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Preface

The essays and studies included in these two volumes are intended to update,
to develop, and to widen the scope of the issues considered by members of
‘A Committee of the Oxford Society of Historical Theology’ in their landmark
and still valuable reference book, The New Testament in the Apostolic Fathers.
That volume was published by the Clarendon Press in 1905, and it is to
acknowledge the importance of that famous book that these companion
volumes are published in its centenary year. The 1905 volume was very
much a product of Oxford, albeit by a number of scholars who may have
been on the fringes of university life (as John Muddiman explains, in Trajec-
tories through the New Testament and the Apostolic Fathers, p. 107); Kirsopp
Lake is listed among the contributors as Professor of New Testament Exegesis
in the University of Leiden, but he was curate of the University Church of
St Mary the Virgin in Oxford until his appointment to that chair in 1904.

Oxford connections remain important in these centenary volumes. Both
editors are members of the Oxford Theology Faculty, and these papers
represent the first-fruits of an ongoing research project on the New Testament
and the second century that is supported by the Theology Faculty. Yet there is
also a strong international dimension to the research presented in these
volumes, for the contributors are drawn from Belgium, Germany, Canada,
the USA, and South Africa, as well as from Oxford and elsewhere in the
United Kingdom. Many of the papers were presented and discussed at a
conference held at Lincoln College, Oxford, in April 2004; others were
written solely for publication. But this collection is by no means just another
Conference Proceedings; all the contributions printed here have been through
the process of peer review that is customary in academic publishing.

The chapters that appear in The Reception of the New Testament in the
Apostolic Fathers offer a comprehensive and rigorous discussion of the extent
to which the writings later included in the New Testament were known, and
cited (or alluded to), by the Apostolic Fathers, and they do so in the light of
contemporary research on the textual traditions of both corpora. The chapters
in Trajectories through the New Testament and the Apostolic Fathers are also
sensitive to these issues, but offer a representative sample of a range of issues
that arise in the comparative study of these texts. They cannot be comprehen-
sive, because they address wider questions than those addressed in the
companion volume, but they advance contemporary discussion and under-
standing of each of the Apostolic Fathers and much of the New Testament in
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the wider context of Christian origins and development in the first and second
centuries.

Both editors are glad to thank various people for their help in producing
these volumes. We are grateful to Hilary O’Shea, who brought the proposal
before the Delegates of Oxford University Press, and to Lucy Qureshi, who
saw the volumes through from their acceptance by the Press until their
publication. Dorothy McCarthy, Enid Barker, Amanda Greenley, Samantha
Griffiths, and Jean van Altena each helped us to keep to a tight production
schedule and gave valuable advice on many points of detail. Particular thanks
are due to the anonymous reader who read a large typescript with great speed
and equal care, and offered a number of helpful and incisive suggestions.

OUP provided financial support for our conference, as did the British
Academy, the Zilkha Fund of Lincoln College, Oxford, and the Theology
Faculty of Oxford University. We are glad to acknowledge the assistance of
each. Adam Francisco provided indispensable help in running the conference
website, which allowed delegates to read papers in advance, and was of great
assistance throughout the planning and administration of the conference, as
were Mel Parrott and her colleagues at Lincoln College.

Most importantly, both editors were overwhelmed by the support and
interest shown by such a range of international experts in the study of the
New Testament and early Christianity, and we are grateful to all who have
allowed us to include their work in this publication. We hope that that these
volumes will become a standard reference work for many years to come, and
that they will provide a useful resource for future researchers in New Testa-
ment and Patristics.

AFG
CMT
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Introduction and Overview

Andrew F. Gregory and Christopher M. Tuckett

The first modern editor to refer to a collection of early Christian writings as
the Apostolic Fathers appears to have been J. Cotelier, whose edition was
published in 1672. The most recent is Bart D. Ehrman, a contributor to this
collection, whose Greek—English edition in the Loeb Classical Library replaces
the original and much-used Loeb volumes produced by Kirsopp Lake. Lists of
those who are included in the conventional but largely arbitrary collection
known as the ‘Apostolic Fathers’ do vary slightly (Ehrman takes a more
inclusive approach than both Lake and the Oxford Committee),! but in-
cluded in The Reception of the New Testament in the Apostolic Fathers and in
Trajectories through the New Testament and the Apostolic Fathers are treat-
ments of the central texts in this category, as found also in the 1905 volumes,
The New Testament in the Apostolic Fathers: the Didache, 1 Clement, 2 Clement,
the letters of Ignatius, Polycarp’s Letter to the Philippians, the Letter of Barna-
bas, and the Shepherd of Hermas. Also included in the second of these 2005
volumes is the Martyrdom of Polycarp, which the Oxford Committee did not
consider.

The 1905 volume treated a relatively narrow set of issues: namely, the extent
to which the documents of the New Testament were known, and cited (or
alluded to), by the Apostolic Fathers. Such issues remain important, so they
are the central concern of The Reception of the New Testament and the

1 Lake included the Letter to Diognetus, in addition to those named above and discussed in
the present volumes; Ehrman includes all these texts, as well as the fragments of Papias and
Quadratus. This collection, he notes, is comparable to other similarly arbitrary collections of
second- and third-century Christian writings: e.g., the apologists, the heresiologists, and the Nag
Hammadi Library. Understood as a collection of writings based only on convention, the
Apostolic Fathers, he continues, ‘is not an authoritative collection of books, but a convenient
one, which, in conjunction with these other collections, can enlighten us concerning the
character of early Christianity, its external appeal and inner dynamics, its rich and significant
diversity, and its developing understandings of its own self-identity, social distinctiveness,
theology, ethical norms, and liturgical practices’. See, further, B. D. Ehrman, ‘General Introduc-
tion, in The Apostolic Fathers, i, LCL 24 (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 2003),
1-14, quotation on pp. 13-14.
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Apostolic Fathers. Each Apostolic Father is treated in turn, as in the 1905
volume, but these studies are now prefaced by a careful discussion of meth-
odological issues that must be addressed in seeking to determine what might
constitute a reference in the Apostolic Fathers to one of the writings that later
became the New Testament, and also a number of investigations of the text
and transmission of both the New Testament and the Apostolic Fathers. Thus
contemporary scholars continue to ask questions that have remained import-
ant and relevant since the publication of the 1905 volume, but they do so in
light of manuscript evidence that was not available a century ago (newly
discovered papyri of the New Testament and the Apostolic Fathers, as well as
of other early Christian writings), and on the basis of a century’s continuing
work on these texts. Questions of canon and authority are rarely far from the
surface, but difficulties in assessing the relative likelihood that individual
Apostolic Fathers were drawing on proverbial expressions and free traditions
or on contemporary versions or copies of texts that would emerge in the
surviving manuscripts of the late second or early third century papyri such as
p4-64-67 P75 "and P*> make these questions difficult to answer. Some of these
studies reach conclusions not dissimilar to those of the Oxford Committee
(see, for example, Gregory on I Clement), whereas others find more (for
example, Verheyden on Hermas) or less (for example, Foster on Ignatius)
evidence for the use of the New Testament in the Apostolic Father whom they
discuss than did the authors of the corresponding discussion in 1905. Ques-
tions of method are of great consequence, and readers will note how individ-
ual contributors, most notably William Petersen, in his essay on the Apostolic
Fathers as witnesses to the text of the New Testament in the second century,
have chosen to assess the evidence in a way different from that proposed by
the editors. Such questions remain controversial and controverted, and we
hope to have provided both useful discussion of these methodological issues
and also a major reference tool for those who wish to take further the
discussion of the New Testament in the Apostolic Fathers.

The contributions contained in Trajectories through the New Testament and
the Apostolic Fathers are also sensitive to these difficulties. Many of its papers
contribute to and advance the discussion of similar questions to those ad-
dressed in The Reception of the New Testament in the Apostolic Fathers (most
obviously Andreas Lindemann’s discussion of Pauline influences in I Clement
and Ignatius, the discussions of Helmut Koester and Arthur Bellinzoni of
gospel traditions in the Apostolic Fathers and other second-century texts, and
Boudewijn Dehandschutter’s discussion of the Martyrdom of Polycarp), but
they also range more widely.

One significant development since 1905 has been the renewed recognition
that the interpretation of any text can be significantly enriched by considering



Introduction and Overview 3

its ‘effect’” and its usage in subsequent history, i.e., its Wirkungsgechichte, as
well as its antecedents. Thus some papers note how distinctive emphases or
ideas that are present in certain writings of the New Testament are taken up
and developed by certain Apostolic Fathers, and the continuities or discon-
tinuities in the trajectories that are traced cast new light on both the New
Testament and the Apostolic Fathers. It is not, of course, that all authors
understand development to have taken place in the same way. Frances Young’s
treatment of the relative absence of terms relating to Wisdom in the Christ-
ology of the Apostolic Fathers raises questions about the way in which such
language is understood by interpreters who confine themselves largely to the
New Testament and the earlier Jewish tradition, on which it draws, whereas
Thomas Weinandy argues strongly for clearly discernible continuity from
Pauline Christology through that of Ignatius and ultimately to that of the
Chalcedonian definition.

Attention is also given to literary as well as theological issues: for example,
in Michael Holmes’s discussion of how the genre of a ‘passion narrative’ is
developed as one moves away from accounts of the death of Jesus to accounts
of the death of later martyrs such as Polycarp. Nor are issues of sociology
neglected: Clayton Jefford offers an illuminating account of how an examin-
ation of two apparently related texts—the Didache and Matthew—may pro-
vide some sort of insight into the development of Christianity in one place, as
does Peter Oakes in his discussion of the situations that may be reflected in
the letters of Paul and of Polycarp to the Philippians. Also significant in this
respect is Paul Hartog’s discussion of similar concerns found in Polycarp’s
letter (written from Smyrna) and 1 John (probably associated with nearby
Ephesus), not least in the light of what Hartog considers to be the almost
certain literary dependence of the former on the latter.

The arrangement of chapters in The Reception of the New Testament in the
Apostolic Fathers is self-evident and straightforward, but something of the rich
interplay between many of the texts considered can be seen in the range of
ways in which Trajectories through the New Testament and the Apostolic Fathers
might have been ordered. Were we to have given greater prominence to the
place of the New Testament (or at least some of it) than to that of the
Apostolic Fathers, we might have arranged chapters with more emphasis on
how they fell (at least primarily) into what might be considered synoptic,
Johannine, Pauline, or other trajectories defined by their apparent relation-
ship to New Testament books. Were we to have given greater prominence to
the place of the Apostolic Fathers (or at least some of them) than to that of the
New Testament, we might have arranged chapters with more emphasis on
how they relate (at least primarily) to the study of individual Apostolic
Fathers.
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Equally, decisions might have been made to arrange these essays primarily
on thematic grounds, rather than on the basis of the ancient text or texts with
which each is primarily concerned. Jonathan Draper’s treatment of prophets
and teachers in the Didache and the New Testament might have been pre-
sented alongside Alistair Stewart-Sykes’s discussion of charismatic function-
aries and household officers; and the discussions of Paul and Ignatius by
David Reis, by Harry Maier, and by Allen Brent might stand alongside the
essay by Andreas Lindemann, thus accentuating the interplay between the
influence of the apostle and that of the Graeco-Roman world—and in par-
ticular the impact of the Second Sophistic—on how early Christians such as
‘Clement’ and Ignatius presented themselves in their writings.

Similarly, the discussions of Boudewijn Dehandschutter and Michael
Holmes of gospel and other New Testament traditions in the Martyrdom of
Polycarp might have been juxtaposed with the discussions of Arthur Bellin-
zoni and Helmut Koester, not to mention those of John Kloppenborg and
Charles Hill; but, as it is, these different essays emphasize the central place of
early Christian reflection on the person of Jesus. Thus discussions of the
development and reception of gospel tradition not only book-end the vol-
ume, but also appear prominently in the middle.

So fluid and unclear are many of the boundaries between these closely
related texts and issues that no neat or definitive boundaries may be drawn.
Thus the approach that we have chosen is intended both to reflect the
complexity and diversity of these writings and also to be of practical assistance
to other researchers who can see at a glance which contributions may be of
most use to them.

Some of the Apostolic Fathers receive more attention than others (most
notably Ignatius and the Didache), but none is neglected. Neither 1 Clement
(strictly speaking) nor Barnabas appears in the table of contents for Trajec-
tories through the New Testament and the Apostolic Fathers, but the former
features prominently in the discussions of Andreas Lindemann and Alistair
Stewart-Sykes, and the latter is considered by David Wright. John Muddiman
and Alistair Stewart-Sykes each discuss a range of texts (the former, 2 Clement
and the Shepherd of Hermas; the latter, the Didache, Ignatius, 1 Clement, and
the Shepherd of Hermas), and their essays on ecclesiology and church order,
together with those of Carsten Claussen and David Wright on the sacraments,
help to make valuable connections between individual Apostolic Fathers as
well as between the Apostolic Fathers and the New Testament. Their contri-
butions, together with the rest of the papers collected in this volume, serve as
important reminders of the benefits to be gained from reading the New
Testament in the wider context of other early Christian writings, and show
why even later texts are an essential component of what is sometimes referred
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to as ‘New Testament background’. It was only thanks to later Christians,
perhaps some of the Apostolic Fathers among them, that the writings that
became the New Testament were preserved and transmitted, so—as both
these volumes demonstrate—knowledge of their concerns is a useful tool in
interpreting both the New Testament and the development of Christianity
from the late first to the mid- or late second century. Most, if not all, of the
Apostolic Fathers may well have written later than most of the authors whose
writings were later included in the New Testament, but almost certainly all of
them wrote before even an early form of the canon of the New Testament,
such as that witnessed to by Irenaeus, had yet emerged. The extent to which
they witness to the existence of earlier collections such as the fourfold Gospel
or (perhaps more likely) a Pauline corpus are among the questions that these
studies address.
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Part 1

Paul in the Apostolic Fathers
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Paul’s Influence on ‘Clement’ and Ignatius

Andreas Lindemann

The writings of the early Christian authors called ‘Apostolic Fathers’ are
different from most of the New Testament texts written during the last
decades of the first century and the early decades of the second century: the
authors do not hide their identities behind pseudonyms such as ‘Paul’ or
‘Peter’ or ‘James’. Rather, they try to convince their addressees not by using
the authority of famous persons of the past but by the strength of their own
theological argumentation. But often they refer to biblical and apostolic
authorities, especially to the apostle Paul, as support for their arguments.
Since in my view the most important texts in the corpus of the ‘Apostolic
Fathers’ are the First Letter of Clement and the seven letters of Ignatius, bishop
(émioromos) of Antioch, I will restrict my short study to these writings.

1. The epistle usually called First Clement! was written by the church of
Rome (7 éxxAnoia 700 feod 1 mapowovoa Idunv) and was sent to the
church of Corinth () éxxAnoia Tod Beod ) mapowxoioy Képwhov).2 With
regard to the dating of I Clement, the last years of the 90s CE can be assumed as
most likely.? In this letter to Corinth, the Roman church does not claim any

1 ] Clement does not mention the name of its author but certainly the Roman Christian
community did not write it ‘collectively’

2 The Greek text is taken from A. Lindemann and H. Paulsen (eds.), Die Apostolischen Viiter:
Griechisch-deutsche Parallelausgabe auf der Grundlage der Ausgaben von F. X. Funk/K. Bihlmeyer
und M. Whittaker, mit Ubersetzungen von M. Dibelius und D.-A. Koch (Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck,
1992).

3 Cf. A. Lindemann, Die Clemensbriefe, HNT 17 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1992), 12: ‘Eine
Datierung des 1 Clem [before 100 ce] wird am ehesten durch die Analyse der vorausgesetzten
Kirchenstruktur ermoglicht.” There is no allusion to any persecution of Christians by Domitian,
as has often been argued; cf. L. L. Welborn, ‘The Preface to I Clement: The Rhetorical Situation
and the Traditional Date’, in C. Breytenbach and L. L. Welborn (eds.), Encounters with Hellenism:
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formal authority over the Corinthian church (or any other Christian com-
munities); but the author apparently expects that his critical comment on the
actual situation in Corinth will be very important for the future of the
Corinthian church. In the context of his argumentation, he makes use of
biblical texts (OT) and of Paul and Pauline letters, especially the (first) letter
to the Corinthians.*

2. For the first time in the letter, Paul is mentioned by name in 5. 5-7. After the
prescript, which obviously seems to be very ‘Pauline’ in its form,5 the author
begins to discuss the ordows which has started in the Corinthian church. As a
contrast, he describes the glorious past of his addressees, surprisingly making
the statement that ‘every sedition and every schism was abominable to you’
(2. 6).6 After a quotation of Deut. 32. 15, LXX (‘My beloved ate and drank, and
he was enlarged and waxed fat and kicked’), the author concludes that from this
came ‘jealousy and envy’ (3. 2), and then he demonstrates how ‘jealousy and
envy are reasons for any wickedness in the past and the present: ‘Each goeth
after the lusts of his evil heart, seeing that they have conceived an unrighteous
and ungodly jealousy, through which also death entered into the world’ (3. 4; cf.
Wisd. 2. 24). Then he gives several examples drawn first from the scriptures and
the history of Israel, then from the most recent past: ‘Let us come to those
champions who lived very near to our time. Let us set before us the noble
examples which belong to our generation. By reason of jealousy and envy the
greatest and most righteous pillars of the church were persecuted and con-
tended even unto death’ (5. 1-2).

Then, two of these ‘pillars’ are mentioned by name (5. 3-7), the ‘good
apostles’ (dyafo! dmdorolot) Peter and Paul. Here the author obviously
employs the rhetorical device of ‘Achtergewicht’—the most important person
is not Peter but Paul.” About Peter the author says that he ‘endured not one or
two but many labours, and thus having borne his testimony went to his

Studies on the First Letter of Clement, AGAJU 53 (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2004), 197-216: the
words cvudopd and mepimrwors do not belong to the language of persecution (cf. Lindemann,
Clemensbriefe, 26).

4 Paul’s first letter to Corinth was well known in Rome as 1 Clem. 47. 1 clearly shows; we
cannot say anything about the knowledge of 2 Corinthians (or its original parts). Cf. NTAE 41
and also 51-2 (comparing I Clem. 36. 2 with 2 Cor. 3. 18: ‘It would appear that the phrase
(évomrpildueba) is not distinctive enough to enable us to infer that Clement knew this Epistle.

5 Cf. Lindemann, Clemensbriefe, 25. It is unlikely that the author had 1 Cor. 1. 1-2 in mind
(mapowkoioa is not found in the NT).

6 English translations of the text of 1 Clement are taken from J. B. Lightfoot, The Apostolic
Fathers, Part 1, 2: S. Clement of Rome: A Revised Text with Introductions, Notes, Dissertations, and
Translations (repr. Hildesheim and New York: Georg Olms, 1973 (= London, 1890)).

7 Against K. Beyschlag, Clemens Romanus und der Frithkatholizismus: Untersuchungen zu I
Clemens 1-7, BHT 35 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1966), 280; he thinks that Paul is put in Peter’s
shadow, but the opposite interpretation seems to be correct.
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appointed place of glory’ (5. 4). The description of Paul and his work is much
more impressive: ‘he had been seven times in bonds, had been driven into
exile, had been stoned. Paul ‘had preached in the East and in the West, which
means ‘everywhere’ ‘he won the noble renown which was the reward of his
faith, having taught righteousness unto the whole world’ And ‘having
reached the farthest bounds of the West), having ‘borne his testimony before
the rulers’, Paul ‘departed from the world and went unto the holy place’—that
is, he was put to death. We really are not able to recognize which historical
details of Paul’s life the author of 1 Clement was familiar with or which
sources he may have used.® But it seems clear that in the view of the author
of I Clement Paul for the readers in Corinth is a unique pattern of patient
endurance, and thus the antitype of those Christians in Corinth who had
fallen into ordous instead of standing firm in Jmopovy. The word dmopor) is
not used by Paul in his (first) letter to Corinth, but the verb dmouévew is used
in 1 Cor. 13. 7: 9 dydmy mdvra oréyer, mdvra moTever, mavra éAmilel, mavra
vmouéver. Moreover, in Romans dmopovy) is used several times in an important
way (5. 3—4; 8. 25; esp. 15. 3-5); it is possible that the author of I Clement may
have learned about the importance of dmouors) from Paul’s letter to Rome.
In the following parts of his letter, the author of I Clement stresses in
different ways the need for ‘obedience and submission’. He draws examples
from almost every sphere of life, including the relations of workers and their
employers (34. 1) and even the structure of military authority in the army (37.
1-4).° Then the principle of right ‘order’ (41. 1) is carried over into the idea of
what in later times was called ‘the apostolic succession’ (42. 1-4): ‘The
Apostles received their Gospel for us from the Lord Jesus Christ; Jesus Christ
was sent forth from God...[The Apostles] preaching everywhere in country
and town...appointed their first-fruits...to be bishops and deacons
(ém{oromor kai Sudkovol) unto them that should believe 10 The author does
not claim that the Corinthian presbyters, now being deposed from their office
by a majority (?) of the community, were invested by Paul himself. But
apparently he wants to give his addressees the impression that this in fact
had been the case. The idea of ‘succession’ is repeated in 44. 1—4, and here the
author emphasizes that the presbyters should not be ‘unjustly thrust out from

8 There are linguistic parallels on the topic in Cynic and Stoic literature; cf. the excursus in
Lindemann, Clemensbriefe, 40.

9 There is a discussion as to whether the author refers to the Rorman army or to a kind of
‘messianic’ army; cf. H. E. Lona, Der erste Clemensbrief, KAV 2 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1998), 410-11; T. Schmitt, Paroikie und Oikoumene: Sozial- und mentalititsgeschicht-
liche Untersuchungen zum 1. Clemensbrief, BZNW 110 (Berlin and New York: Walter de Gruyter,
2002), 26-36, who argues for the latter interpretation.

10 As a biblical reference the author quotes Isa. 60. 17 (very different from LXX and the
Hebrew text).
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their ministration’. In support of this rule, in 45. 1-46. 3 the writer cites
several biblical passages as well as a statement of the Lord himself (46. 7-8).11

In this context we find the second explicit reference to Paul. In 47. 1, the
Corinthians are urged to ‘take up the epistle of the blessed Paul the Apostle’
(dvaddBere Ty émorody Tob paxapiov Ilavlov Tod dmoorélov). ‘Of a truth
he charged you in the Spirit’ (mvevparikds), when he was writing about the
‘parties’ and was criticizing them.!2 What Paul had to say forty years ago is
still valid and gives help for the argumentation and for the hoped-for repent-
ance in the present situation. ‘Clement’ reminds the Corinthian Christians of
the recognized value of Paul’s apostolic authority from ‘the beginning of the
gospel’ (47. 2)—that is, from the opening chapters of Paul’s (first) letter to the
Corinthians. Once this reminder is given, no further argumentation is
needed: in 48. 1 the writer can call the addressees to repentance: ‘Let us fall
down before the Master (wpoméowuer ¢ Seomémy), and entreat Him with
tears, that He may show himself propitious, and be reconciled unto us.
I Clem. 47 shows that in the last decade of the first century a copy of the
first Pauline letter to Corinth was extant in Rome, and that the Roman church
could assume that this letter was also ‘at hand’ in Corinth.!3 This seems to be
taken for granted, both in the communities in Corinth and in Rome itself.14

Since the church at Rome and the church at Corinth apparently had no
theological differences, the only point of dissension was the removal of the
Corinthian presbyters from their office. So, we have found references to Paul
at two important points in the line of argument in the Roman letter: first, the
writer uses the example of Paul to show his addressees the high value of
vmopovy (5. 5-7); second, even more important, he declares that Paul, writing
to the Christians in Corinth in former times, had already provided the
solution to the present problem. But why is Paul not mentioned by name in
the passage on ‘apostolic succession’ (42. 1-4)? Did the author not count Paul
as one of those who had received the gospel from the Lord Jesus Christ? In
that case, we would not expect Paul to be called an ‘apostle’ at all in I Clement.

11 Cf. NTAF, 62: “We have here the combination of the words spoken by our Lord with regard
to Judas, recorded by Matthew [Matt. 26. 24; 18. 6—7] and Mark [Mark 14. 21; 9. 42], with a
saying which is recorded in another connexion in the three Synoptic Gospels [cf. Luke 17. 1-2]’
It is perhaps probable ‘that we have here...a quotation from some form of catechetical
instruction in our Lord’s doctrine’.

12 The author here uses the term 7pooxA{cets (in the NTonly 1 Tim. 5. 21) instead of oy{oua
(1 Cor. 1. 10). This is ‘bewufite Abschwichung (vgl. 477wy dpapria); immerhin waren die
damals von den Adressaten...anerkannten Parteihdupter ausgezeichnete Minner gewesen,
which now is not the case (Lindemann, Clemensbriefe, 139).

13 Cf. NTAE 41.

14 For early collection of Paul’s letters cf. A. Lindemann, ‘Die Sammlung der Paulusbriefe im
1. und 2. Jahrhundert), in J.-M. Auwers and H. J. de Jonge (eds.), The Biblical Canons, BETL 153
(Leuven: Peeters, 2003), 321-51.
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It is more likely that, without any discussion, ‘Clement’ included Paul among
the apostles who were authorized for the edayyéAwov by Christ. Moreover, the
line of argument in 42. 1-4 appears to show the ‘apostolic succession’ in
Corinth started by Paul’s missionary activity; in ‘Clement’s’ view this was not
a special case, but rather followed the usual way.

3. The author of I Clement knows and makes use not only of Paul’s first letter
to Corinth but also of the letter to the Romans, though this letter is not
mentioned or quoted explicitly.1> There seems to be an allusion to a Pauline
argument in the epistle to the Romans in the passage on ‘justification’ (or
‘righteousness’) in 1 Clem. 31. 1-32. 4.16 At the beginning we see an indirect
reference to Paul’s idea that the imperative of what Christians have to do is
founded in the indicative of what has been done for them by God. In 30. 1
already, we find an almost ‘classic’ sentence: ‘Seeing then that we are the
special portion of a Holy God (dywa odv wépis dmdpyovres), let us do all
things that pertain unto holiness (7moujowuer Ta 700 dyiacuod wdvra). 17
The statement in 30. 3, that Christians are justified ‘by works and not by
words’ (épyots Sukatolpevor kal wiy Adyous) is not anti-Pauline (or a con-
tradiction of the argument in 32. 3—4; see below), but should be understood
in its actual paraenetical context: Christians must realize their status of
‘holiness’ by doing works, not merely by speaking words. We might re-
member the words of Paul in 1 Cor. 7. 19: ‘Circumcision is nothing, and
uncircumcision is nothing, but the keeping of the commandments of God.
The biblical and dogmatic aspect of the doctrine of justification is asserted
in 1 Clem. 31. 2 (“‘Wherefore was our father Abraham blessed? Was it not
because he wrought righteousness and truth through faith’... (ody!
Sukarootvmy kal ddjfewav Sia mioTews moujoas;)) and in 32. 4: ‘And so we,
having been called through His will in Christ Jesus, are not justified
(8ucarovpefa) through ourselves or through our own wisdom or under-
standing or piety or works which we wrought in holiness of heart, but
through faith, whereby the Almighty God justified (éSical{woev) all men
that have been from the beginning’ The use of the verb dukaiodv clearly
indicates Pauline influence. This influence might be present also in the
author’s definition of the relation between ‘righteousness by faith’ (32. 4)
and ‘every good work’ (mdv €pyov dyabdv) in 33. 1. ‘Clement’ is here using
the style of the diatribe, as Paul had done in the transition from Rom. 5 to

15 Cf. A. Lindemann, Paulus im dltesten Christentum: Das Bild des Apostels und die Rezeption
der paulinischen Theologie in der friihchristlichen Literatur bis Marcion, BHT 58 (Tiibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 1979), 173 f.

16 Cf. Lindemann, Clemensbriefe, 97-108.

17 The following catalogue of vices is probably traditional, and not to be read as a picture of
reality in the Corinthian community.
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Rom. 6.!8 But, unlike Paul, ‘Clement’ does not put his argument in christo-
logical but rather in theological terms: it is God, called ¢ Syueovpyds and o
deamdys Téwv dmdvrwv (cf. 32. 4: 6 mavTokpdTwp Beds), who is said to ‘rejoice in
His works’—that is, in the creation. By comparing God and the righteous
‘man’ in this way, the author of I Clement shows that he is not a teacher of
‘justification by works’” It is the righteous person who produces good works—
that is, works according to righteousness (cf. 33. 8: ‘let us with all our strength
work the work of righteousness’); it is not good works that produce the
righteous person.

The main theme of 1 Clement is the order of the church or, with respect to
the Christian individual, his or her submission to God’s will, to ‘His faultless
ordinances’ (37. 1). The examples used by the author at this point are the
command structure of the army (37. 1-4)1° and the image of ‘the body and its
members’ (37. 5-38. 1).20 The term ydptoua (38. 1) and the allusion to the
problem of ‘the weak and the strong’ suggest dependence on I Cor. 12 and
especially on Rom. 14.21 It is rather surprising that ‘Clement’ in 37. 5 does not
employ the (deutero-)Pauline image of Christ as ‘the head of the body,
though this figure would have suited his ecclesiology very well; thus the
conclusion seems certain that the ‘Pauline’ epistle to the Ephesians was not
known to him.22 ‘Clement’ is apparently not interested in an ecclesiological
theory, but rather in the concrete consequences of the ‘body’-image for the
life of the church. He seems to assume that the addressees are familiar with
that image without reminding them that they should know it from any of
Paul’s letters. When in 46. 7 he again refers to that image, he once again has no
particular Pauline text in mind, but is certainly influenced by the Pauline
metaphor of odpa. After the reference to the image of ‘body and members’
(“Wherefore do we tear and rend asunder the members of Christ [7a nwéAn Tod
Xpiorod], and stir up factions against our own body [r6 edpa 76 {Siov], and
reach such a pitch of folly, as to forget that we are members one of another

18 NTAE 38: ‘It seems most probable that Clement is here writing under the impression of
the passage in the Romans. It is true that there is little verbal coincidence between the passages,
but their thought is closely related” NTAF particularly refers to the respective contexts.

19 On the problem of which army the author is referring to, see n. 9 above.

20 Cf. A. Lindemann, ‘Die Kirche als Leib: Beobachtungen zur “demokratischen” Ekklesio-
logie bei Paulus’, in idem, Paulus, Apostel und Lehrer der Kirche: Studien zu Paulus und zum
frithen Paulusverstindnis (Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1999), 132-57.

21 The formula dAov 76 odpa év Xpiord *Inood seems to be an allusion to Rom. 12. 4. In 1
Cor. 12, Paul does not speak about the ‘strong), but uses the term dvvardés only in Rom. 15. 1.

22 Cf. NTAE 52-3. The committee discusses the possible coincidence of 1 Clem. 46. 6 and
Eph. 4. 4-6, but comes to the conclusion ‘that the passages both in Ephesians and in Clement
are very possibly founded upon some liturgical forms, and it thus seems impossible to establish
any dependence of Clement upon Ephesians’ (p. 53).
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[wéAn €opev aAjAwr]’), he quotes a saying of the Lord: “Woe unto that man’
who is offending or perverting ‘one of Mine elect’ (46. 8).23 Then he applies it
to his readers: ‘Your division (oy{oua) hath perverted many; it hath brought
many to despair, many to doubting, and all of us to sorrow. And your sedition
(o7rdats) still continueth’ (46. 9). The terms oy{opa and ordois are the key
words that prompt the reference to ‘the blessed Paul the Apostle’ and to his
letter to the Corinthians (47. 1-3; see above). Thus, it can be observed that in
chs. 46 and 47 ‘Clement’ is deliberately appealing both to Jesus and to Paul, the
two most important authorities of the church, and at the same time both
traditions and texts on which the New Testament canon later will be mainly
based.

Almost at the end of 1 Clement, we read a long prayer (59. 3-61. 3),2¢ which
includes prayers for ‘our rulers and governors upon the earth’ (60. 4, ois d¢
dpxovow kal Nyovuévors Nudv éml ths yis), the text of the prayer then
following in 61. 1-2. It has been argued that those rulers and governors are
not Caesar or any Roman authorities but Christian church leaders (‘Amtsin-
haber der Kirche’).25 But this seems improbable, since neither in the prescript
nor at the end of the letter are any ‘Amtsinhaber der Kirche’ mentioned.26 The
theological basis for the prayer for (political) ‘rulers and governors’ can be
found in texts of Judaism in the Hellenistic diaspora; it reflects the same kind
of understanding of the (Roman) state as is evident in Rom. 13, though there
is no indication that ‘Clement’ made use of Rom. 13. 1-7 here. But one may
compare this prayer with 1 Tim. 2. 1-3 (‘First of all, then, I urge that
supplications, prayers, intercessions, and thanksgivings be made for everyone,
for kings and all who are in high positions, so that we may lead a quiet and
peaceable life in all godliness and dignity. This is right and is acceptable in the
sight of God our Savior’).27 Since it seems to be possible that the pastoral
epistles were written in Rome, not much earlier or (more probably) later than

2 See n. 11. Cf. Lindemann, Clemensbriefe, 137.

24 On that text see the important study by H. Lohr, Studien zum frithchristlichen und
friihjiidischen Gebet: Untersuchungen zu 1 Clem 59 bis 61 in seinem literarischen, historischen
und theologischen Kontext, WUNT 160 (Tiubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2003). His conclusion: ‘Mit 1
Clem 59 bis 61 besitzen wir das nach dem Unser Vater zweite bedeutende Zeugnis frithchrist-
licher Frommigkeit und Gebetssprache vom Ende des 1. Jahrhunderts nach Christus, d.h. aus
der Zeit von Mt, Lk und Joh’ (p. 531).

25 Cf. Schmitt, Paroikie, 40-60, at p. 58: There is no doubt ‘dafl das Fiirbittgebet am Ende des
Briefes um Gottes Unterstiitzung der dpxovres xal jjyoduevor allein auf Amtsinhaber der Kirche
bezogen werden kann’.

26 Cf. also the, to this extent, ‘traditional’ (and in my view correct) exegesis of that prayer by
Lohr, Studien, 282-301.

27 NRSV. For contemporary sources cf. Lohr, Studien, 334—60 (excursus ‘Die Fiirbitte fiir die
politischen Herrscher in ihrem frithchristlichen Kontext’).
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I Clement, both texts might represent the ecclesiology of the Roman Christian
community at the turn of the first and second centuries.28

4. The Roman letter to Corinth is certainly not a primarily ‘theological’
or even ‘dogmatic’ writing. The author does not present his readers with
difficult reflections on theological problems, but is concerned to set out his
view (or his community’s view) regarding a major error in the Corinthian
church: namely, the ‘sedition’ against the presbyters. Thus for ‘Clement,
Pauline texts and positions were of interest only in so far as they could
serve to refute this ‘error’. So, 1 Clement tells us little about the influence of
Pauline theology in the Roman church in the last years of the first century. But
the letter does show that Paul was of great importance for the church of
Rome, both as an apostle and as a teacher of the church, even several decades
after Paul’s death. One might deplore the fact that only such problems of
church order, rather than theological questions, were at the forefront of the
discussion. But we must not suppose that the theological concerns of Roman
Christians at the end of the first century ct were exclusively dominated by
problems of this kind. One may ask what we would think about Paul’s
theology if we had read only his first letter to the Corinthians and nothing
else he had written.

II

1. The epistles of Ignatius were written under circumstances quite different
from the writing of 1 Clement. The bishop of Antioch, sending his seven
letters to several communities and to his Smyrnean colleague Polycarp,?® is
a prisoner on the way to martyrdom in Rome. His letters are responses to
churches whose representatives had visited him, the only exception being
the letter to the Christians in Rome. Thus the Ignatian letters might be read

28 NTAF, 54-5, compares 1 Tim. 1. 17 with 1 Clem. 61. 2: ‘The phrase is striking, but
Dr. Lightfoot has pointed out in his notes on the passage, that it is probably based upon Jewish
liturgical forms.

29 The question arises why Ignatius wrote a letter to the Smyrneans and to their bishop. Cf.
A. Merz, Die fiktive Selbstauslegung des Paulus: intertextuelle Studien zur Intention und Rezeption
der Pastoralbriefe, NTOA 52 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht; Fribourg: Academic Press,
2004), 177: ‘Diese Frage wird, wenn sie iiberhaupt gestellt wird, nur unzureichend beantwortet.
Her own thesis is that Ignatius is imitating Paul’s (pseudonymous) letters to Timothy and Titus.
‘Das Vermichtnis des Paulus, wie es Ignatius vor Augen stand, setzte sich zusammen aus Briefen
an Gemeinden und aus Briefen, die Gemeindeleiter zur rechten Amtsfithrung anleiten sollten.
Ignatius wollte es ihm darin gleich tun, darum schrieb er an Polykarp einen “Pastoralbrief”. Cf.
also the literature mentioned ibid. n. 129.
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as ‘last words’ of a bishop facing death,30 and therefore we should not expect
extensive references either to biblical (OT) texts or to Christian literature.3!

During recent exegesis of the Ignatian letters,?? a new discussion has started
on the date and the authenticity of these letters.3? One result in my view seems
to be that the traditional dating of the letters (going back to Euseb. HE 3. 36.
2—4) very early in the second century in the time of the emperor Trajan is
probably no longer acceptable. On the other hand, there are no convincing
reasons to date the letters late in the second century;3* moreover, it is not
necessary to read them as pseudepigraphical writings.3> Since a Christian
person called Ignatius is otherwise unknown,3¢ there is no evidence that any
author in the second half of the second century would have been interested in
writing such letters under this name as a pseudonym.3”

2. Ignatius mentions the name of Paul in two of his letters. In Eph. 12. 2, he
praises the church to which he is sending his letter: ‘Ye are the highroad
(mdpodos) of those that are on their way to die unto God.?8 The Ephesian
Christians are ‘associates in the mysteries with Paul’ (ITaddov cuupdorar);
Ignatius speaks of Paul as the one who ‘was sanctified (ro? 7jyiacuévov), who
obtained a good report (70 pepaprvpyuévov, sc. from God), who is worthy

30 This corresponds to the (fictional) situation of 2 Timothy. Cf. Merz, Die fiktive Selbstaus-
legung, 145.

31 Cf. W. R. Schoedel, Ignatius of Antioch: A Commentary on the Letters of Ignatius of Antioch,
Hermeneia (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1985), 7-10, on the literary character of those letters.

32 For discussion of research from 1870 to 1988 see C. Munier, ‘Ot en est la question d’Ignace
d’Antioche?: Bilan d’un siécle de recherches, ANRW 2. 27. 1, 359—484.

33 R. M. Hiibner, ‘Thesen zur Echtheit und Datierung der sieben Briefe des Ignatius von
Antiochien’, ZAC 1 (1997), 44-72; A. Lindemann, ‘Antwort auf die Thesen zur Echtheit und
Datierung der sieben Briefe des Ignatius von Antiochien’, ZAC 1 (1997), 185-94; G. Schéllgen,
‘Die Ignatianen als pseudepigraphisches Briefcorpus: Anmerkung zu den Thesen von Reinhard
M. Hiibner, ZAC2 (1998), 16-25; M. J. Edwards, ‘Ignatius and the Second Century: An Answer
to R. Hiibner’, ZAC 2 (1998), 214-26.

34 Hiibner, ‘Thesen’, dates the letters as late as 170/180. Cf. my critical argumentation against
this (see n. 33).

35 See Hiibner, ‘Thesen and esp. T. Lechner, Ignatius adversus Valentinianos? Chronologische
und theologiegeschichtliche Studien zu den Briefen des Ignatius von Antiochien, VCSup 47 (Leiden:
Brill, 1999), 64: Polycarp wrote his letter ‘um 150} and ‘zwischen 165 und 175 wird der
Philipperbrief vom Verfasser der Ignatianen interpoliert’; the texts referring to Ignatius’ letters
(Pol. Phil. 1. 1 and 13) were interpolated by the author of the Ignatian letters. See my review
(ZAC 6 (2002), 157-61). Cf. also Merz, Die fiktive Selbstauslegung, 133—40, esp. 141 n. 1.

36 With exception of the letter of Polycarp to the Philippians (cf. note above).

37 Cf. H. Paulsen, Die Briefe des Ignatius von Antiochia und der Brief des Polykarp von Smyrna:
zweite, neubearbeitete Auflage der Auslegung von Walter Bauer, HNT 18 (Tibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 1985), 4; Schoedel, Ignatius, 5-7.

38 The English translation of the Ignatian letters is taken from J. B. Lightfoot, The Apostolic
Fathers, Part 11,2: S. Ignatius, S. Polycarp: A Revised Text with Introductions, Notes, Dissertations,
and Translations (repr. Hildesheim and New York: Georg Olms, 1973 (= 2nd edn., London,
1889)).
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of all felicitation (déioparapiorov)’. Ignatius wants to be found in his foot-
steps (dmo 7a {xvn edpebivar), and this expression might remind us of a
sentence written by Paul.?® The epithets given to Paul by Ignatius are without
parallel in the Christian literature of the early second century; but this does
not indicate special knowledge of the biography of Paul. When Ignatius writes
that Paul makes mention of the Ephesians ‘in every letter’ (év wdoy émioroXy),
he is obviously wrong. But certainly it was not his aim to give his addressees
precise information on the frequency of the word Ephesus (or Ephesians) in
Pauline letters known to him; he is simply trying to link Paul and the church
of Ephesus together as intimately as possible.40

Ignatius mentions Paul again, this time in conjunction with Peter, in Rom.
4. 3. After his plea that ‘all the churches’ should not hinder his martyrdom but
let him be given to the wild beasts, he writes to the Roman Christians: ‘T do
not enjoin (Stardocouar) you, as Peter and Paul did. They were Apostles, [ am
a convict; they were free, but I am a slave to this very hour. And he continues:
“Yet if I shall suffer, then I am a freed-man of Jesus Christ, and I shall rise free
in Him. This text also shows no specific knowledge of any of Paul’s letters,
including Romans. But especially the last part of 4. 3 shows influence of
Pauline language,*! and in some way, Ignatius refers implicitly to an authority,
though he seems to want to avoid making such a claim explicit.42 Putting Paul
and Peter side by side, Ignatius’ argument reminds us of 1 Clem. 5. 4-7. Of

39 Merz, Die fiktive Selbstauslegung, 152-3, sees a possibility that we have here ‘einen
gewichtigen intertextuellen Verweis’ on 2 Cor. 12. 18. ‘Die Frage muss offen bleiben, da tiber
die Kenntnis des 2Kor durch Ignatius keine letzte Sicherheit zu gewinnen ist, aber die Moglich-
keit, dass Ignatius sich durch die gewihlte Formulierung in die Reihe der unmittelbaren
Apostelschiiler stellt, ist m.E. nicht von der Hand zu weisen.” The committee of NTAE 70,
sees some links with 2 Corinthians; none of them, ‘taken singly, is more than a possible allusion;
but taken together they make the use of the Epistle by Ignatius fairly probable’ (category d). But
2 Cor. 12. 18 is not mentioned.

40 A different interpretation is given by Merz, Die fiktive Selbstauslegung, 143: ‘Will
man...Ignatius nicht unterstellen, er habe den Ephesern ein rhetorisch ungeschicktes, da
unzutreffendes Kompliment gemacht, muss man entweder annehmen, Ignatius und die
Epheser hitten Kenntnisse von weiteren Paulusbriefen gehabt, in denen Ephesus erwdhnt
wurde, oder—naheliegender—auf beiden Seiten mit der Kenntnis der Pastoralbriefe rechnen
(1Tim 1,3; 2Tim 1,16-18; 4,12.19).

41 NTAE 65, refers to 1 Cor. 7. 22 and 9. 1 (dmeledfepos Kvpl.’ou/o’me)\aﬁﬁepog ’Incod Xpiorod);
moreover, & a7 éAevfepos resembles the often used Pauline formula év X pio7e. Cf. Ign. Pol. 4. 3.

42 Merz, Die fiktive Selbstauslegung, 152: ‘Indem Ignatius das zweite (éAedfepos) als (zukiinf-
tig) auch fir sich geltend erweist, riickt er sich selbst deutlich in die Nahe der Apostel.” Ignatius
three times stresses that he is not giving any commands to his addressees (Eph. 3. 1; Trall. 3. 3;
Rom. 4. 3). Cf. Merz, Die fiktive Selbstauslegung, 150: ‘Das klingt bescheidener als es ist.
Denn man muss sich fragen, warum Ignatius diese Bemerkungen iiberhaupt fiir notig oder
angebracht hilt. It seems to be clear that Ignatius ‘mit seinen Briefen eine den Aposteln bzw.
besonders Paulus entsprechende Vollmacht zur brieflichen Ermahnung und Lehre in Anspruch
genommen hat’.
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course, Ignatius did not know that letter, but possibly he knew traditions
about Peter’s and Paul’s destinies, and possibly their deaths in Rome.*3

3. Regarding the question of theological influence of Paul in Ignatius’ letters,
four texts are important: Eph. 18-20, Magn. 8-9, Trall. 9-10, and Phld. 8.

In the first of these texts Eph. 18-20, Ignatius is developing the idea of the
‘paradox’ of revelation. In 17. 2, it is understood as ‘the knowledge of God
(Beod yvdais), which is Jesus Christ. In the opening sentence of the next
passage in 18. 1,%¢ Ignatius calls the cross a ‘stumbling-block (oxdvdatov) to
them that are unbelievers, but to us salvation and life eternal (cwrypia xal
{w1 aldwios). Then he continues with three rhetorical questions: ‘Where is
the wise? Where is the disputer?4s Where is the boasting of them that are
called prudent?’ It seems to be evident that this passage has been composed in
literary dependence on 1 Cor. I. 18-25, although we should remember that
Ignatius certainly did not have a copy of | Corinthians with him in prison on
the way to Rome.#¢ The incarnational christology expressed in Eph. 18. 2
seems to be reminiscent of the early christological formula quoted by Paul in
Rom. 1. 3—-4.#7 But Ignatius calls Jesus ‘our God’ (¢ feos fjuwv ’Incois 6
Xpiords), and this goes beyond any Pauline christology.*® Eph. 19, which is a
highly mythological text, in v. 1 contains the so-called Relevationsschema
(‘And hidden from the prince of this world were the virginity of Mary and her

43 A special connection between both apostles seems to be assumed by the mention of Paul’s
letters (letter corpus?) in 2 Pet. 3. 14-16.

44 Lechner, Ignatius, 221, referring to K. Berger, ‘Hellenistische Gathungen in Neuen Testa-
ment, ANRW L. 25.2 (1984), 1149-71, argues that Ignatius in Eph. 18. 1-20. 1 has used ‘das
Formschema des hellenistischen Hymnus’. Eph. 18 as well as Eph. 19 in themselves are built as a
‘hymns’ after that ‘Formschema), and both hymns ‘bilden zusammen einen groaen. .. “Chris-
tushymnus” . See below.

45 This traditional translation of the Greek ou{nmy77js (only here and in 1 Cor. 1. 20) should
be revised, as has been shown by M. Lautenschlager, ‘Abschied vom Disputierer: zur Bedeutung
von ov{nymis in 1 Kor 1,205, ZNW 83 (1992), 276-85; he suggests ‘philosophischer Forscher’;
cf. A. Lindemann, Der erste Korintherbrief, HNT 9.1 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2000), 45.

46 NTAE, 64: ‘That Ignatius is quoting St. Paul is made more certain by the echo of 1 Cor. 1.
18 in the preceding sentence’ The Oxford Committee rightly thought that Ignatius without
doubt made use of 1 Cor. (category A).

47 Paul is writing about Jesus, the Son of God, 706 yevouévov éx omépuaros david rara.
adpka, 700 0ptaBévTos viod feod év Suvduer katd mvedpa dyiwoivys €€ dvaoTdoews vekpdv. For
analysis and interpretation of the pre-Pauline formula see recently E. Lohse, Der Brief an die
Romer, KEK 4 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2003), 64—7.

48 Lechner, Ignatius, 218: Ignatius is arguing against a specific Gnostic—i.e. Valentinian—
christology. ‘Tm Zentrum der Glaubensformel Eph. 18.2 steht das heilsgeschichtliche Ereignis
der Jungfrauengeburt’; Ignatius stresses the real pregnancy of Mary (éxvodopnfn smo Mapias).
But if this were an explicit polemic against Gnostic christology, one would expect at least an
allusion to the incarnation: i.e., the use of the key word odp¢. Cf. my discussion of Lechner’s
argumentation (ZAC 6 (2002), 160).



20 Andreas Lindemann

child-bearing and likewise also the death of the Lord—three mysteries to be
cried aloud—the which were wrought in the silence of God. How then were they
made manifest to the ages?’). Paul alludes to that ‘Schema’ in 1 Cor. 2. 6-9; it
became important in the deutero-Pauline literature.*® The language of the
‘christology of epiphany’ in Eph. 19. 2, 3, however, is different from Paul’s
thought. At the beginning of Eph. 20, Ignatius in v. 1 interrupts his line of
thought, announcing the writing of a ‘second tract’ (év 7o Sevrépw BiBASIw, 6
wélw ypdpew vuiv) on the christological theme.?® Whether or not the phrase
els Tov kawov dvBpwmov’Incotv X piordv resembles 1 Cor. 15. 45,47 and/or Eph.
2.15;4.24,isverydifficult to say.5! Butin Eph. 20. 2 Ignatius makes extensive use
of Pauline terminology,>2 in particular the ‘In Christ’ formula (including the
idea of ‘living in Jesus Christ, {fv év’Incod Xptord). Thus, the three chapters
Eph. 18-20 indicate that Ignatius was substantially influenced by Paul; but
Pauline theological categories seem to be presumed, rather than made explicit
to the epistle’s readers.

In Magn. 8-9, Ignatius gives a strict warning against life ‘after the manner
of Judaism’ (kara *Tovdaioudv). Although it is unlikely that Ignatius knew
Paul’s letter to the Galatians,3® we can observe that in his discussion with his
opponents Ignatius uses arguments similar to those of Paul in his epistle to
the churches in Galatia. Moreover, the first sentence in 8. 1 (‘Be not seduced
by strange doctrines nor by antiquated fables, which are profitless’) actually
resembles arguments used by the author of the Pastoral Epistles against
‘godless and silly myths’, ‘stupid controversies, genealogies, dissensions, and
quarrels over the law’ and ‘Jewish myths’ (1 Tim. 4. 7; Titus 3. 9; 1. 14, 16; cf. 2

49 Cf. D. Lithrmann, Das Offenbarungsverstindnis bei Paulus und in paulinischen Gemeinden,
WMANT 16 (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1965), 124-33. For the interpretation of
the Ignatian text see Paulsen, Briefe des Ignatius, 43-5, and Schoedel, Ignatius, 87-94; cf. also
Lechner, Ignatius, 234—42, 246-300.

50 This book or letter was never written. It seems clear that Eph. 20. 1 cannot be part of a
‘hymn’ as Lechner, Ignatius, has suggested (see n. 45). Lechner thinks that Eph. 18 is the
‘Prooimion’ of that hymn, Eph. 19 ‘Epischer Mittelteil, and Eph. 20. 1 ‘(Ersatz fiir ein) Gebet’
(ibid. 222). Ign. Eph. 20. 1 is no prayer, for Ignatius is addressing the Ephesians themselves.

51 NTAF, 68: ‘St. Paul uses the phrase in a slightly different sense; but, as Lightfoot suggests,
Ignatius may have taken “to put on the new man” as meaning “to put on Christ”, an
explanation, we may add, which St. Paul would have not repudiated.” Cf. also 1 Cor. 15. 45 6
Sedrepos dvbpwmos.

52 We cannot be sure that the phrase about Christ ‘who after the flesh was of David’s race’ (¢
kata odpka ék yévovs dav(§) resembles the formula quoted by Paul in Rom. 1. 3, 4 (see n. 47) or
Rom. 9. 5.

53 NTAFE 70-1, compares esp. Phld. 1. 1 (6v émioxomov éyvav odk d¢ éavrod oddé &
avbpdmwr) and Gal. 1. 1 (odk &7 dvbpdmwv 0d8é 60 dvpdmov) and four other texts
(category d). The conclusion: ‘The passage in Philad. is the only one which strongly indicates
knowledge of this Epistle [sc. Galatians] by Ignatius; and as it stands almost alone, we cannot
claim a very high degree of probability for the reference’
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Tim. 4. 4).5* Ignatius says that if we live kard ’lovdaioudv, ‘we avow
(Suodoyodper) that we have not received grace’ (8. 1).55 Life «ara
’Tovdaioudy, as Ignatius writes in 9. 1, means ‘walking (dvaorpadévres) in
ancient practices’ and ‘observing sabbaths’ (cafBBari{lovres). Ignatius’ prob-
lem in Magn. 8-9 is the distinction between the sabbath and the Lord’s day
(kata kvprakny {dvres).5¢ That distinction is not a merely formal one, but
from Ignatius’ point of view is a part of the Christian confession (ouodoyeiv).
Writing ‘we avow that we have not received grace’, Ignatius probably means
more than just a failing of an intellectual ‘acknowledgement’ of the reception
of grace. On the contrary, for Ignatius, if a Christian person lives xard
’Tovdaiopdy, that person has made the ‘non-reception’ of grace the content
of his or her confession (6podoyoduer xdpw un elAndévar). That is a highly
polemical position. But Ignatius’ theological argument seems clear: life kard
*Tovdaioudy, as described in 9. 1, is incompatible with the confession of God’s
revelation in Jesus Christ.5? Since the phrase ydpw un eAndévac (8. 1) is
reflected in the unique expression éAdfouer 76 moTedew in 9. 1, grace and
faith are closely linked. So, we can see that the details of Ignatius’ arguments
in Magn. 8-9 differ from those of Paul. But the structure of the Ignatian
theological thinking in this passage seems to recall Paul, in whose theology it
may have originated.

