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There is nothing in
The Speeches ;e Book of Acts
In Acts. more remarkable
than the series of speeches incorpo-
rated into it. If we look at them
merely = quantitively, their number
and mass are so great as to constitute
them an outstanding feature of the
book. The slightest penetration be-
neath the surface reveals in them a
freshness, a variety, a fitness to the
several occasions on which they are
said to have been spoken, to the
several speakers to whom they are
attributed, to the general proprieties
of the several situations and the
stages of development of the Church
and of doctrine at which they are
introduced, that are nothing less than
astonishing. Their presence in it not
only gives a marked vitality and
vividness to the narrative, but adds
to it a vraisemblance which is almost
irresistible. It is scarcely possible
to rise from an attentive perusal of
these speeches without the conviction
that they represent speeches actually
delivered by the persons to whom
they are attributed at the points of
time and on the occasions to which
they are assigned. Decidedly, they
constitute a phenomenon with which
those who would have us believe
that the Book of Acts is more or
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less a piece of imaginative literature,
dating from post-Apostolic times,
must reckon.

What critics of this

I:?:ﬂh" of class would fain have
ons .
The Author? us think of them we

may learn as well as
elsewhere from the article on Acts
contributed by Professor Paur W.
ScEMIEDEL to Dr. CHEYNE'S Ency-
clopaedia Biblica (1. 47). “With re-
gard to the speeches,” says he, “it is
beyond doubt that the author con-
structed them in each case according
to his own conception of the situa-
tion. In doing so, he simply followed
the acknowledged practice of ancient
historians. Thucydides (I. 23, 1),
expresses himself distinctly on this
point; the others adopt the practice
tacitly without any one’s seeing any-
thing in it morally questionable.”
That is to say, briefly, the author of
the Acts is to be supposed to have
placed within the mouths of his char-
acters speeches composed by himself,
according to his idea of what on such
occasions these characters might well
be imagined to have said; and the
speeches he presents us are, there-
fore, only a part of his art in giving
vividness to the narrative, and are
to be read rather as embodying his



2 THE BIBLE STUDENT.

conceptions of the characters and sit-
uations portrayed than as veritable
documents from which we can form
our conceptions of them.

The prevalence of

The Enmplz this mode of writing
of Cl‘:i‘l history among the

Greek classical his-
torians undoubtedly lends some color
to the assumption that the author of
Acts may also have followed it. It
certainly seems natural to suppose
that a writer of history of the first
century after Christ, would stand
under the influence of the great his-
toriographers of the classical age,
and would be apt to adopt the mode
of presenting his material and of tell-
ing his story which had been conse-
crated by their example. “Or are
we to hold,” asks Mr. ArTHUR
WricHT (The Gospel According to
St. Luke in Greek, &c., p. xviii.)
“that an inspired writer was entirely
free from the influences of the age in
which he lived?” The dilemma in
which Mr. WricHT would place us
by this question does not seem, how-
ever, altogether inevitable. It may
very well be that an inspired writer
would not write history precisely
like even the greater heathen writers
of his time, and yet not be “entirely
free from the influences of the age
in which he lived.” And it does not
seem impossible that we may lay too
much weight on the analogy which it
is attempted to make out between the
Greek historiographers and the
author of Acts, in their relation to
the speeches incorporated into their
narratives.

For one thing, very

Tb«q;‘;‘d‘: scant justice seems
mr'd; P:“ to be done to Thu-
Iaventions. cydides in the use

which is made of his
practice in this regard. Did Thucy-
dides “freely compose”—this is the

phrase most commonly used—the
speeches which he placed in the
mouths of his characters? Not if
we are to believe his own testimony.
He draws a sharp distinction be-
tween his method of writing history
and that most in vogue among his
contemporaries, on the very ground
that his concern is with the record
of fact, theirs with attractiveness of
impression. In other words, he dis-
tinguishes between the historical
motive that dominated him and the
artistic motive that ruled in their
compositions: and on that very
ground contrasts his work as a “pos-
session forever,” with their prize-
essays designed merely to tickle the
ears of the hearers of the moment.
He does not, indeed, claim equal
exactitude for his record of speeches
with his record of facts. He pro-
fesses to have made the most labori-

