied, from the standpoints
both of the higher and lower criticism, and which is, by common
consent, referred to the middle of the first century B.C.; and on
the other hand it presents a new collection which I have called,
for the sake of distinction, and in harmony with the references
in ancient writers, by the name of the Odes of Solomon ; they
are here edited and translated from a Syriac MS. in my own
possession : and it will probably be no rash prediction to say that
their value and antiquity will be at once recognized by students
and critics, and that they will be assigned, either wholly or in
part, to the first century of the Christian era. The reasons for
this belief will appear presently, but, apart altogether from the
question of a half-century more or less in the dating of a
document, it lies outside controversy that the new Odes are
marked by a vigour and exaltation of spiritual life, and
a mystical insight, to which we can only find parallels in the
most illuminated periods of the history of the Church. They
differ, in this respect, by the whole breadth of the firmament,
from the extant Psalms of Solomon, with which they are
associated in our MS. In these there is little originality, and
not much hope : the hard experiences through which Jerusalem
passed at the hands of the Romans in the Invasion of Pompey
have left a gloom over the sky even in the moments of temporary
relief and in the time of exultation over the fall of the great
oppressor : what life and light there is may be traced to the
severe morality of the traditional Pharisees, and to the Messianic
hopes for whose development their times of affliction were the
appropriate and necessary nidus; and so far are they from

0. S. 1
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religious originality in the expression of personal or national
experience, that many of the Psalms in question are little more
than centos and expansions from the canonical Hebrew Psalter.
In the Odes, on the other hand, we have few quotations or
adaptations from previous writings, whether Jewish or Christian ;
there is little that can be traced to the Old Testament, almost
nothing that is to be credited to the Gospels or other branches
of the Christian literature. Their radiance is no reflection from
the illumination of other days: their inspiration is first-hand
and immediate; it answers very well to the summary which
Aristides made of the life of the early Christian Church when
he described them as indeed ‘a new people with whom some-
thing Divine is mingled” They are thus altogether distinct
from the extant Psalms of Solomon which are bound up with
them in our MS. Whatever we may have to say of these latter
is limited to the interest which arises in the discovery of an
Eastern Version of a book whose Greek text is peculiarly difficult
to edit, and whose original Hebrew text has altogether dis-
appeared. We shall show that the new Syriac version is itself
a translation of the Greek; we shall point out in what ways, if
any, it serves to the betterment of the Greek text, and whether
it gives any assistance to the detection of the lost Hebrew text.

Our chief interest, however, will be with the Odes. We
shall discuss the quotations and fragments of these which are
found in early Christian writers: we shall try to determine the
limits of time within which the composition of the Odes must
lie, as well as the locality or Church from which they emanate:
we shall try to find out also how they became attached to the
Psalms, and whether they were originally composed in Greek;
and we shall add a brief commentary and notes to the Odes as
translated. In this way we hope to clear up some perplexities
in the historical tradition, while leaving, no doubt, a number of
unsolved problems to those who shall follow after us.

The MS. from which our texts come is a paper one of quite
The Syriac a late period: its age may be between three and
MS. four hundred years: but as it is imperfect both at
the beginning and ending, and so has lost both its preface and
colophon, we cannot tell how it was described by the person
‘who made the copy, nor can we say anything definite about the
date. It has been lying on my shelves for some time, perhaps
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for as long as two years, along with a heap of leaves from various
Syriac MSS. written on paper, which came from the neighbour-
hood of the Tigris. In spite of its relatively late date, the text
is a good one: it is carefully, if somewhat coarsely written, and
is furnished with occasional vowels in the Nestorian manner, to
which there have been added, probably by a later hand, sundry
Greek vowels in the Jacobite manner. As we have said it is
incomplete both at the beginning and the end : we can, however,
make out pretty clearly what the original MS. was like.