54 Merz, Die fiktive Selbstauslegung, 160—1: ‘Auftillig ist neben den offensichtlichen Parallelen
der Gebrauch von épodoyeiv am Schluss der Polemiken. Beide Male wird den Gegnern das, was
sie fiir sich in Anspruch nahmen (Gott zu kennen, die Gnade empfangen zu haben), durch ein
Wortspiel entrungen. According to Merz, there is no proof that here Ignatius has used the
Pastoral Epistles, but in her study she argues with very good reasons that Ignatius knew and used
these deutero-Pauline texts.

55 Cf. Titus 1. 16: The opponents ‘profess to know God, but they deny him by their actions’
(Beov opoloyotiow eldévar, Tois de épyous dpvodvrar); cf. Merz (n. 54).

56 Paulsen, Briefe des Ignatius, 53: xvpiary zahlt ‘zu jenen Adjektiven, bei denen das tibli-
cherweise dazugehorende Hauptwort (1) uépa) so allgemein feststeht, daf es auch fehlen kann’.
G reads kvpiaxiy {wjv, L has dominicam.

57 Paulsen, Briefe des Ignatius, 52: ‘Ablehnung des *Jovdaiouds bedeutet keineswegs, wie die
Gegner des Ign behauptet zu haben scheinen, die Verwerfung der gottlichen Offenbarung in der
Schrift und damit der Gnade, die mit ihr nicht im Widerspruch stehen kann. Denn fiir Ign deckt
sich die prophetische Predigt mit der in Christus erschienenen Gnade, die sie vorausverkiindet
hat For the text-critical problem in Magn. 8. 2 concerning Ignatius’ statement on Christ’s
revelation see Lightfoot, Apostolic Fathers, 2. 2. 126-8; also Paulsen, Briefe des Ignatius. Lechner,
Ignatius, p. xxiii, without discussion accepts Hiibner’s thesis that the original text should be read
‘Christ 8s éorw adTod Adyos didios ovk dmd ovyris mpoedduv), this being ‘Polemik gegen die
valentinianische Vorstellung vom Hervorgang des Logos aus der Sige: “Damit kommen wir in
jedem Fall in die Zeit nach 155/160”. Paulsen, Briefe des Ignatius: ‘Jedoch diirfte die Lesart Adyos
amo owyrjs mpoeAdv (bezeugt durch A und Severus von Antiochien) als lectio difficilior dem Ign
Verstindnis entsprechen.
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In Trall. 9-10, Ignatius is arguing polemically against a kind of docetic
christology.58 The Christians in Tralles are not to accept any teaching which is
‘apart from Jesus Christ’ (ywpis *Incod Xpiorod). Ignatius interprets ‘Christ’
in 9. 1, 2 by quoting a credal formula: Jesus Christ, who was of the race (éx
yévous) of David, who was [the son] of Mary, who was truly (dAnf@bs) born
and ate and drank, was truly persecuted under Pontius Pilate, was truly
crucified and died in the sight of those in heaven and on earth and those
under the earth;*® who moreover was truly raised from the dead, His Father
having raised Him (dAn0ds 9yépbn dmo vexpav, éyelpavtos adrov Tob maTpos
ad709). Ignatius then continues by saying that God ‘in the like fashion (xara
70 6polwua) will so raise us also who believe on Him’ (9. 2). This way of
arguing shows distinct similarities to the train of thought in 1 Thess. 4. 13-18
as well as in 1 Cor. 15; in both texts, Paul moves from the implicitly or
explicitly quoted creed (1 Thess. 4. 14a; 1 Cor. 15. 3-5) to its anthropological
and ecclesiological consequences regarding the resurrection of the dead
(1 Thess. 4. 14b; 1 Cor. 15. 12-20).5° In this context giving hints of his own
destiny ( Trall. 10), Ignatius seems to recall Paul’s similar comments in | Cor.
15 (cf. esp. v. 32).61 But Ignatius does not mention Paul explicitly, as the
apostle has written nothing against docetism. Thus, once again it is not so
much in the content but in the structure of Ignatius’ argument that he took
his orientation from Paul.

In Phid. 8. 2, Ignatius gives a report of a discussion with some adversaries
(‘certain persons), Twes). They had said: ‘If I find it not in the charters (év 7ois
dpyxelots), I believe it not in the Gospel (év 7¢ edayyediw od moTedw). 52 The
opponents apparently declared that they believe in the Christian gospel only

58 The polemical character is visible already in the first word used by Ignatius: kwédfnre
(‘Be ye deaf...”).

59 The triad . . . 7@v émovpaviwy kal émvyelwv kai vmoyfoviwy recalls the hymn in Phil. 2. 6-11
(v. 10); this parallel is not mentioned in NTAF. Paulsen, Briefe des Ignatius, 63: ‘Dafl die Méchte
bei der Passion zuschauen, bleibt bemerkenswert (zumal es sonst eher ein “hiretisches” Motiv
ist; vgl. NHC VII 55,10ft.).

60 Cf. Lindemann, Paulus, 207-8.

61 Merz, Die fiktive Selbstauslegung, 156: ‘Dass Onpropayeiv auch mit Blick auf 1Kor 15,32
gewihlt ist, sollte man nicht bestreiten’; cf. 166: ‘Am leichtesten erklért sich das Nebeneinander
von Erwartung des realen Tierkampfes (IgnRom 5,2; IgnEph 1,2; Ign Trall 10) und metaphor-
ischer Verwendung von fypiopayeiv (IgnRém 5,1) durch die Annahme, dass Ignatius sich die
Chance nicht entgehen lassen wollte, sich auch in diesem Punkt mit dem verehrten Paulus zu
vergleichen.” This seems to be correct (against Lindemann, Paulus, 208 n. 240).

62 The phrase év 7¢ edayyellw ov moredw should rather be translated ‘T do not believe in the
gospel’; cf. Lindemann, Paulus, 212-14, referring to Mark 1. 15 (wioredere év 74 edayyeiw).
Paulsen, Briefe des Ignatius, 86: ‘glaube ich nicht an das Ev., glaube ich dem Ev. nicht’; this
translation better fits the ‘Radikalitét der gegnerischen Position’. For different argumentation see
Schoedel, Ignatius, 207: Mark 1. 15 is a ‘slim authority’. ‘Ignatius could not have accomplished
anything by twisting his opponents’ words that badly (I take it for granted that they regarded
themselves as believers in the gospel).
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in so far as it coincides with ‘the charters, which probably means the Bible
(‘Old Testament’).53 Ignatius’ first reply was the assertion: ‘It is written
(yéypamrar), this certainly to be understood not just as a reference to a
biblical text but as an appeal to the Bible as interpreted in the Christian
way. But when he calls into question (mpdreirar) this assertion by the oppo-
nents, Ignatius changes and strengthens his response in a different way: ‘As for
me my charter is Jesus Christ, the inviolable charter is His cross and His death
and His resurrection, and faith through Him’ (8. 2). This line of christological
thought might again be thought to be reminiscent of Paul’s own style of
theological argumentation. This is shown especially by Ignatius’ use of the
Pauline key word ducatodofar at the very end of Phld. 8 (év ofs 0éAw év 7
mpocevyn Vv Sikawbivar).64

4. The study of ‘Ignatius and Paul’ has a long tradition.> Both, the ém{coromos
of Antioch and the amdorolos to the Gentiles wrote letters to Christian
communities and individuals.56 As far as we know, Ignatius was the first
Christian author after Paul to write such letters under his own name.
But, certainly there are important differences: Paul was the organizer of an
extensive ‘world mission’; most of his letters were addressed to churches
founded by himself.6? He gave responses to questions or commented on
information he had received. Writing his letters, Paul knew that in the
churches he addressed his authority was recognized, at least in principle.
Where this authority seemed to be doubted or even denied, as was apparently

63 Schoedel (see n. 62) is certainly right that the opponents are Christians. But the special
point seems to be the claim for a complete agreement of the gospel (tradition) and the (OT)
Bible. So, it is possible to understand Ignatius’ further arguments (see text above).

64 Schoedel, Ignatius, 179 (refering to Ign. Rom. 5. 1): ‘Ignatius speaks of his justification in
terms that are directly dependent on 1 Cor 4:4 (echoed again in Tr. 5.2); but “justification” for
Ignatius is apparently nothing other than becoming a disciple (cf. Tr. 5.2) and gaining perfection
(cf. Phd. 8.2) through martyrdom; Paul’s words serve to emphasize the fact that Ignatius’
justification is still future and thus to discourage the Roman Christians from interfering with
his attaining it” Cf. Merz, Die fiktive Selbstauslegung, 166 (see above n. 29).

65 See R. Bultmann, ‘Ignatius und Paulus) in E. Dinkler (ed.), Exegetica: Aufsitze zur
Erforschung des Neuen Testaments (Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1967), 400-11; H. Rathke, Ignatius
von Antiochien und die Paulusbriefe, TU 99 (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1967).

66 The only authentic letter of Paul to an individual is the epistle to Philemon, certainly
unknown to Ignatius; but Ignatius knew the letters to Timothy and Titus, and thus he seemed to
have imitated Paul; cf. Merz, Die fiktive Selbstauslegung, 145: ‘In bewusster Nachahmung der
beiden unter dem Namen des Paulus tberlieferten Briefformen verfasst Ignatius Briefe an
Gemeinden und ein Schreiben an einen Amtstriger.

67 The only exception is the letter to the Romans. Colossians is written pseudonymously as
an epistle of Paul to a community not founded by Paul himself. Cf. A. Lindemann, ‘Die
Gemeinde von “Kolossd”: Erwdgungen zum “Sitz im Leben” eines pseudopaulinischen Briefes),
in Paulus, Apostel und Lehrer (see n. 20), 187-210.
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the case in Galatia and in Corinth in the situation of 2 Cor. 10-13,68 Paul
could be sure that his argument would nevertheless be a factor of considerable
weight. Ignatius, by contrast, had no formal authority with respect to the
churches to whom he wrote his letters.5®

111

From this short review of I Clement and Ignatius, we might draw a double
conclusion. Neither of these early Christian authors show signs of an intensive
interest in an explicit use of Paul, either of his letters or of his theology; nor do
they demonstrate a deep interest in a ‘critical discussion’ of Pauline theology.
But this does not mean that Paul was ‘forgotten’ or had become unimportant
in the churches to whom ‘Clement’ and Ignatius addressed their work. In fact,
the letters of the apostle and his theological ideas were employed when and
where ‘Clement’ or Ignatius thought it might be important to call upon the
apostolic authority in support of their own arguments. At the end of the first
century and during the thirties of the second century, Paul’s theological
arguments were ‘needed’ in Rome as well as in Corinth, as I Clement
shows, and the same was the case in Asia, as Ignatius’ letters (and Polycarp’s
letter to the Philippians’®) demonstrate.

68 2 Cor. 10-13 was originally an independent letter in my view. Cf. M. Thrall, The Second
Epistle to the Corinthians, 2 vols., ICC (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1994, 2000), 5-13, 596. 2 Cor.
10-13 is not the ‘painful letter’ (‘Tridnenbrief’), but it is not the latest of the letters now
incorporated into ‘Second Corinthians’ (cf. H. Conzelmann and A. Lindemann, Arbeitsbuch
zum Neuen Testament, UTB 52, 14th edn. (Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2004), 270-4).

69 Merz, Die fiktive Selbstauslegung, 145: The allusions and quotations of Pauline letters
should be interpreted ‘im Dienste der Selbstwahrnehmung und Selbstdarstellung des Ignatius
als Paulusnachfolger’. But Ignatius could not be sure that this image was accepted by his
addressees.

70 Cf. Lindemann, Paulus, 87-91, 221-32.
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Gospels and Gospel Traditions in the Second
Century

Helmut Koester

THE SITUATION A HUNDRED YEARS AGO AND
THEREAFTER

At the time of the publication of The New Testament in the Apostolic Fathers,!
the four canonical gospels ruled supreme as the almost exclusive source for
the knowledge of Jesus’ words and deeds. In some respect, interest in the study
of the gospel quotations in the Apostolic Fathers was dictated by the quest for
the dating of these gospels: if the dates of the writing of the Apostolic Fathers
could be ascertained, their gospel quotations could be used as terminus ante
quem for the writing of the New Testament gospels.

There was, to be sure, a good deal of knowledge about other, so-called
apocryphal gospels. But full texts of such gospels that could possibly be dated
before the end of the second century were rare. One could mention here the
Protevangelium Jacobi and the Infancy Gospel of Thomas. The knowledge of
other early apocryphal gospels, such as the Jewish-Christian gospels, the
Gospel of Thomas, the Gospel of the Egyptians, and some other Gnostic gospels,
was derived mostly from occasional quotations of the Church Fathers (espe-
cially Clement of Alexandria, Origen, Hippolytus, Eusebius, Jerome, and
Epiphanius). And there was, of course, the elusive search for the Gospel of
the Hebrews, believed to have been the Hebrew original of the Gospel of
Matthew. Only on rare occasions did any of these gospels yield information
that could be useful for answering the question of the use of gospels in the
Apostolic Fathers. The period of the discovery of new gospel materials had
just begun in the last two decades of the nineteenth century. The first
fragments with sayings of Jesus from Oxyrhynchus (P Oxy. 1, 654, 655) had
been published in 1897 and 1904 and had generated considerable interest,

1 A Committee of the Oxford Society of Historical Theology, The New Testament in the
Apostolic Fathers (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1905).
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although there was no knowledge at the time that these were in fact fragments
of the Greek original of the Gospel of Thomas. Rather, the category under
which these fragments were classified was ‘Extra-canonical Sayings of Jesus’, of
which Alfred Resch had published a very extensive collection.2 Manuscripts of
larger portions of the extra-canonical gospels were scarcely available, with the
exception of a fragment presenting the passion narrative of the Gospel of Peter,
which had been published in 1892.3

Although most of the more important discoveries of the twentieth century
were yet to come, the careful, balanced assessment of the evidence by the
Oxford Committee was at that time a signal for a fresh understanding in
the midst of the battle for an early or a late dating of the canonical gospels
on the basis of the evidence to be derived from the Apostolic Fathers.* The
committee’s findings often permit the presence of traditions that are inde-
pendent of the canonical gospels. At that time, however, a free oral tradition of
Jesus’ sayings had hardly been widely acknowledged, and form criticism was
still in its infancy and had not yet been systematically applied to the study of
the New Testament. Major non-canonical gospels or fragments of such gospels
were still waiting to be discovered—not to talk of the possibility of dating some
of such gospels to the time of the Apostolic Fathers. In what follows, my aim is
to survey these recent discoveries, not available in 1905, and to assess their
potential significance for our current understanding of the development of
gospel tradition both during and after the time of the Apostolic Fathers. The
possible witness of the Apostolic Fathers to the use of the canonical gospels
has been considered at length elsewhere in this volume and its companion.’
Here I focus on other gospels that are not considered in such detail elsewhere
in these volumes, some or all of which may have their origins in the period
in which the Apostolic Fathers were active. In so doing I provide the fuller

2 A. Resch, Agrapha: AufSerkanonische Schriftfragmente gesammelt und untersucht, 2nd edn.,
TU n.s. 15, 3—4 (Leipzig, 1906; repr. Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1967; 1st
edn. published in 1889 as Agrapha: Auflerkanonische Evangelienfragmente, TU 5, 4)). See also
J. H. Ropes, Die Spriiche Jesu, die in den kanonischen Evangelien nicht iiberliefert sind: eine
kritische Bearbeitung des von D. Alfred Resch gesammelten Materials, TU 14, 1 (Leipzig: Hinrichs,
1896).

3 U. Bouriant, ‘Fragments du texte grec du livre d’Enoch et de quelques écrits attribués a saint
Pierre, in Mémoirs publiés par le members de la Mission archéologique frangaise au Caire, 12, 1
(Paris, 1892); H. B. Swete, The Gospel of Peter: The Akhmim Fragment of the Apocryphal Gospel of St
Peter, 2nd edn. (London: Macmillan, 1893). The so-called ‘Fayyum Fragment’ had been published
in 1887, and the Strasbourg Coptic Papyrus in 1900; although both texts may be fragments of
apocryphal gospels, these gospels do not seem to have been written before the year 200.

4 For some literature see H. Koster, Synoptische Uberlieferung bei den Apostolischen Viitern,
TU 65 (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1957), 1-2.

5 See the contributions in Andrew Gregory and Christopher Tuckett (eds.), The Reception of
the New Testament in the Apostolic Fathers (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005), and the
essays by Bellinzoni, Dehandschutter, Hill, and Holmes in this book.
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context in which the analysis of their potential use of Jesus traditions that later
became canonical must be conducted.

When I worked on my dissertation in the early 1950s under the guidance of
Rudolf Bultmann, a few additional early gospel materials had come to light,
most significantly the ‘Unknown Gospel” of Papyrus Egerton 2,7 but the Nag
Hammadi Library had not yet seen the light of publication. I also profited, of
course, from the pioneering works of gospel form criticism by Rudolf Bult-
mann and Martin Dibelius and others. This enabled me to argue for the
presence of a continuing oral tradition as the source of most of the gospel
materials referred to in the Apostolic Fathers. After the publication of my
dissertation, I intended to work on a book dealing with the gospels of the
second century; but the dream of an early completion of such work was
shattered providentially by the publication of the gospel materials from the
Nag Hammadi Library, in which I took an active part.

The publication of the gospels from the corpus of the Nag Hammadi
Library, as well as a few other discoveries during the past half-century, opened
up the possibility of a fresh understanding of the development of gospel
literature in the second century. Four different insights seem to me to be
most valuable.

1. The Gospel of Thomas demonstrated the existence at an early time, possibly
as early as the second half of the first century, of written collections of the
sayings of Jesus.

2. Numerous fragments of gospels as well as quotations and references in the
Church Fathers attest to a proliferation of gospel literature in the second
century, whether or not such literature is dependent upon the canonical
gospels. Most important is here, among other discoveries, the Papyrus
Egerton 2.

3. Several documents attest the development of dialogues of Jesus with his
disciples, which are interpretations of traditional sayings of Jesus, also
beginning in the second half of the first century. Direct or indirect evidence
comes from the Dialogue of the Saviour, the Apocryphon of James (Epistula
Jacobi), and the Gospel of Mary.3

6 Later published as Synoptische Uberlieferung bei den Apostolischen Viitern.

7 H. I Bell and T. C. Skeat, Fragments of an Unknown Gospel (London: British Museum,
1935); idem, The New Gospel Fragments (London: British Museum, 1935). Preceding this
important discovery, the fragments of gospel manuscripts P Oxy. 840 and 1224 had been
published in 1908 and 1914, respectively.

8 These dialogues and discourses seem to provide the basis for the more extensive ‘discus-
sions of Jesus with his disciples’, such as the Pistis Sophia, which are characteristic of later
Gnostic literature; they will not be included in the discussion here.
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4. The discovery and publication by Morton Smith of the Secret Gospel of
Mark? provides a fresh insight into the question of the stability of the texts
of the canonical gospels during the second century before their eventual
canonization.

WRITTEN COLLECTIONS OF THE SAYINGS OF JESUS AND
THE ORALTRADITION

The earliest major collection of sayings of Jesus is, of course, the synoptic
sayings gospel Q,1° which was incorporated into the Gospels of Matthew and
Luke. It is not possible to know anything about the continued existence of this
common source of these two synoptic gospels. Most likely, it was no longer
copied, because it was superseded by the Gospels of Matthew and Luke,!! just
like the Gospel of Mark, which, after its incorporation into Matthew and
Luke, left only very few traces in the second century.'2

Another early written collection of sayings of Jesus underlies the Gospel of
Thomas, although it cannot be assumed that this collection was identical with
the Greek text that was translated into the preserved Coptic text of this gospel.
The Gospel of Thomas, as it appears in the fourth century in its Coptic
translation, reflects the instability of such sayings collections. It would prob-
ably prove to be very difficult to reconstruct the history of the text of this
gospel from its earliest composition to its latest form. But it would give
valuable insight into the factors that influenced the ongoing revisions in the
transmissions of such collections of sayings.

Evidence for the continued existence of sayings collections is not easy to
obtain. Preserved fragments of ‘apocryphal gospels’? often do not yield much

9 M. Smith, Clement of Alexandria and a Secret Gospel of Mark (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press, 1973); idem, The Secret Gospel: The Discovery and Interpretation of the Secret
Gospel of Mark (New York: Harper & Row, 1973).

10 J. M. Robinson, P. Hoffmann, and J. S. Kloppenborg (eds.), The Critical Edition of Q,
Hermeneia Supplements (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2000); see also idem, The Sayings Gospel Q in
Greek and English with Parallels from Mark and Thomas (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2002).

11 W. Bousset, Die Evangelienzitate Justins des Mirtyrers (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1891) endeavoured to demonstrate that Justin Martyr drew his quotations of sayings
of Jesus from Q; this thesis, however, proved to be unconvincing. On Justin Martyr and his use
of gospels, see below.

12 The only trace of the Gospel of Mark before Irenaeus and Clement of Alexandria appears
in Justin, Dial. 106. 3, where Justin refers to the sons of Zebedee as Boavepyés; see Mark 3. 17
(this special name for the sons of Zebedee is missing in Matthew and Luke). The oldest
manuscript of the Gospel of Mark appears about half a century later than the first fragments
and manuscripts of Matthew, Luke, and John. On Mark and Secret Mark, see below.

13 P Oxy. 840 and Papyrus Egerton 2 seem to be portions of gospels that also contained
narrative sections.
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evidence, and numerous later quotations of non-canonical sayings may derive
from the free oral tradition of sayings, from gospels that have perished, or
from additions to the canonical gospel manuscripts.l4 In any case, the free
oral tradition continues well into later centuries, and influenced both apo-
cryphal and canonical gospel manuscripts. Sometimes the setting for the free
transmission of sayings of Jesus is evident. The quotation of the Lord’s Prayer
in Did. 8 derives from the liturgical tradition of the early church.!5 A baptis-
mal setting is evident for the saying about rebirth quoted by Justin Martyr,
1 Apol. 60. 3.16 Other free sayings derive from catechetical instructions—for
example, the group of sayings quoted in I Clem. 13. 3.

The primary source for the existence of sayings collections in the second
century is also Justin Martyr. To be sure, Justin uses the first three canonical
gospels, and he utilizes both narrative and sayings materials from these
gospels. Both the narrative materials and the sayings appearing in Justin’s
writings are harmonizations of the parallel texts of the Gospels of Matthew
and Luke. It could be argued, however, that in his quotations of groups of
sayings, Justin is not quoting from a gospel harmony that included also the
narrative sections of the gospels but from compositions of sayings derived
from this harmony. Some of these clusters of sayings reveal signs of compo-
sition for instruction of the community, especially the sayings in 1 Apol. 15-16.
In another instance, Dial. 35. 3, a collection of prophetic sayings drawn from
Matthew and Luke, includes the apocryphal saying écovrar oyiouata ral
alpéoes. Also the non-canonical saying *Ev ofs dpds katalafd, év TovTows kal
kpwa (Dial. 47. 5) may come from such a collection of prophetic sayings.!”

The existence of written sayings collections that are based on the canonical
gospels but also include non-canonical materials is confirmed by 2 Clement.
The sayings quoted in this mid-second century writing show mixtures of
readings from Matthew and Luke, just like those that appear in Justin Martyr.
Twice, 2 Clement’s quotations of sayings show the same harmonizations of
sayings from Matthew and Luke as the quotations appearing in Justin Martyr.
2 Clem. 5. 2—4 harmonizes Matt. 10. 28 and Luke 12. 4-5 in a way that is
similar to the quotation in Justin, I Apol. 19. 7.18 An almost identical

14 This is the case with respect to the famous apophthegm of the worker on the sabbath that
appears in Luke 6. 5 in Codex D. The saying ‘And only then shall you be glad, when you look on
your brother in love’ is derived, according to Jerome, from the Gospel of the Hebrews.

15 In spite of some criticism, I am not inclined to abandon my earlier arguments (Synoptische
Uberlieferung, 203—7) for the independence of this quotation from the Gospel of Matthew.

16 The form of this saying, as quoted by Justin, is more original than the form that appears
in John 3. 3, 5. John changes the original dvayervydijre to yerwndy dvwder, and eloéXdnre els
v Bacirelav to ideiv v Bacilelav (John 3. 3; John 3. 5 still preserves the original elceddeiv
els v Pacilelav).

17. A.J. Bellinzoni, The Sayings of Jesus in the Writings of Justin Martyr, NovISup 17 (Leiden:
Brill, 1967).

18 On the parallel in P Oxy. 4009, most likely a fragment of the Gospel of Peter, see below.
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harmonization of this saying appears in Ps.-Clem. Hom. 17. 5. 2.1° In the other
instance, 2 Clem. 4. 2, 5, the quotation reflects not only the same harmoniza-
tions but also the same combination of sayings from different contexts from
Matthew and Luke20 that appear in the quotations of the same saying in Justin
Martyr.2! At the same time, this harmonized quotation is combined in
2 Clement with a non-canonical variant that appears as a marginal notation
to Matt. 7. 5 in the so-called Gospel Edition Zion (MS 1424).22 The sayings
collection used by 2 Clement reveals the inclusion of non-canonical sayings
also in its quotation, ‘When the two become one, and the outside like the
inside’ (2 Clem. 12. 2, 6) that is paralleled in the Gospel of Thomas (saying
22)23 and the Gospel according to the Egyptians.2* The latter, written before the
middle of the second century, may also have been a collection of sayings,
although direct relationships to materials of the synoptic tradition are not
visible. There is, however, too little material left in order to make a certain
judgement about its character. Though it was written in Greek, it does not
seem to have enjoyed a wider distribution.2>

It is possible to conclude that, while the earlier sayings collection Q soon
disappeared in the second century, one or several new sayings collections
appeared, which were based on harmonizations of Matthew’s and Luke’s texts
but also included additional free sayings that found their way also into other
non-canonical gospels that circulated or were written at that time. It is
remarkable that this development does not assign any special dignity to the
canonical gospels, but could freely combine materials drawn from these
gospels with non-canonical materials.

THE PROLIFERATION OF GOSPELS DURING
THE SECOND CENTURY

Of the written gospels composed before the end of the second century, the
Gospels of Matthew and Luke, the latter separated from its original compan-
ion, the Acts of the Apostles, began to emerge from their original local context

19 See my analysis of this quotation in Synoptische Uberlieferung, 94—102.

20 Matt. 7. 21-3; 13. 42-3; Luke 6. 46; 13. 26-8.

21 ] Apol. 16. 9-12 and Dial. 76. 5.

22 Koster, Synoptische Uberlieferung, 83-94.

2 Tbid., 102-5. Of course, I did not yet know the latter parallel at the time of the publication
of my earlier book.

24 Clement of Alexandria, Strom. 111 4. 63—4.

25 On the Gospel according to the Egyptians, see W. Schneemelcher, ‘The Gospel of the
Egyptians, in idem (ed.), New Testament Apocrypha, rev. edn., 2 vols. (Cambridge: James
Clarke & Co.; Louisville, Ky.: Westminster/John Knox, 1991), i. 209-15.
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and to circulate more widely in Asia Minor and Greece. While Ignatius of
Antioch still seemed to be dependent mostly upon oral traditions, his younger
colleague Polycarp of Smyrna certainly knew Matthew and Luke. These two
gospels were also known well in Rome before the middle of the century, as
Justin Martyr and Marcion attest.

On the other hand, the Gospels of Mark, John, and Thomas—all written in
their original form before the end of the first century—did not enjoy a more
general circulation. That the Gospel of Mark was known in Rome in the
middle of the second century is evident from Justin’s reference to this gospel,
but it remains otherwise hidden until Clement of Alexandria and Irenaeus;
the Secret Gospel of Mark, however, could indicate that Mark’s Gospel was
popular in Egypt earlier in the second century.26 The Gospel of Thomas was at
first used in eastern Syria as the special gospel of a sectarian group. But it was
brought to Egypt some time during the second century, as fragmentary
papyri?’ demonstrate.28 Also the Gospel of John must have remained the
property of a small group of churches somewhere in Syria or Palestine for
some time. Polycarp of Smyrna, writing some time before the middle of the
second century, did not know this gospel,?® though a generation later Ire-
naeus, originally from Smyrna, knew and defended it. But these gospels
appear in Egypt at an early time. John appears in Egypt early in the second
century, as P>230 attests, as well as its use by Valentinus.

The first decades of the second century thus show that there were a number
of older gospels in existence, which were originally used in limited geographi-
cal locations by special groups, but found their way into Egypt at an early
date. A note of caution must be inserted here. The available evidence is biased
towards Egypt. Not only do all the papyri with gospel fragments come
exclusively from Egypt, but also the two Church Fathers, Clement and Origen,
who give the most valuable evidence for the existence and use of gospels in the
second century, were located in Alexandria. Were it not for the single refer-
ence to a passage from Mark in Justin Martyr’s Dialogue, we would not have
any evidence for the presence of that gospel in Rome in the middle of the

26 For further discussion of the Secret Gospel of Mark, see below.

27 P Oxy. 1, 654, 655.

28 H. W. Attridge, ‘Appendix: The Greek Fragments, in B. Layton (ed.), Nag Hammadi
Codex II,2-7, NHS 20 (Leiden: Brill, 1989), i. 95-128.

29 Whether Ignatius of Antioch knew the Gospel of John is still debated; see the literature in
W. R. Schoedel, Ignatius of Antioch: A Commentary on the Letters of Ignatius of Antioch,
Hermeneia (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1985), 9 n. 52.

30 A date in the early second century for this papyrus, however, is not as certain as generally
believed; see D. Lithrmann, Die apokryph gewordenen Evangelien: Studien zu neuen Texten und zu
neuen Fragen, NovTSup 112 (Leiden: Brill, 2004), 134 (c. 170 ck).
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second century.3! Nevertheless, it cannot be doubted that written gospels were
in the beginning the property of limited circles of churches or special groups
and achieved a more general circulation only during the second and third
centuries.

The gospel writings produced in the first century were soon joined by an
increasing number of additional writings that claimed to be legitimate pre-
sentations of the teachings and works of Jesus. It is doubtful, however,
whether they appeared under the title ‘gospel’ (edayyéAwov), because this
term was not yet used for written documents in the first half of the second
century.?? The title ‘Gospel according to...’3? was in most instances added
only by later scribes in the colophons—and often for writings that had no real
relationship to gospel literature—that is, writings that recorded the words and
deeds of Jesus of Nazareth. The often-discussed question, whether or not any
of these gospels were dependent on one or several of the canonical gospels, is
immaterial for the following survey. What we shall find is a blend of older
traditions and sources, free materials, and influence from those gospels that
later became canonical.

The Gospel of Peter, originating in Syria,?* was also brought to Egypt before
the end of the second century; this is attested by two papyrus fragments
(P Oxy. 2940 and 4009), which confirm a date before 200 ce.35> While the first
of these fragments (P Oxy. 2940) belongs to the passion narrative of this
gospel that had become known through the sixth-century Akhmim Codex
Papyrus Cairo 10759, the second (P. Oxy. 4009)3¢ presents a combination of
Matt. 10. 16 // Luke 10. 3 and Matt. 10. 28 // Luke 12. 4-5 that resembles the
harmonized quotation of these synoptic passages in 2 Clem. 5. 2—4, although
the similarities are not close enough to justify the hypothesis that 2 Clement is
dependent upon the Gospel of Peter. If it is correct that this fragment indeed
belongs to the Gospel of Peter, it is evident that this gospel also contained

31 Tam, of course, aware of the widespread assumption of scholars that the Gospel of Mark
was written in Rome. There is, however, no single piece of evidence. Mark was used by Matthew
in Syria and by Luke in Antioch or in Ephesus in the last third of the first century. That a gospel
written in Rome should have been brought to the East at such an early time seems most unlikely.

32 See H. Koester, ‘From the Kerygma-Gospel to Written Gospels, NTS 35 (1989), 361-81.

33 With Schneemelcher (‘Gospels: Non-Biblical Materials about Jesus: Introduction’, in idem
(ed.), New Testament Apocrypha, i. 77-85) 1 disagree with the assumption of M. Hengel, (Die
Evangelieniiberschriften, SHAW, Phil.-hist. Kl. 1984.3 (Heidelberg: Winter, 1984)) that these
titles of the canonical gospels were already used at the beginning of the second century.

34 This is suggested by the claim of Peter as the author and by the report of Serapion of
Antioch quoted by Euseb. EH 6. 12. 2-6.

35 P Oxy. 4009 may even date from as early as the middle of the second century; Lithrmann,
Die apokryph gewordenen Evangelien, 60-7.

36 As it was reconstructed with the help of 2 Clem. 5. 2—4 by Lithrmann, Die apokryph
gewordenen Evangelien, 74—82.
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sayings of Jesus, not just a passion narrative. Should one also consider the
story of the transfiguration reported by the ‘eye-witness’ Peter in 2 Pet 1.
16-18 as possibly derived from this gospel? In that case, the Gospel of Peter
would have been a gospel writing with narratives and sayings, resembling the
synoptic gospels of the New Testament canon.3?

The Gospel of the Hebrews was, according to the Stichometry of Nicephorus,
almost as long as the Gospel of Matthew. It is now generally accepted
that this gospel was a Greek writing that must be distinguished from two
other Jewish-Christian gospels, the Gospel of the Ebionites and the Gospel of
the Nazareans.?® But in spite of numerous references to the Gospel of the
Hebrews in antiquity, only as few as seven quotations have been assigned to it
in recent scholarship, among these also a saying about finding rest, which is
paralleled in the Gospel of Thomas.?® Considering the information from the
Stichometry of Nicephorus, this seems precious little. Recently, Dieter Liihr-
mann#° has argued persuasively that the story of the woman taken in adultery,
quoted by Didymus the Blind in his Commentary on Ecclesiastes,*! may also
belong to the Gospel According to the Hebrews, although it is introduced by
Didymus as coming from ‘certain gospels’ (év Tiow edayyeliots). Lithrmann
demonstrates that this story as reported by Didymus cannot have been
derived from John 8. 3-11,%2 but is an independent variant of the same
story, which was also known to Papias of Hierapolis as a story that was
included in the Gospel According to the Hebrews (7 76 %o ‘EBpalovs
edayyélov mepiéxer).®> Whatever is quoted elsewhere from this gospel
reveals elements of a gnosticizing wisdom theology. This has led to the
conclusion that this gospel was essentially characterized by a mystic piety
and shared very little material with the synoptic gospels. One other reference
in Didymus the Blind, however, may direct further inquiry in a different
direction. In his Commentary on the Psalms** he says that in the Gospel of
the Hebrews (év 1o ka® “EBpaiovs edayyeliw TodTo palverar) the Levi of Luke

37 It must remain doubtful whether also the Fayyum Fragment PapVindob. G 2325, present-
ing a parallel to Mark 14. 27-30, could be shown to have been a part of the Gospel of Peter
(Luhrmann, Die apokryph gewordenen Evangelien, 87-90).

38 P. Vielhauer and G. Strecker, ‘Jewish-Christian Gospels’, in Schneemelcher (ed.), New
Testament Apocrypha, i. 134-78.

39 Ibid. i. 172-8.

40 Lithrmann, Die apokryph gewordenen Evangelien, 191-215.

41 Tura Papyrus IV 7-7, 18.

42 The story appears in Greek manuscripts of the New Testament only in the Middle Ages,
although it was a part of the text of John in Latin manuscripts much earlier (the Greek version of
Codex D may be a translation from Latin; see Lithrmann, Die apokryph gewordenen Evangelien,
221-8).

43 Quoted in Euseb. HE 3. 39. 16.

44 Tura Papyrus III, 184. 9-10.



36 Helmut Koester

5. 27, 29 is identical not with the tax collector Matthew of Matt. 9. 9 but
with the newly appointed twelfth apostle Matthias (Acts 1. 23, 26).45
This would indicate that the author of this gospel was familiar with materials
from the canonical writings and probably included a good deal of material
parallel with, or even drawn from, the synoptic gospels. The reference in
Papias also gives a firm date of composition before the middle of the second
century.

The only other Jewish-Christian gospel that can be dated to the second
century is the Gospel of the Ebionites, so designated because it was used by a
special group calling themselves ‘Ebionites’ (its actual title may possibly have
been Gospel of the Twelve). It was a harmonizing Greek composition on the
basis of the three synoptic gospels that shows some similarities with the gospel
harmony of Justin Martyr. Non-canonical materials do not seem to have been
included.4¢ The third of the Jewish-Christian gospels, the Gospel of the
Nazareans,*” an Aramaic translation of the Greek Gospel of Matthew that
was expanded with some extra-canonical materials, is not attested until the
late fourth centurys; it is not likely to have existed much earlier.48

The only other, and most important, evidence for the gospels in the second
century is the ‘Unknown Gospel’ of Papyrus Egerton 2. The fragments were
first published by Bell and Skeat in the year 1935.4% A new fragment of this
gospel has been identified in Papyrus Koln 255.5° These gospel fragments
preserve the story of the healing of the leper (Mark 1. 40—4 and parallels,
including a parallel with John 5. 14), the discussion about paying taxes to
Caesar (Mark 12. 13-15 and parallels, with materials also found in Luke 6. 46,
Mark 7. 6-7 // Matt. 15. 6-9), and the debate about searching the Scriptures
and the authority of Moses (cf. John 5. 39-47), followed by a reference to an
attempt to arrest Jesus (cf. John 7. 30; 10. 30, 39). In addition, the fragments
of this gospel contain some damaged sentences that seem to introduce
materials which have no parallels in other known gospels (apparently a
miracle story). The question of whether and to what degree the text of this

45 D. Lihrmann, ‘Das Bruchstiick aus dem Hebrderevangelium bei Didymus von Alexan-
drien, NovT 29 (1987), 265-79; idem, Die apokryph gewordenen Evangelien, 182-91.

46 Vielhauer and Strecker, ‘Jewish-Christian Gospels’, in Schneemelcher (ed.), New Testament
Apocrypha, i. 166-71; H. Koester, History and Literature of Early Christianity, 2nd edn. (New
York: De Gruyter, 2000), 208-9; Lithrmann, Die apokryph gewordenen Evangelien, 231-3.

47 Vielhauer and Strecker, ‘Jewish-Christian Gospels’, in Schneemelcher (ed.), New Testament
Apocrypha, 1. 154—65.

48 On the complex history of the search for the original Hebrew Matthew, based largely on
Jerome’s claims that he had found this original Hebrew in the Gospel of the Nazareans, see
Lihrmann, Die apokryph gewordenen Evangelien, 233-58.

49 Bell and Skeat, Fragments from an Unknown Gospel; idem, The New Gospel Fragments.

50 M. Gronewald, ‘Unbekanntes Evangelium oder Evangelienharmonie (Fragment aus dem
“Evangelium Egerton”)’, in Kélner Papyri, 6 (PapyCol, 7) (Cologne: 1987), 136—45.
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gospel is dependent upon the four canonical gospels is a much debated issue.
With respect to the three synoptic gospels, one could argue that their text has
indirectly influenced the composition of materials in the ‘Unknown Gospel’.5?
With respect to the passage paralleling John 5. 39-47; 7. 30; 10. 30, 37,
however, there can be little doubt that the ‘Unknown Gospel’ preserves a
text that is more original than the respective passages in the Gospel of John; all
characteristic Johannine elements are missing here.>2 Moreover, Papyrus
Egerton 2 must date from well before the year 200.53 That makes it unlikely
that the author could have chosen sundry passages from the four canonical
gospels and combined them at random to create new units. Rather, we must
assume that the composition of this gospel—by all means a full gospel text
with narrative materials and sayings—is dependent upon some independent
written source (the portion paralleling John 5. 39-47), orally transmitted
stories and sayings of Jesus, albeit in wording influenced by the synoptic
gospel texts, and apocryphal materials.>* The ‘Unknown Gospel’ may there-
fore stand as a key example of the development of gospel literature in the
second century. We find a mixture of written materials, some pre-dating the
canonical gospels, memories of sentences from written gospels combined into
new units, and oral materials not otherwise attested or paralleled in hitherto
known witnesses.

New discoveries during the past 100 years have unveiled fragments of
gospel materials existing in the second century that cannot be assigned to
any known gospel writing. Here belong the story of the discussion of Jesus
with a ‘Pharisaic Chief Priest’ (P Oxy. 840),5% Pharisees and priests challenging
Jesus’ participation in a meal with sinners (P Oxy. 1224),6 a fragment
discussing Mary’s and Joseph’s flight to Egypt and Mary’s encounter with
Elizabeth (Papyrus Cairensis 10735),57 and a scene at the last meal of Jesus

51 T am not certain whether my arguments (presented in Ancient Christian Gospels: Their
History and Development (Harrisburg, Pa.: Trinity Press International; London: SCM, 1990),
211-15) for independence can be upheld. Lihrmann (Die apokryph gewordenen Evangelien,
125-33) expresses some serious doubts; see also J. Jeremias and W. Schneemelcher, ‘Papyrus
Egerton 2’, in Schneemelcher (ed.), New Testament Apocrypha, i. 96-9.

52 Koester, Ancient Christian Gospels, 208—11.

53 The dates have been debated since its first publication, which put it early in the second
century; the present scholarly consensus prefers a later date: cf. Lithrmann, Die apokryph
gewordenen Evangelien, 127; Jeremias and Schneemelcher, ‘Papyrus Egerton 2’, in Schneemelcher
(ed.), New Testament Apocrypha, i. 96-8.

54 See the assessment of P. Vielhauer, Geschichte der urchristlichen Literatur, De Gruyter
Lehrbuch (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1975), 638.

55 J. Jeremias and W. Schneemelcher, ‘Oxyrhynchus Papyrus 840’ in Schneemelcher (ed.),
New Testament Apocrypha, i. 94-5.

56 W. Schneemelcher, ‘Oxyrhynchus Papyrus 1224, in idem (ed.), New Testament Apocrypha,
i. 100.

57 Idem, ‘Papyrus Cairensis 10735’, in idem (ed.), New Testament Apocrypha, i. 101.
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(the so-called Fayyum Fragment).58 Some of these may belong to the second
century. All of these, except P Oxy. 840, have parallels in the synoptic gospels
and may demonstrate some knowledge of these gospels, in whatever way.
They attest the fact that memories of gospel texts could be freely expanded,
amplified, and joined with ‘apocryphal’ traditions.

DIALOGUES OF JESUS WITH HIS DISCIPLES

Dialogues of Jesus with his disciples, often including longer monologue-type
discourses of Jesus, became an increasingly popular form of gospel literature
beginning at the end of the first century. Such dialogues must be already
presupposed for the Gospel of John, whose author revised such dialogues in
both parts of his gospel. They are not necessarily ‘dialogues of Jesus with his
disciples after the resurrection’. During the second and third centuries, dia-
logue gospel literature was further developed into what is commonly known
as Gnostic gospel literature, where the relationship to older and independent
gospel traditions is often no longer visible, and the setting of a discussion of
Jesus with his disciples is no more than an artificial framework.5® I shall
present here three dialogues, which are still related to materials of the gospel
tradition and deserve to be dated fairly early.

The Dialogue of the Saviours® is based on an older dialogue of Jesus with his
disciples that is composed as a discussion of traditional sayings, possibly
closely related to the sayings of the Gospel of Thomas. Although external
evidence for the dating of this document is lacking, its character and some
similarities to the farewell speeches of the Gospel of John argue for a date of
the older dialogues no later than the beginning of the second century. The
sayings that are interpreted here, as Jesus talks with Mary, Judas (Thomas!),
and Matthew, deal with the topics of the light, seeking and finding, marvel-
ling, and finding rest. Sometimes a traditional saying is used to formulate a
question of a disciple, at other times a saying is the basis for the answer of
Jesus. While in these older dialogue sections no dependence upon extant
written gospels can be established, the later editor, who added several longer
speeches of Jesus, is clearly dependent upon several letters of Paul.s!

58 Jdem, ‘The So-called Fayyum Fragment, in idem (ed.), New Testament Apocrypha, i. 102.

59 This is clearly the case in the Sophia Jesu Christi (Nag Hammadi Codex III and V) and in
the Book of Thomas (Nag Hammadi Codex II; see H.-M. Schenke, ‘The Book of Thomas’, in
Schneemelcher (ed.), New Testament Apocrypha, i. 232—40).

60 S. Emmel (ed.), Nag Hammadi Codex II1,5: The Dialogue of the Saviour, NHS 26 (Leiden:
Brill, 1984); see also Koester, Ancient Christian Gospels, 173—87.

61 The preserved writing that incorporated these dialogue materials may have been written at
the end of the second century or later; it reveals some knowledge of the Pauline corpus.
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The Apocryphon of James®? claims to be a letter of James regarding the
transmission of the ‘secret book’ that was revealed to James and Peter by the
Lord. But this is only an external framework for what is essentially a discussion
of the meaning of Jesus’ sayings and parables.* The document was originally
written in Greek early in the second century, probably in Syria/Palestine. There
are close parallels to the sayings and discourses of the Gospel of Johné* as well as
to some sayings®® and parables®s of the synoptic tradition, but dependence
upon a canonical gospel is unlikely. Remarkably, there is also a list of parables
(Apocr. Jas. 8. 1-4): the shepherds, the seed, the building, the lamps of the
virgins, the wages of the workmen, the didrachmae, and the woman. The
author must have had access to a special collection of parables that also included
the parable of the palm shoot (Apocr. Jas. 7. 22-8), which has no synoptic
parallel. The dialogues of the Apocryphon of James, like those of the Dialogue of
the Saviour, are in any case less developed than those of the Gospel of John and
can be characterized as precursors of the dialogues of the Fourth Gospel.

The Gospel of Mary must also be mentioned among the early dialogue
gospels. It was discovered in 1896 as one of four writings of the fifth-century
Coptic Papyrus Berolinensis 8502 but was only published for the first time in
1955.67 Meanwhile, two Greek fragments8 have come to light, which prove
that the Greek original of the Gospel of Mary must have been written in the
second century. These fragments also prove that the Coptic translator made
some not insignificant changes.®® Unfortunately, the Coptic translation as
well as the two Greek papyri are very fragmentary. The first six pages are
missing completely in the Coptic text, and there is a major lacuna from page
11 to page 14. Thus much of the initial dialogue is lost. Only the end, with a
question of Peter, Jesus’ answer, and the farewell of Jesus, is left from the first

62 H. W. Attridge (ed.), Nag Hammadi Codex I (The Jung Codex), 2 vols., NHS 22-3 (Leiden:
Brill, 1985), i. 13-35, ii. 7-37. This writing is also known as the Epistula Iacobi.

63 R. Cameron, Sayings Traditions in the Apocryphon of James, HTS 34 (Philadelphia: Trinity
Press International, 1984); Koester, Ancient Christian Gospels, 187-200; D. Kirchner, ‘The
Apocryphon of James), in Schneemelcher (ed.), New Testament Apocrypha, i. 285-91.

64 Cf. John 12. 35-6; 14.9; 16. 23, 26, 29; 20. 29.

65 Matt. 5. 11 (Q).

66 The parable of the sower (cf. Mark 4. 3-8) is quoted in Apocr. Jas. 8. 16-23, introduced
with an allegorical interpretation (8. 10-15), which is completely different from the allegorical
interpretation in the synoptic gospels.

67 'W. C. Till, Die gnostischen Schriften des koptischen Papyrus Berolinensis 8502, TU 60 (Berlin:
Akademie-Verlag, 1955; 2nd edn. by H.-M. Schenke, 1972).

68 P Oxy. 3525 and P. Rylands 463, published in 1983 and 1938 respectively; only the latter
papyrus was available for Till’s edition. For a reconstruction of the Greek texts with help of the
Coptic version, see Lihrmann, Die apokryph gewordenen Evangelien, 107-20. A very helpful
English translation with the Coptic and Greek parallels side by side can be found in K. L. King,
The Gospel of Mary of Magdala: Jesus and the First Woman Apostle (Santa Rosa, Calif.: Pole-
bridge, 2003), 13-18. I am indebted to King’s book for my comments.

6 Lihrmann, Die apokryph gewordenen Evangelien, 107-20.
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part of this writing. While the question of Peter and Jesus’ answer are
probably based on Rom. 7,70 Jesus’ farewell speech includes several allusions
to sayings of the gospel tradition. The preserved text consists mostly of a
dialogue between Mary and the disciples. Mary consoles the disciples, who are
distressed because of Jesus’ departure, and tells them what Jesus had revealed
to her in a vision. While Andrew and Peter object, saying that Jesus could not
have revealed all this to a woman, Levi (= Matthew!) sides with Mary and,
according to the older Greek version of Papyrus Rylands 463, goes alone to
fulfil the command of Jesus to go out and to preach the good news. The later
Coptic translator says that all the disciples went out to teach and to preach.
Whatever appear as gospel tradition are free sayings of Jesus that can hardly be
traced back to an origin in the canonical gospels.”!

THE GOSPELS THAT LATER BECAME CANONICAL IN THE
SECOND CENTURY

The fluid state of gospels and gospel traditions in the second century that is
evident in a number of so-called apocryphal gospels raises the question of
whether the gospels that later became canonical were not also subject to
changes, additions, and new editions. Except for the small fragment of the
Gospel of John in p2, no gospel manuscript written in the second century or
fragments of such gospel manuscripts have survived. All earliest manuscripts
of the canonical gospels date from around the year 200, mostly John and
Luke, while Matthew appears less often, and Mark only 50 years later. What
happened to these gospels in the time from their autographs to the earliest
manuscript evidence? This does not concern the changes in the texts of the
canonical gospels that are evident in the later manuscript tradition, such as
the addition of the secondary endings of the Gospel of Mark and the addition
of the story of the woman taken in adultery in John 7. 53-8. 11.

The question is made even more urgent because of what we know about the
use in the second century of the four gospels that later became canonical.
Marcion radically edited the Gospel of Luke for his new authoritative scrip-
tures. Justin Martyr composed a harmony of the synoptic gospels, for the
most part neglecting the Gospel of Mark. A bit later his student Tatian
composed a harmony of all four canonical gospels, including the Gospel
of John. Gospels and some non-canonical materials that were later called

70 King, Gospel of Mary of Magdala, 119-27.
71 See King’s careful analysis, ibid. 93-118.
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‘apocryphal’ liberally used materials from the gospels that later became
canonical and often combined their borrowings freely with surviving older
sources and free ‘apocryphal’ materials. Other gospels expanded sayings of
Jesus to form dialogues of Jesus with his disciples—a process that had appar-
ently begun already in the last decades of the first century, as is evident in the
dialogues and discourses of the Gospel of John. Moreover, the memory of
Jesus, especially in his sayings, was alive as the voice of the Saviour that spoke
again in new pronouncements through prophets and speakers of wisdom.

There are a number of indications that the earliest manuscripts of the
canonical gospels do not represent the text of the original that circulated
right after they were first distributed. The Gospel of John was originally
circulated without chapter 21, which contains the narrative of Jesus’ appear-
ance at the lake,”2 and without the several corrections of John’s radically
realized eschatology?? and the eucharistic interpolation in chapter 6.74 More-
over, the question of the original order of some chapters in the Gospel of John
has been discussed repeatedly. Did John 15-17 originally stand after John 13.
34-5, and did chapter 6 originally follow directly upon chapter 4?75 Even if
such suggestions for the reordering of the sequence of some chapters are not
generally accepted, it must be conceded that the extant manuscripts do not
present the Gospel of John in its original form.

While the text of the Gospel of Matthew, as far as can be known, seems to
have been quite stable throughout the second century,’¢ the work of Luke has
survived in two different versions, the Alexandrian text and the so-called
Western text. As the differences of these two text forms persist throughout the
Gospel of Luke and the Book of Acts, both versions must have been circulated
before the separation of Luke’s work into two different books. While the
Alexandrian text is preferred by most scholars as the original version, the
Western text is also known to have been used in the middle of the second
century.”” That the text of Luke’s gospel (as also that of the Gospel of
Matthew!) was by no means sacrosanct is evident not only in Justin Martyr’s
free expansions of Lucan materials in his harmonizations of the texts of the

72 The beginning of a variant of this story stands at the end of the Akhmim fragment of the
Gospel of Peter.

73 John 5. 27b-29 and the phrase ‘and I shall raise him on the last day’ (6. 39b, 40b, 44b).

74 John 6. 51b-59; see G. Bornkamm, ‘Die eucharistische Rede im Johannesevangelium),
ZNW 47 (1956), 161-9; R. E. Brown, The Gospel according to John, 2 vols., AB 29-29A (Garden
City, NY: Doubleday, 1966, 1970), i. 289-94, 303—4.

75 R. Bultmann, The Gospel of John: A Commentary (ET Philadelphia: Westminster, 1971),
459-60, 209-10.

76 Matthew appears later in a revised version, supplemented with apocryphal sayings, in
Aramaic translation, known as the Gospel of the Nazareans.

77 See my essay ‘The Text of the Synoptic Gospels in the Second Century’ in W. L. Petersen
(ed.), Gospel Traditions in the Second Century: Origins, Recensions, Text, and Transmission,
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synoptic gospels;’8 it is also evident in Marcion’s radical new edition of that
gospel.