ous inquisition into the facts and to
have set down only what had actually
happened, and as it happened. As
for the speeches, on the other hand,

he remarks on the difficulty of re-

calling “the exact words of what was

said,” and so excuses his permission

to himself of a certain freedom in

reproducing them. But he by no

means confesses to an entire inven-

tion of them; on the contrary, he

professes to have adhered as closely

as possible to the general sense of

what was really said, and only within

those limits to have allowed himself

to give a form and character of his

own to the several speeches recorded.

This is very far from “free composi-

tion” of speeches to be placed in the

mouths of historical characters. It

is a claim to have made a substanti-

ally true record of what was said.

exceedingly
Livy’s Purpose doubtful, moreover,
whether any instruc-
tive analogy can be
drawn in a matter of this kind be-
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tween the classical historiographers
and the New Testament narrators.
Mr. ArrHUR WRIGHT seems to think
he has gone far towards settling the
matter of Luke’s exactitude as a histo-
rian by adducing theexample of Livy.
Livy, it seems, “is very far, indeed,
from showing any excessive scruples
about accuracy. He never visits a
battle-field or verifies a description.
He counts his authorities rather than
weighs them. He follows first one
and then another, taking little care
to reconcile them or fill up the gaps
between them.” “St. Luke,” he adds,
“was writing in a much less ambi-
tious way, with an entirely different
purpose; ought we to suppose that
his historical conscience was so much
more enlightened than Livy’s?”’ It
does not appear why we should not
answer by a hearty “Yes;” and on
the very ground that Luke “was writ-
ing in a much less ambitious way,
with an entirely different purpose.”
In a word, Livy was far more con-
cerned to produce literature than an
exact record; Luke was far more
concerned to produce record than lit-
erature (Luke i. 2-3). And it is be-
cause of this difference that the anal-
ogy utterly fails between them.

It would be difficult

Contrast to press this contrast
HeaB ety thcnw J too far. The Greeks

. an';olnt made everything of
OiChquﬂlew. form and in the en-

tire sphere of litera-
ture, too, wrought consciously or
unconsciously on the maxim of art
for art’'s sake. Exactitude, even
general accuracy, was of little mo-
ment to them in comparison with
beauty, artistic impression. Christ-
ians wrought, on the contrary, on
the maxim of truth for truth’s sake.
And there is a deep and true sense in
which it may be said that from the
very beginning Christian literature
differentiated itself from that of the

heathen, just by its renunciation of
all striving after beauty of form.
When Paul declares that he came to
the Corinthians with no excellency
of speech (I. Cor. ii. 1), and freely
admitted his rudeness in speech—
but, he adds significantly, “not in
knowledge” (II. Cor. xi. 6),—he
sounds the keynote of early Christian
literary work. This principle was
carried so far, indeed, that a con-
scious contrast was erected between
Christian and heathen literature just
on the ground of the distinction be-
tween content and form. Ebuarp
NorDEN, writing from the standpoint
of the pure philologian, remarks
(Die antike Kunstprosa, I1. 458):
“The struggle between Hellenism and
Christianity,—if we wish to keep in
view a single and that an essential
aspect—may be called a struggle be-
tween form and content.” Christian
writers, he says again (p. 529),
“from the earliest times to deep in
the middle ages, almost without ex-
ception, in theory defended the stand-
point that they must write in a
homely way.” It was even made a
topic of serious debate whether a
Christian should not write ill elab-
orately and of set purpose: for
“why,” asked Gregory the Great,
“should the words of the heavenly
oracle be straitened under the rules
of Donatus?” We are not suggest-
ing that the Book of Acts is written
under the influence of so fanatical a
theory. That belongs to later and less
simple times when the very prefer-
ence of Christian writers for inarti-
ficial writing had become itself an
artifice; and men, actually following
the bombastic, finical, affected style
of the Sophists, compounded with
their Christian consciences by such
extremities of theory. But we are
contending that what NORDEN calls
the “formlessness” of the New Tes-
tament writings in contrast with the
excessive devotion to form of the
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heathen,—the stress they laid on
“knowledge” as over against “excel-
lency of speech”—induces such a
contrast between the two that the
analogy of the subordination of truth
to rhetoric in the case of the one
does not hold good with reference to
the other. If Thucydides could dis-
criminate his history from that of the
average rhetorical composition of the
time, on the score of his superior
regard for truth in his presentation
whether of the facts or the speeches;
much more might the author of Acts
on precisely the same ground differ-
entiate his work from that even of
Thucydides himself.