The book is arranged in quires of ten leaves: of the first
quire three leaves are missing: these three leaves contained the
first and second Odes and the beginning of the third Ode. The
Odes then run continuously till the fourth quire, where they
stop on the verso of the fourth leaf: thus the Odes occupy
roughly thirty-four leaves. Then the extant Psalms begin:
they occupy the remaining six leaves of the fourth quire (say
six leaves plus), the fifth quire, and the sixth quire, of which the
last leaf is gone, plus whatever was needed to complete the book
from a seventh quire: and since the extant portion of the Psalms
in our Syriac MS. takes us up to Ps. xvii. 38 there is not much
to add from a seventh quire. Suppose we say that the Psalms
occupied twenty-six leaves, and that three more leaves are
required to complete the text, we have then approximately

Odes = 34 leaves
Psalms = 28 leaves
or Psalms and Odes = 62 leaves!.

Now let us turn to the accounts given us by ancient writers

Psalms of the extent of the books in question: first of all
::;;‘r:; we know that the 18 Psalms of Solomon once

stood in the great Codex Alexandrinus: for in
the index to the MS. we find as follows:

"Amoxdivyris "Twavvov
K\juevros émiarory a’
K\ijuevros émiarorny B
opod BiBNia—
Warpol Zolopwvros i,

' I have made a slight correction here, following Harnack’s estimate of the missing
matter.
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Here the eighteen Psalms stand just outside the accepted
Christian books of the N.T., in the very penumbra of canonicity.
Next turn to the Synopsis Sanctae Scripturae which passes
under the name of Athanasius: here we find as follows, after
the enumeration of the Antilegomena of the Old Testament:

avv éxelvois 8¢ xai Tabra fpifunvrar:
MaxkaBaixa BiB\ia &
M ro\epaira
Wapoi xai w8y [l. @dai]' Zohopwrros
Swaoavva.

Here we find the Psalms in the company of the Odes, and
forming a part of the disputed writings of the Old Testament:
from the supplementary manner in which they are introduced,
following an unknown book on Egyptian history, we may
perhaps describe their position as the penumbra of uncanon-
icity, or, rather of deuterocanonicity. The Psalms and Odes
are here (say in the sixth century) definitely grouped together.

Next take the Stichometry of Nicephorus, the Patriarch of
Constantinople in the beginning of the nmth century: here we
find as follows:

Three books of Maccabees.

The Wisdom of Solomon.

Ecclesiasticus.

The Psalms and Odes of Solomon, containing 2100
verses (arixor Bp’).

Esther.

Judith.

Susanna.

Tobit.

e N -

PN A

Here we find our two books again grouped together, and
very well placed amongst the Apocrypha of the Old Testament :
they do not seem to have lost any dignity between the sixth
and ninth centuries; and they have been carefully measured,
after the manner of books which are likely to be transcribed
and whose contents must therefore be estimated on some
recognized scale.

! Zahn tries to justify the singular, by reference to the LXX. of 1 K. viii. 53 ot
{800 aliry yéypaxras v BNy Tis $o7s:
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In the same connexion we have a list of books which is
found attached to the Quaestiones et Responsiones of Anastasius
the Sinaite, and is commonly known as the Catalogue of the
Sixty Books. After the sixty canonical books, we have a list
of nine deuterocanonical books, and then a list of twenty-five
definitely apocryphal writings ; amongst these last we find

8. ’Avanmyrs Movoéws.
9. Walruol Zolopdvros.
10. ‘HX\lov amokdAvyrs. etc.

Here we cannot be certain whether Psalms means Psalms
and Odes, nor is any estimate made of the extent of the
composition. The book is not in such good company as it is
in the Catalogue of Nicephorus.

Assuming the correctness of the statement that the Odes
and Psalms contain 2100 verses, let us now turn
to the Greek texts of the eighteen Psalms, and see
what the scribes say about their compass. The Vatican MS.
(Cod. R of Gebhardt’s edition of the Psalms) says that the book

Stichometry.

contains o yv': the Copenhagen MS. (Cod. H) says émy a;
and the Paris MS. (Cod. P) says émwn tpiaxovra. Here, as
Gebhardt says, Cod. P has misread A as A’; so we have two
statements as to the length of the book. One statement says
verses, the other verses of Homer, but since that is what verses
mean in a stichometric reckoning, there is no discrepancy
here except in the numbers. If we imagine that the scribe
of Cod. R has misread the sign for goo, ™, as y,, we have
950 verses for R, which agrees closely with the reckoning in
Cod. H. Suppose we say then that the 18 Psalms equal gso
verses. But then we are told by Nicephorus that the Psalms
and Odes together make 2100 verses : we have then the ratio of
Odes to Psalms 1150 to 950 or 23 to 19. Qur estimate of the
relative lengths in the Syriac was 34 to 28 or 17 to 14. The
former estimate is 121 to I, the latter 1°21 to 1, which is so
" exact as to make the verification that our new Odes are those
of which Nicephorus and the other Canonists speak, so far as
statistics can make the demonstration.