With respect to the Gospel of Mark, it has long been suspected that the text
of Mark preserved in the manuscript tradition may not be identical with the
text of this gospel that was used by Matthew and Luke. This suggestion is
based on the observation of many ‘common agreements’ of the texts of
Matthew and Luke, whenever both are dependent upon the text of Mark.
Many of these common agreements could perhaps be explained without
assuming a different Marcan text as Matthew’s and Luke’s common source.”®
There is also the possibility that the extant text of Luke may have been
influenced by the better-known text of Matthew.8 These possible explana-
tions, however—even if seemingly persuasive—call for a re-evaluation in the
light of the publication of a fragment of a letter of Clement of Alexandria,
which quotes and discusses two passages from a Secret Gospel of Mark.3! In
spite of some doubts regarding the authenticity of the letter,82 what these
references to the Secret Gospel of Mark might suggest for the history of the text
of Mark’s Gospel should be given some serious consideration.83 I have
observed that in a number of instances of the canonical text of Mark there
are special Marcan features that are absent in the Gospels of Matthew and
Luke but fit very well with the tendency and wording of the story of the raising
of a young man that is told in the Secret Gospel.84 That story of the raising of
the young man, though no longer present in the canonical text of Mark, is
itself remarkable as form-critically much older than the version of this story
in John 11. The version of the story of the epileptic boy in Mark 9. 14-29
must be the product of a later editor, who changed the much simpler account

Christianity and Judaism in Antiquity, 3 (Notre Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press,
1989), 19-37, as well as other contributions in this volume.

78 See Koester, Ancient Christian Gospels, 360—402.

79 F Neirynck, The Minor Agreements of Matthew and Luke against Mark, BETL 37 (Leuven:
Leuven University Press, 1979).

80 This possibility is repeatedly discussed in F. Bovon, Luke I: A Commentary on the Gospel of
Luke 1:1-9:50, Hermeneia (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2002), passim.

81 Smith, Clement of Alexandria and a Secret Gospel of Mark; English translations of the two
quotations from Clement’s letter and a listing of relevant literature can be found in H. Merkel,
‘Appendix: The “Secret Gospel” of Mark’, in Schneemelcher (ed.), New Testament Apocrypha, i.
106-9.

82 See the above-mentioned contribution of Merkel to Schneemelcher (ed.), New Testament
Apocrypha, where the relegation of this text to an ‘Appendix’ already indicates the gratuitous
negative judgement. See also C. W. Hedrick, G. G. Stroumsa, and B. D. Ehrman, ‘The Secret
Gospel of Mark: A Discussion’, JECS 11 (2003), 133-63.

83 H. Koester, ‘History and Development of Mark’s Gospel (From Mark to Secret Mark and
“Canonical” Mark)’, in Bruce Corley (ed)., Colloquy on the New Testament (Macon, Ga.: Mercer
University Press, 1983), 35-57.

84 See also Koester, Ancient Christian Gospels, 275-84, 293-303.
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of an exorcism, still well preserved in both Matt. 18. 14-21 and Luke 9.
37-42a, into a much more elaborate story of the raising of the boy from
the dead. This rewriting thus forms a parallel to the raising of the young man
that was inserted in the Secret Gospel after Mark 10. 34. Closely related is the
note in Mark 14. 51-2 about a young man at the arrest of Jesus letting his
linen cloth go and fleeing naked, which is missing in both Matthew and Luke.
It recalls the appendix to the story of the young man who was raised from the
dead, of whom the Secret Gospel tells that he went to Jesus to be initiated into
the mystery (nvoripiov) of the kingdom of God ‘dressed with a linen cloth
over his naked body’. Finally, there is the use of the term ‘mystery’ in the
singular in Mark 4. 11, where both Matthew (13. 11) and Luke (8. 10) use the
much more appropriate plural. There are thus several passages in the extant
text of the canonical Gospel of Mark which reveal changes and additions
introduced by the author of Secret Mark.85 The story of Mark’s Gospel may
thus be a paradigm of the instability during the second century of a text of a
Gospel that later became canonical.

A CONCLUDING REMARK

The time-honoured division of canonical gospels and apocryphal gospels
falsifies the actual story of gospel literature in the second century. The extant
witnesses attest, rather, that there were multiple gospels in circulation that
were not distinguished at the time with respect to their authority and
authenticity. Nor were their texts considered to be inviolable. On the contrary,
their texts could be reused freely in new forms of writing, be expanded by new
materials, and be shaped otherwise according to the demands of the commu-
nity. All these gospels were primarily produced not as ‘literature’ but as
writings destined for oral performance; memory of texts heard and inter-
preted could also find its way into the copying of texts. Some of these gospels
seem to have been restricted in their usage geographically or as the special
property of one or another group of a very diversified Christianity, while
others circulated freely.

85 There are other instances, not related to the text of the Secret Gospel, where the question
can be raised, whether the extant text of Mark is identical with the text of Mark used by Matthew
and Luke. The most striking example is the expansion of the question of the Great Command-
ment in Mark 12. 28-31 with the quotation of Deut. 6. 4 (‘Hear, O Israel...”) and Jesus’ debate
with the scribe who is not far from the kingdom of God. See G. Bornkamm, ‘Das Doppelgebot
der Liebe) in W. Eltester (ed.), Neutestamentliche Studien fiir Rudolf Bultmann, BZNW 21
(Berlin: Topelmann, 1954), 85-93.
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The process that eventually resulted in the production of the four-gospel
canon at the end of a hundred years of a very rich proliferation of gospel
literature cannot be pursued here. It is most likely related to the fact that those
gospels became canonical which were the property of Christian groups
committed to the building of socially viable communities and whose central
ritual was the Eucharist interpreted by the memory and reading of the story of
Jesus’ suffering and death. Only gospels with a passion narrative were author-
ized for use in the emerging early catholic church.
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The Gospel of Luke in the Apostolic Fathers:
An Overview

Arthur J. Bellinzoni

I. INTRODUCTION

In an article published in 1992, I traced the use of the Gospel of Matthew in
second-century Christian literature from the Apostolic Fathers through Ire-
naeus.! Such a study, I maintained, is central to an understanding of the
origin and development of the church’s fourfold gospel canon.

Then, in 1998, in a Festschrift in honour of Joseph B. Tyson, I examined the
use of the Gospel of Luke in writers from the middle of the second century,
specifically Marcion, Justin Martyr, and Tatian, all three of whom clearly
knew, used, and substantially reworked the Gospel of Luke.2 In that article,
I argued that it was clearly in Rome that the process of canonization began,
with Marcion (who created a new edition of Luke as his one gospel), with
Justin (who harmonized texts or perhaps created a full-blown harmony of
Matthew and Luke as his one gospel, for reading, along with the ‘writings of
the prophets’, in Christian worship services in Rome), and with Tatian (who
wrote the Diatessaron, a harmony of Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John as his
one gospel). Marcion, Justin, and Tatian apparently all agreed that there could
be only one gospel. They disagreed, however, on the nature and the content of
that single gospel.

Inasmuch as Marcion, Justin, and Tatian all took steps in the process of
creating a single gospel to serve as the core of what would later become a New
Testament canon, even if unwittingly so, it is important to look more closely
at the decades between the initial composition of the gospels and the

1 Arthur J. Bellinzoni, ‘The Gospel of Matthew in the Second Century’, SC9 (1992), 197-259.
The present article draws freely on the 1992 study.

2 Arthur J. Bellinzoni, ‘The Gospel of Luke in the Second Century CE’, in R. P. Thompson and
T. E. Phillips (eds.), Literary Studies in Luke—Acts: Essays in Honor of Joseph B. Tyson (Macon, Ga.:
Mercer University Press, 1998), 59-76.
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decisions to identify one or more gospels as authoritative. The period of the
Apostolic Fathers was undoubtedly crucial, as it seemingly laid the founda-
tion for these striking mid-second-century developments. It is, consequently,
imperative once again to revisit the question of the New Testament in the
Apostolic Fathers.

In what follows I examine the knowledge and use of the Gospel of Luke in
the Apostolic Fathers. This study is but an overview, a prolegomenon, a
contribution to a foundation for future and more detailed studies of the
early use of all four of what later became the canonical gospels. By focusing on
only one text later included in the New Testament—namely, Luke—it com-
plements both my own earlier work on the use of the third canonical gospel in
the period after that of the Apostolic Fathers and the discussions of possible
references to all the writings later included in the New Testament that are
collected together in the companion volume to this work.

As in my previous studies on gospel tradition in the second century, I use as
my points of departure the foundational studies of Edouard Massaux® and
Helmut Koester,* together with Andrew Gregory’s recent study of the recep-
tion of Luke and Acts in the period before Irenaeus.?

II. METHODOLOGICAL CONCERNS

In my 1992 article, I indicated that there are methodological concerns that
complicate any study of the use of gospel tradition in the second century.
First, there are enormous difficulties involved in reconstructing the textual
histories of both Luke and the Apostolic Fathers, especially during the first
century(ies) of their transmission. Such difficulties make it virtually impos-
sible to know to what extent the third-century archetypes of our best manu-
script families conform either to the autograph of Luke or to the text(s) of
Luke that were available to writers in the early second century. Neither, of
course, do we have the autographs of the writings of the Apostolic Fathers.

5 Edouard Massaux, Influence de I'Evangile de saint Matthieu sur la littérature chrétienne avant
saint Irénée (Louvain: Publications Universitaires de Louvain, 1950, repr. 1986), Eng. trans. by
Norman J. Belval and Suzanne Hecht, The Influence of the Gospel of Saint Matthew on Christian
Literature before Saint Irenaeus, 3 vols., ed. with an introduction by Arthur J. Bellinzoni (Macon,
Ga.: Mercer University Press, 1990-3). All references to and quotations from Massaux in this
paper are from the English version.

4 Helmut Koester, Synoptische Uberlieferung bei den apostolischen Viitern, TU 65 (Berlin:
Akademie Verlag, 1957).

5 Andrew Gregory, The Reception of Luke and Acts in the Period before Irenaeus: Looking for
Luke in the Second Century, WUNT 2.169 (Tiibingen: J. C. B. Mohr (Paul Siebeck), 2003).
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Second, to the extent possible, we must attempt to determine the dates and
the places of composition of the Apostolic Fathers in whose writings we hope
to identify possible citations of or allusions to Luke. And third, scholars must
continue to try to establish and refine the criteria that serve to determine what
constitutes ‘use’ of the Gospel of Luke by these early Christian writers. I will
address briefly each of these methodological issues.

1. The Textual Histories of Luke and of the Apostolic Fathers

In a study of the text of the synoptic gospels in the second century, Helmut
Koester observed that for the period before the third century, ‘we have no
manuscript evidence at all, and text types can be identified only by that
evidence that comes from those who used Gospels, such as the Apostolic
Fathers and early Christian apologists.6 Koester further indicated that ‘a text,
not protected by canonical status, but used in liturgy, apologetics, polemics,
homiletics, and instruction of catechumens is most likely to be copied
frequently and is thus subject to frequent modifications and alterations’.”
Koester also observed that:

All of that evidence . . . points to the fact that the text of the Synoptic Gospels was very
unstable during the first and second centuries. . .. With respect to Matthew and Luke,
there is no guarantee that the archetypes of the manuscript tradition are identical with
the original text of each Gospel. The harmonizations of these two Gospels demon-
strates that their text was not sacrosanct and that alterations could be expected, even if
they were not always as radical as in the case of Marcion’s revision of Luke, the Secret
Gospel’s revision of Mark, and Justin’s construction of a harmony.8

New Testament textual critics have been deluded by the hypothesis that the
archetypes of the textual tradition which were fixed ca. 200 CE—how many arche-
types for each gospel?—are (almost) identical with the autographs. This cannot be
confirmed by any external evidence. On the contrary, whatever evidence there is
indicates that not only minor, but also substantial revisions of the original texts
have occurred during the first hundred years of the transmission.?

6 Helmut Koester, ‘The Text of the Synoptic Gospels in the Second Century’, in William
L. Petersen (ed.), Gospel Traditions in the Second Century (Notre Dame, Ind.: University of Notre
Dame Press, 1989), 19.

7 Ibid. 2.

8 To add to Koester’s list of radical revisions to the gospels, I would call attention to the fact
that scholars who subscribe to the priority of Mark could certainly consider the Gospels of
Matthew and Luke as radical editorial revisions of Mark’s Gospel.

9 Koester, ‘The Text of the Synoptic Gospels’, 28. So too Francois Bovon, Luke 1: A Com-
mentary on the Gospel of Luke 1:1-9:50, Hermeneia (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2002), 1: ‘Copyists in
the second century worked on the text [of Luke] with the best of intents, but thus concealed the
original shape of the text. Theologians either tried to purify the work by abridgment (like
Marcion) or to harmonize it with other Gospels (like Tatian).... The variant readings within
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The issues raised by Koester make it abundantly clear that we cannot simply
assume that our best reconstruction of the text of Luke, the text which we
must compare to the writings of the Apostolic Fathers, is the same as the
autograph of Luke or the same as the text or texts of Luke that were available
to and used by our second-century writers. To compound the problem,
manuscript evidence for the Apostolic Fathers is scant, often late, and some-
times in a language other than the original Greek.10

We can, therefore, never be confident that we are comparing the texts that
demand comparison. Specifically, we can never be sure that we are comparing
the autograph of Luke or the text(s) of Luke available to the Apostolic Fathers
with the autograph of each of the Apostolic Fathers. We must resign ourselves
instead to comparing later witnesses to such texts, with all of the hazards that
such comparisons involve.

2. The Dates and Places of Composition of the Relevant Documents

Establishing the dates and places of composition of New Testament and extra-
canonical Christian writings is exceedingly difficult. Some writings are easier
to date and place than others. Specific internal and/or external evidence may
make the task less difficult, but sometimes there is little or no such evidence,
or the significance of the evidence is equivocal and disputed by equally
reputable scholars. Yet, in order to study the use of the Gospel of Luke in
the Apostolic Fathers, we must endeavour within the limits of historical
reason to place the relevant documents in their historical and geographical
contexts.!!

the manuscript tradition have various causes: copyists’ mistakes, the influence of oral tradition
or of the other Gospels (esp. Matthew), recensions, and tendencies in theological development
or ecclesiastical sensibilities.” See also William L. Petersen’s ‘What the Apostolic Fathers Tell Us
about the Text of the New Testament in the Second Century, in the companion volume, ch. 2.
Petersen finds ‘profoundly flawed’ the view that the text of the New Testament was fixed, for the
greater part, in the form known to us today. Petersen asks poignantly: are we ‘to presume that in
the period when the text was the least established, the least protected by canonical status, and the
most subject to varying constituencies . .. vying for dominance within Christianity, the text was
preserved in virginal purity, magically insulated from all those tawdry motives? To assent to this
thesis not only defies common sense, but mocks logic and our experience with the texts of other
religious traditions. ... The text of the documents which would later be included in the New
Testament was neither stable nor established’ (ibid., pp. 45-6).

10 The Codex Sinaiticus (fourth century) included texts of Barnabas and Hermas; Codex
Alexandrinus (fifth century) included texts of I and 2 Clement; and the Bryennios manuscript
(a codex from 1052) included texts of Barnabas, 1 and 2 Clement, the Didache, and the long
recensions of the letters of Ignatius of Antioch.

11 The placing of documents in their historical and geographical contexts is a matter with
which Massaux seems to have been largely unconcerned.
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According to Frangois Bovon, the Gospel of Luke is usually dated ‘between
80 and 90 CE, after the death of Peter and Paul, and definitely after the fall of
Jerusalem’.22 The place of composition is more difficult to fix. Bovon places it
in Macedonia (Philippi), an area apparently familiar to the author of Luke—
Acts, with Rome as the next best alternative.!> Raymond Brown agrees with
the early church tradition that Luke ‘was written in and to an area of Greece,
and that ‘the best date would seem to be 85, give or take five to ten years.14
Joseph Fitzmyer dates the composition of Luke ¢.80-5, and maintains that ‘As
for the place of composition of the Lucan Gospel, it is really anyone’s guess.
The only thing that seems certain is that it was not written in Palestine.
Ancient tradition about the place of composition varies greatly: Achaia,
Boetia, Rome. Modern attempts to localize the composition elsewhere are
mere guesses.!> Helmut Koester locates the place of composition as ‘some-
where in the geographical realm of . .. Antioch, Ephesus, or Rome’, and argues
that ‘the time of the gospel’s writing...cannot have been any later than
ca. 12516

It is evident that the second century was critical for the formation of the
fourfold gospel canon. The canon at the beginning of that century was the
scriptures that the church had inherited from Judaism (the Old Testament);
but by the end of the second century the Gospels of Matthew, Mark, Luke, and
John, largely through the efforts of Irenaeus, began to achieve a status equal to
that of the Jewish scriptures.l? To trace developments over that critical
century, we need to know, whenever possible, which documents were written
when and where.

The status and the use of the gospels were, of course, not the same
throughout the second century, and were certainly not the same in every
region of the Christian world. What were regarded in Rome by 150 cE as
authoritative writings were not necessarily the same as what were so regarded

12 Bovon, Luke 1, 9.

13 Tbid.

14 Raymond E. Brown, An Introduction to the New Testament (New York: Doubleday, 1997),
273-4.

15 Joseph A. Fitzmyer, The Gospel of Luke (I-IX), AB 28 (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1981),
57.

16 Helmut Koester, Introduction to the New Testament, ii (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1982), 310.

17 Irenaeus, bishop of Lyons in Gaul, writing at the end of the second century, essentially
created the core of the New Testament canon of Holy Scripture. It was he who placed side by side
with the Old Testament a New Testament canon consisting of the Pauline letters, some of the
Catholic epistles, and the four separate gospels of Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John. Many Fathers
of the Church, beginning apparently with Marcion in the middle of the second century and
continuing with Justin, Tatian, and others, appear to have adhered to one exclusive gospel
authority. On the basis of a curious cosmological argument that there were four winds and four
ends of the earth, Irenaeus argued against the apparently widespread belief that there could be
only one gospel (Adv. Haer. 3. 11. 1-11).



50 Arthur J. Bellinzoni

in Alexandria, or Ephesus, or Antioch. The virtually universal agreement of
the various regions of the Christian world regarding the fourfold gospel canon
came late in the second or more probably early in the third century. To
understand the regional issues and to trace their development, we must
endeavour to determine whether a particular text was written in Rome, or
Ephesus, or Antioch, and when and for what purpose it was written. Without
such information, the picture is incomplete. In this regard, scholarly argu-
ments tend at times to be circular. With writings that are less easy to identify
by date and/or place of composition, scholars are sometimes tempted to make
material fit where it best suits an already working hypothesis. In so doing,
however, we must then avoid using that new information as evidence to
confirm the hypothesis. Stated simply, we must avoid circular reasoning
entirely, or at least recognize such reasoning for what it is and for what it
1s not.

3. Criteria that Constitute ‘Use’

In looking for evidence of the ‘use’ of Luke in the Apostolic Fathers, scholars
must develop and refine the criteria required to determine that it is, in fact,
Luke that has been used and not some non-Lucan pre-synoptic oral or written
tradition that simply resembles Luke.18 In that regard I have identified three
criteria for detecting what might constitute knowledge or use of one or more
of the gospels in second-century Christian literature.1®

First, the criterion of accessibility asks whether an author could have had
physical access to the document or documents in question. In that regard the
dates and places of composition of the respective documents are of foremost

18 Tn a response to my 1992 study on the Gospel of Matthew in the second century,
H. Edward Everding, jun. (‘A Response to Arthur J. Bellinzoni’, SC 9 (1992), 259-60) observed
that the word ‘use’ has various meanings throughout my paper: ‘use’ as ‘allusion’; ‘use’ as
‘knowledge of the gospel’; ‘use’ as ‘freely used’; ‘use’ as ‘clear citation from the text’; ‘use’ as
‘reworked harmonizations’; ‘use’ as an ‘authoritative source’ or as ‘sacred scripture’ or ‘canon-
ical’; ‘use’ not as interpretation. In fact, ancient Christian authors ‘used’ the Gospel of Luke quite
differently, especially from the beginning as compared to the end of the second century. Having
said that, it is important to recognize that Everding has identified the heart of the methodo-
logical dilemma: what constitutes ‘use’?

19 In his recent study, Reception of Luke, 7-15, Andrew Gregory has provided an excellent
discussion of methodology, specifically the earlier debate as to what constitutes ‘use’ of synoptic
tradition in the writings of the second century. Gregory’s discussion focuses primarily on the
work of Massaux, Koester, and Kohler (Wolf-Dietrich Kohler, Die Rezeption des Matthdusevan-
geliums in der Zeit von Irendus, WUNT 2.24 (Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1987). See also the
insightful essay by Gregory and Christopher Tuckett in the companion volume: “What Consti-
tutes the Use of the Writings that later formed the New Testament in the Apostolic Fathers?
Reflections on Method’ (ch. 4).
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importance. I submit that this criterion is a sine qua non in considering the
question of use. Second, the criterion of textual distinctiveness implies that it is
essential to identify and distinguish specific redactional characteristics of a
prospective source and then to look for clear evidence of the presence of those
redactional characteristics in our second-century writings.2° This criterion is
critical to the analysis of every passage in question; but, as we shall see, it is
generally the most difficult criterion to apply to the passages in question.
Third, the criterion of rate of recurrence asks how often there appear to be
parallels between the texts in question. Numerous parallels indicate more
probable knowledge and/or use of a source, whereas a single isolated allusion
may signify something other than knowledge or use of a known written
source. The fact that there may be only one passage in which a writer appears
to cite one of the gospels does not disqualify the possibility that the gospel
itself was the actual source of a citation or allusion. Nevertheless, more
instances of possible use obviously strengthen the case. Only by employing
such criteria rigorously and in concert can we conclude that we have good
evidence for the use of Luke by an Apostolic Father. Alternatively, obviously
non-Lucan material mixed with what may seem like Lucan tradition should
alert us to the possible use of a source other than the gospel itself, perhaps a
post-synoptic harmony of Luke and one or more other gospels.

In his 1986 preface to the reprint of Edouard Massaux’s The Influence of the
Gospel of Saint Matthew on Christian Literature before Saint Irenaeus, Franz
Neirynck notes that since its appearance in 1950 ‘Massaux’s book was des-
tined to become one of the classical works on the acceptance of New Testa-
ment writings in primitive Christianity’2! Neirynck remarks that ‘Massaux’s
basic thesis of the influence of the canonical gospels and of the preponderance
of Matthew found a formidable opponent in the book of Helmut Koester,
Synoptische Uberlieferung bei den apostolischen Viitern,22 which was written
without knowledge of Massaux’s work. These two studies are in sharp conflict
with respect to their interpretation of the evidence regarding gospel tradition,
particularly Matthean tradition, in the Apostolic Fathers. When it comes to
finding citations of or allusions to the synoptic gospels in the writings of the
Apostolic Fathers, Massaux is a maximalist, Koester a minimalist.

In this time of renewed interest in the use of gospel tradition in the second
century, the contributions of Koester and Massaux are still invaluable, not
only for their very different assessments of the same evidence, but also for

20 Koester expresses this requisite thus: ‘Hangt die Frage der Benutzung davon ab, ob sich
in den angefiithrten Stiicken Redaktionsarbeit eines Evangelisten findet’ (Synoptische Uberliefer-
ung, 3).

21 F Neirynck, in Massaux, ‘Preface to the Reprint), Influence of the Gospel, i, p. xiv.

22 Tbid.
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their exhaustive collection of relevant texts.2 The studies of Koester and
Massaux, therefore, serve once again as the focus of this study, although
I will draw other relevant secondary sources into the discussion as appropri-
ate, most especially Andrew Gregory’s recent comprehensive monograph.24

The studies of Massaux and Koester are very different, not only in their
conclusions, especially with respect to the Gospel of Matthew, but even more
significantly in their approach to the evidence, which is to say in their meth-
odology. Massaux’s study was first published in Belgium more than fifty years
ago at a time when Roman Catholic scholarship outside Germany had taken
little note of form criticism, and before the emergence of redaction criticism.
Accordingly, Massaux predictably explains virtually all similarities between the
gospels and second-century Christian writings as evidence of direct literary
dependence on the gospels themselves. More specifically, Massaux assumes
that the Apostolic Fathers not only knew, but also frequently quoted from, the
Gospel of Matthew. Oral tradition is not an option for Massaux.

Since the publication of Koester’s Synoptische Uberlieferung, however, many
scholars maintain with Koester that, in citing dominical sayings, Christian
writers in the first half of the second century borrowed either from oral
tradition or from a pre-synoptic collection, such as has been postulated by
those scholars who claim the existence of the so-called Q source. This position
nuances the work of Massaux, who simply did not ask with sufficient rigour
whether the second-century writings reflect a tradition that has clear and
characteristic redactional features of the gospel for which he argues literary
dependence.2>

23 In addition to the studies of Koester and Massaux, the collection of gospel parallels that are
relevant to second-century Christian literature in Biblia Patristica: Index des citations et allusions
bibliques dans la littérature patristique, i: Des origines a Clément d’Alexandrie et Tertullien (Paris:
Editions du Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique, 1975) is invaluable. I have provided
relevant information from Biblia Patristica, and from other studies as well, about possible use of
Matthew in the second century in appendices to the individual chapters in the English
translation of Massaux’s 3-vol. work.

24 Gregory, Reception of Luke. Although Gregory provides a comprehensive discussion of the
literature and a careful analysis of the data for most of the writings from the second century,
I am puzzled as to why he devotes virtually no attention to two of the Apostolic Fathers, the
Shepherd of Hermas and the Epistle of Barnabas. There are passing references to both works in
Gregory’s book, but no examination of how Luke was ‘received’ by the authors of these two
presumably second-century writings.

25 This problem is admittedly more problematic in Massaux in the case of the Gospel of
Matthew than in the case of the Gospel of Luke. That portion of Massaux’s work on Matthew
that examines I and 2 Clement, Ignatius, Polycarp, Barnabas, the Shepherd of Hermas, and the
Didache (which Massaux dates after 150), has, in my opinion, been superseded by Koester’s
work. Massaux’s study on Matthew continues to be valuable, especially for its examination of
Christian writings from the second half of the second century.
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III. LUKE AND THE APOSTOLIC FATHERS

Before embarking on our journey through the Apostolic Fathers, it is essential
to state at the outset that there is no possible way in the pages allotted to this
paper to examine and analyse in detail each and every possible citation of or
allusion to the Gospel of Luke. Rather, I intend in the pages that follow to
make brief reference to the studies of Massaux, Koester, Gregory, and others
in those instances in which they substantially agree in their understanding of
the evidence. I will present details of evidence only in those few instances
when Massaux, Koester, or Gregory concludes that one of the Apostolic
Fathers knew or actually used the Gospel of Luke.26

In addition, at the end of the sections on each of the Apostolic Fathers,
I will provide with regard to the Gospel of Luke the information from Biblia
Patristica, which purports to be totally inclusive, of all possible Lucan cit-
ations and allusions in the Apostolic Fathers.

1 Clement

I Clement was written to the church at Rome probably between 90 and 100.
Koester dates it to 96-7.27 This letter is possibly our oldest extra-canonical
Christian writing and pre-dates several canonical books. Assuming that Luke
was written in the mid to late 80s, 1 Clerment may have been written just a few
years later.

Already in 1832 Karl August Credner rejected the view that I Clement made
use of the synoptic gospels and maintained that the author was dependent
rather on oral tradition.28 So too Massaux maintains that ‘No text of Lk.
seems to have exercised a definite literary influence on 1 Clement’.2° Massaux
notes that there are a few passages in I Clement in which some scholars find
possible reminiscences of Luke; however, Massaux himself finds no evidence
of literary dependence on Luke. Yet, he obviously equivocates when he states
that ‘No text of Clement. .. seems to have been under the literary influence of

26 In this section I borrow freely material from my earlier paper on the use of the Gospel of
Matthew in the second century, especially with regard to contextual information about the
various writings under consideration.

27 Koester, Introduction, ii. 288. Likewise Laurence L. Welborn (‘Clement, First Epistle of’, in
ABD . 1060) states: ‘The epistle is customarily dated to the end of the reign of Domitian (95 or
96 C.E.).

28 Karl August Credner, Beitrige zur Einleitung in die biblischen Schriften (Halle, 1832), 27.

29 Massaux, Influence of the Gospel, i. 33.
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the Gospel of Lk. or of the Acts of the Apostles. But it could be said that the
similarity of vocabulary comes from a certain familiarity of Clement with
these writings.30

Koester is confident that 1 Clement never used any of the written gospels.
The only authority that 1 Clement recognized apart from the Old Testament
(the only scripture known to the earliest Christian communities) was ‘What
the Lord said’3! According to Koester, the author of I Clement knew none of
our synoptic gospels.32

Gregory concurs that the few passages in which possible parallels between
Luke and 1 Clement have been noted ‘provide no strong evidence for the
reception of Luke.33

Indeed, if Luke was written about 85 (or even later) somewhere in Greece,
and if 1 Clement was written in Rome just a few years later (or at about the
same time), we should not be surprised if the author of I Clement was
unfamiliar with the Lucan gospel (the criterion of accessibility). The author
of 1 Clement might conceivably have been familiar with the Gospel of Mark,
assuming that Mark was written in Rome two to three decades earlier than
1 Clement, but that issue is beyond the scope of this paper.

Although the case for I Clement’s use of Luke is exceedingly weak based
on all three criteria (accessibility, textual distinctiveness, and rate of recur-
rence), Biblia Patristica, nevertheless, lists six citations or allusions to Luke
in I Clement:

I Clement Luke
13.2 6. 31
13.2 6.37-8
24.5 8.5

7.7 11. 32
46. 8 17. 12
23.4 21.29-33

30 Massaux, Influence of the Gospel, i. 35.

31 Koester, Introduction, ii. 291.

32 Koester, Synoptische Uberlieferung, 23. Donald A. Hagner (‘The Sayings of Jesus in the
Apostolic Fathers and Justin Martyr, in D. Wenham (ed.), The Jesus Tradition Outside the
Gospels, Gospel Perspectives, 5 (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1985), 239) likewise maintains that
‘The data of Clement taken together are best explained as the result of dependence upon oral
tradition similar to, but separate from, the written Synoptic Gospels’.

33 Gregory, Reception of Luke, 125-9, esp. 128-9.
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Didache

Massaux dates the Didache after 150 ct based on what he mistakenly assumes
is Didache’s use of the “Two Ways’ tradition in The Epistle of Barnabas.3*
Although Koester also proposed a relatively late date for the Didache in his
Synoptische Uberlieferung,®> in his Introduction Koester places the writing in
Syria toward the end of the first century.?¢ In his recent commentary on the
Didache, Kurt Niederwimmer locates the place of composition probably in
‘Syria or the borderland between Syria and Palestine’, and states that ‘In sum,
the date of the Didache is a matter of judgment. An origin around 110 or 120
C.E. remains hypothetical, but there are as yet no compelling reasons to
dismiss this hypothesis.’3?

Massaux maintains that ‘Other than those passages in the first section
[ Influence, iii. 144—76] in which I pointed out a literary influence [viz., Did.
1.4d // Luke 6. 29b and Did. 1. 5a // Luke 6.30], the third gospel seems to have
exerted no literary influence on any other text of the Teaching’38 In these few
instances, Massaux at best picks up a word here and a word there to prove use
of Luke. Specifically, with regard to Did. 1. 4d, Massaux gives preference to
Luke 6. 29b over Matt. 5. 40 because ‘contrary to Mt., the Didache mentions
the cloak ({udriov) in the first part of the sentence, and the tunic (yiréva) in
the second, thus following the order of Luke. Moreover, Mt. uses the verb
AaufBdvew, whereas the Didache and Lk. use the word alpew.?® With regard to
Did. 1. 5a, Massaux states that ‘the text is even closer to Lk. 6:30 than to Mt.
5:42. In fact, only Lk. has, like the Didache, the adjective mdvr: in the first part
of the sentence, and dwaire: in the second part, as opposed to dmwoorpadys
in Mt40

34 Massaux, Influence of the Gospel, iii. 160—1. See also Gregory, Reception of Luke, 18—19, who
likewise rejects Massaux’s thesis.

35 Koester, Synoptische Uberlieferung, 159.

36 Koester, Introduction, ii. 158. Robert A. Kraft (‘Didache’, in ABD ii. 195-6) states that
‘assigning firm dates and locations to this type of material has been especially challenging’, and
remarks that although most commentators have opted for Syria, or Syria-Palestine, as the place
of origin of the Didache, Egypt and Asia Minor also have their supporters.

37 Kurt Niederwimmer, The Didache (ET Minneapolis: Fortress, 1998), 53. Niederwimmer is
admittedly tentative in his position regarding both the date and the place of composition (‘Such
argumentation, placing the Didache in Syria-Palestine, is not very strong but has some things in
its favor; 54). The fact that some portions of the Didache have an archaic flavour (the prayers in
Did. 9-10 and the references to itinerant apostles and prophets in Did. 11-15) does not
necessarily indicate an early date for the Didache; it may mean that the author of the Didache
incorporated earlier traditional material into his work (Kraft, ‘Didache’, 197).

38 Massaux, Influence of the Gospel, iii. 177.

39 Ibid. 151.

40 Tbid.
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With regard to the question of the Didache’s knowledge of our synoptic
gospels, Koester maintains that if the author of the Didache knew the synoptic
gospels, he certainly did not use them. Rather the material in the Didache
stems from the same oral traditions from which the compilers of the synoptic
gospels drew their material.!

Regarding Did. 1. 4d and 1. 5a, the two passages in which Massaux observed
a literary influence from Luke, Niederwimmer, in agreement with Koester,
states that “Verse 4d is again close to Luke (6:29b)’, and that ‘v. 5a is more
strongly reminiscent of the Synoptic tradition (and particularly Lk. 6:30).42
Nevertheless, Niederwimmer concludes: ‘For the whole pericope it is again
easy to suppose that we have before us an oral tradition parallel to that of the
synoptics, or (better) the use of the same apocryphal sayings collection that
was already suggested for [ Didache] 1:3b—5a.43

Hagner examines eleven sayings of Jesus in the Didache and concludes that
‘Although the Didache contains an abundance of material similar, and related
in some way, to the Gospels, it is very interesting that the case for dependence
upon the Gospels is so particularly weak. The phenomenon can be readily
explained as the result of dependence upon oral tradition.4

Christopher Tuckett maintains that the Didache may have drawn material
from Luke in Did. 16. 1 (// Luke 12. 35, 40) and in Did. 1. 3-2. 1 (// Luke 6.
27-8, 32-5),%5 although, Gregory maintains, there may be other explan-
ations.46 Indeed, if Luke was written about 85 (or even later, as several
scholars, including Koester4? and Gregory,*® seem to argue), somewhere in
Greece (which is by no means certain), and if the Didache was written in Syria
just a few years later (which is also not certain), then we should not be
surprised that the author of the Didache was likely unfamiliar with Luke

41 Koester, Synoptische Uberlieferung, 239—41.

42 Niederwimmer, The Didache, 79.

43 Tbid. 80.

44 Hagner, ‘Sayings of Jesus’, 241-2. See also Richard Glover (‘The Didache’s Quotations and
the Synoptic Gospels’, NTS 5 (1958), 12-29), who argues that the sources used by the author of
the Didache are the same as the sources used by Matthew and Luke; and Bentley Layton, “The
Sources, Date and Transmission of Didache 1.3b-2.1, HTR 61 (1968), 343-83.

45 Christopher M. Tuckett, ‘Synoptic Tradition in the Didache), in J.-M. Sevrin (ed.), The New
Testament in Early Christianity: La réception des écrits néotestamentaires dans le christianisme
primitif, BETL 86 (Leuven: Peeters, 1989), 197-230, esp. 212-14, 217, 219-20, 228.

46 Gregory, Reception of Luke, 120, 124. In fact, Gregory states that ‘it is not possible to
adduce the Didache as a firm witness to the reception and use of Luke’ (p. 124).

47 Helmut Koester, Ancient Christian Gospels: Their History and Development (Harrisburg,
Pa.: Trinity Press International; London: SCM, 1990), 334. See also Koester, Introduction, ii. 310.

48 Although Gregory does not assign a firm date to the composition of the Gospel of Luke, he
says that ‘the earliest external evidence for Luke can be dated no earlier than the activity of
Marcion and Justin in the mid second-century, which means that it must have been written in
some form by c140” (Reception of Luke, 353).
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(the criterion of accessibility). The author of the Didache would more likely
have been familiar with the Gospel of Matthew, assuming Matthew was
written in Syria a few years earlier, but that issue too is beyond the scope of
this paper. Clearly the application of the criterion of accessibility depends on
too many variables in the case of the Didachist’s knowledge and use of the
Gospel of Luke. Yet, as in the case of I Clement and based on at least two
criteria (textual distinctiveness and rate of recurrence), and possibly on all
three, there is no convincing evidence that the author of the Didache either
knew or used Luke.

Nevertheless, Biblia Patristica lists seven citations or allusions to Luke in the
Didache:

Didache Luke
1.3 6.27-33
1.4 6.29
1.4 6. 30
1.7 6. 31
13. 14+ 10. 7
8.2 11.2-4
16. 1 12. 35

Ignatius of Antioch

The writings of Ignatius, bishop of Antioch in Syria, include letters to the
Ephesians, Magnesians, Trallians, Romans, Philadelphians, Smyrneans, and
to Polycarp, bishop of Smyrna. They were written between 110 and 117, when
Ignatius was being taken to Rome as a prisoner.

One passage, Smyrn. 3. 2, dominates the debate among scholars as to
whether Ignatius knew and used the Gospel of Luke. Massaux maintains
that a comparison of Smyrn. 3. 2 and Luke 24. 39 initially suggests a literary
dependence.#® However, Origen connects these words to the Doctrina Petri;5°
Eusebius says that he does not know the source of Ignatius’ text;3! and Jerome
states that the passage in Ignatius is drawn from the Gospel of the Hebrews.52
In the end, Massaux concludes that the tradition of these Church Fathers
makes literary dependence on Luke doubtful.>?

49 Massaux, Influence of the Gospel, i. 98. 50 QOrigen, De princ. 8. praef.
51 Buseb. HE 3. 36. 52 Jerome, Vir. Ill. 2.
53 Massaux, Influence of the Gospel, i. 99.
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The larger context of this verse in Smyrn. 3. 1-3 concerns Ignatius’ discus-
sion of the reality of Christ’s passion and resurrection. In his commentary on
Ignatius, William Schoedel maintains that the tradition in Smyrn. 3. 254 ‘is
closely related to Luke 24. 39 (“see my hands and my feet that it is I; handle
me and see that a spirit does not have flesh and bones as you have”). Yet,
Ignatius is probably not simply presenting a loose version of the Lukan text
since further evidence for dependence on Luke is virtually absent in Igna-
tius’>5>—the criterion of rate of recurrence.

Koester’s analysis of Ignatius leads him to conclude that there is no citation
drawn decidedly from the synoptic gospels;3¢ he is unequivocal in stating that
use of the synoptic gospels by Ignatius is out of the question. What little
evidence has been advanced is unconvincing.5? Hagner also cites the similar-
ities between Smyrn. 3. 2 and Luke 24. 39, and between Pol. 2. 1 and Luke 6.
32; however, he summarizes his observations by saying that ‘in every instance
it is impossible to deny the possibility that oral tradition rather than depend-
ence upon the Gospels may explain the words’>8

Gregory concurs that ‘there is no compelling reason to suggest that Ignatius
drew on Luke, and there are strong, if not compelling, reasons that he may not
have done’>®

As in the case of I Clement and Didache, and using the same criteria, there
is no convincing evidence that Ignatius either knew or used the Gospel of
Luke. If Ignatius of Antioch knew any of our canonical gospels, he would
likely have known and used the Gospel of Matthew, if, indeed, Matthew was
written in Antioch, or elsewhere in Syria.

Biblia Patristica lists the following five citations or allusions to Luke in
Ignatius:

Ignatius Luke
Eph. 11.1 3.7
Poly. 2. 1 6.32
Eph. 14.2 6. 44
Eph. 6. 1 12. 42
Smyrn. 3.2 24. 39

54 Which reads: ‘And when he came to those about Peter, he said to them: “Take, handle me,
and see that I am not a bodiless demon.” And immediately they touched him and believed, being
intermingled with his flesh and spirit. Therefore they despised even death and were found to be
above death’

55 William R. Schoedel, Ignatius of Antioch: A Commentary on the Letters of Ignatius of Antioch
(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1985), 226.

56 Koster, Synoptische Uherliefemng, 24, 61.

57 Ibid. 61.

58 Hagner, ‘Sayings of Jesus’, 239—40.

59 Gregory, Reception of Luke, 69-75, esp. 74.
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Polycarp of Smyrna

Polycarp, bishop of Smyrna at the time of Ignatius’ martyrdom, left a docu-
ment (not well preserved) known as his Letter to the Philippians.

It is the view of Percy Harrison that Polycarp’s letter, as we know it, is
actually two different letters that were addressed to the church at Philippi at
very different times. The earlier of the two writings consisted of chapter 13,
and possibly chapter 14, and served as a cover letter from Polycarp to
accompany the letters of Ignatius that the church at Philippi had requested
of him. This early letter can be dated to 110-17. Phil. 1-12, on the other hand,
reflects a totally different situation, and was probably written toward the end
of Hadrian’s reign (which extended from 117 to 138), two or more decades
later than the first letter.5° Harrison’s thesis may provide an important key to
the question of Polycarp’s knowledge and use of the Gospel of Luke.

In examining the relationship between Polycarp and Luke, Massaux states:
‘No passage in the letter of Polycarp bears a trace of a definite literary
dependence on the Gospel of Mk. or Lk.6! Unlike Massaux, however, Koester
finds contact between Polycarp and Luke (Phil. 2. 3a // Luke 6. 38) in the
single word dvriuerpnfioerar, a word that occurs nowhere else in the New
Testament.o2 Koester specifically cites Harrison in claiming that Polycarp, at
Phil. 2. 3a, is familiar with I Clem. 13. 14, as well as with the gospels of
Matthew and Luke.%3 Koester concludes that if his understanding and analysis
of this text is correct, then Polycarp must have known the Gospel of Luke.* In
his Introduction, looking at a different passage in I Clement, Koester again
notes that Polycarp ‘corrects the quotations of sayings of Jesus in 1 Clem. 13:2
according to the text that had been established by the Gospels of Matthew and
Luke (Phil. 2:3); a knowledge of the text of those gospels is also shown
elsewhere (Phil. 7:2)’6> Gregory finds no ‘decisive element for Polycarp’s
knowledge and use of Luke’.66

The question of the use of Luke in Polycarp’s Letter to the Philippians is
simplified somewhat by Harrison’s thesis, because it is not in the earlier letter

60 Percy N. Harrison, Polycarp’s Two Epistles to the Philippians (Cambridge: University Press,
1936), 286. See also Koester, Introduction, ii. 306.

61 Massaux, Influence of the Gospel, ii. 34. Hagner also concludes that any similarity between
Polycarp and the Gospels of Matthew and Luke may ‘derive equally well from oral tradition as
from the written Gospels’ (‘Sayings of Jesus, 240). Hagner further maintains that Harrison’s
thesis of two distinct letters ‘has no bearing on our study’ (ibid. 263 n. 34), and Gregory
effectively agrees with Hagner’s comment in this regard (Reception of Luke, 136).

62 Koester, Synoptische Uberlieferung, 117.

63 Ibid.

64 Ibid. 118. Koester, of course, argues for Polycarp’s knowledge and use of both Matthew and
Luke.

65 Koester, Introduction, ii. 306.

66 Gregory, Reception of Luke, 129-36, esp. 136.
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of 110-17 that we find possible use of Matthew, Luke, and I Clement. Rather,
if there is knowledge and use of these writings, it appears in the second letter
from 135 or later. These results confirm our conclusions about the other early
Apostolic Fathers: that they reflect no knowledge of Luke or, for that matter,
any of the canonical gospels. If there is a reference to Luke in Polycarp, it
comes in the later letter written approximately twenty years after Polycarp’s
original letter. Even then the case for the use of Luke in the letter from 135
or later is not convincing. Koester’s argument hangs largely on the single
word dvriuerpnbijcerar in the six-word sequence év ¢ pérpw perpeite
dvriperpnbijcerar vuiv (the absence of yap in Philippians is, of course, incon-
sequential).” The striking differences in the rest of the texts of Phil. 2. 3a and
Luke 6. 38 make it difficult to conclude that there is, indeed, clear evidence of
Polycarp’s use of Luke:

Phil. 2. 3a Luke 6. 38

/ AN 3
uvmpovevovtes 8¢ dv elmev
6 kdpros 8iddorwv M kplvere, 8{8oTe, ral doboerar vuiv' puérpov
{va un kpiijre adplere, kal KAAOV Temieouévor cegaleviévor
Y € any s . , , s
apetdioerar vuiy édedre, (va Umepexyuvvdevor Saovaw €ls Tov
\enbite & pérpw perpeite, KSATOV YUV § yap puétpw pétpeiTe
avTiperpylioerar Suiv: avriperpnlioerar Suiv.

Polycarp’s second letter clearly meets the criterion of accessibility. It is not
entirely clear, however, that it meets the criterion of textual distinctiveness,
because the only textual distinctiveness between Polycarp and Luke (as
opposed to Matthew) lies in the prefix dvr. before the verb perpnficerad.
The total dissimilarity of the material immediately preceding the saying in the
texts of Polycarp and Luke makes one wonder whether it is the Gospel of Luke
that Polycarp was using rather than an oral saying that happened, perhaps
coincidentally, to match the Lucan version.®® In addition, it is clear that
Polycarp does not meet the criterion of rate of recurrence with regard to use
of Luke, as this is the only passage in which there is, perhaps, distinctive verbal
agreement between them. But how much importance should be assigned to
that criterion alone? I conclude that the evidence for Polycarp’s use of Luke
(in either the earlier or the later letter, assuming Harrison’s thesis) is decidedly
‘underwhelming’.

67 The parallel in Matt. 7.2 reads : év ¢ petpw petpeite perpnbioerar Suiv.

68 Yet, according to Moulton’s concordance, the verb dvriuerpnbijoerar is not found in the
LXX or in other Greek versions of the OT, including the Apocrypha, nor is it found in Greek
writers earlier than the NT (W. E. Moulton and A. S. Geden (eds.), A Concordance to the Greek
Testament according to the Texts of Westcott and Hort, Tischendorf and the English Revisers
(Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1957), pp. viii, 80).
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Biblia Patristica lists the following citations or allusions to the Gospel of
Luke in Polycarp:

Polycarp Luke
2.3 6. 20

12.3 6. 27
2.3 6. 36-8
7.2 11. 4
2.1 11. 50-1
7.2 22. 46

The Epistle of Barnabas

It is particularly difficult to establish the date and place of composition of The
Epistle of Barnabas. Suggestions range from c¢. 100 to 132-5; however, the
truth of the matter is that we know virtually nothing about the author of
Barnabas or its place and date of composition.s?

Massaux states that ‘neither the Gospel of Mk. nor the Gospel of Lk. seems
to have exercised a literary influence on the Epistle of Barnabas’.’® Koester
observes that although use of Matthew, Luke, and an apocryphal gospel has
sometimes been argued, generally judgement is either withheld or denied, or
else use of the Gospel of Matthew alone is argued.”! According to Koster, all
that can be said for certain is that Barnabas and the synoptic gospels both
used the same oral tradition.”2 If gospels were in circulation during the time
of Barnabas, Koester maintains, they were apparently of little or no interest to
the author. In fact, the failure of Barnabas to use the gospels may possibly be
because the epistle was written close to the turn of the first century rather than
later.”3 Barnabas fails on all three criteria.

Biblia Patristica lists the following citations or allusions to the Gospel of
Luke in Barnabas:

69 Jay Curry Treat, ‘Barnabas, Epistle of’, in ABD i. 611-13. Treat indicates that scholars have
variously suggested Alexandria, Palestine, Syria, and Asia Minor as the place of composition.
The date of composition is sometime before 135.

70 Massaux, Influence of the Gospel, i. 74.

71 Koester, Synoptische Uberlieferung, 124-5.

72 Tbid. 126.

73 Ibid. 158. Hagner too sees no direct dependence on the synoptic gospels (‘Sayings of Jesus’,
242). For reasons that are not clear to me, Gregory does not discuss the reception of Luke in the
Epistle of Barnabas.
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Barnabas Luke
14.9 4.18-19
5.9 5.32
6.13 13. 30
12. 11 20. 44
15.5 21.25-7

The Shepherd of Hermas

According to the reference in the Muratorian Canon, the Shepherd of Hermas
was written in Rome toward the middle of the second century.”* Massaux
maintains that the Gospel of Luke does not seem to have afforded much
inspiration to the Shepherd.”> He claims that there may be a slight reminis-
cence of Luke in Mand. 9. 8 just after he states that ‘as for the Gospel of Lk.,
Hermas seems to have drawn very little from it.76

Koester confirms the absence of any clear references to synoptic tradition in
the Shepherd. He notes that although external evidence requires a date of
composition no later than the middle of the second century, it is impossible to
establish a more exact dating.”” He observes that at best the Shepherd contains
material that agrees only very faintly with passages in the synoptic gospels.
There is not a single passage that reflects clear use of synoptic material.”8
Koester argues that the Shepherds failure to quote from early Christian
writings does not necessary mean that the author did not know them, because

74 Graydon FE. Snyder, (‘Hermas’ The Shepherd, in ABD iii. 148) proposes ‘a preferred date’
of 140. Carolyn Osiek (Shepherd of Hermas, Hermeneia (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1999), 18-20)
notes that ‘There are three pegs upon which all theories regarding of the dating [of Hermas]
hang: ‘the Hermas of Rom 16:14, the reference to Clement in Vis. 2.4.3, and the Muratorian
Canon. All three ‘pegs’ cannot be correct, because they range over a period of eighty years. Osiek
concludes that ‘“The best assignment of date is an expanded duration of time beginning perhaps
from the very last years of the first century, but stretching through most of the first half of the
second century’ (p. 20).

75 Massaux, Influence of the Gospel, ii. 130, and again on 132.

76 Ibid. 132. The Oxford Committee refers Mand. 1. 9. 8 to Luke 18. 1 and points out that ‘the
idea of Hermas’ is related to that of Luke, and that the texts bear enough similarity to suggest
literary dependence (NTAF, 120).

77 Koester, Introduction, ii. 258.

78 Koester, Synoptische Uberlieferung, 254—6; idem, Introduction, ii. 258. Hagner observes:
‘Since the Shepherd of Hermas may date as late as the middle of the second century, the
probability that the written Gospels would be quoted seems proportionately higher than for
the earlier Apostolic Fathers. It is all the more striking, then, to observe that the quotations do
not yield any high degree of confidence that Hermas used the written Gospels. Instead, tradition
can adequately account for the data examined. It is worth noting that this is true despite the
probability that Hermas knew the Gospels’ (‘Sayings of Jesus’, 243—4).
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the Shepherd also does not quote from the Old Testament.” Although Koester
is technically correct, the lack of citations or allusions to any of the gospels may
be because the Shepherd was written earlier, rather than later, in the second
century. It meets none of the criteria to establish knowledge or use of the
Gospel of Luke.80

Nevertheless, Biblia Patristica lists two citations or allusions to the Gospel
of Luke in the Shepherd of Hermas:

Hermas Luke
98.1 (Sim. 9. 21. 1-4) 8.13
6.8  (Vis.2.2.8) 12.9
2 Clement

2 Clement was written sometime between 120 and 160. It is generally located
in Rome because of its association with I Clement; however, Koester suggests
Egypt before the middle of the second century.8!

With respect to 2 Clement’s knowledge and use of Luke, Massaux states:
‘The author of 2 Clement certainly knew the Gospel of Lk. He does not refer
to it explicitly, he does not quote from it word for word, but he is at times very
close to it, demonstrating clearly that he is inspired by it. Yet, the texts are few
where the literary dependence on the third gospel is certain; in most instances,
the dependence is very probable and does not exclude the hypothesis of the
use of an apocryphal source.’s2

Koester’s conclusions with respect to 2 Clement’s use of Luke and the other
synoptic gospels are more detailed than Massaux’s and reflect a better appre-
ciation of the role of oral tradition in the early church: (1) many of the logia of
Jesus cited in 2 Clement display a form that they could have had in the oral
tradition before being taken over into our written gospels; (2) several citations
reflect a revisional reworking of the Gospel of Luke (2 Clem. 6. 1; 13. 4a; and
possibly 8. 5); (3) several citations reflect revisional reworking of the Gospel

79 Koester, Introduction, ii. 258.

80 For reasons that are not clear to me, Gregory does not discuss the reception of Luke in the
Shepherd of Hermas.

81 Koester, Introduction, ii. 236.

82 Massaux, Influence of the Gospel, ii. 17. Massaux discusses the following passages that in his
opinion reflect definite or probable use of the Gospel of Luke: (1) 2 Clem. 4. 5 //Luke 13. 27; (2)
2 Clem. 5. 2—4 //Luke 13. 3; 12. 4-5 and Matt. 10. 16, 28, possibly in combination, although
Massaux believes that use of an apocryphal source is more likely; (3) 2 Clem. 6. 1 //Luke 16. 13;
(4) 2 Clem. 8.5 //Luke 16. 10-12; and (5) 2 Clem. 13. 4 //Luke 6. 27, 32-5 (Influence of the Gospel,
ii. 12-16).