It is, however, from
Impossibility of 0 5 posteriori
Explainin.g'thc standpoint that the

difficulty of attrib-
Pure Iaventions. uting these speeches
to the “free composition” of the
author of the book becomes most
apparent. These speeches are not, in
themselves, such as we can easily
accredit to the author of the book.
They do bear, to be sure, such traces
of his hand as inevitably accompanies
their adjustment to his use: they
owe, no doubt, much of their conden-
sation, for example, to him. But
their prime characteristic is not this.
It is rather their redolence of the per-
sonalities to which they are attrib-
uted in the narrative. So marked is
this, that even those most persistent
in attributing them rather to the
author of the book, usually find it
impossible to carry this contention
really through. Thus even ScHMIE-
DEL after roundly ascribing the
speeches to the author of the book,
and laboring to show that they are
unhistorical, is compelled at once to
allow that this theory will not ac-
count for the Christology embedded
in the speeches attributed to Peter:
“It is hardly possible not to believe
that this Christology of the speeches

of Peter must have come from a
primitive source.”” No more instruc-
tive example can be found, however,
than that afforded by the treatment
of the subject by the late Dr. SAMUEL
DavipsoN in that melancholy second
Introduction to the Study of the New
Testament which he put forth to
counteract the good effects of his
first. After the fullest consideration
of the internal character of the
speeches, prosecuted with the evident
determination to make the worst of
them possible, the conclusion that he
is compelled to reach is (II. p. 120) :
“The speeches should not be consid-
ered the free composition of the
writer altogether. As he used
sources oral and written, he had in-
formation from without. But the
nature of the speeches necessitates
the conclusion that they received part
of their substance and most of their
form from the narrator.” Which,
being interpreted, is that the speeches
cannot by any means be accounted
for as the “free composition” of the
author of the book; but after every-
thing has been attributed to him
which could on any, even the wildest
hypothesis, be possibly attributed to
him, there remains yet a large resid-
uum both of substance and form
which cannot by any possibility be
attributed to him, but must be attrib-
uted to the speakers to whom the
several speeches are assigned. These
speeches then, are not the “free com-
position” of the author of the book
at all; at the most they have been
somewhat reworked by him to adjust
them to his use; in any possible event
they are true general reports of what
their reputed authors actually said.

This being confess-
edly the general
character of these
g:“u °‘? speeches, let us con-

amatists sider what would be
involved in supposing them, never-

‘Was the Author
Of Acts the
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theless, the “free composition” of the
author of Acts. In the first place, we
should have to ascribe to him nothing
less than the highest quality of dra-
matic genius. There is probably
nothing quite equal to it in the whole
of literature. Certainly no parallel
can be found in the speeches em-
bodied in their narratives by the
classical historians; not even in Thu-
cydides. For note, we are not speak-
ing here of literary but specifically
of dramatic genius. Even Roper?
BrowNING’S Dramatis Personae are
not in the same class with these
simple, apparently unstudied, and
yet perfectly fitting speeches, redo-
lent each of the mental characteris-
tics, stage of development, and very
phraseology of the author in whose
mouth it is put. And note the subtle,
almost sly, skill of this supreme
characterizer, who never forgets the
dramatic proprieties for a single se-
cond. Not only is Peter not allowed
in his earlier speeches to transcend
the stage of doctrinal development
then attained in the delivery of doc-
trine and is only slowly carried
upwards towards the “Paulinism” of
his Epistles. Not only is Paul, on the
contrary, all that the Paul of the
Epistles is, and hisspeeches filled with
his characteristic phraseology. But
where he is represented as having
spoken in Hebrew (xxii. 1-21)—here,
surely, the artifice of this great arti-
ficer will fail! But no, this speech is
full of Hebraisms and is peculiar
among the speeches attributed to him
in being entirely lacking in echoes
of Paul's Greek style! Surely, if
these speeches are to be viewed not
as records of what was said and how
it was said, but as rhetorical exer-
cises of a “free” writer, the world
has hitherto done gross injustice to
one of the greatest dramatic geniuses
it has yet produced.