It will be observed that Nicephorus has divided the Solomonic
literature into two parts, the Canonical books, viz.: Proverbs,
Ecclesiastes and Canticles, and the Antilegomena which include
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the Wisdom of Solomon, perhaps Ecclesiasticus, and the Psalms
and Odes of Solomon; that is, there are three canonical books
of Solomon, and at least two sub-canonical books. We put
it in that way, because there is evidence in some quarters
that Ecclesiasticus was also reckoned amongst the books of
Solomon. If, however, it is not so reckoned, we have five books
of Solomon.

Now let us turn to the Cheltenham Stichometry as published
by Mommsen. ’

Here we have the Solomonic writings introduced as follows:

Psalmi David CLIL ver. V.
Salomonis ver. V D.
profetas maiores ver. XVI. CCCLXX. numero IIIL

This is a little perplexing; at first sight it seems as if the
Cheltenham list had only one book of Solomon,

The five or several books reckoned as one, and that the
Books of n.  total extent of this book or books is 5500 verses.

But, as Preuschen? has suggested, the real reckoning
for Solomon has got into the next line, and we should read

Salomonis lib, V. ver, VII. CCCXX.
profetas maiores numero IIII.

If this restoration be correct, we should have the Cheltenham
list in evidence for five books of Solomon, but without any clue
to the identification of the five books, or any means of compari-
son with the stichometry of the Psalms and Odes as given by
Nicephorus.

Now, that Preuschen is correct as regards the numbers may
be seen from the fact that the figure 7320 agrees with the count
which we find in Vulgate MSS.* For here we have

Proverbs 1740 verses
Ecclesiastes 80
Canticles 280 ,,
Wisdom 1700
Ecclesiasticus 2800
Total 7320

! Mommsen, Zur lateinischen Stickometrie in Hermes, Bd xxi. pp. 143—156.
Cf. Sanday in Studia Biblica, iii. pp. 217—303.
2 Preuschen, Analecta, p. 138 fi. 3 Sanday, /.. p. 266.
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This justifies Preuschen’s restoration, and shows that five
books of Solomon were reckoned amongst the Canonical and
deuterocanonical books, but the Psalms and Odes of Solomon
aré not amongst the five. For our purposes, therefore, we may
dismiss the Cheltenham catalogue. The date of this catalogue
is soon after A.D. 359, and it is North African in origin: we may
say that at this date the Psalms of Solomon were not recognized
in Carthage.

The very same thing follows from the consideration of the
list of Canonical Scriptures contained in the Acts of the
Council of Carthage in 397, for the entry in the list of Canonical
Books,

Salomonis libri quinque

can hardly be referred to any other grouping than that which
we have already described. The tradition of the Church is
steady that there are five books of Solomon. Thus we find in
Innocentius, writing at the beginning of the fifth century,

‘prophetarum libri sexdecim, Salowmonis libri quingue,
Psalterium?,’

and in Cassiodorus, writing at the middle of the sixth century?,

*Psalterium librum unum ; Salomonis libros quinque
ie. Proverbia, Sapientiam, Ecclesiasticum, Ecclesiasten,
Canticum Canticorum’;

and so in other places. Isidore of Seville, in the early part of
the seventh century, divides the five Solomonic writings into
groups of three and two respectively, and explains that the two
which he detaches (Wisdom and Ecclesiasticus) were really the
works of Jesus the son of Sirach, but have been credited to
Solomon on the ground of style®:

‘Duo quoque illi egregii et sanctae institutionis libelli,
Sapientiam dico et alium qui vocatur Ecclesiasticus ;
qui dum dicantur a Jesu filio Sirach editi, tamen propter
quandam eloquii similitudinem Salomonis titulo sunt
praenotati®’

1 Ad Exsuperium (Galland, Bibl. vol. viii. pp. 561 fI.).

3 De instit. div. litt. c. xiv.

3 Isidore, De ordine lsbb. S. Script., P.L. Ixxxiii. 155 ff.

¢ For the persistence of the tradition as to the five Solomonic books, see Nestle,
Zeitschrift . altt. Wiss. (1907), 37, 294 fi.