64 Arthur J. Bellinzoni

of Matthew (2 Clem. 2. 4; 3. 2; 6. 2); (4) in many citations in 2 Clement parallel
passages in Matthew and Luke have clearly been harmonized and bear striking
similarities to harmonizations of Matthew and Luke found in the writings of
Pseudo-Clement and Justin Martyr (2 Clem. 9. 11; 4. 2, 5; 5. 2—4); (5) other
departures from or variations of the texts of Matthew or Luke go back to the
author of 2 Clement; (6) there is, in addition, clear evidence of the use of extra-
canonical apocryphal tradition (2 Clem. 12. 2, 6). Koester concludes that the
author of 2 Clement did not use the gospels of Matthew and Luke directly.
Rather, he used a written collection of sayings of Jesus that was similar to the
collection known to us in the Oxyrhynchus papyri. The specific collection
known to the author of 2 Clement was based on the gospels of Matthew and
Luke and contained, in addition, apocryphal material as well as further
development of synoptic sayings. The collection known to the author of
2 Clement was probably designated as a collection of sayings of the Lord
‘from the Gospel’.83
Koester makes much the same claim in his Introduction:

There is clear evidence that 2 Clement cannot have been written at the earliest period
of Christianity. The sayings of Jesus that are quoted in the writing presuppose the NT
gospels of Matthew and Luke; they were probably drawn from a harmonizing collec-
tion of sayings which was composed on the basis of these two gospels. 2 Clem. 8:5
refers to the written ‘gospel’ as a well-established entity (though it is not necessary to
understand the reference to the ‘apostles, 2 Clem. 14:2, as a reference to writings
under apostolic authority).84

On the basis of Koester’s detailed analysis of the evidence, I would argue that
the similarity of the gospel harmonies available to 2 Clement and Justin
Martyr make Rome a likely place of origin for the letter.85

Gregory is particularly guarded in his conclusions regarding 2 Clement’s
knowledge and reception of Luke. He finds possible Lucan redaction in
2 Clem. 9. 11 in one of its three sayings, implying possible use of Matt. 12.
49-50 and Luke 8. 21 or of a post-synoptic harmony of these two gospels. In
addition, Gregory observes that 2 Clem. 2. 7 may paraphrase Luke 19.10,
although he states that this is by no means certain. In summary, Gregory finds
little evidence to support 2 Clement’s use of Luke.86

83 Koester, Synoptische Uberlieferung, 110-11. See also idem, Ancient Christian Gospels, 349—60.

84 Koester, Introduction, ii. 235.

85 | have argued elsewhere that Justin Martyr, writing in Rome in the middle of the second
century, had available to him a text (or texts) that harmonized the gospels of Matthew and Luke
(and possibly Mark), that this harmony was known to other Fathers in substantially the same
form as that used by Justin, and that texts in 2 Clement prove the existence of this harmonization
of Matthew and Luke prior to Justin (Arthur J. Bellinzoni, The Sayings of Jesus in the Writings of
Justin Martyr, NovTSup 17 (Leiden: Brill, 1967), 25, 108-11).

86 Gregory, Reception of Luke, 136—49.
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The evidence indicates that 2 Clement likely meets all three criteria: acces-
sibility, rate of recurrence, and textual distinctiveness. Yet, it is likely that
2 Clement did not use Luke itself, but instead used a post-synoptic harmony
that combined elements of Matthew and Luke and, in at least two instances
(2 Clem. 12. 2, 6) extra-canonical apocryphal tradition.

Biblia Patristica lists the following citations or allusions to the Gospel of
Luke in 2 Clement:

2 Clement Luke
17.7 3.17
2.4 5.32
13.4 6. 32
13.4 6. 35
9.11 8. 21
6.2 9.25
5.2 10. 3
3.4 10. 27
5.4 12. 4-5
3.2 12. 8
4.5 13. 27
8.5 16. 10-12
6.1 16. 13
2.7 19. 10
8.5 19. 17
14. 1 19. 46
11. 2 21. 29-33

IV. CONCLUSIONS

This study of the Gospel of Luke in the Apostolic Fathers reveals little
difference between the positions of Edouard Massaux, Helmut Koester, and
Andrew Gregory. When I examined the use of the Gospel of Matthew in the
Apostolic Fathers in my 1992 study, I found Massaux and Koester in sharp
disagreement. Whereas Massaux found substantial use of Matthew by the
Apostolic Fathers, Koester found very little use of Matthew. The difference of
opinion between Massaux and Koester is minimal on the question of the use
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Table 3.1 Summary overview

Author or writing Date Place of composition Use of the Gospel of Luke
1 Clement 90-100 Rome none
Didache 95-120 Syria or none
Palestine-Syria
Ignatius of Antioch 110-17 Syria (Ignatius’ place none
of origin)
Polycarp of Smyrna #1 110-17 Asia Minor none
#2 post-135 Asia Minor at most one example of use
Epistle of Barnabas 100-35 Alexandria? none
Shepherd of Hermas 100-50 Rome none
2 Clement 120-60 Rome (or Egypt?) used material harmonized
from Matthew and
Luke, etc.

of the Gospel of Luke: both find little use of Luke by the Apostolic Fathers.
Andrew Gregory concurs in this assessment. It is only as we approach the
Apostolic Fathers toward the middle of the second century, specifically
2 Clement, and possibly the later writing included in Polycarp’s Letter to the
Philippians, that there may be evidence of use of Luke (see table 3.1). Even
then, it is not entirely clear that it is Luke itself that was actually used.

In the course of this paper I have attempted to trace the use of the Gospel of
Luke in the Apostolic Fathers. Specifically, I have looked at seven writers or
writings covering the period from the end of the first century to the middle of
the second century.8”

Among these writings, there appears to have been little or no use of the
Gospel of Luke per se, but rather use of pre-synoptic oral and/or written
tradition. This literature from the first half of the second century reflects use
not of the synoptic gospels but of the same tradition that underlies the
synoptic gospels. The source of that tradition was individual Christian com-
munities, which, based on their practical needs, handed down and made use
of synoptic-like oral and written tradition.

Exceptions to the use of pre-synoptic tradition among the Apostolic
Fathers appear possibly in the latter portion of Polycarp’s Letter to the
Philippians, probably written in Smyrna after 135, and more clearly in 2 Clem-
ent, probably written in Rome toward the middle of the second century.

87 T have limited my study to these seven writers/writings and have not examined the
question of the Gospel of Luke in Papias, the Martyrdom of Polycarp, Diognetus, or Quadratus.
Scholars have for centuries debated which works properly belong to the collection of Apostolic
Fathers. In fact, many scholars, including myself, wonder whether the category ‘Apostolic
Fathers’ is itself meaningful.
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Polycarp’s second letter may reflect use of the Gospel of Luke, but even that is
not entirely clear, and I very much doubt it. However, 2 Clement unmistakably
reflects knowledge and use of Luke or, more accurately, use of a post-Lucan
harmony of material from the Gospels of Matthew and Luke, combined
perhaps with extra-canonical apocryphal tradition.

Quite obviously, none of the Apostolic Fathers had an understanding of the
Gospel of Luke as sacred scripture. Such an understanding of Luke, or of any
of the gospels, as Scripture likely occurred first with Marcion, who was active
in Rome in the mid-second century. In fact, it was Marcion, Justin Martyr,
and Tatian who apparently set the stage and laid the foundation for the initial
formation of the Christian canon a half-century later.s8

Other second-century Christian writings, mostly later than the Apostolic
Fathers, reflect knowledge and use of Luke. Writings from the second half of
the second century reflect circumstances in which writers continued to
modify Luke freely, often making significant alterations and changes to the
text of the gospel, sometimes harmonizing it with Matthew and/or other
gospels.8® There is nothing in the literature before Irenaeus to suggest that
Church Fathers in the second century might have felt obligated to preserve the
Gospel of Luke in its original form.

Although my primary focus in this paper has been the Gospel of Luke in
the Apostolic Fathers, this study has, I believe, important implications for
an understanding of the development of the New Testament canon and
serious ramifications for textual criticism and for the study of the synoptic
problem.®°

What does this study tell us about the status of the Gospel of Luke during
the first half of the second century? Can we reasonably assume that there were
Christian scribes who faithfully copied the autographs of the Gospel of Luke
and the other gospels at a time when many, apparently most, second-century
Christian writers obviously treated these same texts quite freely? What are the
long-term implications of this study for textual criticism and for proposed

88 Bellinzoni, ‘Gospel of Luke in the Second Century'’.

89 E.g., Justin Martyr and Tatian, probably reacting against Marcion’s proto-canon of Luke
and ten Pauline letters, developed collections of authoritative writings of their own in the mid
second-century. Justin used harmonized texts of Matthew and Luke (and possibly Mark),
perhaps even a full-blown harmony of these gospels. Tatian created his one harmonized Gospel,
the Diatessaron, based on Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John. The Protevangelium of James, written
sometime after 150, presupposes knowledge of both Matthew and Luke. Athenagoras of Athens,
writing c. 175, echoes passages from Matthew, apparently in harmony with related material from
Luke; and according to Jerome (Ep. 121. 6. 15), Theophilus of Antioch, writing shortly after 180,
composed a harmony of the gospels.

90 See in this connection Joseph B. Tyson, ‘Source Criticism of the Gospel of Luke’, in C. H.
Talbert (ed.), Perspectives on Luke—Acts (Macon, Ga.: Mercer University Press, 1978), 24-39.
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solutions to the synoptic problem?°! Obviously, I cannot address these ques-
tions here, but I have uncovered a number of concerns that clearly need
further consideration and deliberation in light of my findings.

I mentioned at the outset that this study is but a first step, an overview, a
prolegomenon to the question of the Gospel of Luke in the Apostolic Fathers.
By focusing on one text later included in the New Testament, it complements
the rigorous and systematic re-examination of possible references to all the
writings later included in the New Testament that are collected together in
the companion volume to this work. Those studies confirm and illustrate the
need to give critical attention to questions of method, and the need for
scholars to continue to work diligently to develop and refine criteria to
determine what constitutes the use of one or more of the gospels.

Edouard Massaux, Helmut Koester, Wolf-Dietrich Kohler, Andrew Greg-
ory, and others have made a good start in their respective monographs, and
each has built on the foundational and lasting work of the committee of the
Oxford Society of Historical Theology whose results were published 100 years
ago. Yet fresh insights and fresh discoveries may continue to call for rigorous
reassessments of gospel traditions in all of the Apostolic Fathers, and beyond
that narrow corpus to all of the Christian writings of the second century.

91 E.g., are not the so-called minor agreements of Matthew and Luke against Mark explained
most easy as second-century developments that reflect a tendency on the part of Christian
scribes to rework the gospels in light of one another, rather than evidence for a particular
solution to the synoptic problem (i.e. the Griesbach hypothesis)?
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The Apostolic Christology of Ignatius of
Antioch: The Road to Chalcedon

Thomas G. Weinandy, O.F.M. Cap.

What New Testament teachings Ignatius of Antioch (d. ¢107-10) was
acquainted with, either in their written form or through the oral traditions
that gave rise to them, has caused a great deal of debate. For example, did
Ignatius have access to some or all of the written Gospels of Matthew, Luke,
and John, or was he merely acquainted with their various oral traditions, or
even traditions parallel to them? Which, and how many, of Paul’s letters did
he possess or had he read? There is no scholarly consensus concerning these
issues. Some authors offer a positive assessment, and affirm that Ignatius did
possess some of the writings later canonized as the New Testament, the most
likely being Matthew, John, and 1 Corinthians, and that he was acquainted
with various oral traditions, the most likely being Lucan and Pauline tradi-
tions. Others scholars are more or less sceptical.! At present, it is very difficult,
and in the end most likely impossible, to ascertain exactly which Christian
writings Ignatius either had read or knew simply from the various oral
traditions that he had received. I would cautiously affirm that Ignatius did

1 For a careful recent survey see Paul Foster, Ch. 7 in the companion volume. Other
discussions include W. Burghart, ‘Did Saint Ignatius of Antioch Know the Fourth Gospel?’
TS 1 (1940), 130-56; R. M. Grant, ‘Scripture and Tradition in St. Ignatius of Antioch), CBQ 25
(1963), 322-35; idem, The Apostolic Fathers, iv: Ignatius of Antioch (London: Thomas Nelson &
Sons, 1966), 1-24; C. E. Hill, ‘Ignatius and the Apostolate: The Witness of Ignatius to the
Emergence of Christian Scripture’, in M. Wiles and E. Yarnold (eds.), StPatr 36 (Leuven: Peeters,
2001), 226—48; D. L. Hoffman, ‘The Authority of Scripture and Apostolic Doctrine in Ignatius
of Antioch’, JETS 28 (1985), 71-9; L. W. Hurtado, Lord Jesus Christ: Devotion to Jesus in Earliest
Christianity (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 2003), 235-40; S. E. Johnson, ‘Parallels between
the Letters of Ignatius and the Johannine Epistles) in E. W. Conrad and E. G. Newing (eds.),
Perspectives on Language and Text (Winona Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns, 1987), 327-38; H. Koester,
‘History and Cult in the Gospel of John and in Ignatius of Antioch, JTC1 (1965), 111-23; C. C.
Richardson, The Christianity of Ignatius of Antioch (New York: AMS Press, 1935), 60-75; J. Smit
Sibinga, ‘Ignatius and Matthew’, NovT 8 (1966), 263-83; C. M. Trevett, ‘Approaching Matthew
from the Second Century: The Under-Used Ignatian Correspondence’, JSNT 20 (1984), 59—67.
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have access to Matthew and to 1 Corinthians in written form, as well as to
much of the Pauline corpus, or at least of the Pauline tradition; and that he
was at least very familiar with Lucan and Johannine traditions, and may even
have known the latter in written form.2

None the less, what is most significant within this discussion, and what is
often overlooked, is that whatever specific writings Ignatius did or did not
have access to, or whatever specific traditions he was or was not aware of,
when one reads Ignatius’ seven letters, one finds oneself in substantial con-
tinuity with a number of the theological concerns of those texts and traditions
that came to be canonized in the New Testament and that may be considered
as apostolic.? Although Ignatius moulded such tradition as he had received as
apostolic in order to address contemporary issues that he faced, the basic
Christian Gospel that he espoused and defended is nevertheless recognizably
the same Christian gospel as that found in at least some of the writings of the
New Testament. Some of the apostolic traditions that became embodied in
the New Testament are the very same apostolic traditions that are found in
Ignatius’ seven brief letters. Ignatius, I would argue, is by no means a doctrinal
innovator, for it is precisely this composite apostolic tradition, which he
regarded as the already given authoritative tradition, that he wanted to
defend. Ignatius endorsed and fostered a high theology of the bishop, one
that he believed to have arisen from within the apostolic tradition itself,

2 While this essay will highlight some of the similarities between Ignatius’ Christology and
that of various New Testament writings, there are other elements of his writings that also bear a
likeness to New Testament documents. For example, Ignatius’ emphasis on Christians being
Christ’s ‘temples’ and on living ‘in Christ’ and so composing ‘the body of Christ’ are substan-
tially Pauline (see Eph. 4; 10. 3; 11. 1; 12. 2; 15. 3; Magn. 12, 15; Trall. 7. 1; 11. 1; Pol. 8. 3).
Richardson, Christianity of Ignatius of Antioch, 61, notes that there are at least five clear parallels
between Ignatius’ letters and 1 Corinthians: Eph. 16.1// 1 Cor. 6. 9; Eph. 18.1// 1 Cor. 1. 18-23;
Rom.5.1//'1Cor. 4. 4; Rom. 9.2 // 1 Cor. 15. 8-10; Magn. 10. 3 // 1 Cor. 5. 7. Of the references
noted in n. 1 see esp. Grant, ‘Scripture and Tradition’ He finds parallels between Ignatius’ letters
and the Pauline corpus, plus Matthew, Luke, and the Johannine tradition.

3 Throughout this essay I use the terms ‘apostolic tradition, ‘apostolic traditions), and
‘apostolic writings, and I will argue that Ignatius espoused an ‘apostolic Christology’. By
‘apostolic’ I mean that tradition or those traditions that made up the kerygma of the first
generation of Christians as it arose from within the proclamation of the apostles. These various
oral ‘apostolic traditions’ ultimately took written form in what would become the New
Testament. The New Testament, then, is composed of the various apostolic traditions, and so
embodies the complete apostolic tradition. It is within these apostolic traditions, both as
distinct parts and as a composite whole, whether oral or written, that I want to situate Ignatius’
seven letters and the Christology articulated therein.

W. Schoedel argues that there is evidence not only of Ignatius’ employment of New Testament
material, but also of the use of semi-credal patterns. See W. R. Schoedel, Ignatius of Antioch:
A Commentary on the Letters of Ignatius of Antioch, Hermeneia (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1985),
7-8. Grant recognizes three passages in Ignatius’ letters that are credal: Eph. 18. 2; Trall. 9. 1-2;
and Smyrn. 1. 1-2 (Ignatius, 10).
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because he was convinced that it is specifically the bishop who is now the
appointed apostolic custodian and guardian of this apostolic gospel.*

I have concerned myself with these preliminary issues because I want to
argue in this essay that Ignatius’ Christology is an apostolic Christology—that
is, a Christology that originated from within, and gave expression to, the
various apostolic traditions that were later canonized within the New Testa-
ment. Thus there is a fundamental continuity, I will argue, between the
apostolic Christology as recounted and proclaimed within New Testament
Christianity and as found in Ignatius’ letters. Some may think that this in
itself is a rather dubious enterprise, but the more controversial aspect of this
essay is my claim that Ignatius’ apostolic Christology, and so New Testament
Christology, is the first step along the road that leads to Chalcedon. My thesis
is that Ignatius of Antioch forged the first of many links that historically and
doctrinally established the fundamental continuity that is to be found be-
tween between the Christology of the New Testament and the Christology of
the Council of Chalcedon.5

My argument is composed of four parts. The first examines how Ignatius
conceived Jesus’ relationship to the Father, and in so doing establishes his
apostolic foundation for discerning the Son’s divine status. The second
examines Ignatius’ understanding of Jesus’ humanity in relation to the apo-

4 While it could be argued that Ignatius’ understanding of the threefold ecclesial order of
deacons, priests, and bishops was innovative, since it does not appear as such within the New
Testament, I would argue that even here he was not the originator of such an ecclesial notion.
Ignatius did stress the centrality of the monarchical bishop within the local Christian commu-
nity, but he did so not as one attempting to establish an ecclesial order that was controversial or
one that was yet to be fully recognized. Rather, he was merely clarifying and expounding what to
him were the evident implications and consequences of an ecclesial order that was already
recognized to be in place. How this ecclesial order, historically and theologically, derived from
the various ministries found within the New Testament is another question.

5 In saying this I do not imply, as will become clear, that Ignatius already employed the
technical theological concepts and vocabulary of Chalcedon. Rather, I merely want to demon-
strate that for both it is one and the same Son who existed as God and as man, so both divine
and human attributes can properly be predicated of one and the same Son.

For other studies of Ignatius’ Christology see the following: E. de Bhaldraithe, ‘The Christ-
ology of Ignatius of Antioch) in M. Wiles and E. Yarnold (eds.), StPatr 36 (Leuven: Peeters,
2001), 200-6; W. E. Bunge, ‘The Christology of Ignatius of Antioch’ (Th. D. diss., Harvard
University, 1966); V. Corwin, St. Ignatius and Christianity in Antioch (New Haven: Yale Univer-
sity Press, 1960), 91-115; M. D. Goulder, ‘A Poor Man’s Christology’, NTS 45 (1999), 332—48;
Hurtado, Lord Jesus Christ, 635—40; M. Rackl, Die Christologie des heiligen Ignatius von Anti-
ochien, Freiburger Theologische Studien, 14 (Freiburg im Breisgau: Herdersche Verlagshand-
lung, 1914); E. Robillard, ‘Christologie d’Ignace d’Antioche’, in R. Laflamme and M. Gervais
(eds.), Le Christ hier, aujourd’hui et demain (Quebec: Les Presses de L'Université, 1976), 479-87;
I. Saliba, “The Bishop of Antioch and the Heretics: A Study of a Primitive Christology’, EQ 54
(1992), 65-76; G. E. Snyder, ‘The Historical Jesus in the Letters of Ignatius of Antioch, BR 8
(1963), 3—12; C. Story, ‘The Christology of Ignatius of Antioch’, EQ 56 (1984), 173-82; R. D.
Young, ‘Ignatius of Antioch, “Attaining the Father” ’, Comm 26 (1999), 333—43.
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stolic traditions. The third articulates how Ignatius perceived the unity
between the divinity and humanity of Jesus as found primarily within his
use of the communication of idioms. Lastly, what has been garnered from all
of the above is marshalled to argue that Ignatius’ apostolic or New Testament
Christology is an initial step down the theological road that will ultimately
arrive at the Council of Chalcedon.

THE DIVINITY OF JESUS CHRIST

Ignatius’ whole Christology is conceived and articulated from within a so-
teriological setting.6 Correctly acknowledging who Jesus is and what he did all
bears upon the genuine effecting of human salvation, and to propose a
counterfeit Christology completely nullifies, for Ignatius, the reality of that
salvation. Thus, the nature of Jesus’ divine status is articulated from within
the historical and earthly economy, for it is the historical and earthly Jesus,
not some ethereal transcendent divinity, such as found in the Gnostics, who
secures human salvation. ‘For our God, Jesus the Christ, was conceived by
Mary according to God’s plan (ka7 olxovoulav feo?), both from the seed of
David and of the Holy Spirit’ (Eph. 18. 2; see Eph. 20. 1).7 Ignatius articulated
his understanding of Jesus’ divine status primarily by elucidating descriptively
what it means for him to be the Son of the Father and the Word of God.8

In harmony with the Pauline corpus Ignatius frequently aligned the
Father and Jesus Christ together in such phrases as: ‘[G]reetings in God
the Father and in Jesus Christ’ (Magn. prol.; see also Magn. 1. 2) or ‘Farewell
in God the Father and in Jesus Christ’ (Eph. 21. 2). This close configuration is
founded upon their singular relationship. Throughout his letters Ignatius
highlighted that the Father is uniquely the Father of Jesus Christ (see Eph.
2. 1; Magn. 3. 1; Trall. prol.; 9. 2), and therefore he is the Father’s ‘only Son
(t0d wévov viod avTod) (Rom. prol.).® As the only Son, he not only ‘came

6 For some examples of the soteriological setting of Ignatius’ Christology see Eph. 3; 19; 20;
Magn. 5. 2; 9; Trall. prol.; 2; 13; Phld. 5; 11; Smyrn. 2; 4; 6. 2; Pol. 3. For studies of Ignatius’
soteriology see e.g. Corwin, St. Ignatius, 154—88, and D. F. Winslow, ‘The Idea of Redemption in
the Epistles of St. Ignatius of Antioch’, GOTR 11 (1965), 119-31.

7 T am employing the Greek text as found in J. B. Lightfoot and J. R. Harmer (eds.), The
Apostolic Fathers: Greek Texts and English Translations of the Writings, ed. and rev. M. W. Holmes
2nd edn. (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Baker Book House, 1992).

8 For an excellent study of Ignatius’ ‘God language’ see D. Trakatellis, ‘God Language in
Ignatius of Antioch’, in B. A. Pearson (ed.), The Future of Early Christianity: Essays in Honor of
Helmut Koester (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1991), 422-30.

9 This name ‘Jesus’ conjoined with this title ‘Christ’ is Ignatius’ almost universal manner of
referral (112 times).
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forth from the one Father (7ov d¢’ évos marpds mpoeAddvra)’s he also ‘remained
with the One and returned to the One (xal els éva dvra ral ywpijoavra)
(Magn. 7. 2). This was an eternal coming forth, for the Son was ‘before all ages
with the Father (s mpo aldvwv mapd matpi 7jv) and appeared at the end of time’
(Magn. 6. 1). It is not surprising, then, that Ignatius emphasized, within his
overarching theme of unity, the unity between the Father and Jesus Christ.
Christians are to be united to the bishop as the church is united to Christ and
‘as Jesus Christ is with the Father («xai’Inoois Xpioros 7o matpl)’ (Eph. 5. 1; see
Smyrn. 3. 3). Therefore, Christians must be subject to their bishop, ‘as Jesus
Christ in the flesh was to the Father’ (Magn. 13. 2).

This intimate relation between the Father and Jesus Christ, in keeping with
the Johannine tradition, finds its ultimate expression, for Ignatius, precisely
in his being subject to the Father within the economy of salvation. Jesus, ‘as
the Lord did nothing without the Father either by himself or through his
apostles for he was united with him (jrwuévos dv) (Magn. 7. 1). Again,
Christians are to be ‘imitators of Jesus Christ, just as he is of his Father’ (Phid.
7. 2), and all must follow the bishop, ‘as Jesus Christ followed the Father’
(Smyrn. 8. 1).

This doing of the Father’s salvific will, for Ignatius, is chiefly witnessed in
Jesus being the Word and Wisdom of the Father, and so the revealer and
teacher of the Father. Here (I think) Ignatius appears to be both following the
Johannine tradition and creatively exploiting it. For Ignatius, there ‘is one
God who revealed himself through Jesus Christ his Son, who is his Word
which came forth from silence (dmo ovysis mpoeddiv), who in every respect
pleased him who sent him’ (Magn. 8. 2). Ignatius’ notion is that silence would
have prevailed within the world, and so human beings would have been
deprived of divine knowledge, if the Word had not come forth from the
Father and been sent by the Father into the world to reveal the Father; and it is
the Son’s revelation of the Father which specifically pleased him. As the Word
of the Father, Jesus Christ [is] the unerring mouth (duiv radra davepdroer 671
dAnbds Aéyw 1o dpevdes ordpa) by whom the Father has spoken truly’ (Rom.
8. 2). Moreover, Jesus Christ ‘is the mind of the Father (703 warpos 1 yvdun)’
(Eph. 3. 2), and ‘all become wise by receiving God’s knowledge, which is Jesus
Christ’ (Eph. 17. 2). Jesus Christ is, therefore, ‘our only teacher’ (Magn. 9. 1),
who is so powerful that he ‘spoke and it happened’ and yet ‘even the things
which he has done in silence are worthy of the Father’ (Eph. 15. 1). Echoing
the Johannine tradition and in harmony with the Letter to the Hebrews,
Ignatius stated that Jesus Christ is ‘the High Priest entrusted with the Holy of
Holies’, and he ‘alone has been entrusted with the hidden things of God, for he
himself is the door of the Father (ad7os @v 8dpa T0d marpds), through whom
all must enter (Phld. 9. 1).
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Ignatius’ understanding of the relationship between the Father and Jesus
Christ, his Son and Word, possesses the authentic ring of the apostolic
tradition as found in the New Testament. Even when he is articulating
something that is particularly his own, he does not depart significantly
from New Testament motifs; rather, his creativity arises specifically from
within these various traditions, such as his notion of the Word coming
forth from the silence of the Father and so becoming his mouthpiece.

Moreover, while descriptive and functional, Ignatius’ apostolic conception
of the singular relationship between the Father and the Son/Word confirmed
for him that the earthly and historical Jesus Christ as the Son and the Word,
unlike other human beings, is divine.1® Thus, Ignatius effortlessly and spon-
taneously wove within his understanding of the relationship between the
Father and the Son the simple and unequivocal proclamation that Jesus Christ
is God. For Ignatius, Jesus Christ is ‘our God (709 feod jucv)’ (see Eph. prol.;
18. 2; Rom. prol; 3. 3; 6. 3; Smyrn. 1. 1; Pol. 8. 3). The Lord dwells within
Christians, and therefore they are ‘his temples and he may be in us as our God
(év Yuiv Beos judw)’ (Eph. 15. 3). It has often been noted that, unlike the New
Testament, in which ¢ feds is used almost exclusively for the Father, Ignatius
unhesitatingly, as the above references testify, effortlessly and, again, spon-
taneously applied this designation to the Son.!! Here I would argue that
Ignatius is both faithful to the apostolic tradition as witnessed within the
New Testament and also accentuates, intensifies, and exploits what is often
implicitly, though at times explicitly, contained within that tradition. More-
over, I would equally argue, as I did at the onset, that in this he was not an

10 Grant states: ‘Ignatius is insisting upon the divine function, and also upon the divine
nature, of the incarnate Lord, just as certain New Testament writers also insist upon it (John 1:1,
20:28; Heb. 1:8-9; Tit. 2:13; 2 Pet. 1:1)’ (Ignatius, 8).

11 Jgnatius designates Jesus as ‘God’ on at least eleven occasions. M. P. Brown states: ‘Ignatius
does not make a theological issue of this usage; the epithet (i.e., God) is applied casually, for the
most part, and apparently without fear of being misunderstood. ... Thus, it is difficult to avoid
the conclusion that the peculiar assignment of ¢ feds to Jesus Christ is unselfconscious’ (The
Authentic Writings of Ignatius (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 1963), 22). Trakatellis
insists that Ignatius’ designation of Jesus as God was not ‘unselfconscious’; rather, while
‘Ignatius “does not make an issue of this usage,” he does make a clear statement’ (‘God
Language, 426). Or again, he states: ‘Ignatius makes no effort to prove that Jesus Christ is
God or to develop apologetic strategies in that direction. He simply issues his high christological
statement as a matter of fact, as a truth taken for granted and fully shared by the recipients of his
letters’ (ibid. 427).

While the New Testament almost always reserves the term ¢ feos for the Father, there are a few
instances where it could be argued that it refers to Jesus Christ. See Titus 2. 13 (709 peydlov feod
kal cwtfpos Nuav Xpiarod "Ineod); 1 John 5. 20 (& 7¢ vie adrod Incod Xpiore. Od7ds éow &
aAnfuwos feos); 2 Pet. 1. 1 (709 Beod fjudv kal swripos’Inood Xpiarod); Heb. 1. 8 (6 Bpdvos oov 6
feos); and John 20. 28 (6 kipids pov kal 6 Beds wov). For a discussion of these and other similar
passages see R. E. Brown, An Introduction to New Testament Christology (New York: Paulist Press,
1994), 171-89.



The Apostolic Christology of Ignatius 77

innovator—that is, that he was not the first to do so. Rather, the very
spontaneity with which Ignatius designated Jesus Christ as ‘our God’, without
strained argument or embarrassed defence, bears witness that Christianity, at
least as Ignatius knew it, now embraced a fuller appreciation of the apostolic
proclamation that Jesus Christ, as Son and Word, is indeed the God of
Christians.!2 He has exploited this affirmation in order to refute clearly
what he considered to be false perceptions of who Jesus Christ is. Contra
the Jews, who wish to deny the divinity of Jesus, and contra the Gnostics, who
acknowledge a whole host of deities, and the Docetists, who refuse to ac-
knowledge Jesus’ authentic humanity, Ignatius designates the human Jesus to
be 6 feds of Christians, and thereby shrewdly counters them all.

In closing this section on Ignatius’ understanding of the divinity of Jesus
Christ, I want to draw one conclusion that is pertinent to my present thesis.
By articulating his conception of Jesus Christ’s divinity within the apostolic
tradition(s) as found within the New Testament, and by exploiting the present
interpretation of that tradition by unequivocally affirming that ‘Jesus Christ is
our God), Ignatius has both intrinsically linked his Christology to that apos-
tolic tradition and simultaneously nudged it vigorously down the doctrinal
road to Nicaea and, ultimately, to Chalcedon.

THE HUMANITY OF JESUS CHRIST

As stated previously, the full soteriological significance of Jesus Christ being
‘our God’ lies specifically, for Ignatius, within the economy—that is, in the
authentic reality of the Incarnation, and thus in Jesus’ genuine humanity—for
it is what he actually underwent as man and the deeds he actually performed
as man that are salvific. Our salvation was procured ‘when God appeared in
human form (feod dvBpwmivws davepovuévov) to bring the newness of eternal
life’ (Eph. 19. 3). This is articulated primarily in response to the Docetists,
who denied the genuineness of the Jesus’ humanity, and also, to some extent,

12 Jgnatius frequently calls Jesus Christ ‘Lord, which could also be seen, given the New
Testament evidence, as a divine title. See Eph. 6. 1; 7. 2; 10. 3; 15. 2; 17. 2; Magn. 9. 1; 13. 1; Trall.
10; Rom. 4. 2; Phld. 1. 1; 11. 1; Smyrn. 1. 1; 4. 2; 5. 2; and Pol. prol; 4. 15 5. 1; 8. 3.

There are also a few passages in Ignatius’ letters which are trinitarian in nature and thus,
equally, manifest his belief in the full divinity of Jesus Christ as the Son and the Word of the
Father. See Eph. 9. 1; Magn. 13. 1; and Phld. 7.

One might also argue that Ignatius’ designation of both God the Father and Jesus Christ as
Polycarp’s bishop equally affirms Jesus’ divine status: uaAov émaxommuévw $mo feod marpos kal
rvplov *Inood Xpiorod, mAéwsra yaipew (Pol. 1. prol.). See also Eph. 1. 3 and Magn. 3. 1.
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against the Gnostics, who separated the Christ from the man Jesus.!* In
keeping with 1 John 2. 22 and 4. 2, Ignatius accused both parties of blasphemy
‘by not confessing that he (the Lord) was clothed in flesh (w7 Suoloydv adrov
capropdpov). Anyone who does not acknowledge this thereby denies him
completely and is clothed in a corpse’ (Smyrn. 5. 2). Thus, Ignatius, while
never addressing theologically or philosophically the issue of how God could
actually become truly man, consistently, with almost repetitious monotony,
asserted the reality of Jesus’ humanity, and so the reality of those
human experiences undergone within that humanity and the reality of
those human deeds performed within that humanity.

Ignatius affirmed, then, Jesus’ full humanity, not by constructing an an-
thropology, but by insisting upon the historicity and physicality of his salvific
experiences and actions. For Ignatius, as for Paul, while the cross ‘is a
stumbling block to unbelievers, [it is] salvation and eternal life to us’ (Eph.
18. 1). Ignatius himself has ‘taken refuge in the gospel as the flesh of Jesus (ws
capkt "Inood)’ (Phil. 5. 1). For Ignatius, ‘the “archives” (dpyeid) are Jesus
Christ, the inviolable archives are his cross and death and his resurrection and
the faith that comes through him’ (Phld. 8. 2). The suffering and resurrection
were but a part of ‘the divine plan with respect to the new man Jesus Christ’
(Eph. 12. 3, see Smyrn. 7).

Within these affirmations, the Magnesians were warned ‘not to get snagged
by the hooks of worthless opinions’ Rather, they must be fully ‘convinced
about the birth and the suffering and the resurrection, which took place
during the time of the governorship of Pontius Pilate. These things were
truly and most assuredly done by Jesus Christ, our hope (mpaxfévra dnfos
kal PeBaiws vmo Inood Xpiotod s éAmidos juav) (Magn. 11). Equally, the
Trallians were to ‘keep away from every strange plant, which is heresy’, for
such people ‘mix Jesus Christ with poison’ (Trall. 6), and the Philadelphians
were not to align themselves with schismatics, for such ‘are not the Father’s
planting), because they have dissociated themselves ‘from the Passion’ (Phld. 3;
see Trall. 11). He exhorted the Trallians:

Be deaf, therefore, whenever anyone speaks to you apart from Jesus Christ, who was of
the family of David, who was the son of Mary, who really (dAyfds) was born, who
both ate and drank, who really (dAnfds) was persecuted under Pontius Pilate, who
really (dAnfos) was crucified and died while those in heaven and on earth and under
the earth looked on; who, moreover, really (dAnfds) was raised from the dead when
his Father raised him up, who—his Father, that is—in the same way will likewise

13 This is probably why Ignatius consistently joined the two together. In speaking of ‘Jesus
Christ), Ignatius was constantly designating that it was the earthly man Jesus who was the Christ,
and not some transcendent deity apart from him.
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also raise us up in Christ Jesus who believe in him, apart from whom we have no true
life. (Trall. 9)

For Ignatius it was ludicrous that he should to be in real chains and on the
verge of actual death, if ‘these things were done by our Lord in appearance
only’ (Smyrn. 4. 2). It is actually the unbelievers, Ignatius believed, who ‘exist
in appearance only, who assert that Jesus Christ ‘suffered in appearance only
(r6 Soretv memovfévar)’ (Trall. 10; see also Smyrn. 2). Ignatius, like Paul,
glorified in ‘TJesus Christ, the God who made you [the Smyrnaeans] wise),
for they too, in faith, have been nailed to the cross of their Lord Jesus Christ
(Smyrn. 1. 1). Ignatius was convinced that Jesus was not only in the flesh prior
to his death, but that he was also ‘in the flesh even after the resurrection’ In
accordance with the Lucan and Johannine traditions, the risen Jesus ‘ate and
drank’ with his disciples ‘like one who is composed with flesh’ and urged
them to touch him (Smyrn. 3. 3).

Ignatius’ insistence upon the human flesh of Jesus found its termination in
the Eucharist. Those who refuse to acknowledge Jesus’ physical humanity
‘abstain from the Eucharist and prayer, because they refuse to acknowledge
that the Eucharist is the flesh (odpxa) of our Saviour Jesus Christ, which
suffered for our sins and which the Father by his goodness raised up’ (Smyrn.
6. 2). What Ignatius desired most is ‘the bread of God, which is the flesh of
Christ (eapé 700 XpioTod) who is of the seed of David, and for drink I want
his blood, which is incorruptible love’ (Rom. 7. 3).14

In closing this section I again want to draw a couple of conclusions. First, it
is evident that Ignatius’ understanding of Jesus’ humanity is the same as that
expressed in the New Testament. One clearly perceives echoes of (or similar-
ities with) Matthew, Luke, John, and 1 John, as well as phrases and ideas that
bear the voice of Paul. Even if Ignatius was acquainted merely with their
various apostolic traditions, yet the traditions that he was defending were
theirs. Thus, Ignatius’ Christology, when it bears upon Jesus’ authentic
physical reality and the actual historicity of his life, is genuinely apostolic in
origin, content, and expression. Secondly, as with his understanding of the
divinity of Jesus Christ, Ignatius did not merely repeat the apostolic tradition;
he also moulded it so as to affirm it against erroneous tenets.!s It is here, more
than in his clear affirmation that Jesus Christ is ‘our God), that Ignatius has
become, I believe, truly an innovator, in that he has made an original
contribution that is particularly his own. While the apostolic tradition

14 For further references and allusions to the Eucharist and the physical reality of Jesus’
presence, see Eph. 20. 2; Trall. 8. 1; Smyrn. 12. 2; and Phld. 4.

15 Trakatellis states that Ignatius ‘evidently did not invent his Christology... What Ignatius
did was to interpret the Johannine and the Pauline christological traditions or formulas in a way
that could serve the immediate and pressing needs of the church’ (‘God Language’, 430).
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provided him with his faith in the historical and physical Jesus, it was Ignatius
who now clearly articulated that it is precisely the historical events (contra the
Gnostics) of Jesus’ fleshly birth, death, and resurrection (contra the Docetists)
that are salvific. For Ignatius, the authenticity, the genuineness, the effica-
ciousness, and the reality of humankind’s salvation is predicated, intrinsically
and necessarily, upon the authenticity, the genuineness, the efficaciousness,
and the historical reality of Jesus’ incarnation, life, death, and resurrection.
While this causal connection is embedded within the apostolic tradition of the
New Testament—for example, in Rom. 5-8 and the Letter to the Hebrews—it
was Ignatius who unearthed it for all to see. Thirdly, what is equally evident
again is that, while he was clearly tethered to the Christology of the apostolic
tradition as found within the New Testament, Ignatius has tugged it further
along the road to Chalcedon. Already within Ignatius’ stress upon the reality
and historicity of the Incarnation one finds some of the foundational prin-
ciples and central arguments later employed by Irenaeus in his refutation of
the Gnostics.1¢ Moreover, the whole soteriological setting of Ignatius’ Christ-
ology, whereby the human experiences and historical actions of ‘our God’
effect a newness of life with the Father, foreshadows the Irenaean and Atha-
nasian tenet that God came in the likeness of man that man might become the
likeness of God.!” Likewise, incubating within his Christology is the theo-
logical refutation of Apollinarius’ denial of Christ’s human soul and the
prophetic clue to Gregory of Nazianzus’ maxim that ‘what is not assumed is
not healed/saved’.!8

THE ONENESS OF JESUS CHRIST

Thus far I have argued that Ignatius’ Christology bears the indelible imprint
of the apostolic tradition as witnessed within the New Testament in a twofold
manner. (1) He affirmed that Jesus Christ, as the Son and the Word of the
Father, is ‘our God’. (2) He equally affirmed the reality of Jesus Christ’s
physical humanity and all that authentically pertains historically to such a
humanity. Moreover, in confirming and, most of all, in defending these two
christological truths of apostolic origin against what he considered to be the
counterfeit gospels of the Judaizers, the Gnostics, and the Docetists, Ignatius
advanced the authentic understanding and interpretation of the apostolic

16 See, e.g., [renaeus, Adv. Haer. 3. 18. 67 and 4. 20. 4.
17 See ibid. 5. praef., and Athanasius, De Incarn. 54.
18 See Gregory of Nazianzus, Ep. 101. 4.
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christological tradition. Now where all this finds its cumulative effect, and in
so doing proceeds to a new depth of meaning and insight, is in Ignatius’
employment of what came to be termed ‘the communication of idioms’.!® For
Ignatius it is one and the same Jesus Christ who is both ‘Son of God” and ‘Son
of man’; thus he instinctively recognized that the authentic attributes of each
are properly and necessarily predicated of that one and the same Jesus Christ
(see Eph. 20. 2). Moreover, these passages have the feel of being part of an
already existing tradition, for Ignatius employed them spontaneously and
effortlessly without providing any intimation of their needing to be defended
or displaying any symptoms of embarrassment at their use. While he used
them to address his immediate concerns, they are, then, not entirely his own
creations. In other words, Ignatius was not the originator of such theological
linguistic expressions; rather, he was utilizing a manner of speaking that was
readily available to him.20

Ignatius thus assured the Ephesian Christians that they had assumed a new
life ‘through the blood of God (év aiuart feod)’ (Eph. 1. 1). This is a striking
and even scandalous phrase. First, God can only truly possess human blood if
he has actually become a human being. What the communication of idioms
does linguistically, then, is to conjoin the two christological truths of Jesus
Christ’s divinity and humanity so as to express the ontological oneness of who
Jesus is as the Son or the Word of God existing as man. This phrase, as are all
instances of the communication of idioms, is an arresting alignment of
seemingly clashing words with their seemly irreconcilable meanings (‘blood’
and ‘God’) that accentuates the reality of the Incarnation; that is, only if the
divine Son of God did actually become man and so exist as man, does such an
alignment make theological sense and possess any literal meaning. Thus the
communication of idioms testifies to the truth that the incarnational ‘becom-
ing’ actually terminates in an incarnational ‘is. Secondly, this particular

19 The term ‘communication of idioms’ was first used in its Greek form in the sixth century
by those who wanted to defend the definition of the Council of Chalcedon. The Latin form,
taken from the Greek, was not in use until sometime in the Middle Ages.

20 The scriptural basis for the communication of idioms might be found in such Pauline
passages as Rom. 1. 2—4; 2 Cor. 8. 9; Gal. 4. 4; Phil. 2. 5-11; Col. 1. 15-20. A. Grillmeier holds
that the communication of idioms became popular around the time when the Christian books
(particularly book 6) were added to the Sibylline Oracles, which was sometime in the second
century (see Christ in Christian Tradition, i (London: Mowbrays, 1975), 63). In book 6 is found
the proclamation: ‘O blessed tree, on which God was hung!’

I have argued elsewhere that ‘the whole of orthodox patristic Christology, including the
conciliar affirmations, can be seen as an attempt to defend the practice and to clarify the use of
the communication of idioms’ (Does God Suffer? (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 2000), 175). See also
my ‘Cyril and the Mystery of the Incarnation, in T. Weinandy and D. Keating (eds.), The
Theology of St. Cyril of Alexandria: A Critical Appreciation (London: T. & T. Clark/Continuum,
2003), 31.
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phrase also alludes to the shedding of God’s blood, which would scandalize
the Docetists, but which, for Ignatius, would strikingly portray the grandeur
of the Christian gospel. Moreover, for Ignatius, Christians derive their true
existence from Jesus’ ‘divinely blessed suffering (feoparxapiorov adrod
mdfovs)” (Smyrn. 1. 2). This phrase too attests that what makes Jesus’ suffering
blessed, and so salvific, is precisely that it was the divine Son of God who
endured it; but he could only have endured such suffering if he had truly
existed as a human being. Ignatius himself desired to imitate ‘the suffering of
my God (r0d mdfovs 700 feod wov)’ (Rom. 6. 3). Again, God could humanly
suffer only if he actually became a man, and Ignatius desired to imitate ‘the
suffering of my God’ so as to achieve precisely what that human suffering
endured by God attained—eternal life.

Besides these phrases that accentuate the reality of the Incarnation, and so
the ontological unity of the divinity and humanity in the one Jesus Christ,
Ignatius also employed a couple of what might be termed rhythmical or
poetic semi-credal proclamations the purpose of which is to accentuate this
incarnational oneness. Thus, he exhorted Polycarp to ‘wait expectantly for
him who is above time: the Eternal, the Invisible (7ov dypovov, Tov ddparov),
who for our sake became visible (6pardv); the Intangible, the Unsuffering (rov
aymAdenrov, Tov dmabi), who for our sake suffered (wabyrév), who for our
sake endured in every way’ (Pol. 3. 2).2! Clearly there is here present only one
subject, one ‘who’, who is eternal, invisible, intangible, and unsuffering, but
who, equally, because of the Incarnation, became visible and suffered for our
sake. Here divine and human attributes are predicated of one and the same
subject, and such an attribution finds it legitimacy in the reality of the
Incarnation.

Moreover, for Ignatius ‘there is only one physician, who is both flesh and
spirit, born and unborn, God in man, true life in death, both from Mary and
from God, first subject to suffering and then beyond it, Jesus Christ our Lord
(éis latpds éoTw, capkikos kal mvevuaTikds, yevymTos kal dyévwyros, év
avlpirmw Oebs, év favarw (wry dAnluwr), kal ék Mapias kal éx Beod, mpodTov
mafnros kal Té7e amabiys, 'Incods Xpiaros 6 kipros nudv) (Eph. 7. 2). This is
the most celebrated example of Ignatius’ use of the communication of
idioms.22 There is one subject, in that there is ‘one physician’ who is ‘Jesus
Christ our Lord’. Yet, the physician Jesus Christ possesses both ‘flesh’ in so far
as he actually is man and ‘spirit’ in so far as he actually is God. He is actually
‘born’, in that he is from Mary as man, and he is actually ‘unborn’ in that he is

21 For scriptural, philosophical, and early patristic parallels to this passage, see Schoedel,
Ignatius, 267-8.

22 Schoedel sees once again some semi-creedal formulae in this passage. See Schoedel,
Ignatius, 60.
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eternally from God the Father. He is ‘true life’ even ‘in death’, because the one
who died as man is the living God. While Jesus Christ was ‘first subject to
suffering’ as a human being like us, he has now passed beyond it as a risen
man. Ignatius’ ontological basis for this juxtaposition of divine and human
attributes lies precisely in that Jesus is ‘God in man’—that is, in the authentic
reality of the Incarnation.

IGNATIUS AND THE COUNCIL OF CHALCEDON

The above demonstrates that Ignatius employed the communication of
idioms, as would his descendants, to ensure the reality of the Incarnation,
and in so doing to ensure the reality of the salvific events associated with the
Incarnation. The fact that Ignatius did have descendants is of the utmost
significance for my thesis. He anticipated and even embodied within his own
Christology later controversies and doctrinal development. In light of the
subsequent christological history, what Ignatius did was to lift the apostolic
christological tradition of the New Testament upon his shoulders and carry it,
being joined along the way by many Fathers, especially Athanasius and Cyril
of Alexandria, to the very doorstep of the Council of Ephesus, and then by
way of Ephesus into the very inner sanctum of the Council of Chalcedon.23
On one level the above statement may be an anachronistic exaggeration.
Ignatius did not display, philosophically or theologically, the christological
refinements of the later Fathers and Councils. Nowhere did he speak of one
prosopon or of one hypostasis; nor did he employ the concepts of ousia and
phusis. None the less, I am convinced that Ignatius would not have felt out of
place or out of his depth either at Nicaea or at Ephesus or Chalcedon. His
understanding of the singular relationship between the Father and the Son,
which found its most concise formulation in the simple truth that ‘Jesus
Christ is our God’, would have allowed him to give his immediate assent to the

23 Significant for my thesis is Schoedel’s statement: ‘In Ignatius ... flesh and spirit represent
two spheres or two dimensions that refer to human and divine reality respectively. We have here
the kernel of the later two-nature christologies’ (Ignatius, 60). He also writes with respect to this
passage: ‘When Ignatius refers to Christ as “both fleshly and spiritual, he has in mind the union
of the divine and human in the God-Man and thus anticipates the classical two-nature-
christology” (ibid. 20). Likewise, Hurtado states: “His [Ignatius’] letters are also noteworthy
for expressions of faith that anticipate, and perhaps influenced, subsequent developments in
formative orthodox doctrine about Jesus’ (Lord Jesus Christ, 635). Or again he writes: “[I]t is
fairly clear that he [Ignatius] represents the profound commitment to Jesus’ divinity and real
human existence that demanded those efforts toward the distinctive Christian idea of God, and
especially toward the idea of Jesus’ “two natures,” doctrinal efforts that heavily occupied the
developing orthodox/catholic tradition well through the fourth century’ (ibid. 640).
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Nicene Creed’s declaration that the Son is ‘God from God, Light from Light,
true God from true God, begotten not made, one in being with the Father),
even if he, along with many others, might have struggled hard to explain the
exact meaning of the term homoousios. His adamant defence of the historical
and physical humanity of Jesus would have easily allowed him to champion
the constituency that condemned Apollinarius. Moreover, he would have had
no doubt that Mary was Theotokos, for he himself had asserted that the Son,
who was eternally with the Father and so unborn, was the same Son who was
born of Mary. Ignatius would have eagerly taken up arms over the issue
surrounding the christological legitimacy of the communication of idioms,
for he was present on the field of battle long before Nestorius and Cyril had
sounded the trumpets of war. Lastly, while I am sure that he would have been
awed by the christological sophistication of Chalcedon’s Creed, yet Ignatius
would have felt very comfortable in professing it, for it bears the imprint of his
own faith—one and the same Son is truly God and truly man, and thus both
divine and human attributes can properly be predicated of that one and the
same Son. Equally, Ignatius’ employment of the communication of idioms
demonstrates that, while the attributes pertaining to God and man are united
in the one and the same subject of Jesus Christ, and so are not separated and
divided, neither the divinity nor the humanity is changed or confused.

Now it is the one and the same Ignatius of Antioch, whom I believe
concluded his journey, by way of the christological tradition, at the Council
of Chalcedon who is the one and the same Ignatius of Antioch who began his
journey within the apostolic christological tradition of the New Testament.
Thus it is this same Ignatius, along with many subsequent Fathers, who
pioneered the route between the faith of the apostles and the faith of the
Fathers at Chalcedon. Obviously, while it is a significant milestone in the
history of Christology, Chalcedon is not Land’s End. The history of christo-
logical development continues through the centuries up to the present and
beyond, and with it the same continuity of faith continues its apostolic
journey as well. Thus Ignatius, whose Christology takes its departure from
within the earliest apostolic tradition, continues to be a fellow apostolic
pilgrim.
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Wisdom in the Apostolic Fathers and the
New Testament

Frances Young

In many and various ways wisdom appears to be a key concept in the early
church. By the time of Augustine, it has spiritual and intellectual connota-
tions, as well as christological significance,! both of these aspects of wisdom
having roots in the Bible and earlier tradition. The figure of personified
Wisdom, as described in Proverbs 8, was at the centre of the doctrinal
controversy initiated by Arius in the fourth century.2 From the second century
on, wisdom figured in Gnostic myths, and so, being contested, was ripe for
reclamation or resistance by those claiming to be orthodox. Scholarly litera-
ture suggests that in various ways wisdom is important in the New Testament.
So it seemed a natural research question to ask: what about wisdom in the
texts known as the ‘Apostolic Fathers’? The results were a surprise. It may be
that they demand a reassessment of some classic scholarly assumptions.

THE VIRTUAL ABSENCE OF SOPHIA

The word cogia (‘wisdom’) is absent from the Didache, and its absence from
2 Clement, the Martyrdom of Polycarp, and the Epistle to Diognetus is also
worth noting if, as convention would dictate, we count them among the
Apostolic Fathers. Zogia is almost entirely absent from the letters of Ignatius.
Virtually the only occasion when he uses a form of the word is in Smyrn. 1,
where God is described as 76v oUTws duds copl{cavra—the one who has thus

1 See my paper, ‘Wisdom in Augustine’s De Doctrina Christiand), forthcoming in St Patr Also,
Carol Harrison, ‘Augustine, Wisdom and Classical Culture’, in S. C. Barton (ed.), Where shall
Wisdom be Found? (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1999), 125-37.

2 See my article, ‘Proverbs 8 in Interpretation (2): Wisdom Personified. Fourth Century
Readings: Assumptions and Debates, in D. E. Ford and G. N. Stanton (eds.), Reading Texts,
Seeking Wisdom (London: SCM Press, 2003), 102—15.
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made you wise. The proof of this is said to be their firm faith ‘as if nailed to
the cross of the Lord Jesus Christ. One is tempted to wonder whether the
expression is not reminiscent of 1 Cor. 1. 18 ff., where God’s wisdom is
associated with the foolishness of the cross. In Eph. 18, Ignatius certainly
alludes to this passage: ‘Where is the wise? (o3 codds;) Where is the debater?
Where is the boasting of those who are said to have understanding?’

Polycarp’s Epistle to the Philippians provides only one instance. He claims
(3. 2) that he is writing at their invitation, because neither he nor any other
like him is able to follow 7 codia Tod pakrapiov rai évdééov ITavAov—the
wisdom of the blessed and glorious Paul, who when present taught the word
of truth and when absent wrote letters, ‘from the study of which you will be
able to build yourselves up into the faith given you’. Hermas likewise provides
only one instance ( Vis. 1. 3): remembering the last words the lady read to him,
he describes God as the one who by his mighty power and understanding
created the world, and by his own wisdom (co¢ia) and foresight created his
Holy Church.