But there would be
more involved than
even this remarkable

Did the Authoe
Have a Minute

‘Koowledge of 4. aric  talent in

The Apostolic the “free composi-
Age? tion” of this series
of speeches. This, namely: the most
minute and exact knowledge of the
whole course of Apostolic history
and of all the actors in it. For this
dramatist is not dealing with imagi-
nary characters developing an imag-
inary plot—over which and over
whom he has a certain power and
needs only to conceive all his details
consistently with themselves in order
to present a unitary and harmonious
picture. He is dealing with a sec-
tion of actual history and with
characters that actually lived and
wrought: and we know somewhat
of this history and much of these
characters apart from his narrative.
He has been compelled, therefore, to
be consistent not only with himself,
but also with the characters with
whom he deals, as otherwise known -
to us. And it is this that he has
thoroughly accomplished in the
speeches he has attributed to them.
It is the Peter of the Gospels that
reappears in the Acts; the Peter of
his Epistles that speaks in the
speeches attributed to him. It is the
James of his Epistle that we recog-
nize in the discourse put here into
his mouth. It is the thought, man-
ner, the very diction of Paul's
Epistles that meet us again in the
speeches he is here made to deliver.
And all this is not done with a coarse
hand, as if the Epistles were the
source of the information thus util-
ized; but with the utmost finesse, fit-
ting everything into its true histori-
cal place and development. It can-
not be denied that the author of the
Book of Acts, on the supposition that
he composed these speeches, had
access to minute and trustworthy in-
formation as to the whole course of
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the Apostolic history and as to all the
actors in it, no longer accessible to us.
We may even go further and say that
the one who could compose these
speeches must be accredited with so
thorough and so exact a knowledge
of the Apostolic Church and its
chief leaders, that it would be im-
possible for him not to have had
communicated to him the contents of
any important speeches they may
have made. In other words, in order
to account for the “free composition”
of these speeches, we must attribute
to the “free composer” such a de-
tailed knowledge of the whole course
of the Apostolic history, as to render
it unnecessary for him to “compose”
these speeches: they would be natu-
rally put in his hands already com-
posed.

If we are asked how

l;‘“;mw':; we are to suppose the
or Ureservalion onceches were pre-

Of the Speeches? served for record in

this book, we do not know that a
definite answer is incumbent on us.
Here the speeches are: and this is
their character. They cannot, being
what they are, be the products of
“free composition;” they are obvi-
ously, whatever slight modification
they may have received from the
hand of the writer, recorded sub-
stantially as they were delivered.
This fact remains a fact, and the valid
basis of all inferences legitimately
derived from it, even though we may
remain in ignorance of the process
by means of which they were pre-
served. And it is worth while to
note that nothing is told us in the
narrative itself of the means taken
to preserve them. They are simply
introduced as speeches actually de-
livered, bearing in themselves all the
marks of speeches actually delivered;
and left to tell their own tale. There
are, however, two verae causae which
speculatively suggest themselves to

us, which may have played a part—
the one or the other—in their pre-
servation, and to which we may
briefly advert as possibly accounting
for it.