8 INTRODUCTION

There are no further references that I krnow of to the
Psalms or Odes of Solomon in the lists of canonical books which
have come down to us, unless there should be a cryptic allusion
to them in the new book of Psalms written for Marcion, which
the Muratorian Canon condemns (Saec. ii.—iii.), or the yraAuoi
{StwTicoi which the Council of Laodicea (¢. 360 A.1.) prohibits
from being used in the Church'. In the latter case we have the
opinion of John Zonaras in favour of the identification. But
Zonaras in the twelfth century was probably, like ourselves,
engaged in speculation. On the other hand, if we might describe
Yraluoi iSiwTicol as meaning Psalms of personal experience, the
term would exactly suit our collection of Odes.

Having now proved that we have the two books of Solomonic
Lactantius Psalms and Odes in substantially the same compass
and the Odes.  that they were known to the ancient Stichometers,
we now pass on to consider what light is thrown on the matter
by actual quotations from the book of Odes which are extant.

We begin with a passage from Lactantius, which was first

noticed by the learned Whiston®. In the Divine Institutes
(Bk iv. c. 12) we have the following passage:

‘Salomon in ode undevicesima? ita dicit: Infirmatus est
uterus Virginis et accepit foetum et gravata est, et facta
est in multa miseratione mater virgo.’

And in the Epitome of the Divine [ustitutes the passage is
introduced by the words Apud Salomonem ita scriptum est. These
references to a 19th Ode betray a knowledge of the book from
which the quotation was taken: on turning to the 19th Ode in
our collection we find the very words quoted by Lactantius, the
actual Syriac text being as follows:

1 Origen's Canon, as contained in Euseb. Z. E. vi. 25, has an entry of three
Solomonic books, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes and Canticles ; with regard to this last he
says "Aoua doudrwy, o ydp ws wapakauBdroveol Tires,"Acuara doudrwy. But this is
only an alternative title which Origen condemns; it has no suggestion in it of other
Songs or Canticles. [In the Latin Vulgate of Sixtus V (1590) the title was first
Canticum and is everywhere in the headings of the pages ‘pasted over as Cantica
(Nestle).] Origen is expressly enumerating the twenty-two books of the Hebrew
Canon. The alternative title for Canticles is actually found in the Symopsis of
Chrysostom, in John of Damascus (De fide orthodoxa iv. 17) and elsewhere.

3 Authentick Records, i. 155.

3 So in the Cambridge MS. Gg. 4. 24 and in all MSS. in the apparatus of Brandt's
edition; but in the MS. Kk. 4. 17 of the same University the reference is wanting.
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The only discordance is in the first word of the passage,
which is certainly wrong in the Latin?, and very difficult to
interpret in the Syriac. It is clear, however, that Lactantius is
working from a book of Odes arranged in the same order as
ours: if he had both Psalms and Odes in his collection, then the
Odes preceded the Psalms. And further, since Lactantius
quotes in Latin, the book was extant in a Latin translation in
his time ; for when Lactantius quotes Greek books, as in the
case of the Sibylline verses, he quotes in Greek and does not
offer a translation. From which it appears that by the begin-
ning of the fourth century the Odes of Solomon must have been
translated into Latin2 '

Ryle and James in their edition of the eighteen Psalms of
Solomon drew attention, following Whiston, to this passage of
Lactantius, and made the correct inference from it that there
must have been more Solomonic matter at one time accessible
to Christian scholars than the eighteen Psalms. And since the
Ode quoted by Lactantius is undoubtedly Christian, they sug-
gest that the original collection of Psalms of Solomon was
fitted with an Appendix of Odes of Solomon, the added matter
being approximately equal in length to the original collection,
and either Christian or marked by distinctly Christian inter-
polations. So far they were undoubtedly right, as our MS.
incontestably shows. Only our book presents the matter of the
Appendix in a different light : here it is the Odes that have the
first place and the Psalms that are appended ; and possibly this
was also the case with Lactantius’ book of Solomon. We shall
show, presently, that there is reason to believe that the two
books came together in both orders, in different lines of tradition,