There is a little more in I Clement. In urging humble-mindedness, he
wrote: ‘Let not the wise man boast in his wisdom, nor the strong in his
strength, nor the rich in his riches; but let the one who boasts boast in the
Lord’ (13. 1), so quoting Jer. 9. 23—4 and recalling Paul in 1 Cor. 1. 31 and
2 Cor. 10. 17. In assembling a list of exemplary humble characters (1 Clem.
18), the author mentions David (18. 2-17) and quotes Ps. 51. 1-17, which
includes ‘you revealed to me the secrets of your wisdom’. So far, then, wisdom
appears incidentally in scriptural quotations which are actually focusing on
other things. In I Clem. 32 we find a statement again reminiscent of Paul:

And so we, who have been called by his will through Jesus Christ, are not justified by
ourselves, nor by our wisdom or understanding or piety or the works we do in
holiness of heart, but through faith, by which Almighty God has justified all from
the beginning.

And in 1 Clem. 38, in a series of exhortations, we read: ‘Let the wise display his
wisdom not in words but in good deeds. Such statements put wisdom, or
rather the wise, in their place—so too, in I Clem. 48, where a person who is
faithful, or who has the power to speak knowledge, or is wise in debating with
words, or pure in deeds, is expected to be the more humble-minded the more
great he seems. On the other hand, in 1 Clem. 39, a long quotation from Job
includes the comment that ‘they died for lack of wisdom’; and eventually
I Clem. introduces a long quotation from Proverbs, spoken by what he calls
7 mavdpetos copla—the all-perfect wisdom, which includes: “The evil will
seek and not find me. For they hated wisdom, and did not choose the fear of
the Lord’ (1 Clem. 57. 5, quoting Prov. 1. 23-33). Overall, it almost seems as
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if this long passage from Proverbs provides the ‘text’ for the whole of the
exhortation in this epistle. Clement goes on: Let us be obedient to his most
holy and glorious name, so escaping the threats spoken by wisdom to the
unfaithful... (58. 1). In I Clement, wisdom is the fear of the Lord, and it is
found in humility.

Barnabas also refers to wisdom a number of times. He suggests (5. 3) that
we should give great thanks to the Lord, because he has made known to us
what has happened, made us wise (éod¢ioev) for the present, and we are not
without understanding for the future. Later (6. 10) he proclaims: ‘Blessed be
our Lord who lays within us the foundation of wisdom (co¢{a) and under-
standing of his secrets.’ It would seem that this is insight into the prophetic, or
christological, meaning of the scriptures, as he goes on: ‘For the prophet
speaks a parable of the Lord—“Who shall understand, except the one who is
wise (go¢ds) and understanding and loving of his Lord?” * Right at the end,
however, wisdom 1is associated with faithfulness and obedience, as the author
signs off with a prayer that God might give the readers wisdom (cod{a),
understanding, shrewdness, knowledge of his commandments, and patience.
This echoes words near the beginning, where fear and patience, together with
long-suffering and continence, are described as helpers of our faith, with the
added comment that as long as these stay focused on the Lord in purity,
wisdom (oo¢{a), understanding, learning, and knowledge rejoice.

AWIDER SAPIENTIAL VOCABULARY?

These latter lists of words associated with wisdom are important, and they
alert us to pursue our researches further than mere use of the word conven-
tionally translated ‘wisdom’. The opening of the book of Proverbs associates
with ‘wisdom’ a range of more or less synonymous words and ideas, and some
of these are more prolific in the Apostolic Fathers than the sparse usage we
have found by confining attention to co¢{a. Daniel Harrington has noted the
importance for understanding Qumran wisdom of what he calls the ‘sapien-
tial vocabulary’ provided by Proverbs, and lists from Prov. 1. 2-7 the follow-
ing: ‘wisdom, instruction, understanding, wise dealing, righteousness, justice,
equity, shrewdness, knowledge, prudence, learning, skill and so forth’ In
addition he notes the importance of ‘fear of the Lord’? The LXX version of
these verses in Proverbs alerts us to look for ma:dela (education or training),

3 Daniel J. Harrington, Wisdom Texts from Qumran (London and New York: Routledge,
1996), 8.
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¢poviiaws (intellect), Sucarostvy (righteousness), xpina (judgement, in the
sense of assessment that is straight and true), mavovpy{a (cleverness),
alofnois (perception), éwvora (thought), odvests (understanding), and
evoéBeia (godliness, piety). In addition, one might highlight again the defini-
tion of wisdom as ‘fear of the Lord’, and note that the wise person grasps the
sense of a proverb or parable (wapafBos) in the Greek of the LXX, while the
book of Proverbs is called mapouiatr), a dark word (ororewds Aoyds), and
sayings of the wise and their riddles (alviyuara). Pursuing all this in the
Apostolic Fathers, we might find that the wider characterization of wisdom in
Proverbs informs these texts, as it does those found at Qumran. For clearly the
ethical dimension is paramount, and so is the discernment of the real
intention of metaphorical and parabolic speech, at least in Barnabas.

1 Clement and Barnabas, however, remain the only significant texts for our
enquiry. We find a few more hints where we found little or no reference to
wisdom as such. Z9vests (understanding) appears in Hermas (Sim. 9. 22) as
the opposite of foolishness, and in Ignatius it is something Polycarp should
pray for (Pol. 1. 3), as well to be ¢pdviuos (clever) as a serpent (clearly an
allusion to the saying also found in the gospels at Matt. 10. 16). Both Hermas
and the Didache address their advice Proverbs-like to ‘my child’ and the
Didache links acceptable teaching to dtkaiootvy (righteousness) and yvéous
(knowledge) of the Lord. This draws on the lists of presumed synonyms we
noted in Barnabas, though the constellation of words in Proverbs omits
yvaouws (knowledge) and includes maidela rather than 8:5ax7 (teaching). We
find occasional quotations and allusions to Proverbs and other wisdom texts
in Hermas, as well as Ignatius, the letter of Polycarp, and the Didache. Hermas
is clear that ‘fear of the Lord’ is fundamental: Mand. 7 develops the idea that
there are two sorts of fear: fear of the devil and fear of the Lord, which is
‘powerful and great and glorious’, enabling you to avoid evil and do good. But
overall there is very little apart from the presumption that the Two Ways in
the Didache, not to mention other paraenetical collages, may owe something
to sapiential traditions, and a few other marginal features which parallel
things we shall note in 1 Clement.

1 Clement

The opening paragraphs of I Clement associate ‘perfect and secure knowledge
(yvadais)” with a piety (edoéBewa) that is sober (od¢pwr) and modest
(émewris), having the commandments (mpoordypara) and ordinances
(8ucardpara) of the Lord written on the tablet of their hearts. That last phrase
comes from Prov. 7. 3, and the words used overlap with those in Prov. 1. 1-3,
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without reproducing the exact list. The recipients of the letter are told that
once they were like that, but now the foolish have risen against the ¢poviuot
(intelligent), and because of this, righteousness is absent, and each has
deserted the ‘fear of God’ (1 Clem. 3, 7). The foolish (d¢poves) and mindless
(dvonTou) are exalted and boast in the pride of their words rather than in God.
They should display a pure life-style, with modesty in speech. So material
similar to the Proverbs constellation is followed by a contrast between the
wise and foolish such as characterizes chapters 1-9 of that biblical book.

The polarization of foolishness and fear of the Lord recurs in I Clem. 21,
where we also find the warning, so characteristic of the Pastorals and the
Apostolic Fathers, that God is a searcher of thoughts and desires, a point
grounded in a quotation from Prov. 20. 27: ‘The Spirit of the Lord is a lamp
searching the inward parts.” God is so near that nothing of our thoughts or
inner discussions escapes him. Gentleness of tongue is to be evident in silence.
ITadelo (instruction) is to form children in the ways of humility and pure
love before God, as well as fear of him. This letter focuses on instruction and
training in the right way, again reflecting the thrust, if not the text, of
Proverbs. In the following paragraph, for example, we are told that God
calls us in these words: ‘Come, children, listen to me and I will teach you
fear of the Lord’—and the rest of Ps. 34. 11-17 follows, with the addition of
Ps. 32. 10—psalm material that mirrors the characteristics of the ‘wisdom’ of
Proverbs in its suggestion that life and prosperity follow from fear of the Lord,
which involves keeping the tongue from evil, doing good, and seeking peace,
aware that the eyes of the Lord are on the righteous and his ears open to their
prayers, while the face of the Lord is against those who do evil. The slip into
Psalm 32 reinforces this by paralleling the quotation,

Many are the torments of the wicked
But mercy surrounds those who hope in the Lord,

with the verse from Psalm 34,

The righteous has called to the Lord, and the Lord heard.
And rescued him from all his troubles.

The explicit references to the Psalms are a clue to the source of another
pervasive emphasis in this and other texts among the Apostolic Fathers,
especially the Shepherd: namely, the insistence on a ‘single mind’ (dmA7
Siavoia) and the avoidance of double-mindedness (u7y duwpvyduer). Yet it
seems at first sight probable that the overall tradition of ‘wisdom’ is what
informs the notion of the mind being fixed on God, seeking the things that are
well-pleasing and acceptable to God, following in the way of his truth, and
casting away all unrighteousness and wickedness, greed, strife, bad habits and
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trickery, gossip and malice, pride and arrogance, hatred of God and love of
empty glory, with lack of hospitality (1 Clem. 35). Through a check on where
scriptural quotations come from, the presence of this ‘wisdom’ character
seems the more apparent: Proverbs, Job, Sirach, and Wisdom of Solomon
are all utilized. However, the fact is that both the Psalms and the Law and the
Prophets are quoted more frequently. The extent to which so many of the
quotations seem to serve this overall ‘wisdom’ outlook is interesting. You
might say the Scriptures are read for a paraenesis shaped by the wisdom
traditions. Or is it rather that the generic distinctions so beloved of modern
scholars were not explicit for the early Christians?* Anything that supported
the ethical advice was exploited—the biblical narratives becoming models of
good behaviours like repentance, or bad characteristics like jealousy and envy,
alongside the use of maxims and commandments, and all exploited without
differentiation.

The overall perspective we have explored in I Clement has a theological
dimension (I Clem. 33, 60). It was by his infinite power that the Creator fixed
the heavens, and by an understanding (odveois) beyond our grasp that he set
them in order. As for humankind, he shaped it in the stamp of his own image,
as the best and greatest of his creatures according to his intellect (xara
Sudvorav). God is wise (codds) in his creating and understanding (cvverds)
in establishing what has come into being, as well as faithful, righteous, and
gracious. The paraenesis seeks to form divine qualities in believers, the object
being to please God with lives lived in holiness, righteousness, faith, repent-
ance, love, self-control, truth, patience, long-suffering, concord, peace, gentle-
ness, humility. The basis of due order in worship and service is the fact that
‘we have looked into the depths of divine knowledge (ra Bdfn 7vis felas
yvaroews)” (1 Clem. 40). It is through Christ that ‘we fix our gaze on
the heights of heaven, through him that ‘the eyes of our heart have
been opened, through him that ‘our foolish and darkened mind (4 dedveros
kai éoroTwuévrn Sudvora) blossoms towards the light’, through him that ‘the
Master wished us to taste immortal knowledge (% dfdvaros yvaois)’ (1 Clem.
36). The way to salvation is through Jesus Christ.

4 Cf. S. Weeks, ‘Wisdom in the Old Testament’ in Barton (ed.), Where shall Wisdom be
Found?, 19-30. He deconstructs the idea of the wisdom literature as a distinct biblical genre,
suggesting that the ‘wisdom tradition’ is a ‘modern construct’ (p. 21). We should also note,
perhaps, the fact that the ‘sapiential texts’ from Qumran, as well as those from Hellenistic
Judaism, appear to conflate wisdom with Torah or Halakah, while wisdom elements appear in
the community ‘rule-books’. (See the essays by G. J. Brooke, D. J. Harrington, and C. Hempel in
C. Hempel, A. Lange, and H. Lichtenberger (eds.), The Wisdom Texts from Qumran and the
Development of Sapiential Thought, BETL 159 (Leuven: Peeters, 2002). It is also well known that
wisdom elements appear in apocalyptic. (See, e.g., the essays in the same volume by P. S.
Alexander and L. T. Stuckenbruck, as well as those by L. T. Stuckenbruck and C. C. Rowland in
Where shall Wisdom be Found?)
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The strange thing is, however, that there is no trace of a Wisdom Christology
in this letter.5 Christ is a model of the humble-mindedness the author wishes to
encourage, and Isa. 53 is quoted at length to show that (1 Clem. 16). Soon after
(I Clem. 18), David fulfils the same role with a long quotation from Ps. 51, and
between these two passages, the examples of Elijah, Elisha and Ezekiel, Abra-
ham, Job, and Moses are called in to make the same point, though all of these
are said to be heralding the coming of Christ (1 Clem. 17). Mostly, the author
appeals simply to the blood of Christ, poured out for our salvation (1 Clem. 7,
21,49), to Christ as the defender and helper of our weakness (1 Clem. 36), or as
our High Priest and guardian (1 Clem. 36, 59), through whom God chose us to
be his own people (I Clem. 64). God’s ‘beloved child’, Jesus Christ, called us
from darkness to light, from ignorance to full knowledge (ém{yvwaots) of the
glory of his name (I Clem. 59); through him, God taught us and sanctified us.
Allusion to the teaching of Jesus is occasionally made, notably in I Clem. 13:

Be merciful that you may obtain mercy; forgive that you may be forgiven; as you do,
so it will be done to you; as you give, so it will be given you; as you judge, so you will be
judged; as you do good, so good will be done to you; by what measure you measure, it
will be measured to you.

To this is added an exhortation to walk in obedience; and a quote from Isaiah
is introduced with the words, ‘for the holy word says) clearly meaning the
Scriptures. The Christology of 1 Clement gets nowhere near a Wisdom or
Logos Christology—and this despite the evident knowledge of at least some
Pauline Epistles, and the clear knowledge of Proverbs.

So, among the Apostolic Fathers, 1 Clement is one of only two texts which
use the ‘wisdom’ word, cod{a, a certain amount. A wider trawl of sapiential
vocabulary and characteristics increases the sense that 1 Clement is indebted
to wisdom traditions. Yet the collages of scriptural allusions suggest that
wisdom may not be identified as a particular genre, and there is no develop-
ment of Christology in terms of the divine Wisdom.

The Epistle of Barnabas

As we have already noted, Barnabas associates codia (wisdom), oiveois
(understanding), émomjuy (learning), and yvédows (knowledge). Further-
more, this author links all of these virtually synonymous qualities with

5 For fuller discussion of I Clement’s Christology, see Harold Bertram Bumpus, The Chris-
tological Awareness of Clement of Rome and its Sources (University Press of Cambridge, 1972).
This study draws attention to the narrowing of the range of christological titles in I Clement
compared with the New Testament, and focuses on Clement’s use of «¥puos, together with the
blood theme, the servant theme and the High Priest theme. Overall, Clement’s Christology is
characterized as functional.
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knowing the meaning of things, past, present, and future. Much of his treatise
is engaged in interpreting what he identifies as prophetic words and signs. In
the midst of this process, he inserts comments like ‘T write to you more simply
so that you may understand (cvvifire)’ (Barn. 6. 5), or ‘Learn what knowledge
(yvaas) says’ (6. 9), or ‘Blessed be our Lord, brothers, who has placed in us
wisdom (co¢{a) and understanding (voos) of his secrets’ (6. 10). Later certain
Mosaic laws (called 8dyuara by the author) are given allegorical interpret-
ations, and in introducing them the author asserts that David was given
knowledge (yvdais) of these three teachings, and proceeds to quote texts to
show this. This is the way in which this author fulfils Proverbs’ interest in
understanding the dark sayings of the wise. It would seem not to differentiate
scriptural genres into law, prophecy, and wisdom.

On the whole, scriptural allusions and references in this text are to the Law
and the Prophets, and to the Psalms. There are a few quotations from
Proverbs and possible allusions to the Wisdom of Solomon, but Isaiah is
quoted against those who trust in their own understanding and learning.
There is exhortation to practise the fear of the Lord, but to this is added the
need to strive to keep his commandments—for he will judge without
respect of persons (Barn. 4. 11-12). Again, then, as in the case of I Clement,
one must ask whether there is any conscious awareness of ‘wisdom’ as a
distinct genre.

The Two Ways tradition would seem to confirm the sense that scripture is
used in undifferentiated ways. The Way of Light (Barn. 19) clearly enjoins a
pattern of life very similar to that recommended in I Clement, drawing upon a
range of scriptural sources: in a rapid survey, we note that it covers the
following ground—to love and fear one’s Creator, to glorify one’s Redeemer,
and not to take the Lord’s name in vain; to be simple in heart and not double-
minded, to hate what is not pleasing to God, and to refuse to desert the
commandments; to be humble-minded and not exalt oneself, avoid specified
sexual sins, not bear malice, love one’s neighbour more than one’s own soul,
not practice infanticide or covet one’s neighbours’ goods, not cause quarrels,
and remember that God’s judgement is to be faced. The Way of the Black One
is the converse—idolatry, for example, hypocrisy, double-heartedness, adul-
tery, murder, pride, self-sufficiency, lack of fear of God. True, the Two Ways
(both here and in the Didache) reflect the kind of moral dualism found in the
wisdom texts of the Dead Sea Scrolls and adumbrated by the Proverbs
contrast between Wisdom and Folly.6 True, it is Proverbs that speaks of
walking in the way of the good and keeping to the paths of righteousness

6 Harrington, Wisdom Texts, 34-5, 52 ff.
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(2. 20), and Barnabas sums up by saying ‘It is good to learn all the written
ordinances (Sucawwpara) of the Lord and walk in them . .. May God who rules
the whole earth, give you wisdom, understanding, learning, knowledge of his
ordinances, patience. But surely it is the whole scriptural picture of God’s
providential plans, prophetic utterances, and commandments that Barnabas
has in mind. Furthermore, both the Dead Sea Scrolls and these texts from the
Apostolic Fathers put their wisdom injunctions into an eschatological frame-
work,? which is not characteristic of the sapiential literature of the Bible, and
implies a conflation of many genres.

As in the case of 1 Clement, we find little trace of a Wisdom or Logos
Christology in this text. The only hint is a reference to the ‘glory of Jesus, for
all things are in him and for him’ (Barn. 12. 7), which is a statement very
similar to those taken to imply a cosmic ‘wisdom’ idea in the New Testament.
However, there is no mention of wisdom, and the question is: to what does
the phrase ‘all things’ refer? It could be all the riches of salvation in Christ. The
following statement focuses on the fact that he is not to be seen ‘as son of man
but as Son of God manifested in a type in the flesh’; but here and elsewhere in
this epistle, the emphasis is on ‘types’ of the cross. He endured corruption, so
that we might be sanctified through his sprinkled blood and become heirs of
the covenant (Barn. 5, passim; note the elaborate development of ‘types’ of his
sacrificial death, etc.). He is the Son of God, destined to judge the living and
the dead, one who could not suffer except for our sakes (Barn. 7, passim; here
the types of Isaac, the sin offering, and the Day of Atonement are developed,
leading to the red heifer in Barn. 8). This elaborates the message stated from
the beginning: that our Lord Jesus Christ abolished sacrifice and brought a
new law (2. 6), a new covenant, sealed in our hearts (4. 8). The people of the
new covenant celebrate not on the sabbath but on the eighth day, when ‘Jesus
rose from the dead, was made manifest and ascended to heaven’ (15.9). When
we received the remission of sins, we became new, created again from the
beginning, and God truly dwells in us, as in a spiritual temple. In explaining
how this happens, the author speaks of ‘his word of faith, the calling of his
promise, the wisdom (co¢ia) of his ordinances, the commandments of his
teaching (8:8ax1)’ adding also the fact of his prophesying and dwelling in us,
of his opening the door of the temple to those enslaved to sin and giving us
repentance (Barn. 16). As elsewhere in the Apostolic Fathers, it is the saving
work of Christ which takes centre stage, in a work that has ethical interest at
its heart.

7 Ibid., 51-2, 70-3. See also material cited in n. 4.
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WISDOM IN THE APOSTOLIC FATHERS: CONCLUSION

To sum up: even broadening our enquiry, wisdom seems a less than central
interest in the Apostolic Fathers. There is little hint of any kind of Wisdom
Christology. There is widespread use of sapiential vocabulary, some quota-
tions and allusions to the wisdom literature, and the predominant interest is
ethics. But ‘wisdom’ is not the sole contributor to this. Where Scripture is an
important quarry, the Psalms and the Law and the Prophets are at least
equally important, and in Ignatius, Scripture, like wisdom, features little,
even in one place being played down: Christ is more important than the
ancient texts (Phld. 8). In the light of this we might ask: Is it possible that,
with regard to wisdom, too much has been read back into the New Testament
from later perspectives?

WISDOM IN EARLY CHRISTIANITY

Before we turn to the New Testament, it is worth asking a little more about
those later perspectives. At what date can we trace a Wisdom Christology? Is
there any evidence that wisdom as a genre was recognized, or even produced,
by Christian authors?

To take the second question first, two texts are significant: the Sentences of
Sextus and the Teachings of Silvanus. Interestingly, both are to be found in the
Nag Hammadi library, but whereas the Teachings of Silvanus is a new discov-
ery, fuller versions of the Sentences of Sextus were already known in the
original Greek, and in Latin, Syriac, Armenian, and Georgian translations.?
Neither has characteristics generally associated with Gnosticism, so both
reinforce the point that the Nag Hammadi library is not to be regarded as a
Gnostic library as such; rather, it seems to be a collection of texts found
spiritually congenial by Pachomian monks.? Both texts resemble the wisdom
literature in being collections of wise sayings or proverbs. However, parallels
can also be cited with collections of maxims attributed to Pythagoras and
other philosophers in the Greek tradition. Both works have been influenced

8 For full discussion, see Henry Chadwick, The Sentences of Sextus, TS 5 (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1959); and R. L. Wilken, ‘Wisdom and Philosophy in Early
Christianity’, in idem (ed.), Aspects of Wisdom in Judaism and Early Christianity (Notre Dame,
Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press, 1975), 143-68.

9 J. M. Robinson, Introduction, in The Nag Hammadi Library in English (Leiden: Brill, 1977),
1-25.
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by a blend of Stoicism and Platonism, but then the same could be said of the
Wisdom of Solomon. The Sentences of Sextus is clearly a reworking of an
earlier collection; its Christian character is somewhat veiled, though Origen
and others seem to have known it as a Christian work. The Teachings of
Silvanus show many remarkable parallels to Clement of Alexandria.’® Both
would seem to have begun to circulate in the late second century, and both
presuppose the view that Christianity is a philosophy, teaching the right way
of life.

Despite close parallels to Proverbs, Sirach, and the Wisdom of Solomon,
there is not necessarily a direct dependence on the biblical wisdom books.
Wilken points out that ‘pithy and pointed sayings about fame or loquacity are
as old as the human race...(They) are familiar in most cultures and are
amply attested from Greek and Latin antiquity’1! Their existence suggests the
development of Christian ‘wisdom literature’ as the second century pro-
gressed—though probably under the influence of Hellenistic philosophy
rather than conscious imitation of a recognized, distinct biblical genre.

As for Wisdom Christology, we might presume that the Logos theology of
Justin Martyr has Wisdom features. Interestingly, there is no explicit trace of
this in the Apologies. However, in the Dialogue with Trypho 61, Prov. 8. 21-36
is quoted in full, to justify the claim that, before all creatures, God begat a
Beginning, and this is named by the Holy Spirit in Scripture, now the Glory of
the Lord, now the Son, now Wisdom, now an Angel, then God, and then Lord
and Logos. This is confirmed by appeal to Genesis (Dial. 62): ‘Let us make
man in our own image’ and ‘Behold, Adam has become as one of us’. Clearly
there were at least two involved in the act of creation, and it was the one
Solomon calls Wisdom, begotten as a Beginning before all creatures, whom
God addressed. The Son of God, who is God’s Logos, is similarly identified
with personified Wisdom in other apologists—Athenagoras and Theophilus,
for example. It then becomes standard in the work of Clement of Alexandria,
Origen, and Tertullian, eventually being an unquestioned assumption at the
time when the Proverbs text was catapulted into the centre of controversy
because Arius took the words ‘The Lord created me as a beginning of his ways’
literally, and argued that this so-called ‘Begotten’ One was the first and
greatest of the creatures.!2

Wisdom Christology of a sort is present, then, from the mid-second
century. We might note, however, that it arises explicitly from the process of
searching the Scriptures—prior to the development of a New Testament

10 See J. Zandee, “The Teachings of Silvanus” and Clement of Alexandria: A New Document of
Alexandrian Theology (Leiden: Ex Oriente Lux, 1977).

11 Wilken, ‘Wisdom and Philosophy’, 149.

12 See my article ‘Proverbs 8 in Interpretation’.
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canon and without any obvious cross-reference to the texts that would
eventually make up the New Testament—for passages illuminating the person
of Christ. Furthermore, it is an element in building up a picture of the pre-
existent Logos out of undifferentiated prophetic texts, rather than a discrete
Christological tradition. On the other hand, it must have been at about the
same time as Justin made this connection with Wisdom that Valentinus began
to develop (or perhaps inspire the development of)!3 the myth of Sophia,
which has such a central place in his version of Christian Gnosticism. Both
imply recognition of Wisdom as a pre-existent heavenly being. Despite the
negative evidence of the Apostolic Fathers, one might imagine that such
notions did not spring up de novo in the mid-second century.

REASSESSING WISDOM IN THE NEW TESTAMENT

It is time to ask the question whether there needs to be a reassessment of
wisdom in the New Testament as a result of these explorations.'4

There are undoubtedly more uses of cop{a and related words in the New
Testament than there are in the Apostolic Fathers. But before we turn to work
through these in detail, a general comment seems apposite. As in the Apos-
tolic Fathers, there are long passages of paraenesis in the New Testament. At
one time it almost seemed appropriate to suggest that, since the Law no
longer applied to Christians, the Christian way of life was shaped by collec-
tions of wisdom sayings. ‘Wisdom’ seemed to explain the character of, for
example, the Epistle of James. In the light of our findings concerning the
Apostolic Fathers, I would like to suggest that this is too hasty a judgement,
and this is confirmed by a quick glance at the range of scriptural allusions in
the example already mentioned: James may contain quotations and allusions
to Proverbs and Sirach, but there are just as many to Psalms, and indeed to the
Law. The same could be said about the ethical teaching at the end of Romans.

13 This caveat arises from the fact that the myth of Sophia does not appear in the Gospel of
Truth and is attributed to Ptolemaeus by Irenaeus in Adversus Haereses.

14 For the current position, and corollaries drawn from it, see the essays by J. D. G. Dunn,
TJesus: Teacher of Wisdom or Wisdom Incarnate?’, and S. C. Barton, ‘Gospel Wisdom), in Barton
(ed.), Where shall Wisdom be Found?, 75-92, 93-110 resp. A few sentences may be quoted here:
‘In [John’s] Gospel there is no doubt that Jesus is presented as Wisdom Incarnate’ (p. 77). ‘[I]n
his use of this material [Q sayings] Matthew seems consciously to have edited it to present Jesus
more in the person of or as the embodiment of divine Wisdom’ (p. 78). ‘At the heart of
[Matthew’s] portrayal, Jesus’ identity as the wisdom of God is revealed uniquely and powerfully
in a prayer-cum-invitation [= Matt. 11. 25-30], itself analogous to the words about wisdom in
Sir. 6. 23 ff and 51. 2 ff* (pp. 95-6). ‘If in Matthew, Jesus teaches the way of wisdom, in John
much more explicitly he is the Way’ (p. 104).
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Besides this, we should take account of the relatively recent reassessment of
the Pauline literature, suggesting that it was the applicability of the ethnic
marks of a Jew to Gentiles, rather than the commandments as such, that was
at issue. Like that of the Apostolic Fathers, the paraenesis of the New Testa-
ment is taken from right across the Scriptures, and it is as much to be
regarded as divine commandments as moral advice, for obedience is expected.
My first conclusion, then, is that, as in the Apostolic Fathers, so in the New
Testament, there is no explicit recognition of a distinct wisdom genre.
We should now examine the actual use of cogia and its cognates.

The Pauline Epistles

It is, of course, the Pauline material which provides us with the most frequent
usage, and most notably 1 Corinthians. In chapters 1-315 Paul protests that he
was not sent to preach the Gospel év copia Adyov (with eloquent wisdom),
quotes Isa. 29. 14: ‘T will destroy the wisdom of the wise’, and asks ‘Where is
the wise one? ... Has not God made foolish the wisdom of the world?” As we
have seen, this negative evaluation of wisdom is taken up in the Apostolic
Fathers—in Ignatius and especially 1 Clement. Paul goes on to say that God
decided to save those who believe through the foolishness of preaching,
because in the wisdom of God, the world did not know God through wisdom.
Not many wise are called, and the wise are shamed by what is foolish. The
foolishness of preaching is about Christ crucified—foolishness to the Gen-
tiles, yet, according to Paul, Christ the Wisdom of God. For God’s foolishness
is wiser than human wisdom. Hays suggests that this is clearly irony, yet a few
verses later Paul affirms that Christ Jesus became for us Wisdom from God.

Now it is very easy to read a Wisdom Christology into such a direct
identification of Christ with wisdom, especially in the light of later develop-
ments. But given that this does not happen in the Apostolic Fathers, yet there
are there clear allusions to Paul’s perspectives in this epistle, is this justified?
Maybe we need to bracket out our awareness of Colossians as we proceed with
the Corinthian correspondence.

As we move into chapter 2, Paul continues to affirm that it was not with
lofty words or wisdom that he proclaimed God’s mystery. His word or
preaching was not characterized by the persuasive words of wisdom. The
reason for this was to ensure that it was not on human wisdom that the
listeners’ faith rested. Yet he did speak wisdom among the mature, wisdom

15 For a full discussion of this passage, see R. B. Hays, ‘Wisdom according to Paul’, in Barton
(ed.), Where shall Wisdom be Found?, 111-23. Hays emphasizes the irony in this passage, and
argues against there being a Wisdom Christology here.
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not of this world, the wisdom of God in a mystery. So what is this wisdom? He
says it was secret and hidden, decreed before the ages for our glory. He has
already identified it as Christ crucified. So far from being a Wisdom Christ-
ology, this would seem to be reflection on the mysterious fact that the Messiah
died, a foolish fact, an unexpected fact, but now affirmed to be within the
divine foreknowledge and gracious provision for human salvation. Paul’s
apostrophe to wisdom in Romans (11. 33: ‘O the depth of the riches and
wisdom and knowledge of God!’) also occurs in a context where the inscrut-
ability of God’s judgements and providential plans are in question. The
association of wisdom and foresight that we noticed in Hermas (Vis. 1. 3)
may confirm this reading.

No wonder Paul has to speak of these things in words taught by the Spirit,
rather than in words taught by human wisdom (2. 13). Human wisdom,
which finds these things incomprehensible, is foolishness with God: Job and
the Psalms are called in to confirm this: ‘He catches the wise in their cleverness
(mavovpyial6)’ and ‘the Lord knows the thoughts of the wise that they are
futile’ (1 Cor. 3. 19-20). In 2 Corinthians ‘fleshly wisdom’ is contrasted with
single-mindedness, sincerity, and God’s grace (1. 12). Yet, among the gifts
given by the Spirit (1 Cor. 12. 8), Paul includes the word of wisdom and the
word of knowledge. His interest in wisdom is highly paradoxical, because the
cross is distinctly paradoxical, and God’s ways are beyond human compre-
hension. Yet the paradox of human wisdom is already to be found in the
Scriptures, and Paul exploits this, referring not only to the Psalms and
wisdom literature but to the prophet Jeremiah: ‘Let him who boasts, boast
in the Lord’ alludes to a verse which begins ‘Do not let the wise boast in their
wisdom’ (Jer. 9. 23).17

So in the unquestionably authentic Pauline epistles, where wisdom is
explored explicitly, it is within the same range of use as that found in the
Apostolic Fathers, and, as in their case, informed by the Scriptures, Psalms
and Prophets, as well as wisdom literature. One other passage, however, we
cannot overlook, even though wisdom is not mentioned: namely 1 Cor. 8. 6:
‘But for us there is one God the Father, from whom are all things and we are
for him, and one Lord Jesus Christ through whom are all things and we
are through him. This statement is often interpreted as if the relationship
between God and Christ is being patterned on the personified Wisdom who is
God’s instrument of creation (Prov. 8). The cryptic use of prepositions means

16 All uses of mavovpyia in the NT are negative in meaning—besides this, see 2 Cor. 4. 2; 11. 3;
Eph. 4. 14; Luke 20. 23. Cf. 7avodpyos in 2 Cor. 12. 16.

17 For the development of this ambivalence about wisdom in apocalyptic and the NT, see
Christopher Rowland, ¢ “Sweet Science Reigns”: Divine and Human Wisdom in the Apocalyptic
Tradition) in Barton (ed.), Where shall Wisdom be Found?, 61-74.
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that the meaning can be teased out only by importing assumptions, and
maybe ‘all things’ (r7a mdvra) is not as transparent as is often assumed.
Reading in the light of 1 Clement rather than Colossians, we might suggest
that the one God the Father is the source of all (possibly all the riches of
salvation, as I suggested in relation to Barnabas) and our goal, while the one
Lord Jesus Christ is the means whereby all God’s purposes of salvation are
effected and the one through whom we are called into those benefits.

If the obscurities of 1 Cor. 8. 6 are discounted, it is clear that the references
to wisdom in Ephesians and Colossians give us rather different material from
that examined so far. Yo¢la appears almost entirely in a positive light in
Colossians. So 1. 9: in prayers for the recipients, the request has been made
that they be ‘filled with knowledge (én{yvwaois) of God’s will in all spiritual
wisdom and understanding (sdveos); 1. 28: preaching Christ involves teach-
ing everyone in all wisdom; 3. 16: it is hoped that the word of Christ may
dwell in them richly and that they will teach one another in all wisdom; 4. 5:
they are to ‘walk in wisdom’ with respect to outsiders. Only in one context
does the word of wisdom appear as negative, identified with human com-
mands and teachings (2. 22-3).18 Christ is explicitly said to be the one ‘in
whom all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge are hidden’ (2. 3). In an
earlier passage,'® which does not actually mention wisdom, it is suggested that
‘he is the image of the invisible God, the first born of all creation, for in him all
things in heaven and on earth were created. .. he is before all things and all
things hold together in him’ (1. 15-17). This certainly seems to express the
content of Prov. 8 in an allusive way, and it attributes this creative pre-
existence to God’s ‘beloved Son’ (1. 13), who is ‘the head of the body, the
church’, and the ‘first-born of the dead’ (1. 18). It would seem, then, that we
have here the makings of an explicit Wisdom Christology, though we should
perhaps take note of Robert Morgan’s caveat: ‘[T]hese Wisdom passages in
the New Testament probably originated in liturgical contexts. .. This wisdom
idea is mythos not logos, and therefore not, strictly speaking, a Christology
which expresses conceptually what the myth narrates pictorially. The phrase
“Wisdom Christology” is therefore potentially misleading, a product of a
one-sidedly doctrinal emphasis in New Testament theology.20

In Ephesians co¢ia is apparently identified with revelation: 1. 8 tells of the
grace ‘which overflows on us, with all wisdom and insight (¢pdvnots), making

18 This passage seems to owe something to Gal. 4. 3, and shares some of the same difficult
features for interpretation: e.g., to what does the phrase ‘elements of the world’ refer?

19 For a full discussion of this passage, see M. D. Hooker, ‘Where is Wisdom to be Found?
Colossians 1. 15-20 (1), in Ford and Stanton (eds.), Reading Texts, Seeking Wisdom, 116-28.

20 R. Morgan, ‘Jesus Christ, the Wisdom of God (2)’, in Ford and Stanton (eds.), Reading
Texts. Seeking Wisdom, 29.
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known (yvwpioas) to us the mystery of his will’; 1. 17 prays that God may give
the addressees the spirit of wisdom and (the spirit of) revelation in knowing
(ém{yvwors) him, so that the eyes of the heart, being enlightened, may know
what is the hope of his calling (etc.); 3. 10 wants the wisdom of God to be
known to the rulers and powers in the heavens through the church—appar-
ently picking up the notion in 1 Cor. 2. 8 that the rulers of this world did not
know God’s wisdom. All of these statements could be interpreted in the same
terms as 1 Corinthians (see above). Explicit Wisdom Christology is less
evident than in Colossians, but the same generally positive use of co¢ia
distinguishes both from the Corinthian correspondence and the Apostolic
Fathers. Perhaps we have stumbled on further evidence suggesting that
Colossians and Ephesians are post-Pauline.2! In any case, they seem not to
be known to Ignatius, Polycarp, and Clement, even though these authors
knew the Corinthian letters. Whatever their provenance, they apparently
anticipate the development of Logos theology later in the second century, as
well as the interest in Sophia found among Gnostics.

Other New Testament Material

So what about the rest of the New Testament? The cluster of sapiential
vocabulary is scattered around the New Testament texts: odveois and
owvetds, ppdvnots and Ppdviuos, copia and ocodds, together with a fairly
widespread assumption that ‘instruction’ (watde{a) is needed, and righteous-
ness the goal. Thus, 2 Tim. 2. 7 suggests that the Lord will give Timothy
understanding (civeocs) in all things, and that the scriptures are able to make
you wise (co¢i{oar) for salvation, because they are useful for the instruction
(mawdela) that leads to righteousness (3. 15). According to Titus 2. 12, the
grace of God has appeared with salvation, ‘training (waidedovoa) us to
renounce impiety and worldly passions’ (cf. 1 Tim. 1. 20: to train not to
blaspheme; 2 Tim. 2. 25: correcting (ma:dedwv) opponents with gentleness).
James encourages the reader to ask for wisdom if it is lacking (1. 5). The
question is posed (3. 13): who is wise (so$ds) and understanding (émorjuwr)
among you? The answer lies in the advice, ‘Let him show by a good life that
his works are done with gentleness born of wisdom’. This is contrasted with
ambition, boastfulness, and being false to the truth, which are attributed to a
wisdom that does not come down from above, but is earthly, natural
(pvyw)), and ‘demonic® (Satpovicddns). Wisdom from above is, first, pure,

21 T should acknowledge that prior to this investigation I accepted Colossians as authentic,
though doubted whether Ephesians was.
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then peaceable, gentle, willing to give way, full of mercy and good fruits,
without partiality or hypocrisy. It is associated with a harvest of righteous-
ness. These ethical characteristics are reminiscent of what we have found in
the Apostolic Fathers, and are equally indebted to the whole range of scrip-
tural material.

2 Pet. 3. 15 suggests that Paul wrote ‘according to the wisdom (co¢ia) given
him’, but denies following ‘cleverly devised (cecodiouévors) myths’ in making
known the coming of Jesus Christ (1. 16). Acts indicates that those selected to
be deacons were men full of the spirit and wisdom (cod{a), and that those
who tried to argue with Stephen could not stand up to the wisdom and the
spirit with which he spoke (6. 3, 10). In Stephen’s speech, Joseph is said to
have been enabled to win favour and show wisdom before Pharaoh (7. 10),
and Moses is said to have been instructed (éraidedfy) in all the wisdom of the
Egyptians (7. 22). Interestingly, Acts has no other passages which are of
interest to our enquiries about wisdom, and apart from the gospels this
virtually exhausts our enquiry, though we should perhaps note that Revela-
tion finds wisdom necessary in order to understand the number of the beast
(13. 18) and to interpret the seven heads (17. 9), while including wisdom in its
hymns: ‘Blessing and glory and wisdom. .. be to our God! (7. 12); ‘Worthy is
the Lamb...to receive power and wealth and wisdom...” (5. 12). In this
apocalyptic work, wisdom is both attributed to God and also associated with
unpacking riddles, rather as it is in Barnabas. On the whole, these scattered
references suggest a positive view of wisdom, and a link between wisdom and
the Scriptures. But again there is no hint of awareness of a distinct wisdom
genre or indeed of Wisdom Christology.

The one possible hint of a Wisdom Christology is to be found in Heb. 1. 3.
Wisdom is again not explicitly mentioned (as in the cases already reviewed in
1 Cor. 8. 6 and Col. 1. 15-20), but language used of the all-pervading cosmic
wisdom described in Wisd. 7 is transferred to ‘the Son, through whom God
made the ages, and who holds all things by the word of his power. This
probably needs to be regarded, alongside Colossians, as an early expression of
Wisdom Christology. Yet it is an intriguing observation that most of the
passages which potentially articulate a Wisdom Christology fail to mention
wisdom.

The Gospels

In the synoptic gospels people wonder about the cog{a given to Jesus (Mark 6.
2; Matt. 13. 54); Luke suggests that Jesus grew in wisdom (2. 40, 52),
and people were amazed at Jesus understanding (oiveats) as a child (2. 47).
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The queen of the south travelled far to listen to Solomon’s wisdom, but
something greater than Solomon is here (Matt. 12. 42; Luke 11. 31). Jesus
promises to give ‘words and wisdom’ to the disciples when they experience
persecution (Luke 21. 15). He advises people to be cunning (¢pdvipos) as
serpents (Matt. 10. 16), and tells parables: about the cunning person who
built his house on a rock, contrasted with the foolish who built on sand (Matt.
7. 24); about cunning and foolish virgins (Matt. 25. 1-12); about faithful and
cunning slaves or stewards (Matt. 24. 45; Luke 12. 42). Jesus also teaches in
parables, which need interpretation and whose meaning is esoteric (Mark 4.
10-13 and parallels), a reminder of the Proverbs assumption that wisdom
involves perception of the meaning of parables and the dark sayings of the
wise. Yet wisdom is hardly a discrete element in the complexity of the Jesus
tradition. He is seer as well as sage.22

There are two perplexing statements in these gospels: (1) ‘Wisdom is
justified by her works’ (Matt. 11. 19) or ‘by her children’ (Luke 7. 35); and
(2) ‘For this reason even the Wisdom of God said, “I will send them prophets
and apostles, some of whom they will kill and persecute” ’ (Luke 11. 49). In
the case of the latter, to posit a saying from a lost wisdom book seems wide of
the mark, as also to suggest that Christ is identified without explanation as
Wisdom. I would like to suggest that this text is best explained in the light of
1 Corinthians: the puzzle of the persecuted Messiah, put to death on a cross, is
again in the background. Paul had suggested that this unexpected outcome
was to be seen as the wisdom of God, as something deep in the divine
foreknowledge. Luke now relates it to the perennial persecution of the
prophets evidenced in the Scriptures, attributing to Jesus the thought we
found in Paul—that God’s wisdom foresaw and foretold the crucifixion. If
that explanation is right, then the other saying probably coheres with it. The
oddity of Jesus’ behaviour if he is a holy man, and his difference from John the
Baptist, is like the peculiarity of the crucified Messiah. The outcome—namely,
the redemption realized as the outworking of God’s providential plan—
justifies the notion that it all happened according to God’s wisdom.

As far as the gospels are concerned, there remain only the questions raised
by the Prologue of John’s Gospel and its precursor, the so-called Johannine
Thunderbolt in the synoptic material (Matt. 11. 25-30; Luke 10. 21-2). Both
are again cases where wisdom is not explicit, but scriptural parallels have
made an implicit association an attractive supposition. In the case of the
passage in Matthew, attention is drawn to Sir. 51, a chapter which opens with

22 Ben Witherington III, Jesus the Sage (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1994); idem, Jesus the Seer
(Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 1999). Note the discussion in Dunn, ‘Jesus: Teacher of Wisdom
or Wisdom Incarnate?’, where the ‘eschatological plus’ modifies the widespread acceptance of
the Third Quest that Jesus was simply a teacher of wisdom.
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thanksgiving similar to the words of Jesus, ‘I thank you, Father, Lord of
heaven and earth’, and later enjoins those who lack instruction to come to
the author’s school, put on the yoke, and be willing to learn. This is taken to
illuminate the words, ‘Come to me...Take my yoke upon you and learn of
me), and to imply that Jesus takes the place of Wisdom. This conflation of
Wisdom with the Son of God presumably then informs the Logos Christology
of the Johannine Prologue.

However, in the synoptic passage, there is, first, an emphasis very similar to
that in 1 Corinthians—the revelation is denied to the wise and given to the
humble-minded—and, secondly, even if there is an allusion to Sir. 51, the
invitation is to the teacher of wisdom, not Wisdom itself. True, that may be
read in by associating it with Sir. 24, where Wisdom is personified as in Prov.
8 and is then identified both with the creative Word of God and with Torah,
but the point of the passage is surely that the Son is the best teacher available.
The next question is how far the author of the Johannine Prologue might
have made all the supposed associations. To which the answer may be: as
much as, and no more than, the other passages we have noted which seemed
to attach a creative and cosmic role to the pre-existent Christ but without
mentioning wisdom. Already the Psalms had affirmed that ‘By the word of
the Lord the heavens were made’ (Ps. 33. 6), and the prophets spoke by the
word of the Lord. If the thrust of the passage as a whole is to show that it was
the mind and intention of God from the very beginning which was enfleshed
in Jesus, then what the Prologue is about is much the same as what we
found in 1 Corinthians. Perhaps the apocalyptic notion of God’s plan being
laid up in heaven to be revealed in God’s good time is more pertinent than
‘wisdom’.

CONCLUSION

For many theologians and New Testament scholars, what I have offered will
seem an extraordinarily minimalist reading of the New Testament material.
To some extent it is true that I have sought to play down long-held scholarly
assumptions as a kind of experiment. Of course, the New Testament texts had
a future, where maximal intertextual associations would make a full-bodied
notion of the embodiment of God’s Wisdom in Jesus a core component in a
richly layered Christology, and maybe the fact is that the Apostolic Fathers
fall short of the depth already reached at an earlier date by Paul and other
theologians such as the author of John’s Gospel. But, somewhat to my own
astonishment, this exploration of wisdom in the Apostolic Fathers has
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provoked the question: to what extent do we owe this maximalist reading
to later developments? Do we still too easily read back later doctrines
into the earliest texts, even when overtly espousing the historico-critical
method? Maybe we do. My minimalist reading is offered as a way of testing
this possibility.



Part IV

Church, Ministry, and Sacraments in the
New Testament and the
Apostolic Fathers
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The Church in Ephesians, 2 Clement, and the
Shepherd of Hermas

John Muddiman

INTRODUCTION

The ground-breaking volume, The New Testament in the Apostolic Fathers,
published by a committee of the Oxford Society for Historical Theology! in
1905, whose centenary this volume and its companion celebrate, introduced
into the discussion of the delicate question of the earliest attestation to the
New Testament documents some necessary distinctions. The committee cate-
gorized possible allusions on a four-point scale: a = ‘no reasonable doubt’; b =
‘a high degree of probability; ¢ = ‘a lower degree of probability; and d = ‘too
uncertain to allow any reliance’, with other very slight allusions noted but left
unassessed or ‘unclassed’. Although some of the committee’s assessments are
questionable, and certain of them involving Ephesians will be questioned
below, the importance of this refinement of criteria and careful distinctions as
to degrees of probability was an important advance in critical scholarship.
The detection of allusions to the New Testament in the earliest Christian
writings has a direct bearing on many of the central issues in the history of the
early church, such as the dating, provenance, and dissemination of the NT
documents; textual criticism before actual manuscript evidence becomes
available; the persistence of oral tradition alongside written texts; evidence
for lost documents such as Q; the formation of the four-gospel canon and the
Pauline letter collection; and highly controversial issues like the date and
sources of the Didache (and indeed apocryphal works like the Gospel of
Thomas and the Gospel of Peter). Depending on the results of such studies,

1 The Committee consisted of scholars who were somewhat on the fringe of the university
establishment, including dissenters like Professor J. Vernon Bartlet, of the Congregational
Mansfield College, and Dr Drummond, Principal of the Unitarian Manchester College, along
with Professor Kirsopp Lake, who moved to Leiden in 1904. This may explain a certain
distancing in the Preface: “The Society has no responsibility whatever for the work’ (p. iii).
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very different reconstructions of the origins and early development of Chris-
tianity are proposed.

To illustrate just how important The New Testament in the Apostolic Fathers
was and still remains, I will give a recent example of what can happen when its
cautionary judgements are ignored. In his recent commentary on Ephesians,
Harold Hoehner begins his sixty-page defence of Pauline authorship, with
this statement: ‘Ephesians has the earliest attestation of any New Testament
book. Already in the first century or very early second century Clement of
Rome (fl. 96), when mentioning “one God and one Christ and one Spirit”,
may be a reference to Eph 4:4—6.2 It is not just the grammar but also the logic
of this statement that are confused. Although The New Testament in the
Apostolic Fathers is footnoted at this point, no mention is made of its
judgement that the likelihood of an allusion to Ephesians at I Clem. 46. 6 is
no better than d. The reasons the Committee gave deserve to be quoted:

At first sight it would appear probable that Clement has the passage in Ephesians in
his mind; but we must remember that the passages both in Ephesians and in Clement
are very possibly founded upon some liturgical forms, and it thus seems impossible to
establish any dependence of Clement upon Ephesians.>

When Hoehner comes to comment on Eph. 4. 46, he claims that it is entirely
Paul’s free composition, noting that it ‘revolves around the three persons of
the Trinity’ (!) and rebukes the ‘many New Testament scholars’ who are ‘much
too eager to designate hymns those portions that seem to have some sort of
meter. But it is not a matter of metre; it is rather the string of verbless
nominatives that calls for some kind of liturgical, quasi-credal explanation.
Hoehner refers to three other passages in 1 Clement, as follows: 59. 3: ‘the eyes
of the heart), which is deemed ‘most likely an allusion to Eph 1:17-18’; 36. 2:
‘darkened in understanding, which is ‘probably an allusion to Eph 4.18’; and
38. 1: ‘let each be subject to his neighbour’, which is ‘reminiscent of Eph 5:21’.
Of these the Oxford Committee noted only the first, which it rated d. It is
precisely this kind of overstatement of the evidence that The New Testament in
the Apostolic Fathers was seeking to challenge.*

2 H. Hoehner, Ephesians—An Exegetical Commentary, BECNT (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Baker
Academic, 2002), 2.

3 NTAE 53. Cf. H. E. Lona, Der erste Clemensbrief, KAV 2 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1998), 9: ‘Only knowledge of 1 Corinthians and Romans can be demonstrated with
certainty, quoted in M. Hengel, The Four Gospels and the One Gospel of Jesus Christ (London:
SCM Press, 2000), 285 n. 510; see also 285 n. 511 on Lona’s unreasonable doubts about
1 Clement’s use of Hebrews.

4 The treatment of the NT allusions in 1 Clement by D. A. Hagner, The Use of the Old and New
Testaments in Clement of Rome, NovISup 34 (Leiden: Brill, 1973), to which Hoehner refers
approvingly, begins with the key parallel 1 Clem. 46. 6 // Eph. 4. 4—6 and admits the probability
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It is hardly necessary to add that Clement does not attribute any of these
phrases to Paul, let alone identify them as coming from his letter to the
Ephesians. So, this evidence could only be reckoned ‘Attestation of Pauline
Authorship of Ephesians—the heading of the opening section of the com-
mentary—if the mere fact of its use implied the highest apostolic authority
for the source. On that showing, with equal cogency, one could argue for
early attestation to the Pauline authorship of Hebrews, which is beyond any
reasonable doubt employed by Clement! In what follows I shall look briefly at
the material on the church in Ephesians, then in subsequent parts examine
the textual evidence for the use of Ephesians by 2 Clement and the Shepherd of
Hermas. That evidence is inconclusive, but I shall also consider conceptual
similarities between these texts at key points, which, I suggest, raise the
likelihood of dependence to a higher level of probability.

I. EPHESIANS

The development of Paul’s ecclesiology by the pseudonymous author of
Ephesians is too large and complex a topic for this short paper. It is sufficient
for our present purposes to refer to certain points in the letter relevant to the
discussion of the possible relationships, literary and conceptual, between
Ephesians, 2 Clement, and the Shepherd.

The priority of Ephesians in terms of date of composition over these
other two documents is a reasonable but unprovable assumption. Its use by
I Clement is not beyond dispute, as we have seen above. The echoes in
Ignatius, not least in his own letter to the Ephesians (see Ign. Eph. 1. 3—14;
12. 2), are more compelling.> And the parallels between Ephesians and 1 Peter
may also be relevant to this issue; but the date of the latter and the direction of
the dependence, if any, are uncertain. The earliest part of the date range for
the Shepherd and 2 Clement (see below) could in principle precede the dates of
Ignatius and 1 Peter.

that both passages ‘depend on a primitive confession of faith’ He then withdraws the admission:
‘Nevertheless, it is easier to suppose that Clement has derived the passage from Ephesians, since
from the following, it seems that he was acquainted with the epistle’ and the inconsequential
echoes listed above are cited. But to appeal to an accumulation of negligible examples to confirm
influence in the one instance where a case, albeit weak for the reason stated, might be made is a
very dubious methodology.

5 See P. Foster, ‘The Epistles of Ignatius of Antioch and the Writings that later formed the
New Testament’, Ch. 7 in the companion volume.
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Apart from the dating, there is a second factor affecting the likelihood of
the possible influence of Ephesians on the other texts, which is the nature of
its association with the other Pauline letters. For instance, if we adopt the
Goodspeed—Knox¢ hypothesis that Ephesians was intended from the start as a
preface to the collected ten-letter edition, then it is more plausible to argue
that demonstrable dependence on any one letter is evidence of acquaintance
with them all. But there are good reasons for resisting that hypothesis.” If, as
seems more likely, Ephesians was at first meant to be read on its own in and
around the place of its composition, and was circulated further afield perhaps
in conjunction with the other Asiatic letters, Colossians and Philemon, then it
is conceivable that it may not have spread to every part of the Christian world
(and to Rome in particular8) until quite a late date. This is speculation of
course. All options remain open.