We may think, for
Were they example, of short-
Taken Down hand writing. There
In Short-haod? .. some of the
speeches, to be sure, which it seems
scarcely possible to suppose were
taken down in short-hand. Who,
for example, would have been likely
so to take down those early speeches
of Peter’'s—which nevertheless bear
strong internal marks of authentic-
ity,—the very character of which was
their suddenness? But there are
other addresses, such, for example,
as those delivered before Felix and
Agrippa and Festus, at the delivery
of which it is altogether probable that
shorthand writers were present and
probably officially employed in taking
them down. How widely short-hand
was used in Greek-speaking lands at
the opening of our era, we scarcely
know with accuracy. DIOGENES
LAERTIUS seems to tell us (ii. 48)
that Xenophon was the first of the
pupils of the philosophers to use it
in “taking notes” of his master’s
discourse. A little later it appears
to have been common enough. Thus,
for example, when Flavius Philos-
tratus left Antioch it seems the most
natural thing in the world to tell us
that he took with him both a tachy-
grapher and a calligrapher—the
former to catch, the latter to record
his speech. So again, EusesIus tells
us that Origen, when writing his
commentaries, dictated to no fewer
than seven tachygraphers, who re-
lieved each other at intervals, while
as many bibliographers recorded
their notes and female calligraphers
beautified them. The Greek Soph-
ists were accustomed to have their
orations taken down by tachy-
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graphers, and it is to this custom,
passed over to the church, that we
owe the preservation of the dis-
courses of the great preachers. Of
course, the common run of preachers
did not enjoy this distinction, and so
we know nothing of the ordinary
preaching of the times, and have
in our hands only the “rhetorical ex-
ercises.”” When we remember what
the Apostles and Prophets were to
the early Church, it does not seem
impossible that many of their
speeches were taken down from their
lips in short-hand.

And we must remem-

Were they ber that those were
Kept in Trained . .
M ? days of prodigious

and prodigiously cul-
tivated memories. “Commit nothing
to writing” was a maxim of the
Rabbis: and in its observance the
finest scope was found for the devel-
opment of the memory. The ideal of
proficiency was that the mind of the
hearer should be like a “well-plas-
tered well, which will not lose a
drop.” Many hearers of the early
Apostolic proclamation had been
trained in this school of quick and
retentive memory; and were capable
of receiving and retaining a speech
on its delivery, to be afterwards de-
livered up again on demand. And
let us remind ourselves again that
these speeches were not languidly
listened to. There is not merely the
enthusiasm begotten by the fresh
proclamation of the glad-tidings to
be reckoned with, but the authority
claimed by the speakers. At such
times even an indifferent memory ex-
hibits unwonted power: a well
trained memory might be trusted to
give a good report of itself. As Mr.
HeapraM well says (Hastings' Dic-
tionary of the Bible, 1. 58), “The
speeches of the leading Apostles
would impress themselves on the
growing community and would be

remembered as the words of the Lord
were remembered.”

We have purposely
Were they taken no account
Recorded by thus far of the per-
Luke at Once? sonality of the author
of Acts, to whom we owe the record
of these speeches. But it is only fair
to remind ourselves, before closing,
that if he really was what he repre-
sents himself as having been, a close
companion of Paul’s later years, who
accompanied him to Jerusalem and
Rome, this will go far to account for
the preservation of many of the
speeches here recorded. Many of
them the author must have himself
heard; of many more he enjoyed the
fullest opportunity to obtain a com-
plete account. No doubt, we are
thus attributing to him certain qual-
ities of interest and memory. But
surely we are authorized to do that
in the case of a historian who took
his task as seriously as he represents
himself to have done in his preface
to Luke’s Gospel, and as he exhibits
himself as having done in every page
of his narrative. Even a BoswerLy,
because he had given himself to the
task of writing his hero’s life, “ac-
quired,” as he tells us, “a faculty of
recollecting,” and grew very “assid-
uous in recording” Johnson’s conver-
sation,—with the result that every
one knows. Need we hesitate to
attribute a like acquisition and assi-
duity to Luke? B. B. W.

* %
x

Apocalypse is simply
?{:‘;}x— the word dmoxdAvyris

in English dress.
This Greek term means unveiling,
revelation. Nor does its meaning
change when it is transliterated.
This appears from the fact that the
last book of Scripture is called indif-
ferently either The Apocalypse, or