1T am inclined to belicve it is simply a mistake for ‘insinuatus.’ Just above
Lactantius says, ‘Descendens itaque de caelo sanctus ille spiritus dei sanctam virginem
cujus utero se insinuaret elegit.” Harnack points out, by reference to Rénsch, /tala
u. Vulgata p. 371 that the word snfirmatus is only used of sick people in the time of
Lactantius. The Ode expressly denies sickness to the Virgin. For further sugges-
tions see notes to text and translation.

? We shall show later that there is some probability that Lactantius has been
influenced by our fourth Ode in a passage of Dsv. /nst. iv. 27.

0. S. 2
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and that there was current not only a book of Odes and Psalms
but also a book of Psalms and Odes.

And now let us pass on to a more interesting question, the
The Odes ana  EXistence of extracts from the Odes of Solomon in
the Pistis that curious Gnostic book, preserved in the Coptic
Sophia. (or more exactly, Thebaic) language, and known
as the Pistis Sophkia. These extracts will be important, not
only because they give us, in the form of a version, a good deal
of matter that coincides with what we have recovered from the
Syriac, but because they present this matter at an earlier time
than that of Lactantius, from whom our first quotation was made,
and the writer who made these quotations in the latter part of
the third century was not only quoting from the Odes of Solomon,
but from those Odes as forming a part of his accepted Biblical
text. We shall endeavour to make these points clear, and also
to show that in the Biblical text from which the writer quoted
the Odes of Solomon were preceded by the Psalms of Solomon.
If we can establish these points, the antiquity of the Odes will
be made out, for it is on the one hand clear that they are
traditional companions of the Psalms of Solomon for a con-
siderable length of time and on the other hand it is quite
improbable that a book written, say, as late as the end of the
second century, should be a part of the accepted Egyptian
canon in the latter part of the third century® To get into the
canon at all, in any of the great centres of Christian life, a
book must have a measure of antiquity on its side: those
books which secured such canonicity, Clement’s Epistle, or
Barnabas’ Epistle or the Shepherd of Hermas, obtained their
position by the presumption of antiquity, and even then were
not easily rooted in the positions that they acquired, as the history
of the Canon will show. Let us, then, try to establish the points
to which we have referred above: and first with regard to the
date of the Pistis Sopkia from which the extracts have been
made.

The best investigation into the Pistis Sopkia is the one

1 Note that the five apocryphal Psalms published by Wright from the Syriac in
Proc. S. Bibl. Arch. for 1887 have nothing to do with our collection.
. % [Harnack puts the point equally stiongly: Die Oden Salomos p. g: ¢ dass irgend
eine Provinzialkirche ein nach der Mitte des 2. Jahrhunderts entstandenes Schriftstiick
in das A.T. aufgenommen hat, ist ganz unwahrscheinlich.’}
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made by Harnack in Bd vii. of his Texte u. Untersuchungen
in 1891. His treatise is divided into five sections: (i) the
relation of the Pistis Sophia to the N.T.; (ii) the relation of the
Pistis Sophia to the O.T.; (iii) the biblical exegesis of the
author; (iv) its general Christian and catholic elements; and
(v) a discussion of the character, origin, time and place of
production of the work in question. Under this last head
Harnack comes to the conclusion that the book is of Egyptian
origin, and that it was written in the second half of the third
century ; that its Gnosticism is Ophite in character, and betrays
an origin in a Syrian rather than an Egyptian school ; .., it is
an imported Gnosticism developed on Egyptian soil, and that
the actual school from which it emanated can be detected from
allusions made by Epiphanius in his treatise on Heresies. He
tells us of certain Gnostics who had a Gospel according to
Philip, from which he makes a quotation which is quite in the
manner of the Pistis Sopkia, in which Philip appears as the
principal scribe of the discourses ; they had also #nter alia, books
called the Longer and Shorter Questions of Mary: and as a
large part of the Pistis Sophia is taken up with questions
addressed to Jesus by Mary Magdalene and her women friends,
it is natural to regard at least a part of the Pistis Sophia (as we
call it) as coinciding with the books spoken of by Epiphanius.
But since Epiphanius gives us an extract from the Longer
Questions which cannot be identified with the Pistis Sophia
(it is in fact, to judge from the extract, an obscene book, though
it has many points of contact with the Pistis Sophia, which
definitely contradicts its obscenity), we are led to the conclusion
that the Pistis Sophia is identical, either wholly or in part, with
the Skorter Questions of Mary.