Before the Pauline letters began to be treated as Scripture, the convention
seems to have been not to quote them verbatim—after all, ‘the letter kills, the
Spirit alone gives life’ (2 Cor. 3. 6)—but to continue, as it were, ‘the living
voice’ of the Apostle.® While this could be used to argue that very minor
similarities in wording might be evidence of knowledge of the letters, equally
the preference for oral tradition could mean that these are the common
idioms of apostolic preaching and do not require explanation in terms of
literary dependence. More important, therefore, are the distinctive underlying
patterns of thought in a New Testament text when they reappear in the
Apostolic Fathers. It is these aspects of the thought of the author of Ephesians
concerning the church to which we now turn.

All the references to éxrkAnoia in Ephesians are to the universal, indeed
cosmic church. The word is not used of the local congregation as it regularly is
in Paul.1® The features of the ecclesiology of Ephesians that are relevant are the
following. (They are numbered for (1) to (10) for ease of later reference.)

(1) 1. 4: That God the Father has elected us in him before the foundation of

the world. (Note the idea of the predestination/pre-existence of the
church.)

6 E.J. Goodspeed, The Meaning of Ephesians (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1933);
J. Knox, Philemon among the Letters of Paul (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1935).

7 See J. Muddiman, The Epistle to the Ephesians, BNTC (London: Continuum, 2001), 12-14.
All subsequent references to this commentary are indicated by Eph: BNTC.

8 The lack of clear evidence that Clement of Rome knew other ‘Pauline’ letters apart from
Hebrews, 1 Corinthians, and Romans might imply that even the Roman church at the end of the
first century lacked a full set.

9 See L. C. A. Alexander, ‘The Living Voice: Scepticism towards the Written Word in Early
Christianity and Graeco-Roman Texts’, in D. J. A. Clines, S. E. Fowl, and S. E. Porter (eds.), The
Bible in Three Dimensions, JSOTSup 87 (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1990), 221-47.

10 And even in Colossians: e.g., 4. 16.
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(2) 1.22 f.: That God appointed Christ head over all things for the Church
which is his body, the fullness of the all-filling Christ. (Note the combin-
ation of the ideas of the universal lordship of the risen Christ both over
creation (combining Ps. 110. 1 and Ps. 8. 7) and also over the church.)

(3) 2. 6: That Christians are already raised with Christ and even seated with
him in heaven. (The strongly realized eschatology is noteworthy.)

(4) 2.20 ff.: That Christ is the corner-stone of a spiritual temple founded on
the apostles and prophets. (The church, then, is a building with foun-
dations already laid, but one that is still under construction and with its
members like stones, ‘fitted together’: cf. 4. 16.)

(5) 3.9: That the church is the means by which the long hidden mysterious
plan of God the Creator is now revealed to the principalities and powers
in the heavenly places. (The revelatory function of the church is here
emphasized, even though the exact means by which it is accomplished
are left obscure.)

(6) 3.21: That glory is due to God in the church and in Christ Jesus. (Note
that the parallel implies a certain equality between the two.)

(7) 4. 11: That the ascended Christ is the source of the original apostolic
ministry and its successors. (By implication, the church’s ministry
exercises the authority of the glorified Christ.)

(8) 5.23: That Christ is the head of the church and himself the saviour of the
body.

(9) 5.25 f.: That Christ loved the church and gave himself for her, cleansing
her with the word through the water bath, in order to present her to
himself in all her glory without spot or wrinkle.

(10) 5. 31 f.: That Gen. 2. 24 is an allegory of the union between Christ and
the church.t

There are many other passages which are relevant to an analysis of the
teaching on the church in Ephesians, but these remarkable assertions allow
us to make a general point: there is no other book in the New Testament
where the emphasis on the transcendent character of the church is so explicit
and so marked. And when we encounter this same emphasis in certain of the
Apostolic Fathers, there is a presumption in favour of some kind of influence,
direct or indirect, from Ephesians. In the passages listed above, there are in
most cases good reasons, linguistic and contextual, for supposing that the
writer himself is formulating these ideas and not just borrowing them from

11 The last three points will be taken up in slightly more detail below, but for a fuller
discussion of the distinctive ecclesiology of Ephesians, see Eph: BNTC, 18 f., and ad loc.
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the source(s) he was using. But it would be wrong to think of this develop-
ment of Paul’s teaching as the distortion of an originally functional, low
ecclesiology. Rather, the author of Ephesians is intent on exposing and
articulating the deeper roots in Jewish apocalyptic of Paul’s thought on the
church. Fidelity to the latter is surely implied by the very genre of a pseud-
epigraphical letter written in Paul’s name. Gal. 4 is particularly instructive in
this connection, the ‘pre-existence’ of the redeemed community being made
clear in the allegory of Sarah (‘the other woman corresponds to the Jerusalem
above: she is free and she is our mother, Gal. 4. 26), and the images of
heavenly woman and heavenly city being combined.

A few more comments on the last three items in the above list are in order.
These all appear in the so-called household code. The author’s use of this
conventional form derives from his source (whether Colossians or something
very like Colossians), but he has completely transformed the first section on
husbands and wives. The code sought to endorse family values by placing
them in the context of faith ‘in the Lord), but the author of Ephesians has a
very different purpose: to describe the glorious destiny of the Church.

I have recently argued the case that Eph. 5. 22 incorporates an earlier
tradition: ‘Just as Man is the head of Woman so Christ is the head of the
Church and himself the Saviour of the Body’12 The man and woman in
question were not just any Ephesian married couple but the primeval pair,
Adam and Eve. Just as Adam was the head (source) and head (ruler) of Eve, so
Christ is both head and ruler of the church. The pre-existence/foreordination
of the church is implied in this appeal to the creation story of Gen. 2-3. The
church is allegorically speaking older even than Sarah; she is as old as Eve.
Secondly, Eph. 5. 27 refers to the preparation of the bride-church for union
with Christ as the washing away not, as one might expect, of the dirt of sin,
but of every disfiguring skin blemish (omilos) or wrinkle/sign of ageing
(puris). Whether the author consciously intended by this unusual imagery a
reference to baptismal rejuvenation (see John 3. 5), it was open to someone
like Hermas to pick up and extensively develop the image in his visions of the
woman-church gradually becoming younger in appearance. Thirdly, the
creation typology appears again with the citation of Gen. 2. 23 {13 but its
literal sense is decidedly secondary to the allegorical interpretation of the text
in reference to Christ and the church.!* We shall observe the same move in
2 Clement and the Shepherd.

12 Eph: BNTC, 259.

13 Reading the longer text at Eph. 5. 30.

14 Notice the emphatic éyw and the strong adversative, wA7v, at 32 f.: ‘I [the author himself
here, rather than Paul] take it to mean Christ and the Church. However, if you insist on being
literal, then husbands love your wives etc’
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II. 2 CLEMENT

2 Clement is a written sermon intended for someone other than the author to
read aloud to the assembly (19. 1). Its authorship, date, and provenance are
not known. Perhaps by the accident of its being copied alongside 1 Clement in
the manuscripts (A C syr), it came to be attributed to Clement of Rome, but
the style and content betray a different hand. Harnack famously conjectured
that it was a sermon by Soter of Rome sent as a letter to Corinth.!5 Bishop
Dionysius in acknowledging its receipt (his reply is preserved in Euseb. HE 4.
23. 11) assured the Pope that it would be preserved and reread ‘as also the
former epistle which was written to us through Clement’. The date then would
be very late (AD 166-74), and knowledge of most of the New Testament books
almost certain. However, there are problems with this conjecture. It is difficult
to see what the point of sending a sermon such as 2 Clement from Rome to
Corinth might have been, and Dionysius is clearly referring to a letter from
Soter, not a sermon. The way in which 2 Clement quotes or paraphrases
Jewish scripture and the New Testament, especially the sayings of Jesus, is one
of the few clues we have to go on in locating this text, and points perhaps to an
earlier date, in the first half of the second century.16

The Oxford Committee detected no certain or probable New Testament
allusions (a or b), but put Matthew and Hebrews into category ¢, and
relegated Ephesians and Luke, with some other epistles, to d, with two further
references marked ‘unclassed’. This is a surprisingly negative judgement.!”
Before we look at the possible parallels with Ephesians, there is a relevant
similarity between 2 Clement and Galatians, not discussed by the Committee,
which is worthy of note. At the beginning of chapter 2, after referring to
conversion as a kind of new creatio ex nihilo, the author, rather suddenly,
breaks into a quotation from Isaiah (54. 1), the same one used by Paul in his
allegory on the two wives of Abraham. Each part of the quotation is explained
in the manner of pesher.

In saying, ‘Rejoice thou barren one that bearest not, he meant us, for our church was
barren before children were given her. And in saying, ‘Cry thou that travailest not), he
means. . . that we should offer our prayers in sincerity to God, and not grow weary as

15 See J. Quasten, Patrology, i (Westminster, Md.: Newman Press, 1950), 53.

16 H. Koester, Ancient Christian Gospels (London: SCM Press, 1990), 347—60, discusses the
gospel material only. He admits traces of Matthean and Lucan redaction, but nevertheless
concludes that the author is quoting from a collection of Jesus’ sayings, and was writing ‘after
the middle of the second century’.

17 Cf. Gregory and Tuckett, Ch. 10 in companion volume.
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women that give birth. And in saying, ‘For the children of the deserted are many more
than hers that hath a husband’, he meant that our people seemed to be deserted by
God, but that now we who have believed have become many more than those who
seemed to have God (v SokotvTwy éxew Oedv).

Although there is no direct verbal echo of Galatians here, the way the same
Old Testament proof-text is understood may yet argue for some kind of
connection. Thus, Paul also implies the barrenness of the old covenant
compared with the present fruitfulness of the Christian life (Gal. 5. 22; cf.
Rom. 7. 4). He says explicitly: ‘Let us not grow weary in doing good’ (Gal. 6.
9), and the persecution of the church (‘once we seemed to be deserted’) for
Paul too was both the seal on Christian faithfulness and the stimulus towards
missionary growth. The polemic is very faint in 2 Clement (‘more numerous
than those who seemed to have God’ presumably refers to the Jews), but the
interpretation of the text from Isaiah is remarkably similar, and it prepares the
way for the later passage on the church, which is of special interest here.

2 Clem. 14. 2 reads: ‘Now I imagine that you are not ignorant that the living
“Church is the body of Christ.” For the scripture says: “God made man male
and female”; the male is Christ, the female is the Church. And moreover the
books and the Apostles declare that the Church belongs not to the present,
but has existed from the beginning.’

The Committee compared this with Eph. 1. 22, 5. 23, and 1. 4. It acknow-
ledged three points of similarity: the church as body, as bride, and as predes-
tined points (2), (8) and (1) in our list above), but it was evidently not
impressed by them, giving the passage a d rating. Two other slight allusions
are ‘unclassed’!8

However, there are some other, neglected factors which might give us more
confidence that Ephesians was in the preacher’s mind as he wrote chapter 14.
First, he is alluding in passing to ideas that he thinks his audience will be
familiar with from elsewhere—T imagine you are not ignorant etc.—so he
does not need to spell them out at length. Secondly, this is the one place in
2 Clement where there is an explicit reference not just to scripture (ypagyj or
7a BBAia), but also to the apostles. Although that could mean apostolic

18 The first is 2 Clem. 19. 2; cf. Eph. 4. 18 and Rom. 1. 21. The Pauline texts are referring to
the pagan past from which Christians have now been delivered, whereas 2 Clement sees this as a
possible present threat: sinning through ignorance ‘sometimes when we do wrong we do not
know it The second is ‘manpleasers’: 2 Clem. 13. 1; cf. Eph. 6. 6 (and Col. 3. 22). The word is
unprecedented in Greek apart from Ps. 52. 6, LXX, and it refers to the false servility that the
Christian slave is to avoid. The context in 2 Clement is different, and the thought of not pleasing
others seems immediately to be corrected with that of pleasing outsiders by our uprightness ‘in
order that the name may not be reproached because of us.’ On this point the author sides with
Col. 4. 6 over against Eph. 5. 4 in a minor but remarkable point of flat contradiction between the
two epistles! No weight can be placed on these elusive parallels.
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tradition orally transmitted, in context it more naturally implies acquaintance
with apostolic writings.

Thirdly, the immediately preceding verse should be taken together with
14. 2, for it functions as an introduction to the whole section. It reads: ‘If we
do the will of our Father, God, we shall belong to the first church, the spiritual
one, which was created before the sun and the moon; but if we do not do the
will of the Lord, we shall fall under the scripture which says: “My house
became a den of brigands”.” The reference to the first, spiritual church might
seem to imply that there is also a second, unspiritual church, but there is
nothing elsewhere in the sermon to suggest that sort of ecclesiastical puritan-
ism; the author is candid about his own and his audience’s deficiencies. It is
more likely, then, that ‘“first’ means earliest, and signifies the divine intention
from the very beginning of creation ‘before the sun and the moon’. So,
although Gen. 1. 27 is about to be quoted, the event to which it allegorically
refers preceded the creation of the sun and the moon at Gen. 1. 16. The themes
of the pre-existence of Wisdom in Jewish sapiential literature and the pre-
existence of Israel in Jewish apocalyptic are here being reapplied to the
church. This appropriation may be the church’s response to the charge,
whether from the imperial authorities or from its Jewish competitors that it
is a recent upstart with no credentials. On the contrary, the church is older
than the universe!

Fourthly, the alternative to membership in the first church is to belong to
the house of God which has been turned in a ‘den of brigands. An allusion
here to the cleansing of the Temple is hard to deny, and it may imply the
positive affirmation that the first church, as well as being the body and bride
of Christ, is God’s true temple and house of prayer.1?

Finally, there is the wider context to be taken into account. Already in
chapter 12 the male—female contrast has been used in a moral, rather than
ecclesiological, sense, with the citation of the notorious agraphon: ‘When the
two shall be one and the outside like the inside and the male with the female
neither male nor female. 2 Clement interprets this saying to refer to personal
integrity and sexual abstinence, ‘that a brother when he sees a sister should
not think of her at all as female nor she think of him at all as male. When you
do this, the Lord himself says, my Father’s kingdom will come. Thus, having
disposed of the literal sexual connotation of the male—female contrast in
chapter 12, the way is cleared for a purely allegorical interpretation of the
Genesis allusion in chapter 14. The spiritual Christ and the spiritual church

19 Cf. also the references to the temple of God at 9. 3, when read in the light of 14. 3; and the
palace of God at 6. 9. Admittedly, 2 Clement does not develop this theme in the elaborate way
that Hermas does, for whom the destruction of the Jerusalem Temple ‘stone by stone’ is now
being reversed by the reconstruction of the new Temple stone by stone; see further below.
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united from the beginning are made manifest in the flesh—that is to say, in
history. Without explicitly quoting Gen. 2. 24, he seems to have it in mind,
when in apparent contradiction of his opening statement that the church is
spiritual, he says 14. 4: ‘Now if we say that the flesh is the Church and the
Spirit is Christ [i.e. flesh and spirit making one whole body] then he who has
abused the flesh has abused the Church.’ I suggest that this is very much how
a sexual ascetic like our preacher would have read the household code of Eph.
5.20

Of course, there are a lot of other references in 2 Clement to the gospels and
various epistles.2! He is not, after all, writing a commentary on Ephesians. But
the number of echoes we have noted?? is sufficient to increase considerably
the probability of his having read it.

III. THE SHEPHERD OF HERMAS

The Shepherd of Hermas is untypical in many ways among the Apostolic
Fathers. It seems to inhabit a world of its own. Its language is remarkably
free of quotations or even identifiable allusions to (Jewish) scripture. There
are probable echoes of the Psalms here and there, but the only quotation
signified as such is from the lost apocryphal work, Eldad and Modat ( Vis.
2. 3. 4). The author’s free, not to say unrestrained, method of composition
also makes it difficult to identify the extent of influence from New Testament
books.23 As a former slave and once successful business man, he would have
had neither the leisure nor the education for serious study. But more impor-
tantly perhaps, his belief in his own prophetic gift and special inspiration
made cross-reference to sources redundant. In these circumstances, we need
perhaps to distinguish between slight verbal echoes that may result from
memory of liturgical reading of New Testament texts and the basic concepts
with which Hermas is working.

20 So also J. Daniélou, The Theology of Jewish Christianity (ET London: Darton, Longman
and Todd, 1964), 307: ‘II Clement quotes Gn 1:27 on the distinction between man and woman;
but when it recalls that the Church is the Body of Christ, it alludes by implication to 2:24: “They
two shall be one flesh”, and this is the verse quoted by Paul.

21 On which see Gregory and Tuckett, Ch. 10 in companion volume.

22 Not only (1), (2), and (9) in our list, but also (4), (10), and possibly (7), see 2 Clem. 17. 5.
Note also the reference to the seal of baptism: e.g., 7. 4, cf. Eph. 1.13.

23 See J. Verheyden, ‘The Shepherd of Hermas and the Writings that later formed the New
Testament, Ch. 11 in companion volume.
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The date of the Shepherd is a matter of controversy. If the author is
identified with the Hermas of Rom. 16. 14,24 then it can be no later than
the end of the first century. But it is not even certain that Rom. 16 was
originally addressed to Rome. And the romantic tendency to identify anybody
with the same name as someone who appears in Scripture is to be resisted.
Support for a late first-century date could be drawn from the reference to
Clement in Vis. 2. 4. 3, but the same caution is applicable. The Muratorian
Canon, on the other hand, attributes the work to the brother of Pope Pius
‘more recently in our times’—i.e., c.135—and accordingly rejects it from the
canonical list. Even if the Muratorian Canon is itself to be dated much later,25
it is difficult to explain its evidence away. Osiek concludes that ‘the best
assignment of date is an extended duration of time beginning perhaps from
the very last years of the first century, but stretching through most of the first
half of the second’26 However, this compromise solution does not seem to do
justice to the urgency that the author feels (see Vis. 2. 4. 3) to send his message
abroad. Better perhaps to suppose that it was written at some time within this
range, but to refuse greater precision. If the date is towards the end of the time
frame, then the likelihood of acquaintance with the Pauline letter collection
including Ephesians increases considerably, and correspondingly decreases
towards the beginning.

The New Testament in the Apostolic Fathers claimed that Ephesians, along
with 1 Corinthians, are category b sources, but the evidence does not quite
bear out the Committee’s confidence. It is based on two parallels. First, Mand.
10. 2 verses 1, 2, 4, and 5 and Eph. 4. 30 on ‘grieving the spirit. But it should
be noted that in the Shepherd it is grief in the believer that wearies and saddens
the spirit.2? In other words, he does not mean the Holy Spirit of God, as in
Ephesians. In any case, the Ephesians text is itself an allusion to Isa. 63. 10
(MT): ‘they grieved his Holy Spirit’ (the LXX has ‘they provoked’), and the
Old Testament text in a more literal translation than that of the LXX may be
the source of the wording at least in both passages.

The second b-rated parallel is Sim. 9 // Eph. 4. 3-6. The Shepherd reads
(9. 13. 5): ‘Those who believe in the Lord through his Son, and clothe
themselves with these spirits will be one spirit, one body and one colour of
garment’ (cf. 9. 13. 7: ‘one spirit, one body and one clothing’). Reference is also
made to 9. 17. 4: ‘one mind, one faith, one love) a triplet repeated at 9. 18. 4 in

24 So, Origen, Comm. in Rom. 10. 3.

25 With G. Hahnemann, The Muratorian Fragment and the Development of the Canon, Oxford
Theological Monographs (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1992).

26 C. Osiek, The Shepherd of Hermas, Hermeneia (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1999), 20.

27 “The holy spirit that is within you’ is, so Osiek, Shepherd of Hermas, 137, argues, to be
understood as ‘the vulnerable good spirit ... oppressed by a person under its influence’
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the longer formulation: ‘After these [the double-minded, etc.] are thrown out,
the church of God will be one body, one thinking, one mind, one faith, one
love” But this hardly warrants a b grade. In the context of 9. 13 it is the same
coloured clothing (the white robes of righteousness) that is the dominant
motif; the ‘one spirit, one body’ phrase is merely introductory and conven-
tional. Similarly, at 9. 17-18, it is the same moral values that are emphasized.
Indeed, there is no real similarity of thought between the Shepherd and Eph. 4.
4-6. The Ephesians passage is basically doctrinal, the passages in the Shepherd
basically paraenetic. The most distinctive features of Ephesians—namely, ‘one
hope, one Lord, one baptism, one God’—are missing from the Shepherd, and
the most distinctive features of the latter, ‘one thinking, one mind, one love),
are missing from Ephesians. Moreover, it is likely, as noted in the Introduction,
that Eph. 4. 4-5 reflects a liturgical credal formula which could fully explain
the superficial similarity at one or two points.

Three further parallels were adjudged d by the Oxford Committee. Mand.
3. 1: ‘Let all truth proceed out of your mouth’; cf. Eph. 4. 25: ‘Speak the truth.
Let no rotten speech proceed out of your mouth. Apart from the Semitic
idiom of the verbal phrase, there is no similarity and no need to suppose a
literary source for such a commonplace. Secondly, Sim. 9. 4, 3 refers to the
building of the tower with four courses of stones, ten, twenty-five, thirty-five,
and forty, respectively, which are later explained at 9. 15. 5: ‘the ten are the
first generation, the twenty five the second, the thirty five are the prophets and
ministers of God and the forty are apostles and teachers of the proclamation
of the Son of God. The author of Ephesians, by contrast, reserves the titles
‘apostles and prophets’ for the first, founding generation at 2. 20 and 4. 11 f.
Finally, Sim. 16. 2 refers to being ‘made alive’ (Ephesians uses the same verb
compounded with ovr-), and continues: ‘Before bearing the name of the [Son
of] God a person is dead. The Ephesians parallel at 2. 1: ‘you being dead to
trespasses’ is remote, especially if this is the correct translation,?? in which case
the phrase is to be taken in the opposite positive sense, comparable with Rom.
6. 11. However, the ambiguous character of these verbal echoes, hardly
detectable to the human ear, should not necessarily lead us to the conclusion
that Ephesians and the Shepherd are unrelated because there are at the same
time large-scale conceptual similarities that the close textual method fails to
capture.

First, the aged woman, whom Hermas at first mistakes for the Sybil, is
finally revealed as the pre-existent and predestined church for whose sake, like
Israel’s in Jewish texts, the world was created (Vis. 2. 4. 1). The woman’s age
is partly the negative effect of the apathy and withered spirit of Christians

28 See Eph: BNTC ad loc.
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(Vis. 3. 11. 2), but partly also a positive attribute, denoting antiquity and
venerability: this is clear from the fact that although the wrinkles have dis-
appeared by the time of the last vision, she retains her white hair (Vis. 4. 2. 1).
So it is possible to remove wrinkles by the process of sanctification: that is what
Ephesians also claims (point (9) above). The pre-existent church is not a pure
idealization: she also mirrors back to her members the consequences of their
actions. As Carolyn Osiek comments: ‘The Church is both ideal and real at the
same time. ..an eschatological mystery, it is also a community of people of
mixed spiritual quality, with need for improvement.2°

Secondly, the nuptial motif is present at Vis. 4. 2. 1: ‘A girl met me dressed
as if she were coming from the bridal chamber all in white’, picking up the
imagery of Eph. 5 and Rev. 21, but it is not really developed in the Visions.
Indeed, they notably lack reference to the figure of Christ, which the marriage
motif inevitably entails. The Christology of the Shepherd becomes explicit
only later in the book, in which female imagery for the church fades into the
background.

Thirdly, and more definitively, the Church as a building (or temple) is
common in Paul and certain sayings in the gospels. The Qumran community,
another dissident Jewish group, also saw itself as a spiritual temple.3® The
image is fully developed in the Shepherd in the third Vision and in Sim. 9. The
emphasis is on placing stones together into a single construction, rejecting,
permanently or temporarily, those that are defective and chipping away at
those that are too round and smooth (i.e., the rich). The very same emphasis
is found in Eph. 2. 21 f. (point (4) above), where Christ is the one ‘in whom a
whole building fitting together grows into a holy temple in the Lord in
whom you also are being built up together for a dwelling place of God
in the Spirit. The obligation to collaborate in the joint enterprise of being
the church reappears in Ephesians later at 4. 16, where Christ is the one ‘from
whom the whole body, being constructed and assembled, achieves bodily
growth and builds itself up in love’ This latter passage in context (see 4. 11
and point (7) above) emphasizes the basic layer of apostles and prophets,
evangelists, pastors, and teachers, who, to change the metaphor, are the
supplying joints in the body of Christ. The correlation of the church as
woman with the church as building harks back to Jewish roots, Old Testament
images for Israel and Jerusalem.3! As we have seen, it is present already in

29 QOsiek, Shepherd of Hermas, 36. To the same effect, she quotes the splendid study of
E. Humphrey, The Ladies and the Cities, JSPS 17 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1995),
which, however, unfortunately nowhere mentions Ephesians.

30 See B. Girtner, The Temple and the Community in Qumran and the New Testament,
SNTSMS 1 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1965).

31 See also Humphrey, Ladies and the Cities, on Joseph and Asenath and 4 Ezra.
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Gal. 4, and of course in Rev. 21-2. These traditions may have played their own
part in Hermas’s imaginative development of the themes, but Ephesians is
highly relevant too.

Fourthly, we have noted in the cases of Ephesians and 2 Clement the
importance of the Genesis creation story for this early Christian doctrine of
the transcendent church. Is this the case also with the Shepherd? Perhaps it is
to some extent. Admittedly, there is no mention of Adam and Eve, but the
creation of the world and the creation of the church are linked together. In the
first vision, the last words of the woman’s reading from her book, and the only
ones Hermas could remember (Vis. 1. 3. 4), are these: ‘Behold, the God of
hosts, who has by his mighty power and his great understanding created the
world and by his glorious design clothed his creation with beauty, and by his
potent word fixed the heavens and founded the earth upon the waters, and by
his own wisdom and foresight formed his holy Church.’ The link between
creation and the church appears again in the building of the tower which, like
the universe, is ‘built upon water’, representing the saving waters of baptism.
The six angels doing the construction are identified as those who ‘were
created first of all, to whom the Lord delivered his creation’ (Vis. 3. 4. 1).
Compare points (2) and (10) in our list of features in Ephesians.

Fifthly, the first and third visions of the woman church envisage a seated
figure: in the first, on a great white chair of snow-white wool (Vis. 1. 2. 2);
later on an ivory couch covered with fine linen and a cushion (Vis. 3. 1. 4), an
image for heavenly session. The fact is carefully noted (Vis. 3. 10. 3-5), and its
explanation is given at Vis. 3. 1. 9, where Hermas is hurt that he is not yet
worthy to sit on her right side on the couch, but she nevertheless ‘took me by
the hand and raised me up, and made me sit on the couch on the left’ That
Christians are already raised and seated in the heavenly realms is the most
striking expression of the realized eschatology of Ephesians (2. 6, point (3)
above). The image occurs also in Rev. 3. 21, as a future hope for the victorious
Christian, and at Rev. 4. 4, of the twenty-four elders already seated in heaven.
But Ephesians is nearer to the Shepherd in applying it to a present possibility
for the Christian, all the necessary qualifications notwithstanding.

Lastly, the woman-church in the Shepherd is both the content and the agent
of revelation. She exposes Hermas’s secret sins and failures as a husband and
father, and, more importantly, after that rather trivial beginning, discloses
God’s grand design for the construction of the tower and the salvation of the
universe. In Sim. 9, she is identified as ‘the Holy Spirit, or the Son of God’; in
context these are terms denoting an angel. The church therefore has a
revelatory function, which is the highly distinctive feature of the teaching of
Ephesians at 3. 9 f. (point (5) above). There the Wisdom of God, which is
manifested through the church, is said to be manifold or multi-faceted
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(mowkidos)—an attribute well illustrated by the polymorphic appearances of
the church in the Shepherd.>?

So, almost all the points that we claimed were highly distinctive of the
ecclesiology of Ephesians appear centrally or on the margins of the Shepherd.
No doubt other texts fed into the author’s imagination as well. He may have
known Jewish and Jewish-Christian apocalypses like 4 Ezra and the book of
Revelation, but there is a notable independence of imagination, which means
that any sources are buried deep in his mind. It may not be insignificant that
the reading of the book in the first vision almost entirely washes over him;
perhaps he felt much the same when lections were read in worship.

CONCLUSION

This paper has attempted to assess the influence of Ephesians on two of the
Apostolic Fathers, who have a similarly exalted view of the church, 2 Clement
and the Shepherd. At the level of verbal correspondences, which preoccupied
the Committee of the Oxford Society of Historical Theology, it seems more
likely that 2 Clement reflects a direct knowledge and was consciously using
Ephesians; and less likely that the Shepherd did. But the paper has argued also
that exact similarity in wording may not in itself be a satisfactory criterion for
establishing a literary relation. 2 Clement is the product of an official teacher
who is obliged to cross-reference his sources. Hermas is an amateur, idiosyn-
cratic visionary, who is not so obligated. However, I hope to have shown that
the similarities in the concept of the transcendent church between these three
texts is very striking.

In the later second century, Gnostic groups took up this concept with
enthusiasm: in the Valentinian system, for example, Ecclesia is one of the
pre-existent aeons. This may be one of the reasons why the idea, so strong in
Ephesians, 2 Clement, and the Shepherd, soon begins to fade. Another reason
may be that some of the aspects of this early high ecclesiology were drawn into
and overshadowed by christological and trinitarian debates in the later pa-
tristic period, and by the Mariological debates of the medieval period.

32 Cf. L. Pernveden, The Concept of the Church in the Shepherd of Hermas, STL 27 (Lund:
Gleerup, 1966). On p. 23 he writes: ‘A similar view of the role of divine wisdom appears in Eph.
3.10, where God’s manifold wisdom is said to be made known through the Church. This may
mean that even if the background to this theme is Jewish, it has nevertheless been absorbed into
a Christian tradition, which in this case undoubtedly has an offshoot in Hermas’ (my emphasis).
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The Apostolic Fathers and Infant Baptism:
Any Advance on the Obscurity of the New
Testament?

David F. Wright

The hugely influential Faith and Order Paper on Baptism, Eucharist and
Ministry, published in 1982, put the issue as follows:

While the possibility that infant baptism was also practised in the apostolic age cannot
be excluded, baptism upon personal profession of faith is the most clearly attested
pattern in the New Testament documents.!

A dozen years later the massive Catechism of the Catholic Church struck a
similar note:

There is explicit testimony to this practice [of infant baptism] from the second
century on, and it is quite possible that, from the beginning of the apostolic preaching,
when whole ‘households’ received Baptism, infants may also have been baptized.>

The phrases ‘cannot be excluded’ and ‘quite possible’ are a far cry from the
maximalist certainties of Joachim Jeremias and of the Church of Scotland’s
Special Commission on Baptism in the 1950s and 1960s.> Ever since the
sixteenth century, the onus probandi has probably rested on those affirming
the first-century or apostolic origins of infant baptism, rather than on those
who reject this claim. For more than one reason, the position which Jeremias
espoused so stalwartly has within the last few decades become more difficult

L Baptism, Eucharist and Ministry, Faith and Order Paper 111 (Geneva: World Council of
Churches, 1982), 4 (‘Baptism’, 11).

2 Catechism of the Catholic Church (London: Geoffrey Chapman, 1994), 284 (§ 1252).

3 J. Jeremias, Infant Baptism in the First Four Centuries (London: SCM Press, 1960). The
German original appeared in 1958. The Scottish Special Commission laboured during 1953-63
under the convenorship of Thomas F. Torrance, who wrote most of the voluminous reports. It
remains probably the most comprehensive investigation of baptism, especially in its theological
aspects, ever undertaken. For details see D. F Wright, ‘Baptism’, in Nigel M. de S. Cameron et al.
(eds.), Dictionary of Scottish Church History and Theology (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1993), 57-8.
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to vindicate.# The aim of this paper is to enquire whether the works of the
Apostolic Fathers throw any light on the obscurity which envelops the issue in
the New Testament writings. It will proceed by asking a series of questions,
and, as so often in intellectual enquiry, the validity of the outcome will
depend on the appropriateness of the questions.

1. Are there any explicit references to infant baptism in the
Apostolic Fathers?

The first is likely to prove the easiest to answer, since no scholar known to me
now answers in the affirmative.

2. Are there any indirect references or implicit allusions
to infant baptism in the Apostolic Fathers?

We are immediately into trickier territory, in which Polycarp’s declaration to
the proconsul of Asia, ‘Eighty and six years have I served [Christ]’, deserves
priority treatment, if only because of the prominence it receives in arguments
like that of Jeremias.> Is there anything new to be said to resolve what I judge
to be an impasse? It may be highly probable, although it falls short of
certainty, that the number of years denotes Polycarp’s age.6 The text belongs,
of course, to a group of similar statements in early Christian literature
attesting Christian identity or service from birth or childhood or lifelong
Christian discipleship. Kurt Aland contributed to the debate, with a particular
relish, since Jeremias had overlooked it, the only other such assertion in the
Apostolic Fathers. 1 Clement tells the Corinthian church that the letter is
being carried to them by men who ‘have passed blameless lives among us from
youth (dm6 veérnros) until old age’” Aland is keen to emphasize the indefi-
niteness of ‘youth

4 I note that the article ‘Baptism 1. Early Christianity’ by Maxwell E. Johnson in P. Bradshaw
(ed.), The New SCM Dictionary of Liturgy and Worship (London: SCM Press, 2002), 35-7,
mentions infant baptism first in connection with third-century sources.

5 Mart. Pol. 9. 3; Jeremias, Infant Baptism, 59-63; K. Aland, Did the Early Church Baptize
Infants? (London: SCM Press, 1963), 70-3 (German original, 1961); J. Jeremias, The Origins of
Infant Baptism (London: SCM Press, 1963), 58 (German original, 1962).

6 It is so assumed by H. Konig in S. Dopp and W. Geerlings (eds.), Dictionary of Early
Christian Literature (New York: Crossroad, 2000), 494 (German original, 1998).

7 Aland, Did the Early Church Baptize Infantst, 71, citing 1 Clem. 63. 3.
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There is little point in retracing here the lines of a familiar, and perhaps
tedious, discussion. This clutch of testimonies may or may not hang together,
but one comment is worth making before we move on. Insufficient attention
has been given to the possibility of other non-baptismal markers of Christian
belonging in the first three centuries. The fourth and fifth centuries furnish
varied evidence of dedication or consecration or enrolment in the catechu-
menate soon after birth of individuals baptized only in responsible years. The
fact that none of the pre-Constantinian texts explicitly identifies baptism as
the starting-point of long-lasting or whole-life Christian discipleship at least
leaves open the possibility that there may have been at hand some other way,
even liturgical in form, of marking a child of Christian parents as intended for
Christ. Jeremias and Aland disputed the import of two passages in the Apology
of Aristides to this effect, but their exchanges focused rather myopically on the
presence or absence of infant baptism, with not even Aland entertaining other
possibilities.8

Statements like Polycarp’s when facing martyrdom may not dispel the
obscurity of the New Testament, but they do add a new category of evidence
to be taken into account, or at least, in instances specifying span of life,
evidence of greater precision. The closest parallel in the New Testament
must be Timothy, who is declared to have ‘known the holy scriptures from
infancy (dwd Bpédovs)’ within a family in which grandmother and mother
were, at least eventually, believers.® Jeremias’s silence on the case of Timothy
no doubt reflects the difficulty of fitting his Christian, rather than Jewish,
discipleship from infancy into a credible chronology. In the nature of the case,
the New Testament corpus only marginally allows for the elapse of time
sufficient to accommodate generational transmission of the faith.

I doubt if any other alleged implicit references to infant baptism in the
Apostolic Fathers are clear enough to merit discussion or add anything to the
evidence of the New Testament—that is to say, they do not serve to resolve the
uncertainties of the New Testament writings. Jeremias cites Ignatius’ greeting
in Smyrn. 13. 1 ‘to the families (ofxovs) of my brethren with their wives and
children’ as showing what—better, who—was or were ‘commonly under-
stood’ by the word ofkos in the well-known texts in 1 Corinthians and Acts,
‘i.e., father and mother of the household and children of all ages’.1® Ignatius

8 See my essay ‘Infant Dedication in the Early Church), in S. E. Porter and A. R. Cross (eds.),
Baptism, the New Testament and the Church: Historical and Contemporary Studies in Honour of
R. E. O. White, JSNTSup 171 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999), 352-78, on 362—4.

9 2 Tim. 3. 15; 1. 5; cf. Acts 16. 1.

10 Jeremias, Infant Baptism, 19-20. On p. 20 n. 1 Jeremias discusses Ign., Pol. 8. 2, where the
household(s) of grown-up children seem to be in view, but appears to want both to have his
cake and to eat it in claiming that even in this case ‘ofxos does not refer to the household
without children’. In Vis. 3. 1. 6, Hermas is instructed to ‘ask also concerning righteousness,
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certainly provides an element of detail lacking in the New Testament refer-
ences, but without, I judge, making the so-called ofxos formula any more
persuasive in the case for infant baptism than it is in its own terms in the New
Testament. There is no direct evidence of any kind in the Apostolic Fathers of
a household baptism. In Did. 4. 9-11, part of the pre-baptismal instruction is
suggestive of household inclusiveness, with children and slaves within the
family of Christian nurture, but how this relates to the baptismal order of Did.
7 is wholly obscure.

3. Do references to baptism in the Apostolic Fathers throw
any light on the inclusion of infants among its recipients?

The directions for baptism in the Didache envisage responsible participants as
its subjects. There is no provision for young children, but nor are they
explicitly excluded.!! If we recall that only one small paragraph betrays the
place for infants in the lengthy baptismal order in the Hippolytan Apostolic
Tradition, such that most questions about their inclusion are left unanswered,
we should hesitate to regard the Didache as debarring them. Its text does
contribute, however, to the general picture which emerges from all the
patristic sources, that the rite of baptism developed throughout the era as a
rite for believing respondents, into which non-responding babies when they
came to be baptized were accommodated with adaptation minimal to the
point of being often near invisible.

that you may take a part of it to your family (oixov). Hermas’s children (véxva) and wife are
depicted as sinful and in need of repentance (Vis. 1. 3. 1-2; 2. 2. 2—4; 2. 3. 1), but the children are
by now probably adult (so Carolyn Osiek, The Shepherd of Hermas: A Commentary, Hermeneia
(Minneapolis: Fortress, 1999), 49), and nothing can be inferred concerning the time of their
baptism.

11 Did. 7. Willy Rordorf, ‘Baptism according to the Didache’, in J. A. Draper (ed.), The
Didache in Modern Research, AGAJU 37 (Leiden: Brill, 1996), 212-22, mentions infant baptism
only in connection with the use of warm water and only to dismiss it summarily from
consideration (p. 219). There is no mention of infants in Nathan Mitchell, ‘Baptism in the
Didache, in Clayton N. Jefford (ed.), The Didache in Context, NovISup 77 (Leiden: Brill, 1995),
226-55. Neither Rordorf (pp. 221-2) nor Mitchell (pp. 226-7) includes provision for infants
among the Didache’s notable omissions. In 1949 Jeremias still related warm water to the baptism
of children, in Hat die Urkirche der Kindertaufe geiibt, 2nd edn. (Goéttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1949), 29, but no longer in Infant Baptism (1958/60). Cf. André Benoit, Le Baptéme
chrétien au second siécle: la théologie des péres, Etudes d’histoire et de philosophie religieuses, 43
(Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1953), 31: ‘Rien dans la Didaché n’apporte d’argument
positif en faveur du baptéme des enfants.
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The Epistle to Barnabas also furnishes an explicit discussion of baptism,
from the perspective of its Old Testament foreshadowing. Not only does the
writer with unmistakable purposefulness trace no connection between bap-
tism and circumcision (see section 7 below), but what he does say about
baptism clearly has responsible agents in view. They go down into the water
(karaBaivw, 11. 8, 11) ‘with their hopes set on the cross’ (11. 8), and ascend
out of it ‘bearing the fruit of fear in [their] hearts and having hope in Jesus in
[their] spirits’ (11. 11). How instinctively Barnabas avoided envisaging infants
as subjects of Christian initiation appears earlier in his work.

So we are the ones whom [God] brought into the good land. What then do ‘milk and
honey’ mean [in Exod. 33. 3]? That a child is brought to life first by honey and then by
milk. So accordingly we too are brought to life by faith in the promise and by the
word, and will then go on to live possessing the earth. (6. 16-17)

When Ignatius through Polycarp exhorts the Smyrnaean Christians, ‘Let your
baptism remain as your weapons, your faith as a helmet, your love as a spear,
your endurance as your panoply’ (Ign. Pol. 6. 2),12 is it fair comment that
baptism fits better with faith, love, and endurance in this context as a
recognizable feature of their conscious Christian experience? The assumption
would be similar to that made by Paul in Rom. 6. 3—4.

2 Clements interest in baptism is restricted to keeping it ‘pure and
undefiled’ (6. 9). Twice ‘seal’ is used of the baptism to be preserved at all
costs. (2 Clem. 7. 6; 8. 6). Nothing can be confidently inferred from these
references.

Hermas was given the explanation of the stones which fell away from the
tower near water, yet could not be rolled into the water: “These are those who
have heard the word and wish to be baptized into the name of the Lord, but
subsequently return to their former wickedness (Vis. 3. 7. 3). The author’s
preoccupation with repentance as the prerequisite for baptism is writ large
throughout the work, as is the necessity of baptism (‘water’) for salvation
(Vis. 3. 3. 5; Sim. 9. 16. 2—4). Yet in all of Hermas’s elaborate symbolism, no
category appears which might specifically accommodate those originally
baptized in early infancy.

This survey has not touched on every reference to baptism in the Apostolic
Fathers, but only on those which might be pertinent to our enquiry. No
baptismal reference is identifiable which envisages other than responding
penitents or believers as candidates.

12 The plural 76 Bdmriona Sudv makes clear that no specific reference to Polycarp’s baptism
is intended.
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4. Do statements about children in the Apostolic Fathers throw
any light on the possibility of their having been baptized?

The Didache, Polycarp, 1 Clement, and Barnabas all instil the Christian duty of
bringing up children in the nurture of the Lord.!? I Clement depicts God’s
creative love preparing ‘his blessing for us before we were born’ (38. 3). Yet
when Ignatius advises Polycarp on the care of the church of Smyrna, he urges
attention to widows, slaves, wives and husbands, but not to children (Pol.
4-5). Barnabas’s version of the sacrifice of a heifer in Numbers 19 includes
among its extra-biblical elements boys (7aid{a, maides) who sprinkle all the
people, whom he interprets as those who preached the gospel of forgiveness of
sins to his own generation. There were three boys, standing for Abraham,
Isaac, and Jacob (Barn. 8. 1, 3—4). Again Barnabas shows his instinctive lack
of interest in Christian children.

Hermas provides the fullest and clearest parallel to the strain in the
teaching of Jesus which set forth children as models of discipleship. From
the twelfth mountain, the white one, came believers who are

like innocent babies (Bpé¢n), and no evil rises in their heart nor have they known what
wickedness is, but have remained always in innocence. Such believers shall undoubt-
edly dwell in the kingdom of God, because in none of their conduct did they defile the
commandments of God, but remained in innocence all the days of their life with a
single mind. All of you who will persevere and be as babies, having no evil, shall be
more glorious than all of those mentioned before, for all babies (Bpépn) are glorious
before God and come first with him. (Sim. 9. 29. 1-3)14

What it means for contemporary church practice that very young children—if
‘babies’ is not merely symbolic—have primacy of honour before God is not so
much as hinted at. The message of Hermas (so the passage continues) is
blessing on all who reject evil and assume freedom from wickedness, ‘for you
will live first of all people with God’. Such an exposition surely creates a
presumption that the new-born belong to God’s people, but it does nothing
to dispel the uncertainty inherent in New Testament parallels. In sum, refer-

13 Did. 4. 9; Poly., Phil. 4. 2; 1 Clem. 21. 6; Barn. 19. 5. Herm., Vis. 1. 3. 2, is told to persevere
in correcting his children.

14 Cf. Sim. 9. 31. 2. For Osiek, Shepherd, 252, Hermas has in view a ‘strictly ideal’ group. Cf.
Barn. 6. 11, explaining the bringing of God’s people into the land of milk and honey: ‘When he
made us new people by the remission of sins, he fashioned us into another pattern (rdmov), that
we should have the souls of children (7a:8{wv) as though he were creating us afresh.” At several
places in the Apostolic Fathers, Christians are addressed as children: e.g., 1 Clem. 22. 1; Barn.
7.1;Did. 3. 1, 3,4, 5, 6; 4. 1.
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ences of this type in the Apostolic Fathers fall some way short of the picture
that may be drawn from the New Testament writings on the presence of young
children in the church community.

5. Are there general theological statements or emphases in
the Apostolic Fathers which might suggest that
baptism was given to infants?

The History of Infant Baptism by the Anglican writer William Wall, published
in 1705, retains its value today as an assemblage of patristic sources. ‘It has
remained the English classic on the subject.’5 From the Apostolic Fathers he
cites 1 Clement’s quotation of Job 14. 4: ‘No one is clean from defilement, not
even if his life be but one day old, which would become in later Fathers a
proof-text for the necessity of baptism to deal with original sin in the new-
born.16 Wall also adduces passages from Hermas which show the necessity of
baptism for salvation, passages which bear all the greater authority because
Hermas wrote, so Wall believes, before John compiled his gospel, including
the standard proof-text among the Fathers for the necessity of baptism, John
3.5.17 Such arguments are likely to weigh less heavily with modern students of
the Fathers, not least because of the uncertain relationship between baptism
and original sin in the Greek patristic tradition.

In an entirely different direction, Ignatius’ proto-credal summaries are
notable in twice including the baptism of Jesus between his birth and
his passion. The anti-Docetic thrust is obvious in the letter to Smyrna.
Jesus Christ was ‘truly born of a virgin, baptized by John, in order that
all righteousness might be fulfilled by him’ (Smyrn. 1. 1: yeyevwnuévov. ..
BeBamriopévov). The perfect tense of ‘baptized” may point to the lasting
significance of his submission to John. Writing to the Ephesians, Ignatius’
concern is not so patently anti-heretical: ‘Jesus Christ our God was conceived
by Mary both of the seed of David and of the Holy Spirit. He was born and
was baptized, so that 7¢ wdfe: he might purify the water’ (Eph. 18. 2: éyevvify
rai éBamrialn).18 If 7¢) mdbe: is translated ‘by his passion), then lurking here is
a suggestively profound yet undeveloped parallel to Jesus’ own anticipation

15 E L. Cross (ed.), Oxford Dictionary of the Christian Church, 3rd edn., ed. E. A. Livingstone
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997), 1717.

16 ] Clem. 17. 4; W. Wall, The History of Infant Baptism, 3 vols., 4th edn. (London: Griffith,
Farran, Browne & Co., 1819), i. 23.

17 Wall, History, i. 24-7.

18 Cf. W. R. Schoedel, Ignatius of Antioch: A Commentary on the Letters of Ignatius of Antioch,
Hermeneia (Philadelphia; Fortress, 1985), 84—6.
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of his death as a ‘baptism’ (cf. Mark 10. 38-9; Luke 12. 50). Less plausible,
however, is a reference to his undergoing baptism at John’s hands as an act of
submission. Nevertheless, Ignatius’ understanding of the baptism of Jesus,
and of his death as a baptism, is insufficiently developed to have any bearing
on our enquiry concerning paedo-baptism.

A theological topic of obvious baptismal reference is that of the church as
the body of Christ. Clement’s deployment of this imagery is at times less than
Pauline, but he maintains the interdependence of small and great, strong and
weak, within the one body, yet without indicating how children might fit in
(I Clem. 37. 4-5).

It is not possible, then, to identify in any of the Apostolic Fathers theo-
logical developments of a non-baptismal character which bear on the ques-
tion of the baptismal inclusion of infants. The emphasis on faith is pervasive
enough, but is never spelt out in such a manner, so I judge, as to exclude
youngsters not yet of age to believe.

6. Do the Apostolic Fathers throw any light on the
interpretation of contested New Testament texts?

We may leave aside all questions of which New Testament writings the
Apostolic Fathers severally may have known, and in which form, since our
interest is in whether they help us to clear away any of those writings’
obscurities about baptism given to infants. To this question only a confident
negative can be given. None, I think I am right in saying, of the New
Testament verses commonly in contention with reference to the apostolic
origins of paedo-baptism is quoted or alluded to by any of the Apostolic
Fathers. By such disputed texts I mean Acts 2. 39; 1 Cor. 7. 14; Col. 2. 11-12;
and several mentions of household baptisms, in 1 Cor. 1. 16; Acts 16. 15, 33;
18. 7, and also 11. 14, together with the synoptic accounts of Jesus’ blessing of
the children, in Matt. 19. 13—15; Mark 10. 13-16 (cf. 9. 36b); and Luke 18.
15-17.1 On none of these does the corpus of the Apostolic Fathers help to
resolve their controverted bearing on the beginnings of infant baptism.

In section 2 above, note was taken of Ignatius’ greeting to ‘the families of
my brothers with their wives and children’ at Smyrna (13. 1), but this cannot

19 On the subsequent fortunes of this pericope, see my paper ‘Out, In, Out: Jesus’ Blessing
of the Children and Infant Baptism), in S. E. Porter and A. R. Cross (eds.), Dimensions of
Baptism: Biblical and Theological Studies, JSNTSup 234 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press,
2002), 188-206.
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be treated as evidence of his, or any other Apostolic Father’s, understanding of
the supposed ‘household baptism’ texts listed in the previous paragraph.
Remember that establishing how these texts should rightly be read is not
part of my remit.

Even if we enlarge the circle of putatively relevant New Testament texts to
encompass verses such as Acts 21. 2120 and the occurrences of kwAdew in
baptismal contexts in Matt. 3. 14 and Acts 8. 36, 10. 47, and 11. 17, which
helped Oscar Cullmann and others after him read Jesus’ blessing of the
children baptismally (the Greek verb occurs in all three synoptics),2! we still
draw a blank among the Apostolic Fathers. This holds also for John 3. 3-5,
perhaps echoed in the Shepherd (Sim. 4. 15. 3),22 Matt. 18. 10,2? and for that
matter the other places where Jesus commends the child as a model for his
followers, such as Matt. 18. 3.24

It is not inappropriate here, although the point might well have been made
in section 3 above, to state that none of the other baptismal texts in the New
Testament which are not normally cited specifically in support of the primi-
tive status of infant baptism is used or alluded to by any of the Apostolic
Fathers in a manner which suggests a link between baptism and infants. Most
of them have left no trace at all, including [Mark 16. 16]; Acts 1. 5; 8. 36, 38;
19. 3—4, etc.; 1 Cor. 1. 13-16; 10. 2; 12. 13; and Gal. 3. 27. A non-baptismal
phrase from Rom. 6. 3—4 may be found in Ign. Eph. 19. 3 (kawdérys {wijs). In
passages of plausible dependence on Eph. 4. 4-6, ‘one baptism’ is missing
from I Clem. 46. 6, but has become ‘the seal’ in the Shepherd (Sim. 9. 17. 4),
while in Sim. 9. 13. 7 ‘one clothing’ may stand proxy for one baptismal
identity. Hermas at Vis. 3. 3. 5 has probably got ‘saved through water’ from
1 Pet. 3. 20-1, but the ‘washing’ or ‘bath’ of Titus 3. 5 (Aovrpdv) has not been
preserved in a probable borrowing in Barn. 1. 3.25 The only possible indebt-
edness of the baptismal section in Did. 7 is the threefold name from Matt. 28.
19, while Barn. 11 on baptism betrays none at all. This is in sum a meagre

20 Cf. Jeremias, Infant Baptism, 48.

21 Cf. O. Cullmann, Baptism in the New Testament, SBT 1 (London: SCM Press, 1950), 71-80
(German original, 1948); Jeremias, Infant Baptism, 48-55.

22 Cf. Jeremias, Infant Baptism, 58: ‘The Gospel of John could scarcely have formulated in so
unqualified a manner the proposition that only those begotten by water and the spirit can enter
the kingdom of God (John 3. 5), if in its time baptism had been withheld from children of
Christian parents.’ Cf. the highly cautious comments in NTAE, 123.

2 Cf. Jeremias, Infant Baptism, 65; J. Héring, ‘Un texte oublié: Mathieu 18:10. A propos des
controversies récentes sur le pédobaptisme’, in Aux sources de la tradition chrétienne: Mélanges
offerts a M. M. Goguel (Neuchatel and Paris: Delachaux & Niestlé, 1950), 95-102.

24 On Matt. 18. 3, cf. Jeremias, Infant Baptism, 49-52. There may be an echo in Hermas, Sim.
9.29. 1-3; cf. NTAE, 122.

25 On these texts see NTAE 69, 53, 106 (with reference also to Sim. 9. 13. 5; 9. 18. 4), 115, 14.
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harvest, which must be borne in mind in evaluating the absence of any
influence of New Testament texts which later generations have judged per-
tinent to the paedo-baptism debate.

7. Do any of the Apostolic Fathers support a parallelism
between circumcision and baptism?

This larger issue was no more than alluded to in the previous section’s
reference to Col. 2. 11-12 as a contested text. According to Jeremias, ‘Paul
here names baptism “the Christian circumcision” (% weptroun 700 Xpiorod)
and describes it thereby as the Christian sacrament which corresponds to
Jewish circumcision and replaces it.26 This sentence aptly summarizes what
had become a common attitude in Cyprian’s time in the mid-third century. It
is certainly not attested in the Apostolic Fathers. Apart from Ignatius’ Delphic
utterance to the Philadelphians that it is better to hear of Christianity from a
man who is circumcised than of Judaism from one who is uncircumcised’
(6. 1) and a polemical dismissal of the Jews” ‘pride in circumcision” as mere
‘mutilation of the flesh’ in Ep. Diogn. 4. 1, 4, all of the uses of the verb
mepirépvw and the noun, and of dxpoBvoria, ‘uncircumcision, appear in
the Epistle of Barnabas. None of these is found in section 11 on baptism,
and Everett Ferguson is warranted in asserting that ‘one thing baptism did not
mean to Barnabas: it was not associated with circumcision. The counterpart
of circumcision in the flesh is circumcision of the ears and heart by the Holy
Spirit (9. 1-9; 10. 11).27 Not only did the author devote a full section (9) to
circumcision, in which he apparently denies that it was for the people of Israel
a seal of their covenant (9. 6), but his discussion of baptism explicitly sets out
at the beginning to ascertain whether the Lord gave any Old Testament
foreshadowing of it (11. 1). The deliberateness of his failure to relate circum-
cision to baptism could scarcely be more unequivocal.

8. Concluding reflections: any advance
on New Testament obscurity?

To focus an enquiry of this nature on the writings known since at least the
seventeenth century as the Apostolic Fathers cannot escape the limitations of

26 Jeremias, Infant Baptism, 39—40.
27 E. Ferguson, ‘Christian and Jewish Baptism according to the Epistle of Barnabas), in Porter
and Cross (eds.), Dimensions of Baptism, 207-23, at 222-3.
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this conventional designation. It must not be seen as synonymous with an
investigation of a particular span of years, such as 90-170, since I have not
pursued other possible sources within the era. The earliest Apostolic Father(s)
may pre-date one or more New Testament texts, and the latest, presumably
the Epistle to Diognetus (if it still deserves to be included), is certainly later
than a handful of other patristic texts meriting consideration.

Nevertheless, the enquiry is not pointless—unless it is pointless to per-
petuate the category of Apostolic Fathers. In this paper I have not set myself a
task which ignores these limitations, but have modestly asked whether any of
these writings helps to dispel the obscurity surrounding the baptism of infants
in the New Testament. The answer must be that none of them does so. What
has been quite widely regarded as evidence supporting infant baptism—the
eighty-six-years-long Christian service of Polycarp—does not take us beyond
uncertainty at best. The statement itself has no obvious baptismal connota-
tions, though it has been thought to imply one.

In reality, in contrast to the New Testament, the Apostolic Fathers of
themselves barely sustain a picture even of obscurity concerning infant
baptism. So far are they from dispersing the shadows of the New Testament
that, if one started from the Apostolic Fathers and not the New Testament,
one could scarcely claim that the baptizing of infants was even obscurely in
view. The Apostolic Fathers do not, therefore, present us with any advance on
the indeterminate evidence of the New Testament; nor do they leave us with a
similarly uncertain status quaestionis. Rather, for those who seek dissipation
of the darkness, they mark a move backwards rather than forwards, or
perhaps sideways into a more uniform blankness concerning the practice of
paedo-baptism.

If it is right to continue, with much earlier commentary, to discern among
the Apostolic Fathers in general a shared concern with the internal ordering of
the life of congregations, with domestic affairs rather than apologetic or
doctrinal engagement with the external world, what bearing does this per-
spective have on our enquiry? Perhaps it allows us to deduce merely that the
baptizing of the new-born was not a cause of discord in any of the Apostolic
Fathers’ churches. On the other hand, the primitive church order in the
Didache betrays no hint that it was uncontroversial routine practice. Where
it might have left some impress, in the chapters in Barnabas on baptism and
on circumcision, the silence may be more eloquent than in the Didache.

The overall conclusion must be that the Apostolic Fathers do not
strengthen the case for judging that infant baptism was practised in the
New Testament churches. If anything, they weaken the case. A critical ques-
tion remains as to how we should interpret their silence.
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The Eucharist in the Gospel of John and
in the Didache

Carsten Claussen

Unlike the synoptic gospels and Paul’s First Letter to the Corinthians, the
Gospel of John does not give a narrative account of the Last Supper of Jesus.!
However, there seem to be a number of possible allusions to the Eucharist? in
the Fourth Gospel. Since the middle of the twentieth century, these have led
scholars to mainly three rather different conclusions:?

1. For quite some time many scholars regarded John 6. 51c-58 as clearly
eucharistic, but as an interpolation by a later ecclesiastical redactor.*
However, this view has meanwhile lost most of its influence.>

1 Matt. 26. 17-30; Mark 14. 12-26; Luke 22. 7-38; 1 Cor. 11. 23-6.

2 When we use terms like ‘Eucharist’ and ‘eucharistic’, we do so because they represent the
original edyapioria and its derivatives, not because of any dogmatic or denominational implica-
tions.

3 For a survey of the history of research regarding the question of the Eucharist in John, see
H.Klos, Die Sakramente im Johannesevangelium, SBS 46 (Stuttgart: Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1970);
R.E.Brown, ‘The Johannine Sacramentary Reconsidered’, TS23 (1962), 183-206; idem, The Gospel
According to John I-XII, AB 29 (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1966), pp. cxi—cxiv; R. Schnacken-
burg, Das Johannesevangelium: Dritter Teil: Kommentar zu Kapitel 13-21, HTKNT 4/3 (Freiburg:
Herder, 1957), 38-53; M. Roberge, ‘Le discours sur le pain de vie, Jean 6, 22-59: problemes
d’interpretation’, LTP 38 (1982), 265-99; L. Wehr, Arznei der Unsterblichkeit: Die Eucharistie bei
Ignatius von Antiochien und im Johannesevangelium, NTAbh, n.s. 18 (Miinster: Aschendorff, 1987),
9-17; M. J. J. Menken, ‘John 6:51¢—58: Eucharist or Christology’, in R. A. Culpepper (ed.), Critical
Readings of John 6, Biblical Interpretation Series 22 (Leiden: Brill, 1997), 183-204, esp. 183-5.

4 See R. Bultmann, The Gospel of John (ET Philadelphia: Westminster, 1971), 218-19: ‘“These
verses refer without any doubt to the sacramental meal of the Eucharist, where the flesh and blood
ofthe “son of Man” are consumed, with the result that this food gives “eternal life”, in the sense that
the participants in the meal can be assured of the future resurrection. . . . Thisnot only strikes oneas
strange in relation to the Evangelist’s thought in general, and specifically to his eschatology, but it
also stands in contradiction to what has been said just before....Thus, we must inevitably
conclude that vv. 51b—8 have been added by an ecclesiastical editor. Cf. also E. Lohse, “‘Wort und
Sakrament im Johannesevangelium’, NTS 7 (1960), 110-25; G. Bornkamm, ‘Die eucharistische
Rede im Johannesevangelium, ZNW 47 (1956), 161-9; repr. in idem, Geschichte und Glaube,
i: Gesammelte Aufsiitze3 (Munich: Kaiser, 1968),60—7); the problems of the Johannine Literarkritik
are discussed extensively in J. Frey, Die johanneische Eschatologie, i: Ihre Probleme im Spiegel der
Forschung seit Reimarus, WUNT 96 (Tiibingen: J. C. B. Mohr (Paul Siebeck), 1997), 429-45.

5 See the fine collection of essays by R. A. Culpepper (ed.), Critical Readings of John 6, Biblical
Interpretation Series 22 (Leiden: Brill, 1997), and in particular the editor’s summary
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2. Others interpret terms like ‘bread’, ‘flesh’, and ‘blood’ as christological and
sometimes anti-Docetic references to the person of Jesus, and not in terms
of the elements of the Eucharist.¢ In both the above cases one ends up with
a non-sacramental (or perhaps even an anti-sacramental) Gospel of John.”

3. Some recent contributors to the debate view this passage as genuinely
Johannine but nevertheless as eucharistic and as a logical continuation of
the preceding passage with its christological message.® There are even
exegetes who try to interpret as many symbolic references in John’s Gospel
as possible as referring to the sacraments.® Accordingly, among other
passages, John 6. 51¢—58 is interpreted as ‘decidedly, even stridently,
eucharistic’1® This tendency is one of deliberate sacramentalism (and
perhaps ultra-sacramentalism).

(pp- 247-57, esp. 253): ‘One of the chief contributions of this collection of essays, therefore, is to
reverse the long-held view that John 6:51c-58 is a later redactional insertion that jarringly
introduces a eucharistic interpretation of the bread of life theme. The continuities of theme and
language are much stronger than was previously assumed, meaning that these verses should now
be read as an integral part of the discourse.

6 Menken, ‘John 6: 51¢—58, 201--3; cf. already E. Schweizer, ‘Das johanneische Zeugnis vom
Herrenmahl’, EvTh 12 (1953), 341-63; repr. in idem, Neotestamentica: deutsche und englische
Aufsitze 1951-1963 (Zirich: Zwingli Verlag, 1963), 371-96, doubts the redactional character of
the three sacramental passages, but does not see the sacraments in any way as central to
Johannine thought.

7 See, e.g., P. N. Anderson, ‘The Sitz im Leben of the Johannine Bread of Life Discourse and
its Evolving Context’, in Culpepper (ed.), Critical Readings, 1-59, esp. 5: ‘The “eucharistic
interpolation” in John 6 is neither’ (italics original); cf. idem, The Christology of the Fourth Gospel:
Its Unity and Disunity in the Light of John 6 (Valley Forge, Pa.: Trinity Press International, 1997),
esp. 110-36; Menken, John 6: 51c—58’, 183-204; cf. already W. Wilkens, ‘Das Abendmahls-
zeugnis im vierten Evangelium’, EvTh 18 (1958), 354-70, regards John 6. 51c-58 as truly
Johannine, but argues in favour of an anti-docetic tendency and a peripheral character of the
sacraments in John; H. Késter, ‘Geschichte und Kultus im Johannesevangelium und bei Ignatius
von Antiochien, ZTK 54 (1957), 56—69, plays down the sacraments in John by contrasting them
with the metaphysical viewpoint of the sacraments held by Ignatius of Antioch.

8 See for a very balanced interpretation, e.g., U. Schnelle, Das Evangelium nach Johannes,
THKNT 4, 2nd edn. (Leipzig: Evangelische Verlagsanstalt, 2000), 140: ‘Das gesamte Kapitel 1463t
sich als eine wohliiberlegte Komposition durch den Evangelisten Johannes verstehen und
interpretieren, so dafl sich die Annahme einer post-evangelistischen Schicht eriibrigt. Auch
das Speisungswunder und der Seewandel sind transparent fiir das eucharistische Mahl.

9 A classic statement of this view is O. Cullmann, Early Christian Worship, SBT 10 (London:
SCM Press, 1953), 58: ‘John’s Gospel... treats the two sacraments as expressions of the whole
worship life of the early community and correspondingly sets forth the relation between the
Lord of the community present especially in these two sacraments and the life of Jesus’ (italics
original). Cf. L. Bouyer, ‘Les sacraments dans I’évangile johannique, BVC 1 (1953), 121-2;
B. Vawter, ‘The Johannine Sacramentary, TS 17 (1956), 151-66; A. Corell, Eschatology
and Church in the Gospel of St John (London: SPCK, 1958; translation of Consummatum est:
Eskatologi och kyrka i Johannesevangeliet (Stockholm: Svenska kyrkans diakonistyrelses
bokforlag, 1950)); J. M. Perry, ‘“The Evolution of the Johannine Eucharist, NTS 39 (1993), 22-35.

10 Perry, ‘Evolution, 22.
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To sum up, dealing with the question of the sacraments in John seems to be
particularly in danger of being affected by dogmatic preconceptions. Modern
interpreters know what baptism and the Eucharist are today, and what they
should have been in their very beginning. Most would argue that the words of
institution are constitutive for a real Eucharist.1! But this view does not leave
much room to look for different liturgical forms in the ancient sources, which
may then in turn help us to understand later developments. Before looking at
ancient eucharistic passages, it may, therefore, come as a welcome surprise to
realize that ‘there is no firm evidence at all for the liturgical use of an
institution narrative until the fourth century’.12

Looking at the eucharistic passages of the Fourth Gospel through the lenses
of the synoptic and Pauline passages surely results in the assessment of
supposed shortcomings or even over-interpretations on the Johannine side.
The authors of The New Testament in the Apostolic Fathers took a different
path.’? By comparing the Apostolic Fathers to the New Testament, they
greatly enlarged our visual ability to see things that we would not have seen
otherwise. A particularly fascinating example for this is the synoptic com-
parison between the Eucharist in the Didache and in John.

THE DIDACHE OF THE TWELVE APOSTLES

Modern research on the Didache'* began only in 1883 when Philotheos
Bryennios, later the metropolitan of Nicomedia, finally published the editio
princeps of the text he had found ten years earlier in the library of the patriarch
of Jerusalem at Constantinople.1>

11 For a recent ecumenical discussion regarding the validity of a Eucharist without the words
of institution, see P. M. Lugmayr, ‘Die “Anaphora von Addai und Mari” und die Dogmatik’, Una
Voce-Korrespondenz, 33 (2003), 30—47; idem, ‘Anaphoren ohne “direkte” Wandlungsworte
bereits unter Pius XI. (1922-1939): ein Beitrag zu einer aktuellen Diskussion, Una Voce-
Korrespondenz, 33 (2003), 227—44; see also Pontifical Council for Promoting Christian Unity
‘Guidelines for Admission to the Eucharist between the Chaldean Church and the Assyrian
Church of the East, L'Osservatore Romano, 26 Oct. 2001, p. 7, where members of the Chaldean
Church, which is in full communion with the Roman Catholic Church are granted admission to
the Eucharist administered by the Assyrian Church of the East, i.e. a Eucharist without words of
institution like the Anaphora of Addai and Mari, in situations of pastoral necessity.

12 P. F. Bradshaw, The Search for the Origins of Christian Worship: Sources and Methods for the
Study of Early Liturgy, 2nd edn. (New York and Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002), 62.

13 Hereafter referred to as NTAE

14 A second title at the beginning of the document reads: ‘Didache of the Lord through the
Twelve Apostles to the Gentiles.

15 P. Bryennios, 4idayn) 7év dddexa dmoorédwv (Constantinople: S. I. Boutura, 1883).



138 Carsten Claussen

Although a number of ancient Christian authors like Eusebius and Atha-
nasius of Alexandria, among others,'6 referred to the so-called Teaching of the
Twelve Apostles, its text had been lost, probably since the fourth or fifth
century.

As the document is composed of very different traditional items and
redaction, neither a precise dating nor a consensus regarding its place of
origin has yet been reached. The teaching of the Two Ways (Did. 1-6) may be
as early as the mid-first century. Wandering charismatics (Did. 11-13) and
elected deacons and bishops (Did. 15) may point to a transitional phase from
mainly charismatic beginnings to a more institutionalized church order in the
second half of the first century. The separation from Judaism (cf. Did. 8.
1-2)'7 may indicate a time late in the first century. Overall, a final redaction
around 100 ct seems quite probable.!8

The early circulation of the document in Egypt may indicate its origin
there. However, the wandering charismatics (Did. 11-13) as heirs of the Jesus
movement would probably fit better into a Syrian or Palestinian environment.
Of course, different sections may stem not just from different times but also
from a variety of localities. Thus there is at present no certainty in dating or
locating the Didache.

By 1905, only 22 years after the first modern edition of the Didache, when
The New Testament in the Apostolic Fathers was published, there was already
an extensive number of editions, commentaries, and articles dealing with this
early church order.!® Only one year after Bryennios, Adolf Harnack published

16 K. Niederwimmer, The Didache: A Commentary (ET Minneapolis: Fortress, 1998; German
original: Die Didache, KAV 1 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1989, 2nd edn. 1993)), 4-6.
Cf. also his summary of possible quotations of the Didache in early Christian literature on
pp. 6-13, its use in later church orders on pp. 13-17, and by Byzantine authors of the twelfth to
fourteenth centuries on pp. 17-18. A Georgian version now appears to be a relatively modern
translation. Cf. B. Ehrman, ‘Didache: The Teaching of the Twelve Apostles’ in idem, The
Apostolic Fathers, i, LCL 24 (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 2003), 403—43, on
pp. 412-13.

17 This is indicated by the exhortation in Did. 8. 1-2: ‘And do not keep your fasts with the
hypocrites. For they fast on Monday and Thursday; but you should fast on Wednesday and
Friday. Cf. Matt. 6. 16.

18 For a possible reconstruction of the origin of the Didache, see Niederwimmer, Didache,
42-54. There is also here a detailed discussion of the “Time and Place of the Writing’ (pp. 52—4).

19 The early literature prior to 1900 was summarized by A. Ehrhard, Die altchristliche
Literatur und ihre Erforschung von 1884—1900, i: Die vornicdische Literatur, Strafburger Theo-
logische Studien, Supplementband 1 (Freiburg im Breslau: Herdersche Verlagshandlung, 1900),
37-68.

Greek editions with English, French, and German translations are by J. B. Lightfoot, The
Apostolic Fathers: Revised Greek Texts with Introductions and English Translations (London:
Macmillan, 1891; repr. Grand Rapids, Mich.: Baker Book House, 1984, 2nd edn. 1992; rev.
edn. 1999); K. Lake, ‘The Didache, or Teaching of the Twelve Apostles), in idem, The Apostolic
Fathers, i, LCL 24 (London: William Heinemann Ltd.; Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
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his edition in 1884 with a commentary, which soon became fundamental for
the subsequent history of research.20 Harnack was also the first to observe
numerous similarities between the Gospel of John and the eucharistic prayers
in Did. 9 and 10.2! He cites twelve passages where he finds parallels, almost all
of them in John 6 and 17,22 and concludes: ‘Therefore, the assumption of a
real literary relationship here is more obvious than in all similar cases.”3

Kirsopp Lake (1872-1946), then Professor of New Testament Exegesis at
the University of Leiden, took responsibility for investigating the relationship
of the New Testament and the Didache in the NTAF2* The ‘composite
character of the document’? was responsible for the major difficulties of
such an undertaking. Therefore, Lake divided the document into four sec-
tions:

1. ‘The Two Ways, Did. 1-6;
2. ‘The ecclesiastical section’, Did. 7. 1-15. 3;

Press, 1912), 303-33; G. Schollgen, ‘Didache: Zwolf-Apostel-Lehre: Einleitung, Ubersetzung
und Kommentar, in idem and W. Geerlings, Zwolf-Apostel-Lehre: Apostolische Uberlieferung:
Lateinisch, Griechisch, Deutsch, FC 1 (Freiburg: Herder, 1991), 23-139; A. Lindemann and
H. Paulsen (eds.), Die apostolischen Viiter: Griechisch—deutsche Parallelausgabe auf Grundlage
der Ausgaben von F. X. Funk, K. Bihlmeyer und M. Whittaker, mit Ubersetzungen von M. Dibelius
und D.-A. Koch (Tibingen: J. C. B: Mohr (Siebeck, 1992); A. Cody, ‘“The Didache: An English
Translation’, in C. N. Jefford (ed.), The Didache in Context: Essays on its Text, History and
Transmission, NovISup 77 (Leiden: Brill, 1995), 3-14 (English trans., pp. 5-14); Ehrman,
Apostolic Fathers. The last-named edition was mainly used for preparing this paper, although
I have taken the liberty of changing parts of Ehrman’s translations at times.

More recent editions and commentaries on the Didache are by J.-P. Audet, La Didache:
Instructions des Apotres (Paris: Gabalda, 1958); R. A. Kraft, Barnabas and the Didache, iii
(New York: Thomas Nelson, 1965); K. Wengst, Didache (Apostellehre), Barnabasbrief, Zweiter
Klemensbrief, Schrift an Diognet, Schriften des Urchristentums 2 (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche
Buchgesellschaft, 1984); Niederwimmer, Didache; W. Rordorf and A. Tuilier, La Doctrine des
douze apotres (Didache): Introduction, texte, traduction, notes, appendice et index, SC 148 (Paris:
Cerf, 1978, 2nd edn. 1998); H. van de Sandt and D. Flusser, The Didache: Its Jewish Sources and
its Place in Early Judaism and Christianity, CRINT 3.5 (Assen: Royal van Gorcum; Minneapolis:
Fortress, 2002), includes the edition of Cody; A. Milavec, The Didache: Faith, Hope, and Life of
the Earliest Christian Communities, 50-70 C.E. (New York and Mahwah, NJ: Newman Press,
2003).

Extensive bibliographies and numerous essays can be found in Jefford (ed.), The Didache in
Context; J. A. Draper (ed.), The Didache in Modern Research, AGAJU 37 (Leiden: Brill, 1996);
idem, ‘The Didache in Modern Research: An Overview) in idem (ed), Didache in Modern
Research, 1-42, also provides an excellent survey of research regarding the Didache from the
beginning until the middle of the 1990s.

20 A. Harnack, Die Lehre der zwolf Apostel nebst Untersuchungen zur dltesten Geschichte der
Kirchenverfassung und des Kirchenrechts, TU 2 (Leipzig: J. J. Hinrichs’sche Buchhandlung, 1884).

21 Tbid. 79.

22 Tbid. 79-80.

23 Ibid. 81 (my trans.).

24 K. Lake, ‘The Didache’, in NTAE 24-36.

25 NTAFE 24.
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3. ‘The eschatological section, Did. 16;
4. ‘The interpolation in the “Two Ways” ’, Did. 1. 3-2. 1.

On comparing relevant sections of the Didache with New Testament passages,
it becomes quite obvious that, according to Lake’s judgement, there is only
one instance where there is ‘a lower degree of probability’2¢ for some connec-
tion: The ‘Trinitarian baptismal formula’ appears both in Did. 7. 1 and in
Matt. 28. 19.27 However, as a liturgical formula, it was probably used by many
largely independent early Christian communities, and cannot prove literary
dependence between the two texts. In several other cases of similarities his
grading reaches only a rather low possibility of any dependence.

However, when it comes to comparing the Didache with the Fourth Gospel,
Lake opts for ‘unclassed’.28 As passages ‘which seem reminiscent of Johannine
ideas and terminology’,2® he quotes the following texts:

Did. 9. 2: Smép tiis dylas dumélov daveld Tod mawdés cov (‘for the holy vine of
David, thy child’);3°

Did. 9. 3: Edxapiotoduév oo.. .31 vmép mijs Lwis ral yvdioews, s éyvapioas
Nuiv dwa Inood Tod madds oov. (‘We give thee thanks...for the life and
knowledge which thou didst make known to us through Jesus thy child’);
Did. 10. 3: Huiv 8¢ éxaplow mvevpatikny Tpodny kal moTov kal Lwiv aldviov
dwa 700 madds oov. (‘but us hast thou blessed with spiritual food and drink
and eternal light through thy child’).

Lake noticed similarities of these references to John 15. 1; 17. 3; and 6.
45-55. All of these had already been included in Harnack’s list.32 But
altogether the latter’s earlier list of twelve similarities in wording was now
reduced to merely three passages, and Lake seemed to be a lot less enthusi-
astic about the relationship between the Didache and John. Nevertheless, he
also touched upon a common difference of these two sources compared to
the synoptics:

It is noticeable that the distinctive ideas of the manna and the identification of the
bread with the body of Christ, are not found in the Didache. The point of closest
resemblance is that the Didache, like the Fourth Gospel, does not connect the
spiritual food with the specific ideas of the institution, as is done in the Synoptic
narrative.33

N

6 The classification used by the authors of NTAF is given on p. iii.

27 NTAE 27. 28 NTAE 31. 29 NTAE 31.

30 The translations are inserted from Lake’s own edition in the LCL.

31 Lake omits wdrep fjucov. 32 Harnack, Lehre, 79-81. 33 NTAE 31.



The Eucharist in John and the Didache 141

This overall impression supports the notion that the Didache may somehow
be close to the Gospel of John,?* and has led some scholars over the years to
postulate some common ground for the Eucharist between John and the
Didache.?> As we find a rather different treatment of the Eucharist in these
two texts, compared to what we find in the synoptics and in Paul, we first need
to deal with the basic question of the very nature of the eucharistic allusions in
the Didache and in the Fourth Gospel.

What kind of ‘eucharist’ do we find in the Didache??¢ Or what makes
passages like the prayers in Did. 9 and 10 and the verses in Did. 14. 1-3
‘eucharistic’, as they include neither an institution narrative nor the words of
institution? And on top of it there is a blessing of the wine before the bread.
First of all, the identification of these passages is corroborated by the
composition of the Didache. After the text has dealt with baptism (Did.
7. 1-3), and closely linked to this with fasting (7.4-8.1) and prayer
(8. 2-3), it comes as no surprise: following these presuppositions (9. 5) and
identity markers of a Christian life-style, the Didachist now turns to the
eucharistic ritual.3”

However, the most obvious indication for this is the rubric in Did. 9. 1:
‘And concerning the thanksgiving meal / eucharist (edyapioria), you shall
give thanks / hold the eucharist (edyapioréw) as follows.® This line serves as
the title for what follows. It is parallel to the rubric at the beginning of Did.

34 J. Schmid, ‘Didache’, RAC iii. 1009-13, at p. 1012: ‘Eben diese Gebete [d.h. die Abend-
mahlsgebet in Did. 9, 10] sind aber auch von einer Mystik inspiriert, die eine gewisse Ver-
wandtschaft mit der johanneischen aufweist.

35 For a summary of older contributions, see A. Greiff, Das dlteste Pascharituale der Kirche,
Did. 1-10 und das Johannesevangelium, Johanneische Studien 1 (Paderborn: Schoéningh, 1929);
J. A. Robinson, Barnabas, Hermas and the Didache (London: SPCK; New York: Macmillan,
1920); idem, ‘The Problem of the Didache’, JTS 13 (1912), 339-56. Later contributions include
E. R. Goodenough, ‘John a Primitive Gospel’, JBL 64 (1945), 145-82, esp. 174-5; C. E. D. Moule,
‘A Note on Didache IX.4’, JTS 6 (1955), 240-3; L. Cerfaux, ‘La multiplication des pains dans la
liturgie de la Didache’, Bib (1959), 943-58. Perry, ‘Evolution 28, sums up: ‘The various liturgical
and theological similarities between the Fourth Gospel and the Didache suggest that the
Johannine community and that of the Didachist may once have shared a purely eschatological
eucharistic tradition, and that at some intersection in their histories the latter community had
been influenced by the theology of the former. We may suspect that the influence occurred
before the passion-oriented modification of the Eucharist was adopted by the Johannine
community, for any reference thereto is lacking in the Didache. Even more recently, K. Berger,
Im Anfang war Johannes: Datierung und Theologie des vierten Evangeliums (Stuttgart: Quell
Verlag, 1997), 216-17, while discussing the question of the Eucharist in John 6 quotes Did. 9. 3
as supporting the tradition of a metaphorical relationship between ‘bread’ and ‘word’.

36 For a summary of the history of research see Draper, ‘Didache’, 26-31.

37 For a very convincing treatment of Did. 7-10 as an ‘integrated block of ritual material,
see J. A. Draper, ‘Ritual Process and Ritual Symbol in Didache 7-10’, VC 54 (2000), 121-58, on
p. 121.

38 Did. 9. 1: Ilepl ¢ mis edyapiotias, oiTws evyapioTioare.
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7. 1 concerning baptism—‘And concerning baptism, baptise as follows’3*—
and other rubrics in the Didache as well.40 The clause in Did. 9. 5—But let no
one eat or drink from your thanksgiving meal / eucharist unless they have
been baptised in the name of the Lord.4!—signals the end of this section. The
ritual is expressly described by the term edyapioria. Although edyapioria
appears in the New Testament altogether fifteen times, mainly in the Pauline
and deutero-Pauline literature, it is never used as a terminus technicus for the
Eucharist or the eucharistic elements.42 The situation is very different in the
Apostolic Fathers. In Ignatius’ letters to the Ephesians (13. 1), the Philadel-
phians (4) and the Smyrnaeans (7. 1, (twice), 8. 1), edyapioria is used in a
clearly eucharistic context, sometimes for the ritual act of the Eucharist (Eph.
13. 1; Smyrn. 7. 1 (first instance), 8. 1) or for the eucharistic elements (Ign.
Phid. 4; Smyrn. 7. 1 (second instance)). The same applies to Justin Martyr,
who uses edyapitoria for the eucharistic elements.#> Thus there is no need to
doubt that at least Did. 9 refers to a eucharistic ritual. But what about the
prayer in Did. 10?

The structure of Did. 9 and 10 is largely parallel,4* which may count as an
important argument that the latter prayer is also about the Eucharist. In
addition to this, the formulation in Did. 10. 3 offers a clue to the identification
of this passage:

You, Lord Almighty, created all things for the sake of your name, and gave both food
and drink to humans for their refreshment, that they might give you thanks. But you
graced us with spiritual food and drink and eternal life through your child.

The purpose of general food and drink is obvious: basically it is for the
refreshment or enjoyment (els dwédavow) of all human beings. There is no
indication that this kind of food is in any way limited to a certain type of

39 Did. 7. 1: Ilepi 8¢ T0b Bamrioparos, odtw Bamrioare.

40 Cf. also the rubrics with 7ep( in Did. 6. 3 (‘food’), 9. 2 (‘cup’), 9. 3 (‘broken bread’), and
11. 3 (‘apostles and prophets’).

4 undeis 8¢ payérw unde mérw amo Tis edyapiorias Vv, dAX of BamrTichévres els dvoua
kuplov.

42 However, cf. épayov Tov dpTov edyapioTioavtos Tov wkuplov in John 6. 23. This may be
regarded as an anticipation of the later eucharistic usage.

43 Justin, 1 Apol. 66. 1: kal % Tpogdr) alimy kadeiTar mwap’ Huiv edyapioria.

44 This was already noticed by E. Freiherr v. d. Goltz, Das Gebet in der diltesten Christenheit
(Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs’sche Buchhandlung, 1901), 211; L. Clerici, Einsammlung der Zerstreuten:
Liturgiegeschichtliche Untersuchung zur Vor-und Nachgeschichte der Fiirbitte fiir die Kirche in
Didache 9,4 und 10,5, Liturgiewissenschaftliche Quellen und Forschungen, 44 (Miinster:
Aschendorffsche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1966), 5-6, provides a synopsis of the prayers in
German. Niederwimmer, Didache, 139—40, gives a synopsis of the prayers in Greek; E. Mazza,
‘Didache 9-10: Elements of a Eucharistic Interpretation), in Draper (ed.), Didache in Modern
Research, 276-7, includes a synopsis in English.
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people. As we shall see in greater detail later on, it shows a close resemblance
to Jewish after-meal prayers.4>

In contrast (8¢) to such food and drink in general, there is also ‘spiritual
food and drink’, which are mentioned together with ‘eternal life’. The eucha-
ristic cup (singular!), which is closely connected to the ‘holy vine of David’
(Did. 9. 2) and the broken bread (singular!), is clearly singled out. This special
kind of wine and bread is not consumed for the purpose of being fed until one
would have had ‘enough to eat’ (Did. 10. 1).46

For this eucharistic meal admission is limited to those who are baptized,
who have confessed their trespasses (Did. 4. 14; 10. 6; 14. 1b), and who live in
peace with their fellow Christians (Did. 14. 2; cf. 15. 3). Thus there is no
evidence whatsoever that candidates for baptism and catechumens would
per se be excluded from the communal meals.

Although there can be no doubt about the eucharistic context in Did. 9 and
10, the precise nature of such a ritual meal is still a matter of dispute. Or, to
address the matter more accurately, the question is: does Did. 9-10 refer to the
Eucharist or to a common meal later called agape?¥’

45 The Birkat ha-mazon begins with the words: ‘Blessed art Thou, O Lord, our God, King of
the Universe, Who feedest the whole world with goodness, with grace and with mercy’.

46 The contrast between ‘earthly’ and ‘spiritual’ can also be found in Ign. Rom. 7. 3
(¢pbopd./ddBapros); Justin, I Apol. 66. 2; Irenaeus, Adv. Haer. 4 (SC 100, 610 ff.).

47 It needs to be stressed that the Didache does not use the term dyd=y in this later sense (cf.
however, Did. 10. 5; 16. 3). What is meant by this term is a communal meal of the early Christian
community. It is obvious that any answer to the above question is in danger of falling victim to
anachronistic reconstructions or of being influenced by dogmatic preconceptions. A detailed
overview of the different views on the type of ritual in Did. 9-10 is provided by Niederwimmer,
Didache, 141-2. From Harnack, Lehre, 58—60, on, many scholars believe that Did. 9-10 represent
the Eucharist. H. Lietzmann, Mass and Lord’s Supper: A Study in the History of the Liturgy: With
Introduction and Further Inquiry by Robert Douglas Richardson (ET Leiden: Brill, 1979); German
original of part 1, i.e. pp. xxv—xxvi, 1-215: Messe und Herrenmahl—Eine Studie zur Geschichte
der Liturgie (Berlin: Verlag Walter de Gruyter, 1926), offers a similar view: while he sees Did.
9-10 and 14. 1-3 as referring to the Eucharist (p. 189), he describes the course of the ceremony
as an ‘agape introduced by a eucharistic celebration’. However, his reconstruction is based on the
assumption that Did. 10. 6 had its original place ‘before the prayer x.1-5, and the injunction
ix.5> There is no hint in the text for such an operation!

In favour of an agape are, among others (cf. Niederwimmer, Didache, 141), R. H. Connolly,
‘Agape and Eucharist in the Didache’, DR 55 (1937), 477-89; F. E. Vokes, The Riddle of the
Didache: Fact or Fiction, Heresy or Catholicism? (London: SPCK, 1938), 197-207; G. Dix, The
Shape of the Liturgy (Westminster: Dacre, 1945), 90. P. Drews, ‘Untersuchungen zur Didache’,
ZNW'5 (1904), 53-79, on pp. 78-9, opts for Did. 9-10 as a Eucharist in the form of a communal
meal (‘ein Herrenmahl, gefeiert in der Form einer einheitlichen, vollen Gemeindemahlzeit),
p- 79) while Did. 14 refers to the Eucharist on a Sunday, led by a bishop. A number of scholars
argue that Did. 9—10 are prayers for the agape, while the Eucharist follows after Did. 10. 6; see,
e.g., T. Zahn, Forschungen zur Geschichte des neutestamentlichen Kanons und der altkirchlichen
Literatur, iii: Supplementum Clementinum (Erlangen: A. Deichert, 1884), 193 ff,; A. D. Nock,
‘Liturgical Notes’, JTS 30 (1929), 381-95, on pp. 390-1; M. Dibelius, ‘Die Mahl-Gebete der
Didache’, ZNW 37 (1938), 32—41, 126-7. Some see them as prayers of the agape, which the
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The above examination of the prayers in Did. 9 and 10 has made it quite
obvious that the whole section follows the rubric in Did. 9. 1 which describes
what follows as edyaptoria. Nevertheless, the prayers refer to a ritual unit with
expressly eucharistic parts (Did. 9. 2-3), with access limited to the baptized
(Did. 9. 5; cf. Did. 10. 6), and with parts of a meal to satisfy hunger (Did.
10. 1, 3) for everybody. Although there was an obvious understanding of the
difference between these, so that one was able to distinguish the cup and the
broken bread from the rest of the meal, both parts still belong together. Thus,
there is simply no reason to regard this meal as an agapé without the
Eucharist.8 A deeper understanding of this peculiar combination of common
meal and Eucharist can be gained by looking into the Jewish background of
these prayers.

THE EUCHARISTIC PRAYERS IN THE DIDACHE
AND JEWISH MEAL-PRAYERS

Already very early, scholars recognized similarities between ancient Jewish
and early Christian liturgies, and later on also between the eucharistic prayers
in Did. 9 and 10 and Jewish prayers. The Dutch Protestant theologian
Campegius Vitringa (1659—1722) may have been the first to point out the
Jewish roots of the Christian liturgy, and many others followed his line.4
The scientific study of the history of Jewish liturgy began with the monu-
mental work of Leopold Zunz: Die gottesdienstlichen Vortrige der Juden,

Lord’s Supper then follows. Cf. R. Bultmann, Theologie des Neuen Testaments, UTB 630, 9th edn.
(Tiibingen: J. C. B. Mohr (Paul Siebeck), 1984), 153; J. Jeremias, The Eucharistic Words of Jesus
(London: SCM Press, 1966), 134; Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 40-1. A. V6bus, Liturgical
Traditions in the Didache, Papers of the Estonian Theological Society in Exile, 16 (Stockholm:
Estonian Theological Society in Exile, 1968), 63—83, regards Did. 9—10 as belonging to the
Eucharist, which had not yet been divided from the agape. Wengst, Didache, 45-6, argues that
the Eucharist of the Didache is nothing but a meal meant to satisfy the hunger of the participants
(= ‘Sittigungsmahl’). Wengst clarified, but basically defended, his view later on in a dialogue
with Lothar Wehr. See Wehr, Arznei, 376-7.

48 This is rightly stressed already by Goltz, Das Gebet, 210: ‘Gemeinsame Mahlzeit und
Herrenmahl und aydmy waren dasselbe’; cf. Voobus, Liturgical Traditions, 70.

49 C. Vitringa, De synagoga vetere libri tres: quibus tum de nominibus, structurd, origine,
preefectis, ministris, & sacris synagogarum, agitur; tum preecipue, formam regiminis & ministerii
earum in ecclesiam christianam translatam esse, demonstratur: cum prolegomenis (Franeker: Typis
& impensis J. Gyzelaar, 1696); abbreviated translation by J. L. Bernard, The Synagogue and the
Church: Being an Attempt to Show that the Government, Ministers and Services of the Church were
Derived from those of the Synagogue (London: B. Fellowes, 1842).
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published in 1832.50 His method was marked by the attempt to reconstruct a
single archetype, an Urfext, by comparing the different manuscripts.>! Paul
Sabatier, in the earliest French commentary on the Didache in 1885, was the
first to compare the blessing of the cup (Did. 9. 2) and the broken bread (Did.
9. 3) to blessings at the beginning of Jewish meals.>> He tried to show
analogies between the Kiddush—a simple blessing over the wine at the
beginning of each sabbath or feast-day53—and Did. 9. 1-3. The tenth bene-
diction of the Amidah’* and Did. 9. 4-5 also seemed to show some parallels.5>
Nevertheless, in both cases the similarities surely do not outweigh the sign-
ificant differences.

It was not until 1928 that Louis Finkelstein published his ground-breaking
essay on the Birkat ha-mazon, the Jewish grace after meals, comparing it to the
prayer in Did. 10.56 Finkelstein followed Zunz’s methodology, and tried ‘to
establish the original form of the benedictions’” of the grace after meals. His
careful reconstruction presents a prayer with three benedictions:58

50 1. Zunz, Die gottesdienstlichen Vortrige der Juden, historisch entwickelt: ein Beitrag zur
Alterthumskunde und biblischen Kritik, zur Literatur-und Religionsgeschichte (Berlin: Asher, 1832;
2nd edn. von Nehemias Briill nach dem Handexemplar des Verfassers berichtigte und mit einem
Register vermehrte Auflage, Frankfurt am Main: J. Kauffmann, 1892; repr. Hildesheim: Olms,
1966).

51 For a short overview see Bradshaw, Search for the Origins, 25-6.

52 P. Sabatier, La Didache, ou I’Enseignement des douze apétres, texte grec retrouvé par Mgr
Philotheos Bryennios. .. publié pour la premiére fois en France, avec un commentaire et des notes
(Paris: Fischbacher, 1885), 100. Cf. Drews, ‘Untersuchungen), 74; Goltz, Das Gebet, 210; idem,
Tischgebete und Abendmahlsgebete in der altchristlichen und in der griechischen Kirche, TU n.s. 14
(Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1905); G. Klein, Der dlteste christliche Katechismus und die jiidische
Propaganda-Literatur (Berlin: Reimer, 1909), 214-19, pointed to the influence of sabbath
Kiddush prayers on Did. 9. Cf. also more recently J. W. Riggs, ‘From Gracious Table to
Sacramental Elements: The Tradition-History of Didache 9 and 10, SC 4 (1984), 83-101,
esp. 91-2.

53 Cf. also m. Ber. 6. 1: ‘(Blessed are you, O Lord, our God, King of the world,) who creates
the fruit of the vine ... .. (Blessed are you, O Lord, our God, King of the world,) who brings forth
bread from the earth’

54 ‘Blow a blast upon the great shofar for our freedom and raise a banner for the gathering of
our exiles. Blessed art thou, O Lord, who gatherest the dispersed of thy people Israel” Quoted
according to L. H. Schiffman, Texts and Traditions: A Source Reader for the Study of Second
Temple and Rabbinic Judaism (Hoboken, NJ: KTAV Publishing House, 1998), 658, who repro-
duces a translation by J. Heinemann and J. J. Petuchowski, Literature of the Synagogue (New
York: Behrman, 1975), 33-6.

55 See G. Klein, ‘Die Gebete in der Didache’, ZNW 9 (1908), 132—46, on pp. 134-5; R. D.
Middleton, ‘The Eucharistic Prayers of the Didache’, JTS 36 (1935), 259-67, esp. 261-2; Voobus,
Liturgical Traditions, 162-9; Riggs, ‘Gracious Table’, 91-2 n. 30.

56 L. Finkelstein, ‘The Birkat-Ha-Mazon’, JQR 19 (1928/9), 211-62.

57 Ibid. 211.

58 Ibid. 215-16. The threefold pattern ‘blessing’— ‘thanksgiving’— ‘supplication’ was added
to the text. For this pattern cf. Thomas Talley, ‘The Eucharistic Prayer of the Ancient Church
according to Recent Research: Results and Reflections’, SL 11 (1976), 138-58; idem, ‘From
Berakah to Eucharistia: A Reopening Question’, Worship, 50 (1976), 115-37; repr. in K. Seasoltz
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Birkat ha-mazon
A. Blessing

Blessed art Thou, O Lord, our God, King
of the Universe, Who feedest the whole
world with goodness, with grace and
with mercy.

Blessed art Thou, O, Lord, Who feedest
all.

B. Thanksgiving

We thank Thee, O Lord, our God, that
Thou hast caused us to inherit a goodly
and pleasant land, the covenant, the
Torah, life and food. For all these things
we thank Thee and praise Thy name
forever and ever.

Blessed art Thou, O, Lord, for the land
and for the food.

C. Supplication

Have mercy, O Lord, our God, on Thy
people Israel, and on Thy city Jerusalem,
and on Thy Temple and Thy dwelling-
place and on Zion Thy resting-place, and
on the great and holy sanctuary over
which Thy name was called, and the
kingdom of the dynasty of David mayest
Thou restore to its place in our days, and
build Jerusalem soon.

Blessed art Thou, O, Lord, who buildest
Jerusalem.

Carsten Claussen

Did. 10. 2-5
B. (Did. 10. 2)

We give you thanks, holy Father, for your
holy name which you have made reside
in our hearts, and for the knowledge,
faith, and immortality that you made
known to us through Jesus your child.
To you be the glory forever.

A. (Did. 10. 3-4)

You, Almighty Master, created all things
for the sake of your name, and gave both
food and drink to humans for their
refreshment, that they might give you
thanks. But you graced us with spiritual
food and drink and eternal life through
[Jesus]>® your child.

B. Above all we thank you because you
are powerful.

To you be the glory forever.

C. Supplication (Did. 10. 5)

Remember your church, O Lord, save it
from all evil, and perfect it in your love.
And gather it from the four winds into

your kingdom, which you prepared for it.

For yours is the power and the glory
forever.

(ed.), Living Bread, Saving Cup: Readings on the Eucharist (Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press,
1987), 80-101. A fourth benediction of the Birkat ha-mazon was added later. It is reflected
neither in the Didache nor in Jubilees. Cf. Finkelstein, ‘Birkat’, 221-2; Sandt and Flusser, Didache,

317 n. 139.

59 The Coptic fragment Br. Mus. Or. 9271 adds the name Jesus’ Cf. Did. 10. 2.
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The hypothesis of the dependency of the prayer in Did. 10 on this
supposedly earliest version of the Birkat ha-mazon is widely accepted.s® In
fact, Finkelstein’s reconstruction became a starting-point even for those
scholars who otherwise acknowledged the fluidity in Jewish first-century
liturgies.!

The problems in arguing in favour of such a close connection between Did.
10 and the Birkat ha-mazon are nevertheless not minor. Although verbal
parallels are clearly visible, these are outnumbered by far by the very sign-
ificant differences. The same applies to the structure: whereas the Jewish grace
after meals starts with a blessing (A) that mentions the feeding by God,
a thanksgiving (B) precedes the reference to food in Did. 10. 2. Another
thanksgiving, as a kind of summary, follows in Did. 10. 4. Thus one may
argue that the thanksgiving unit (Did. 10. 2, 4) is now disrupted by the
blessing.62 As a result the sequences of the Birkat ha-mazon and Did. 10.
2-5 are not really parallel.

Other issues of concern arise from Finkelstein’s methodology, as he follows
the dating of the origin of the grace after meals given in the Babylonian

60 Middleton, ‘Eucharistic Prayers’; Dibelius, ‘Mahl-Gebete’, 32—-41; K. Hruby, ‘La “Birkat
Ha-Mazon” ’, in Meélanges liturgiques offerts au R. P. Dom B. Botte O.S.B. de ’Abbaye du Mont
César a loccasion du cinquantieme anniversaire de son ordination sacerdotale (4 Juin 1972)
(Louvain: Abbaye du Mont César, 1972), 205-22; Jeremias, Eucharistic Words, 110, who cites
Finkelstein’s version of the Birkat ha-mazon at full length; Talley, ‘From Berakah to Eucharistia’
(German trans.: ‘Von der Berakah zur Eucharistia: Das eucharistische Hochgebet der alten
Kirche in neuerer Forschung: Ergebnisse und Fragen), L] 26 (1976), 93—115; French translation:
‘De la, berakah’ a 'eucharistie, une question a réexaminer’, La Maison-Dieu, 125 (1976), 11-39);
idem, ‘The Eucharistic Prayer: Tradition and Development), in K. Stevenson (ed.), Liturgy
Reshaped (London: SPCK, 1982), 48-64; idem, ‘The Literary Structure of Eucharistic Prayer’,
Worship, 58 (1984), 404-20; Riggs, ‘Gracious Table’; Niederwimmer, Didache, 155: ‘The model
for this long prayer is (as has long been acknowledged) the Jewish prayer after meals, the Birkat
Ha-Mazon. The judgement of Mazza is still representative for the majority of scholars. See E.
Mazza, The Origins of the Eucharistic Prayer (Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press, 1995), 17:
‘Since the studies of L. Finkelstein, M. Dibelius, and K. Hruby the connection between the Birkat
ha-mazon and Didache 10 no longer requires demonstration.” So too Sandt and Flusser,
Didache, 312.

61 This is rightly observed by Bradshaw, Search for the Origins, 140. As more recent examples
see Niederwimmer, Didache, 156: “The text of the Jewish table prayer was expanded in the course
of time, so that it would be difficult to attempt to re-create its original wording. Sandt and
Flusser, Didache, 312: ‘Admittedly, one must be careful about Finkelstein’s reconstruction of the
Hebrew text since the exact phraseology of the meal blessing may not yet have been fixed in
the first century CE. Those who dissent from Finkelstein’s view are comparatively rare. See
Voobus, Liturgical Traditions, 166; Draper, ‘Didache’, 29; Milavec, Didache, 416-21; cf. B. Spinks,
‘Beware the Liturgical Horses! An English Interjection on Anaphoral Evolution, Worship, 59
(1985), 211-19, who questions the view that Jesus made use of the Birkat ha-mazon at the
Last Supper.

62 Sandt and Flusser, Didache, 318.
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Talmud.s?> No serious scholar would take this at face value today. The final
editing of the Babylonian Talmud took place at the end of the sixth or the
beginning of the seventh century, and dating the original composition of its
passages is notoriously difficult. Even worse, when Finkelstein turns to his
reconstruction of the supposed original form, he analyses versions of the
Birkat ha-mazon which stem more likely from the ninth century. Thus
the likelihood that such a comparison of much later versions may reveal the
precise wording of the first century ce Jewish grace after meals seems to
be extremely limited.4

Nevertheless, we can be quite certain that at least some rather fluid pattern
of meal-prayers existed during the first century.®> The Mishnah does not give
its text, but in m. Ber. 6. 8 it refers to such a prayer as ‘the three benedictions’66
More insights into the early structure may be gained from the second century
BCE Book of Jubilees. In Jub. 22. 6-9 Abraham is portrayed as pronouncing his
grace after meals:

6. And he (Abraham) ate and drank and blessed God Most High who created heaven
and earth and who made all the fat of the earth and gave it to the sons of man so that
they might eat and drink and bless their Creator:

63 b. Ber. 48b: ‘Moses formulated the first benediction when the manna came down from
Heaven; Joshua the second when Israel entered the Land; David composed the prayer for
Jerusalem; Solomon added to it the prayer for the Temple; while the fourth benediction was
established by the Sages at Jabneh when permission was granted to bury those slain at Bether’
Quoted from Finkelstein, ‘Birkat’, 212.

64 One may want to be more cautious than Jeremias, Eucharistic Words, 110, who introduces
Finkelstein’s version with the words: ‘At the time of Jesus this grace was probably worded as
follows.

65 M. Weinfeld, ‘Grace after Meals in Qumran), JBL 111 (1992), 427-40, argues that 4Q434a
is a ‘Grace after Meals in the Mourner’s House’. See recently also J. R. Davila, Liturgical Works,
Eerdmans Commentaries on the Dead Sea Scrolls, 6 (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 2000),
174-6. However, this identification is far from clear. Cf. the criticism by D. K. Falk, ‘Prayer in the
Qumran Texts, in W. Horbury, W. D. Davies, and J. Sturdy (eds.), The Cambridge History of
Judaism, iii: The Early Roman Period (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999), 852-76,
on p. 865. See J. Neusner, A History of Jews in Babylonia, i (Leiden: Brill, 1965), 161 n. 3:
a somewhat different meal-prayer from the synagogue at Dura-Europos. If anything may be
concluded from these texts, it is that they indicate a broad variety of ancient meal-prayers.
Josephus and the Qumran literature report that the Essenes pray before and after eating: Joseph.
BJ 2. 8. 5; 1QS 6. 3-8; 1QSa 2. 17-18. Unfortunately, they do not provide the content of the
prayers. Ep. Arist. 185 includes a prayer before a meal which, however, is more a petitionary
prayer for the king.

66 m. Ber. 6. 8: ‘If a man ate figs, grapes or pomegranates, he should say the three Benedic-
tions after them. So Raban Gamaliel. But the sages say: One Benediction, the substance of the
three. R. Akiba says: Even if he ate but boiled vegetables for his meal he must say the three
Benedictions after them’ (English trans. by H. Danby, The Mishnah: Translated from the Hebrew
with Introduction and Brief Explanatory Notes (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1933), 7).
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7. ‘And now I thank you, my God, because you have let me see this day. Behold, I am
one hundred and seventy-five years old, and fulfilled in days. And all of my days were
peaceful for me.

8. The sword of the enemy did not triumph over me in anything which you gave to
me or my sons all of the days of my life until this day.

9. O my God, may your mercy and your peace be upon your servant and upon the
seed of his sons so that they might become an elect people for you and an inheritance
from all of the nations of the earth from henceforth and for all the days of the
generations of the earth forever’67

The example of this grace after meals is particularly important for two
reasons: on the one hand it clearly follows the three-part structure that can
be observed in much later prayers.

Jub. 22. 6 reflects the first benediction of God as the creator and the
provider of food. Then Jub. 22. 7-8 as a thanksgiving for long life, protection,
and sustenance corresponds to the second benediction for the gift of the land.
Finally, the third benediction, the supplication, is reflected in Jub. 22. 9 where
Abraham prays for himself, his offspring, and all generations of the earth.
Jubilees clearly shows that the original three-part structure of the grace after
meals goes back at least to the second century BCE.

On the other hand, this ‘personal’ prayer of Abraham reveals an enormous
degree of fluidity and variation. The continuity with later versions goes hardly
beyond the basic threefold pattern.s8 Therefore, one can be absolutely certain
that the Birkat ha-mazon did not exist in one fixed, original, and widely used
form at this early time.

This observation fits together well with a major shift that occurred in
Jewish liturgical studies through the work of Joseph Heinemann.s® Following
the insights of form criticism, he pays special attention to the particular
stylistic features of the liturgical texts, and thus tries to locate their origin.
As to the question of an Urtext, he chooses the opposite direction compared
to Zunz and Finkelstein:

The Jewish prayers were originally the creations of the common people. ... Since the
occasions and places of worship were numerous, it was only natural that they should
give rise to an abundance of prayers, displaying a wide variety of forms, styles and

67 English trans. by O. S. Wintermute, ‘Jubilees: A New Translation and Introduction), in J. H.
Charlesworth (ed.), The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, ii (New York: Doubleday, 1985), 97.

68 Cf. however Sandt and Flusser, Didache, 317, who carefully point to some similar wording.

69 See esp. his doctoral dissertation: J. Heinemann, ha-Tefilah bi-tekufat-ha-Tana’im veha-
Amora’im (= Prayer in the Period of the Tanna’im and the Amora’im (Jerusalem: Hebrew Univer-
sity Press, 1964; 2nd edn. 1966; ET Prayer in the Talmud: Forms and Patterns, Studia Judaica, 9
(Berlin and New York: Walter de Gruyter, 1977)), quoted according to the English version).
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patterns. Thus, the first stage in the development of the liturgy was characterized by
diversity and variety.”®

Accordingly, he develops his methodology:

Therefore, we must lay down as a fundamental axiom for liturgical studies which
would examine developmentally the texts of the various prayers that from the first no
single ‘original’ text of any particular prayer was created, but that originally numerous
diverse texts and versions existed side by side. It follows, then, that the widely accepted
goal of the philological method—uviz., to discover or to reconstruct the one ‘original’
text of a particular composition by examining and comparing the extant textual
variants one with the other—is out of place in the field of liturgical studies. We must
not try to determine by philological methods the ‘original’ text of any prayer without
first determining whether or not such an ‘original’ text ever existed. For we are dealing
with materials which originated as part of an oral tradition and hence by their very
nature were not phrased in any fixed uniform formulation—which at a later stage came
to be ‘revised’ and expanded—but rather were improvised on the spot; and, subse-
quently, ‘re-improvised’ and reworded in many different formulations in an equally
spontaneous fashion.”!