In discussing these Gnostic heretics, Epiphanius tells us that
in his early youth he came under their influence in Egypt, and
that he was mercifully preserved from entanglement with them.,
He read their books, understood the sense of them, and then,
like the virtuous Joseph from the house of Potiphar, he made
his escape from their seductions and denounced the sect to the
bishops of the province, and had the heretics expelled from the
city in which he had met them. (See Epiphanius, Haer. 26,
c. 17, 18) ‘

We thus succeed in locating in Egypt a group, or rather two
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related groups of heretics, who may be described as Ophites or
as Sethites (Epiphanius uses several names to describe the
same groups); to one of these bands of Egyptian heretics the
Pistis Sophia may be referred : and we thus get a fairly accurate
idea of the place, time and character of the people to whom the
book must be referred.

It must not be supposed that all of Harnack’s arguments

under these heads are valid. For instance on
The Odes

not Gnostic p. 101 he shows that the Gnostic writer uses an
;:'g;‘i’:n Egyptian calendar, for he makes Jesus to be trans-

figured before His disciples on the 15th of the
month Tybi, when the moon is full; this suggests the use of
an Egyptian calendar: and then he goes on to say that Egypt
is also betrayed by the fact that the book quotes the Gnostic
Odes of Solomon', which are probably of Egyptian origin, and
allude to the inundation of the Nile. It is instructive to enquire
how the Odes of Solomon came to be suspected of Gnosticism,
and of references to Egyptian events.

Amongst the passages quoted by the Coptic writer from the
Odes of Solomon there is one which can be identified at once
with the sixth Ode in our collection ; it describes a great over-
flow or inundation of the water of life, which has for its first
objective point, if not its actual point of departure, the Temple
at Jerusalem, and which flows out over all lands, bringing healing
and strength,

The Psalm is a very beautiful one, and thoroughly Christian.
But because it happens to describe the breaking out of the
waters by the Greek word dwdppoia, which the Coptic has care-
fully transliterated, and because this is a favourite word in the
Pistis Sopkia to describe a Gnostic Emanation, it has been
assumed that the Ode was Gnostic and that the illustration of
the efflux was borrowed from the rising waters of the Nile.
In support of this it may be urged that the waters were fought
by a professional class of water-restrainers, and that those who

1 [As soon as Harnack came to the knowledge of the complete collection of Odes,
he withdrew the Gnostic epithet : see p. 103 note 2. *Hiretisch-Gnostisches ist auch
nicht zu finden. Friiher, als man nur fiinf kannte und diese in der Beleuchtung der
Pistis Sophxa, habe ich, wenn auch mcht ohne Bedenken, an Gnostisches gedacht.
Allein, wie auch Harris richtig gesehen hat—die vollstindige Sammlung zelgt, dass
der Verfasser nicht zu den Gnostikern gerechnet werden kann (oder nur so, wie auch
Johannes zu ihnen gehért).’]
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drank of them were, according to the Coptic, a people who lived
on the dry sand. It might, therefore, be maintained that this
language suited Egypt better than Palestine. It is difficult;
however, to see how Jerusalem comes in, if the scénery of the
Ode is Egyptian, and it would have been better to express the
matter more cautiously, as was done by Ryle and James in
their first attempt on the problem of the Odes. Their lan-
guage was as follows!: ‘QOde iii. (fe. the third of the quoted
Coptic Odes) is also Christian, and the employment of the term
amoppoia seems to stamp it as Gnostic. But we cannot see€ that
there is anything unmistakably Gnostic in<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>