After Heinemann it is no longer feasible to search for an original form of the
Birkat ha-mazon in the first century. His methodology opens up the possibility
of a broad variety and fluidity of ancient prayers. Such diversity is hardly
surprising when we realize that first-century Judaism found its venues for
religious gathering not only in the pre-70 ce Temple and more or less official
synagogues, but mainly within the setting of the Jewish family and house
synagogues.’> However, this does not mean that comparing early Christian
prayers like those in Did. 9-10 to ancient Jewish prayers should be regarded as
futile. Heinemann also provides abundant evidence that the people who
formulated these prayers made use of specific forms, which are far from
arbitrary. Thus earlier reconstructions can still serve as helpful contributions
to identify Did. 9 with confidence as a prayer at the beginning of a meal and Did.
10 as grace after meals. But after Heinemann, research is no longer limited to
the comparison of one supposed original with one or more later adaptations.”?

70 Heinemann, Prayer, 37.

71 Ibid. 43. His critique of Finkelstein’s method follows on p. 44. Cf. the already much earlier
rejection of Finkelstein’s methodological assumptions by I. Elbogen, Der jiidische Gottesdienst in
seiner geschichtlichen Entwicklung, 3rd edn. (Frankfurt am Main: J. Kauffmann, 1931), 41-2, 583.
For a very recent adoption of Heinemann’s insights see Milavec, Didache, 416-21.

72 See C. Clauflen, Versammlung, Gemeinde, Synagoge: Das hellenistisch-jiidische Umfeld der
frithchristlichen Gemeinden, SUNT 27 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2002), esp. 37-9 and
294-304.

73 But see also the criticism regarding Heinemann’s form criticism by T. Zahavy, Studies in
Jewish Prayer (Lanham, Md.: University Press of America, 1990), 4-5.
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Consequently, if we are no longer limited to looking for a simple Christianizing
adaptation of earlier Jewish material, analysing the particularities of wording
and composition become even more valuable.”

THE TERMINOLOGICAL BACKGROUND OF DIDACHE 9-10

A number of expressions in Did. 9-10 clearly reveal their Old Testament or
Hellenistic Jewish background. However, many other references are more
likely of Christian origin, as the following examples show.75

Did. 9. 1—edyapiorio with cup before bread

Philo uses the verb edyapioreiv for the grace or thanksgiving before meals
(Spec. 2. 175).7¢ And under his influence theologians of the second and
third centuries used edyapioria and edyapioreiv for the Eucharist.”” Did.
9. 1 could be a very early example of such a more specific Christian usage.
Maybe there were already forms of grace in Hellenistic Judaism that began
with edyapioreiv.’8

One of the stumbling-blocks that nevertheless keep some interpreters from
identifying Did. 9-10 with the Eucharist—although the rubric in Did. 9. 1
clearly mentions edyapiori{a—is the sequence of the blessing of the cup before
the bread.

Although the benefits of comparing these blessings to the Jewish Kiddush
are limited, it is still important to keep in mind that this prayer starts with the
blessing over the cup as well. Mishnah Berakoth also testifies to the sequence
wine-bread.” Thus we may conclude that the Didache here follows the
normal Jewish custom. That this should not be taken to disqualify us from

74 M. Klinghardt, Gemeinschaftsmahl und Mahlgemeinschaft: Soziologie und Liturgie friih-
christlicher Mahlfeiern, TANZ 13 (Tibingen and Basel: A. Francke Verlag, 1996), describes
the most common view on the relationship between the prayers of the Didache and Jewish
prayers as follows: ‘Die Ansicht, die sich weitestgehend durchgesetzt hat, besagt, dafl in der
Didache jidische Mahlbenediktionen (1.) spiritualisiert und (2.) nur geringfiigig durch die
mais-Formel ‘verchristlicht’ worden seien.’ He is right to call this view problematic.

75 Cf. also the extensive collections of parallels in Clerici, Einsammlung; J. Laporte, Eucha-
ristia in Philo (New York: Mellen, 1983); K.-G. Sandelin, Wisdom as Nourisher: A Study of an Old
Testament Theme, its Development within Early Judaism and its Impact on Early Christianity, Acta
Academia Aboensis, ser. A, 64/3 (Abo: Abo Akademi, 1986), esp. 190-219.

76 See Laporte, Eucharistia in Philo.

77 H. Conzelmann, ‘edyapioréw kA, TDNT ix. 407-15, on p. 415.

78 Laporte, Eucharistia in Philo, 53—5; Bradshaw, Search for the Origins, 45.

79 m. Ber. 6. 1, 5. Cf. also b. Pesah101a, 106a, 107a; m. Ber. 8. 1.
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interpreting these prayers in Did. 9-10 as eucharistic is underlined by the
evidence of the New Testament: the institution narrative in Luke 22. 14-20
includes blessings first over the cup (Luke 22. 17) and only second over the
bread (Luke 22. 19). Only the longer version of the Lucan text then goes on to
include another reference to the cup in Luke 22. 20.8° And although the words
of institution in 1 Cor. 11. 23-8 show the normal order bread—cup several
times, the apostle Paul can also refer to the Eucharist with the sequence of
cup-bread (1 Cor. 10. 16; cf. 10. 21). This observation must not lead to the
conclusion that Did. 9. 2-3 should be taken as evidence for a different
Eucharist altogether.8! But it surely supplements our understanding of the
diversity of eucharistic forms in early Christianity. In Did. 9 we find a
Eucharist which seems to be a lot closer to ordinary Jewish meals.

Did. 9. 2, 3; 10. 2, 3—Jesus, the wais of God, our father

Above all the reference to Jesus clearly indicates that Did. 9-10 are Christian
prayers. To designate God as father is, of course, possible in a Jewish text.s2
However, as the Lord’s Prayer precedes the treatment of the Eucharist in Did.
8, the phrase wdrep udv equally belongs to the early Christian environment
already. This is even more so for the expression wdrep dyie (cf. John 17. 11).
Again, it is not possible to identify the origin more clearly. In the present
context, calling God ‘father’ correlates with the Christian expression ‘through
Jesus your servant / child’ (Did. 9. 2, 3; 10. 2, 3).

Did. 9. 2—The holy vine of David

The first benediction in Did. 9. 2 is obviously similar to the usual Jewish
blessing over wine: ‘over wine a man says: (Blessed are you, O Lord, our
God, King of the world,) who creates the fruit of the vine.8® More important

80 For a helpful discussion of the textual evidence, see Jeremias, Eucharistic Words, 139-59.
That the sequence struck ancient translators of the text as odd can be seen in the Old Latin MSS
b and e, where the order is vv. 19a, 17, 18. This is clearly a modification to change the order to
bread and cup.

81 Against Audet, Didacheé, 406, who calls the meal in Did. 9 a ‘fraction du pain’ (cf. Acts 2. 42,
46;20.7); cf. also Lietzmann, Mass, who distinguishes between two different types of the Eucharist:
the Pauline type with its sacramental emphasis on sharing the body and blood of Christ (pp. 172—
87,204-8) on the one hand and the Egyptian tradition with a strong emphasis on eschatological
expectations but no mention of the death of Jesus or any institution narrative (pp. 152-60).

82 See Isa. 63. 16; 64. 7; Sir. 23. 1, 4; Wisd. 2. 16; 1QH"17. 36 (=Sukenik 9. 35); Philo, Opif. 46,
89, 156.

83 m. Ber. 6. 1.
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are the differences. The very common Jewish fnX 71928 is replaced by
evxapioTodpév cor. A more natural rendering would have been eddoynros
el /00,85 but the Didachist probably wants to allude to the Eucharist.

But what is it precisely that ‘(God) our Father...made known to us
through Jesus your child’ (Did. 9. 2)? The phrase ‘the holy vine of David’
has always been a puzzling one.86 Any interpretation needs to take into
account the well-established meaning of the ‘vine’ as a simile for Israel as
the elect people.8” ‘David’ may be read as a qualifying reference to the
messianic expectations now fulfilled in Jesus.88 Sandelin®® points to the
‘close relationship between David and personified Wisdom’®® and Wisdom
described as a vine in Philo.*! This may indicate a Hellenistic Jewish back-
ground for the phrase. Although the meaning still remains cryptic, it seems
most likely that the Jewish-Christian community who prays it thanks God for
being part of his elected people through Jesus and through the wisdom which
they have received through him.

Did. 9. 3—Life and knowledge; Did. 10. 2—Knowledge, faith, and
immortality

The concepts of life and knowledge are central in sapiential texts of the Old
Testament.?2 In Did. 10. 2 dfavaci{a replaces {w) in the parallel Did. 9. 3. Since
dfavacia never appears in those parts of the LXX which are translated from
the original Hebrew, one can already suspect a Hellenistic Jewish environ-
ment.®> This is confirmed by Philo’s frequent use of the term®* and by a
number of occurrences in Wisdom of Solomon and 4 Maccabees.®> The word

84 See IQH" 18. 16 (= Sukenik 10. 14); 13. 22 (= Sukenik 5. 20); 4Q414 frg. 2 2. 6; 4Q512 frgs.
42-44 2. 3.

85 That edyapioreiv and eddoyeiv are not simply synonymous has been shown convincingly
by R. J. Ledogar, Praise Verbs in the Early Greek Anaphoras (Rome: Herder, 1968); Talley, From
Berakah to Eucharistia’; J. A. Draper, ‘A Commentary on the Didache in the Light of the Dead
Sea Scrolls and Related Documents’ (unpublished Ph.D. diss., Cambridge University, 1983),
182-8.

86 See already Harnack, Lehre, 29. For an overview of the history of research see Klinghardt,
Gemeinschaftsmahl, 432-3.

87 Cf. Ps. 80. 9-17 or 4 Ezra 5. 23, where the election of the vine from all trees of the earth
is mentioned.

88 Greiff, Pascharituale, 61-9.

89 Sandelin, Wisdom as Nourisher, 195.

9 Cf. Ps. 154 (cf. 11Q5); Sir. 51.

91 Philo, Somn. 2. 190; Fug. 176.

92 Prov. 1-9, esp. 2. 6, 10, 12, 20; 3. 13-18; 9. 1-6; Sir. 4. 11-12.

93 See Dibelius, ‘Mahl-Gebete’, 37.

94 Plant. 37-8, 45; Conf. 7; Migr. 37, 189, etc.

95 Wisd. 3. 4; 4. 1; 8. 13, 17; 15. 3; 4 Macc. 14. 5; 16. 13.
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ml{o7is could also stem from a Hellenistic Jewish background.?s But in Philo
and in the LXX there is no close connection between 7{o7is and yvéars, but
this is very common in the New Testament.” Thus a Christian background is
more likely.

Did. 9. 4—Scattered and gathered; Did. 10. 5—from the four winds
into your kingdom

The terms dwaoropm{{w and ouvvdyw belong to the terminology of the Jewish
diaspora.?8 In the parallel Did. 10. 5, the plea to ‘remember your church, O Lord’
(uwijolnTe, kbpie, Ths ékkAnoias oov) sounds almost like a Christian adaptation
of Ps. 73. 2, LXX: ‘Remember your congregation, which you acquired long ago’
(wnabnTi s cvvaywyis cov s éktiow dm dpxis). The closest parallel to this
in the New Testament is John 11. 51-2, where the high priest is said to prophesy
that Jesus would die in order ‘to gather into one the dispersed children of God
(ra Tékva Tob Beod Ta Sreokopmiopéva cvvaydyy els €v). That the elect will be
gathered by the angels ‘from the four winds’ is stated in the synoptic eschato-
logical discourse (Mark 13. 27; cf. Matt. 24. 31). But similar usage also appears
in the Old Testament®® and in the Qumran literature.100

Did. 9. 4, 10. 5—your church; Did. 10. 5—save it from all evil, and
perfect it in your love

In the Old Testament we do not find the idea that God perfects (releidw) his
people or an individual. But in Wisd. 4. 7 the righteous man who died is
described as ‘being made perfect (redetwbels)’. And according to Philo, God
leads human beings to perfection.10

As a result of this analysis, it has become obvious that it is not possible to
view Did. 9-10 just as a Jewish text with Christian adaptations. While a

96 4 Macc 15. 24; 16. 22; 17. 2; Philo, Abr. 262.

97 1 Cor. 12. 8-9; 13. 2; 2 Cor. 8. 7; Phil. 3. 8-9.

98 Deut. 30. 1-4; Isa. 11. 12; Ezek. 28. 25; 37. 21. Especially Clerici, Einsammlung, 65-92, has
collected and analysed the relevant material. But for the same view see also Moule, ‘Note’, 240-1;
H. Riesenfeld, ‘Das Brot von den Bergen; Zu Did. 9, 4} Eranos, 54 (1956), 14250, on p. 146;
Voobus, Liturgical Traditions, 143; Sandelin, Wisdom as Nourisher, 202-3.

99 TJer. 49. 36; Ezek. 37. 9.

100 E. Main, ‘For King Joshua or Against? The Use of the Bible in 4Q448’, in M. Stone and
E. G. Chazon (eds.), Biblical Perspectives: Early Use and Interpretation of the Bible in Light of the
Dead Sea Scrolls: Proceedings of the First International Symposium of the Orion Center for the
Study of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Associated Literature, 12—14 May 1996, STDJ 28 (Leiden,
Boston, and Cologne: Brill, 1998), 113-35, esp. 115-17.

101 Philo, Agr. 169, 173; Fug. 172; Mut. 270.
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number of expressions point to Philo, the Old Testament and especially
wisdom literature seem to provide equally important insights into the back-
ground of the Didachist and his community. That they may be designated as
part of Jewish Christianity is obvious. However, as we do not have Jewish
meal-prayers from the first century, it is not possible to reconstruct the
history of composition of Did. 9-10. Nevertheless, these prayers are very
different from most other early Christian accounts of the Eucharist. This is
particularly true with regard to the relationship between the Didache’s eu-
charistic expressions and the sacrifice of Christ on the cross.

THE EUCHARIST IN THE DIDACHE AND THE IDEA OF
SACRIFICE

The words of institution in the New Testament emphasize the connection
between Christ’s atoning death as sacrifice and the Lord’s Supper.1°2 However,
the Didache’s understanding of the Eucharist does not concern the death of
Jesus.103 Unlike the Pauline epistles'4 or the Letter to the Hebrews,19 there is
no indication that the author of the Didache has any interest in the atonement.
He does not make use of the Passover tradition, which for many scholars is
crucial for understanding the origins of the Eucharist.106 This is even more
surprising given that this document is heavily influenced by Jewish tradition.

Thus, it comes as another surprise that Did. 14. 1-3 uses the term ‘sacrifice’
(7 Bvola) in a eucharistic context.

Did. 14. 1-3

1. On the Lord’s day, when you gather together, break bread and give thanks [Or:
celebrate the Eucharist] after you have confessed your transgressions (ra mapamrdpara
vuav), that your sacrifice may be pure.

102 Matt. 26. 28; Mark 14. 24; Luke 22. 20; 1 Cor. 11. 25-6.

103 H.-W. Kuhn, ‘The Qumran Meal and the Lord’s Supper in Paul in the Context of the
Graeco-Roman World, in A. Christophersen, C. Claussen, J. Frey, and B. Longenecker (eds.),
Paul, Luke and the Graeco-Roman World: Essays in Honour of Alexander J. M. Wedderburn,
JSNTSup 217 (London: Sheffield Academic Press, 2002), 221-48, on p. 237 n. 57, points out:
‘There are traces of a meal, without mention of the soteriological aspect of the death of Jesus, in
Mk 14. 25 (following the ritual words) and in Lk. 22. 15-17 (before the ritual words).

104 Cf, Rom. 3. 25; 5. 8; 8. 31-2; 2 Cor. 5. 17-21.

105 Heb 9. 26-8; 10. 10.

106 See the classic study of Jeremias, Eucharistic Words.
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2. Let no one quarrelling with his neighbour join you until they are reconciled, that
your sacrifice may not be defiled.

3. For this is the sacrifice mentioned by the Lord: ‘In every place and time, bring me a
pure sacrifice. For I am a great King, says the Lord, and my name is considered
marvelous among the Gentiles (Mal 1. 11, 14)107

There is no reference to sacrifices in the rest of the text, not even in the
eucharistic prayers of Did. 9-10, where one could expect them, too. What
does ‘sacrifice’ refer to in Did. 14. 1-32

Of course, it is tempting to identify the Eucharist in Did. 14. 1-3 as the
fvoia. Around 150 cE Justin Martyr calls ‘the bread of the eucharist, and also
the cup of the eucharist’ sacrifices.198 This interpretation would make Did. 14.
1-3 the earliest instance of the later common understanding of the Eucharist
as a sacrifice.1® But such an identification is far from certain. The later
tradition saw a connection between the Eucharist and sacrifice precisely
because the Pauline and the synoptic traditions connect the Eucharist with
the passion of Jesus. However, as the passion tradition does not surface in the
Didache, one should be careful not to see the same connection implied here as
well.110

It is much more likely that the prayers of thanksgiving for the cup and the
bread which appear in Did. 9-10 may be viewed as ‘sacrifices’.!!! The literature
of ancient Judaism provides many examples of prayers as spiritualized
sacrifices. Numerous passages in the Dead Sea Scrolls speak of prayer in
connection with sacrifice.!’2 In Philo we find prayers described as part of
the sacrifices for sins in general.!!3 In the early Christian tradition, Justin

107 The translation follows Ehrman, Didache. However, he translates mapanrduara as ‘un-
lawful deeds’.

108 Justin, Dial. 41. 3 (Goodspeed, 138). Interestingly enough he also quotes Mal. 1. 10-12:
‘T have no pleasure in you, saith the Lord; and I will not accept your sacrifices at your hands: for,
from the rising of the sun unto the going down of the same, My name has been glorified among
the Gentiles, and in every place incense is offered to My name, and a pure offering: for My name
is great among the Gentiles, saith the Lord: but ye profane it. Cf. Did. 14. 3. Harnack, Lehre,
55-6, quotes a number of early Christian sources which quote Mal. 1. 11, 14, in relation to the
Eucharist. Dial. 117. 1 refers to the eucharistic prayers as sacrifices.

109 Possibly 1 Cor. 10. 14-22 already implies an interpretation of the Eucharist as sacrifice.
Cf. Niederwimmer, Didache, 197 n. 22.

110 ‘Wengst, Didache, 53.

111 Tbid. 53-7; Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 70—1; W. Rordorf, ‘Teucharistie selon la
Didaché, in idem et al. (eds.), Leucharistie des premiers chrétiens, Le point theologique, 17
(Paris: Beauchesne, 1976), 7-28; J. Neijenhuis, Das Eucharistiegebet—Struktur und Opferver-
standnis: Untersucht am Beispiel des Projekts der Erneuerten Agende, Arbeiten zur Praktischen
Theologie, 15 (Leipzig: Evangelische Verlagsanstalt, 1999), 43-5.

12 CD 11. 20-1; 1QS 9. 4-5, 26; 10. 6, etc.

113 See J. Leonhardt, Jewish Worship in Philo of Alexandria, TSA] 84 (Tibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 2001), 132.
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Martyr in Dial. 117. 2, 4 refers to prayers and thanksgivings as sacrifices,
following a quotation of Mal. 1. 11 (!).

None of the above interpretations seems to be impossible. However, one
still wonders whether they fit well with the Didache’s overall intention to
instruct catechumens and also baptized members of a Christian community
in general.

For the author of the Didache, confessing one’s transgressions is not just a
preparation for the Eucharist or for Sunday worship as a whole. For him,
confessing sins is a necessary preparation for ‘the path of life’ (Did. 4. 14).
Without confession of sins, there is no prayer and no good conscience (Did.
4. 14), no Lord’s Prayer (Did. 8. 2), no baptism of catechumens (Did. 7. 1), no
holiness (Did. 10. 6), no participation in the Sunday worship and its Eucharist
(Did. 14. 1-3). One ‘who has committed a sin against his neighbour’ is to be
shunned until he repents (Did. 15. 3).

One can easily imagine that the Manual of the Two Ways (Did. 1-6) with all
its ethical instructions and its long listing of sins may have served for the
examination of conscience (Did. 4. 14). Therefore, it seems quite likely that
‘your sacrifice’ (Did. 14. 1-2) refers to the sacrifice that every individual
member and the local Christian community as a whole offers by choosing
and pursuing the ‘path of life’ (Did. 4. 14).114 That this interpretation of
‘sacrifice’ is quite likely in a Jewish-Christian context is supported by Heb. 13.
15-16:

Through him [i.e. Jesus Christ], then, let us continually offer a sacrifice (fvaia) of
praise to God, that is, the fruit of lips that confess his name. Do not neglect to do good
and to share what you have, for such sacrifices (fvoia) are pleasing God.

Here it is quite obvious that ‘to do good’ in connection with sharing one’s
belongings (cf. Did. 4. 8) is understood in terms of a Christian sacrifice.115

Nevertheless, the culminating point of such a radical way of life in terms of
a sacrifice to God would still be the eucharistic worship service when the
consequences of confession and reconciliation are put to the test.

The social reasons for such strictness should not be underestimated. If
people quarrelling with their neighbour were not prepared to seek forgiveness
and reconciliation, this could easily divide a small house church community
like the ones the author of the Didache had in mind. Finally, it must have been
unbearable to petition the Father ‘to gather the members of the community
together into his kingdom at the end of time’ (Did. 9. 4; 10. 5) if someone did

114 Cf, Heb. 13. 16.

115 Perhaps Heb. 6. 4-5; 9. 20; 10. 29 and 13. 9-10 (!) even refer to the Eucharist. For the
question of the Eucharist in Hebrews, cf. H.-E. Weif3, Der Brief an die Hebrier, KEK 13
(Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1991), 726-9.
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not even ‘want to see or encounter, much less to eat with’ his or her neighbour
on earth.1'6 What can we learn from the Didache’s understanding of the
Eucharist for interpreting the Fourth Gospel?

THE ‘EUCHARIST’ IN JOHN IN LIGHT OF THE DIDACHE

The Didache reveals parallels to the Eucharist in the Gospel of John in several
areas. First of all, we find a number of nearly verbal parallels, which are
especially frequent in John 6 and 17 but also in John 15.117 Words and
formulations like the vine (dumedos in Did. 9. 2 and John 15. 1-2), the plea
to be saved from all evil (movnpds in Did. 10. 5 and John 17. 15), the
importance of God’s name (évoua in Did. 10. 2 and John 17. 6, 11, 26), and
the reference to God’s love (redetdoar admyv év ) dydmm cov in Did. 10. 5 and
Nydmmoas avTovs kabws éue jydmmoas in John 17. 23118) already give the
impression of some closeness. Some verbal parallels between Did. 9-10 and
John 17 are partly due to these texts being prayers. Thus both address God as
marep dywe (Did. 10. 2; John 17. 11).

For some scholars a corner-stone of the proposed connection between
these two texts is the term «Adoua, which really means ‘fragment’. It is used
in Did. 9. 3, 4, to describe the eucharistic bread. In the New Testament it
appears in all four gospel accounts of the feeding of the multitudes.!!® Erik
Peterson has pointed out that kAdoua is a technical term for the particle of the
host.120 It is common in the eucharistic language of Egypt. A number of
exegetes want to see this as a late emendation of the text.12! The original word
would have been dpros, as in similar patristic contexts.122 Although dpros
would probably make better sense in Did. 9. 3, such a changing of the present
text is highly unlikely because of kAdopa in Did. 9. 4. Since both instances
would have to be replaced, dpros would have to make sense in Did. 9. 4 as well.

116 A, Milavec, ‘The Purifying Confession of Failings Required by the Didache’s Eucharistic
Sacrifice’, BTB 33 (2003), 64-76.

117 See the lists in Harnack, Lehre, 79-81; J. Betz, ‘The Eucharist in the Didache, in Draper
(ed.), Didache in Modern Research, 255.

18 Cf, 1 John 2. 5; 4. 12, 17, 18.

119 Matt. 14. 20, 15. 37; Mark 6. 43; 8. 8, 19, 20; Luke 9. 17; John 6. 12, 13.

120 E_Peterson, ‘Mepis: Hostienpartikel und Opferanteil’, in idem, Friihkirche, Judentum und
Gnosis: Studien und Untersuchungen (Rome: Herder, 1959), 97-106, esp. 99-100.

121 Peterson, ‘Mepis, 100; Voobus, Traditions, 89, 146—48; Wengst, Didache, 97-8 n. 71.

122 The evidence is gathered in J. Magne, ‘Klasma, sperma, poimnion: le veeu pour le
rassemblement de Didache IX,4, in Mélanges d’histoire des religions offerts a Henri-Charles
Puech (Paris: Presses universitaires de France, 1974), 197-208, esp. 199-201.
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But why should ‘bread’ (= dpros) be more likely than ‘broken bread’
(= xAdopa in the sense of ‘crumbs or fragments of bread’) to be ‘scattered
upon the mountains’? This clearly does not make any sense.!2> As Jewish
Christians, the Didachist and the members of his community were accus-
tomed to the breaking of bread at every meal. So only a fragment would have
been lifted up for the benediction, which makes perfect sense in Did. 9. 3.
Probably they also knew about the regulations for meal offerings where
kAdopara were used.!24

In John 6. 12 kAdopara is used when Jesus commands his disciples to
‘gather up (ovvdyew) the fragments, so that nothing may be lost, which
eventually filled up twelve baskets (John 6. 13). One needs to take into
account the strong Johannine emphasis in John 6. 39; 17. 2, 24, that none
of those that were given (8{dwpu:) to Jesus by his father should be lost, which
always has an eschatological aspect,125 and the number ‘twelve’26 as a refer-
ence to the disciples as representing the complete people of God. These
thoughts come very close to the expectation of a gathering (ouvdyew) of the
éxrnaia into God’s kingdom (Did. 9. 4; 10. 5; cf. 14. 1; 16. 2), which God
prepared (érowudlw) for them (Did. 10. 5; cf. John 14. 2-3). Both Did. 10. 3
and John 6. 27 refer to a special kind of—eucharistic—‘food’ (Bp@aus in John
6. 27, 55; cf. 4. 32; 6. 35, 51-8; mvevpariky Tpodn kal mords in Did. 10. 3) in
connection with eternal life.127

Also striking is the connection between knowledge (yv&ois in Did. 9. 3;
10. 2; ywdokw in John 17. 3) and eternal life ({w7) aldvios in Did. 10. 3 and
John 6. 27, 40, 47, 54, 68; 17. 2; cf. 17. 3 etc.; dBavacia in Did. 10. 3; cf. {w7 in
Did. 9.3 and John 6. 33, 53, etc.), both given through Jesus (Did. 10. 3; cf. Did.
9. 3; John 6. 40, 51, 54; 17. 2, etc.).128 The phrase ‘bread of life’ and Jesus’ self-
identification with it in the eucharistic context of John 6. 35, 48, make this
connection in the Fourth Gospel even clearer than in the Didache. However,

123 Milavec, Didache, 8.

124 Lev. 2. 6, LXX = 0°nB in Lev. 2. 6, MT; Lev. 6. 14, LXX = 2°n® in Lev. 6. 14; 2°nB in m.
Menah 3. 2. This is not to say that the Eucharist in the Didache is a meal offering, but to provide
evidence that the use of kAdoua neither has to be a late emendation nor points to a late origin for
the Didache. The later was argued by C. Bigg, ‘Notes on the Didache’, JTS 6 (1905), 411-15, esp.
414. However, later authors drawing on the Didache may no longer have been aware of this
background. Thus Ap. Const. 7. 25. 3 presents the reading dpros.

125 John 6. 39: resurrection on the last day; 17. 2: eternal life; 17. 24: prayer that the disciples
may be with Jesus in his glory.

126 For the first time the disciples are referred to as ‘the twelve’ in this chapter: John 6. 67, 70;
cf. 20. 24.

127 Cf. Ign. Rom. 7. 3; Eph. 20. 3.

128 Jesus as the one who gives (eternal) life: Did. 10. 3; cf. Did. 9. 3; John 6. 40, 51, 54; 17. 2,
etc., and the one through whom things are made known (yvwp{{w): Did. 9. 2, 3; 10. 2; John 15.
15; 17. 26.
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there is no connection between the Eucharist and the death of Jesus in the
Didache. This is different from the Fourth Gospel: especially in John 6. 51
where Jesus identifies ‘bread’ and ‘flesh’ with himself, which he will give
(8bow—future!) “for the life of the world’ it clearly points to Jesus death on
the cross and thus links the Eucharist with it.12°

Neither the Didache nor the Gospel of John include the words of institu-
tion, and there is no definite evidence that their authors knew them.130 As a
result, one can assume that both texts belong to a liturgical tradition which
did not use the institution narrative in the eucharistic liturgy. Such eucharistic
prayers of ancient origin like the early East Syrian Anaphora of Addai and
Mari (AM) are well known, and still in use in some eastern churches up to the
present day.!3! As in Did. 14. 1-3, sacrifice in the Anaphora of Addai and Mari
is referred to not in terms of the atonement but as something which the priest
representing the church offers to God: ‘in the commemoration of the body
and blood of thy Christ, which we offer to thee upon the pure and holy altar,
as thou hast taught us’132 While the death of Christ is mentioned only
once, the resurrection appears several times: ‘celebrating this great and awe-
some mystery of the passion and death and resurrection of our Lord Jesus
Christ’.133

129 See also odp¢ in John 6. 51-6. Cf. Ign. Smyrn. 7. 1; Rom. 7. 3; Phld. 4; Trall. 8. 1, who also
uses odp¢ instead of edpa for a eucharistic element. Cf. Schnelle, Johannes, 131-2.

130 Although éXaBev odv Tovs dprous 6 ’Incols kai ebyapiorTioas Siédwrev shows some
similarities to 1 Cor. 11. 23b—24 and Luke 22. 19, the verbs edyapioreiv and 8{dwu. also appear
in the synoptic feeding miracles. See the synopsis of the passages in Brown, Gospel according to
John, 243. However, there is good reason to argue that the Fourth Evangelist knew at least the
Gospel of Mark, perhaps even the Gospel of Luke. Cf. M. Lang, Johannes und die Synoptiker: Eine
redaktiongeschichtliche Analyse von Joh 18-20 vor dem markinischen und lukanischen Hinter-
grund, FRLANT 182 (Goéttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1999), 61-206; J. Frey, ‘Das Vierte
Evangelium auf dem Hintergrund der alteren Evangelientradition: Zum Problem: Johannes und
die Synoptiker’, in T. Soding (ed.), Johannesevangelium—Mitte oder Rand des Kanons? Neue
Standortbestimmungen, QD 203 (Freiburg: Herder, 2003), 60-118. Thus one may assume that
the Fourth Evangelist knew the words of institution.

131 E, C. Ratcliff, “The Original Form of the Anaphora of Addai and Mari: A Suggestion’, JTS
30 (1928), 23-32, the most significant early study on the Anaphora of Addai and Mari, called
them ‘edyapioria pure and simple. A. Gelston, The Eucharistic Prayer of Addai and Mari
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1992); St. B. Wilson, ‘The Anaphora of the Apostles Addai and
Mari, in Paul E Bradshaw (ed.), Essays on Early Eastern Eucharistic Prayers (Collegeville,
Minn.: Liturgical Press, 1997), 19-37. For the relevance of the question of the validity of a
Eucharist without the words of institution, see Lugmayr, ‘Anaphora von Addai und Mari’; idem,
‘Anaphoren’. For similarities between the Anaphora of Addai and Mari and the Birkat ha-mazon,
see G. Rouwhorst, ‘Jewish Liturgical Traditions in Early Syriac Christianity, VC 51 (1991), 72—
93, esp. 79-80.

132 AM E 39-40, cf. A 7. The translation here and further on follows Gelston, Eucharistic
Prayer, 48-55.

133 AM G 54-5; cf. D 24: ‘thou mightest restore us to life by thy divinity’; D 27: ‘resurrect our
mortality’; H 58: ‘for the great hope of the resurrection from the dead’.
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This leaves us with a picture of early eucharistic prayers in Did. 9-10 and in
the Anaphora of Addai and Mari and allusions to the Eucharist mainly in
John 6 and 17 for which the celebration of the resurrection of Jesus and the
hope for the resurrection of his followers were much more central than the
memory of his death.13* Consequently, the early Christians did not meet on
the Friday but on the Sunday as the day of the Lord (Did. 14. 1)—i.e., the day
of Jesus’ resurrection.!3>

The connection between the Didache and John may, however, be most
obvious as one tries to address the question of self-identity of their authors
and the communities around them. Both groups view themselves as being set
apart from the rest of mankind on the one hand and as being very close to
God on the other hand. Although this may to some degree be true for every
Christian group, the consequences for these two communities’ understanding
of the Eucharist are remarkably close. As we have seen above, Did. 10. 3 makes
a distinction between God’s provision of food in general for everyone and
‘spiritual food and drink, and eternal life through your child’. Just the same
distinction is obviously at work in John 6: While there is more than enough
food for everybody present (John 6. 12—13)—as with the manna in the desert
(John 6. 49)—only very few have faith (John 6. 47)—i.e., receive spiritual
food in terms of Jesus himself (John 6. 48-51, 56-7) and are given eternal life
(6. 58). In both contexts we end up with a picture where in the very middle of
a meal,!36 which—according to the benediction (Did. 9-10; John 6. 11) is not
really very different from a normal Jewish meal—something special happens
to the elect. These few are in return prepared to worship and live their life as
sacrifice (Did. 14. 1-3). In John 6. 68 Simon Peter is portrayed as having
sacrificed everything with the words on his lips: ‘Lord, to whom can we go?
You have the words of eternal life’ (NRSV).

However, there is a crucial difference regarding the ‘process’ of how the
group of the elect is created in the two contexts. In the Fourth Gospel a
‘eucharistic experience’ is possible only through the spiritual interpretation of
Jesus’ words (John 6. 53-8). Only for those who receive Jesus, not just
ordinary (or even special) food, can an ordinary meal suddenly become
something special as the eucharistic colouring of the terminology in John 6
reveals. The preaching of Jesus provides the organizing force which selects the
followers. By contrast, the Didache employs clear-cut criteria for admission to
the Eucharist. As we have already mentioned, only those who have been

134 Cf. O. Cullmann, ‘The Meaning of the Lord’s Supper in Primitive Christianity’, in iderm and
F.J. Leenhardt (eds.), Essays on the Lord’s Supper (Atlanta: John Knox, 1958), 8-16, esp. 22 n. 1.

135 Cullmann, Early Christian Worship, 10-12.

136 Cf. Mark 14. 22: éofidvrwv states that the words of institution were spoken within the
framework of a meal. Cf. Kuhn, ‘Qumran Meal’, 237.
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baptized (Did. 9. 5) and who are prepared to confess their trespasses in church
(Did. 4. 14), who seek reconciliation with their neighbour if necessary (Did.
14. 1-3)—but otherwise are to be shunned (Did. 15. 3)—may come to the
Eucharist. The ones who have not followed the ethical advice of Did. 1-6 need
to repent before the Eucharist (Did. 10. 6).

While the Fourth Gospel is interested only in the centrality of receiving
Jesus, the Didache reveals a much more developed stage of institutionaliza-
tion. Nevertheless, the goal for the authors of both the Fourth Gospel and the
Didache and also of the communities who pray with them is unity. The
Didachist prays for the church ‘to become one’ and to ‘be gathered together
from the ends of the earth into your kingdom’ (Did. 9. 4). For John’s Gospel
this unity among the disciples is based on the unity between Jesus and his
father (John 17. 11, 21-2). This is certainly more than early Christians like
those of the Didache would have been able to express in their eucharistic
prayers.

CONCLUSION

This paper first described the eucharistic prayers of Did. 9-10. Comparing
them with ancient Jewish meal-prayers led to the conclusion that there must
have been a broad variety and thus great fluidity in wording of these texts
in the first century ce. In addition to the above-mentioned prayers of the
Didache, a further eucharistic passage in Did. 14. 1-3 has shown that
the worship of the Christian community behind this text and practically the
whole life of its members are understood as sacrifice. However, there is no
understanding of Christ’s death as a sacrifice.

Comparison of the terminology of Did. 9-10 has revealed clear parallels in
the Old Testament and especially in Hellenistic Jewish texts like the writings of
Philo and in wisdom literature. A significant number of words and phrases
are, however, best understood against a Christian background. This fits well
with the identification of the Didachist and his community as Jewish Chris-
tian. Although there is a rather large number of verbal parallels between Did.
9—10 on the one hand and especially John 6 and 17 on the other hand, they are
not close enough to allow a conclusion of textual dependence in one or the
other direction.!3” Similarities in wording and theology make it quite likely

137 The parallels between other sections of the Didache and the Gospels of Matthew and Luke
seem to be much closer. See C. M. Tuckett, ‘Synoptic Tradition in the Didache, in J.-M. Sevrin
(ed.), The New Testament in Early Christianity, BETL 86 (Leuven: Peeters, 1989), 197-230; repr.
in Draper (ed.), Didache in Modern Research, 92—128. For a very recent study of the relationship
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that the Fourth Gospel and the Didache may be seen as belonging to the same
liturgical tradition. They may date from roughly the same time, around the
end of the first century, with the Didache probably a bit later because of its
more developed ecclesiology.

Thus the Didache provides significant insights for our understanding of an
early type of Eucharist without an institution narrative and a strong emphasis
on resurrection and eternal life that can also be seen behind the eucharistic
allusions in John’s Gospel.

between Matthew and the Didache, cf. A. ]. P. Garrow, The Gospel of Matthew’s Dependence on
the Didache, JSNTSup 254 (London and New York: T. & T. Clark International, 2004); however,
such an early dating of the Didache before the Gospel of Matthew seems to be rather unlikely.
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Prophecy and Patronage: The Relationship
between Charismatic Functionaries and
Household Officers in Early Christianity

Alistair Stewart-Sykes

During the nineteenth century, and throughout the twentieth, a consensus
was built that office as such did not exist in early Christianity but developed at
a later stage. This consensus has been described at length by Burtchaell and by
Brockhaus,! and for this reason there will be no attempt to repeat the
description at any length. In essence the consensus holds not only that the
earliest generation of Christians knew no office and that the emergence of
offices was a later development, but that in the absence of any office, congre-
gations were ordered by the Spirit in an unmediated manner. Of course there
is great variety of detail amongst exponents of the consensus, but this brief
statement will suffice for the present.

The consensus has recently received thoroughgoing critiques from Burtch-
aell, basing himself on the assumption that the structures of early Christianity
must have derived from the synagogue, and thus that they could not have
emerged later but must have been present from the beginning,? and from
Campbell, who bases himself on the Pauline and deutero-Pauline evidence,
again suggesting that office was present in the church’s organization from the
beginning.> Whereas these are adequate critiques of the more extreme forms
of the consensus, as represented, for instance, by von Campenhausen and
Késemann,* they do not deal with the question of potential conflict between
these offices and those exercising charisma, except in so far as Burtchaell

1 J. T. Burtchaell, From Synagogue to Church: Public Services and Offices in the Earliest
Christian Communities (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992), 61-179; U. Brockhaus,
Charisma und Amt: die paulinische Charismenlehre auf dem Hintergrund der frithchristlichen
Gemeindefunktionen (Wuppertal: Rolf Brockhaus, 1972), 7-94.

2 Burtchaell, From Synagogue to Church.

3 R. A. Campbell, The Elders (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1994).

4 H. von Campenhausen, Ecclesiastical Authority and Spiritual Power in the Church of the First
Three Centuries (ET Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press, 1969); E. Kdsemann, ‘Ministry
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suggests that such a conflict none the less may have taken place.> Brockhaus
confronts this issue, but deals solely with the Pauline evidence.6 Burtchaell’s
critique, moreover, is highly contentious as a result of his dependence upon
the synagogue as the sole source of Christian office. Thus Campbell, who joins
him in critique of the consensus, will not, for instance, accept a synagogal
origin of Christian presbyters,” but bases his theory on the widely recognized
domestic origin of early Christianity. Since early Christian communities were
based on the household, he suggests, they took their structures likewise from
the household. This, more widespread, understanding of the origins of
Christian office is what is assumed in this paper. Length precludes any deeper
engagement with this debate, or indeed with many other aspects of church
order in early Christianity such as the origin of the titles employed for officers
in the churches and their significance. Thus the starting-point of the essay is
broad agreement with Campbell that there was office in the earliest church,
that such office was based on the household, and therefore that extreme forms
of the consensus are invalid. However, alongside the more extreme state-
ments, there are exponents such as von Harnack, who argued that local offices
existed uneasily alongside those who claimed charisma.8 It is the interplay of
these which is the subject of our investigation. Although most of the study of
the phenomenon of the interplay between charisma and office has been based
on the Pauline literature, the same assumptions have marked studies of the
literature of the second century. The critique of the consensus, however, has
not been extended specifically to the Apostolic Fathers, and therefore the
focus of this essay will be the extension of the critique to later documents,
taken by the consensus as representing the betrayal of the charismatic ideal.
In doing so I am indebted to the typology of domination produced by
Weber, and will begin by expressing the thesis of this paper in Weberian terms.
Whereas it is generally assumed that there was a conflict in early Christianity
between charismatically legitimated leadership and rationally legitimated
leadership, I suggest that there was no such conflict. There was no conflict
because those concerned with charisma were not concerned with leadership.
Weber’s typology concerned domination, which has led to the assumption
that those who acted charismatically must have been concerned to govern
charismatically. This does not follow. The conflict which can be traced in the

and Community in the New Testament, in idem, Essays on New Testament Themes (ET London:
SCM Press, 1964), 63-94.

5 Burtchaell, From Synagogue to Church, 335.

6 Brockhaus, Charisma und Amt, 203—18.

7 Campbell, Elders, 203—4.

8 A. von Harnack, The Constitution and Law of the Church in the First Two Centuries (ET
London: Williams and Norgate, 1910).
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New Testament and the Apostolic Fathers is between rationally legitimated
leadership and traditionally legitimated leadership. Charisma enters into the
equation only marginally, and does so only when a rational type of domin-
ation is established, which hardly occurred in the period under discussion.

Although Burtchaell claims Weber as a follower of the consensus,® and
although it is true that Weber’s understanding of early Christianity was largely
derived from Harnack and Sohm, his typology was not based solely upon
early Christian evidence but upon a far broader reading of history; so his
typology continues to have heuristic value in the examination of this ques-
tion.!® Broadly, he identifies three modes by which leadership may be legi-
timated. His three modes are charismatic leadership, traditional leadership,
and rational leadership. Charismatic leadership derives from the force of the
personality of the individual leader alone, and claims no legitimation beyond
the leader except perhaps some supernatural legitimation. Weber’s typology
has been extended more recently to suggest that charismatic leaders arise
within traditional societies when these societies are breaking down as a result
of external stresses such as urbanization or colonization.!! Traditional leader-
ship is derived from custom and is exercised through the maintenance of
traditional values. So, for instance, feudal societies and gerontocracies are
traditionally legitimated forms of authority. Finally, rational-legal leadership
is that known in most modern states and institutions, by which the leader
exercises leadership on the basis of an appeal to law and competence, rather
than custom or a particular gift of the leader.12

The utility of Weber’s typology lies in its analysis of the manner in which
charisma can be routinized in traditional or rational societies, and in provid-
ing categories for classifying forms of domination. It also enables us to
comprehend tension between traditionally and rationally legitimated struc-
tures of leadership. This is not the place to enter into a full-scale critique of
Weber, but two points must be made regarding the category of charismatic
leadership as it may apply to early Christianity. First, that whereas we may
assume that prophets exercised charisma on the grounds that they claim
supernatural revelation, the prophets of early Christianity do not meet all
the criteria of Weber’s charismatic leader. In particular, whereas Weber’s

9 Burtchaell, From Synagogue to Church, 138—40.

10 ] H. Elliott, in ‘Elders as Honored Household Heads and not Holders of “Office” in
Earliest Christianity: A Review Article’, BTB 33 (2003), 77-82 (a review of Campbell’s Elders),
has recently suggested that NT scholars have made insufficient use of Weber.

11 A, E C. Wallace, ‘Revitalization Movements’, American Anthropologist, 58 (1956), 264—81,
on pp. 268-70.

12 For further discussion and examples of the typology employed here and its terminology,
see especially M. Weber, Economy and Society, i (ET Berkeley: University of California Press,
1978), 213-71.
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leader plays no part in any institution, but rather seeks to overthrow existing
norms, we find prophets participating in the worship of early Christian
communities. Secondly, whereas charismatic leaders along the lines of
Weber’s typology have existed, this does not mean that every society has
known a charismatic leader. Thus it has been assumed that prophets exercised
leadership in early Christianity, but there is no evidence that such was the
case. This will be explored further below, but the point is made at the
beginning because the assumption that charismatics are leaders can skew
our reading of the evidence. The confusion has come about because the
general term ‘charisma’, which has meaning within the sociology of religion
as referring to one who has a particular gift or revelation, has been confused
with the charismatic leader of the sociology of domination.!? Early Christian
prophets were charismatic in the former sense, but this does not necessitate
their being charismatic leaders.

Although the focus of this paper is the second century, I must begin with
Paul, in order that the fundamental flaw in the consensus may be identified.
For whatever may be wrong with the consensus, it does at least have some
initially plausible basis in the Pauline writings. Thus, whereas Paul speaks
frequently of function, he says little of formal ministries, and he suggests,
moreover, that functions are bestowed on members of the congregation by the
Spirit. It is this Pauline vision of charisma which leads to the effective
negation of ministries by the consensus.

This, however, is to make the illegitimate assumption that, because Paul
discusses charisma and not office when listing functions within the congre-
gation, he intends thereby to denigrate official ministries, or even to deny
their existence. Again, a complete discussion of the consensus and the argu-
ments raised against it is beyond the scope of this paper, but there is one
major point which must be raised: namely, that the assumption is based partly
on an argument from silence, the silence being the relative absence of officials
from the lists of charismatic functions to be found in Paul’s writings.!* The
silence may be explained, however, not by presupposing the absence of
officials, but their irrelevance to any discussion concerning the liturgy,
which is the context of the Pauline lists of functions.

We may begin by noting Brockhaus’s contention that the context of Paul’s
discussion of charisma is charisma alone, and not charisma and office, and
particular issues relating to the exercise of charisma in Corinth. 1 Cor. 12,

13 See, similarly, the brief discussion of B. Malina, ‘Was Jesus a Charismatic Leader?’, in idem,
The Social World of the Gospels (London: Routledge, 1996), 123—42.

14 We may note as an example a relatively recent version of the consensus: D. L. Bartlett,
Ministry in the New Testament (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1993), 46-8.
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which contains two lists of charismata, is part of a wider treatment of
congregational life in general. Two broad points are made: first, that it is the
Spirit which appoints gifts and directs them to different individuals, and
second, that, just as a body is made up of a number of functioning parts, so
the body of Christ needs the performance of a number of distinct spiritual
functions in order to be healthy. As such, the passage does not concern itself
with office, but purely with particular charismatic functions. Brockhaus
observes that not only is the whole point of the passage an exhortation to
unity within the congregation, and thus that he is not describing an actual
order but setting out an ideal, but, moreover, that Paul is acquainted with the
congregation and that individuals are indeed intended by the different groups
which are described. Paul’s point, in this context, is that gifts should lead to
unity, not division and strife, within the congregation. The context in which
the unity is expressed, moreover, is the worship of the church, for which
reason the discussion in 1 Corinthians goes on to the conduct of prophecy.s

None the less, the relative absence of official ministries is seized upon by
proponents of the consensus. Yet Brockhaus recognizes, as Theissen and
Chow more recently have made very clear, that there was abuse of positions
of leadership by many who exercised them within the Corinthian congrega-
tion.16 T therefore suggest that the relative downgrading of positions of
leadership is deliberate. The whole context of the passage is not only an
exhortation to unity, but also a treatment of those gifts which are of the
highest significance: principally love and, as far as utility within congrega-
tional life is concerned, prophecy. As such, the charisma of prophecy is being
opposed not to any leadership, but to the alternative charisma of glossolalia.
Part of this discussion concerns women prophets, who are directed not to
teach in church and not to prophesy with uncovered head.!” But whereas this
is a conflict with a charismatic party, it is once again not a conflict
between charisma and office as such, but a conflict regarding what Weber
would recognize as the process of routinization which must occur on the
departure of the charismatic leader. As Weber notes, the problem with any
charismatic leader is the problem of succession; charisma operates fully only
when a movement begins, and in time it must be either traditionalized or

15 Brockhaus, Charisma und Amt, 142-92.

16 Gerd Theissen, The Social Setting of Pauline Christianity (ET Philadelphia: Fortress, 1982);
J. K. Chow, Patronage and Power: A Study of Social Networks at Corinth, JSNT Sup 75 (Sheffield:
JSOT Press, 1992).

17 See the discussion and reconstruction of A. C. Wire, The Corinthian Women Prophets:
A Reconstruction through Paul’s Rhetoric (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1990). Recognition that women
prophets were one of the parties involved in opposition to Paul’s appointees is not to accept the
entirety of Wire’s reconstruction.
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rationalized, a process that has potential for conflict.!8 Paul has designated
Stephanas as his effective successor in Corinth, and Stephanas may claim
leadership on the basis of his householding, but because of the lack of
established structure, his claims are not accepted. As Weber notes, pure
patrimonialism depends upon the acceptance of authority by others.!® Thus
Stephanas is opposed by others who claim traditional legitimation (other
householders), just as Paul, who is simply temporarily absent and therefore
unable personally to exercise his charismatic authority, is opposed by other
charismatics (women and glossolalists.) It is even possible that the house-
holders and the charismatics are the same people.2°

The discussion in which the relative absence of officials occurs is, as has
been noted, a discussion of functions within the worshipping assembly.
However, bound up to the consensus recognition of the absence of office-
holders is an assumption that were these ministries not being carried out
through charisma, they would fall to office-holders; for this reason the relative
absence of office-holders is noted. However, the assumption that office-
holders would have a liturgical role, the assumption which in turn makes
the relative absence of office-holders noticeable, is the assumption which,
more than anything else, leads in turn to the assumption of conflict. If
prophets were concerned with leadership, and if leaders were concerned
with the communication of the word of God in the assembly (which is
properly the task of the prophet), then there is potential for conflict. But
there is no evidence of the leadership of communities by prophets, or indeed
of a liturgical role in the assembly for officers such as bishops or elders. We are
used to the Christian leader being the person who is responsible for teaching
and preaching as part of leadership, but we must recognize that this was not
the case in the earliest centuries.

One point which may indicate some confusion of roles is the Didache’s
prescription that prophets might offer the Fucharist using whatever words
they wish (Did. 10. 7). This has universally been taken as implying that they
would do so instead of bishops. However, it is to be noted that the Didache is
here concerned solely to regulate the words used, not the person who says
them: ‘Now regarding the thanksgiving, give thanks thus...but allow the
prophets to give thanks just as they wish’ (9. 1; 10. 7).

One might anticipate that the bishop was eucharistic president on the
assumption that the Didachist’s community is based on a household, in
that the episkopos, as patron, might reasonably be expected to preside in his
own house, and indeed that the provision of the community meal might be

18- Weber, Economy and Society, 246. 19 Tbid. 231.
20 As suggested by Chow, Patronage and Power, 184-5.
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part of his (or her) benefaction. All that the Didache actually says about this,
however, is that prophets are allowed to give thanks in whatever manner they
deem fitting, rather than using the standardized graces provided. Thus,
although the episkopos might be the community president, this does not
necessitate his presiding at the Eucharist. We may note that in Jewish custom,
to which the graces of the Didache are acknowledged as proximate, certain
graces were said individually, others by the president, and one is entitled to
ask whether the Didache is referring to individual graces. In other words, far
from seeing the president as either the bishop or a prophet, it is possible that
we should see the same informality with regard to the speaker in the act of
thanksgiving that has been perceived in the liturgy of the word. The regula-
tion leaves this possibility open, as it regulates only the words that are to be
used by those who are not prophets, but does not regulate who is permitted to
give voice to the graces it prescribes. However, Audet links the instructions
regarding the appointment of episkopoi and diakonoi to the preceding in-
structions regarding the gathering of the community, suggesting that the link
is the role of these officers in the worship of the community.2! Although he is
mistaken, in view of the argument above, in assuming that this reflects a
proper concern that the bishop should have a part in the eucharistic liturgy,
the link might not be altogether without logic. Did. 14 regards the Eucharist as
an offering; is it not possible that the direction for the appointment of
episkopoi and diakonoi follows because these are the officials who are to
receive, and distribute, offerings made at the Eucharist? Thus, seeing the
bishop as eucharistic president is an assumption which is reasonable, but
unsupported by the text, whereas there is absolutely nothing which would
support the assumption that the bishop has any role beyond presidency, and
in particular that he has any role in teaching or preaching.22

Another point at which a liturgical role for officials has been identified is
1 Clem. 40, in which it is stated that God commanded the offering of
mpoopopds and Aerovpylas. On this von Campenhausen writes: ‘In what
the essential work of the bishops consists is made clear in 1 Clement; like
the priests of the old covenant they “present the gifts”, that is to say, they
are the leaders of worship, and at the celebration of the eucharist they offer
prayer on behalf of the congregation.2? In response to such assertions, Bowe

21 J.-P. Audet, La Didache: Instructions des Apdtres, EBib (Paris: Gabalda, 1958), 464—7;
similarly Harnack, Constitution, 79.

22 G. Schollgen, ‘The Didache as a Church Order) in J. A. Draper (ed.), The Didache in
Modern Research, AGAJU 37 (Leiden: Brill, 1996), 43-71, on p. 61 and at n. 109 comes close to
the interpretation offered here, but is unable to conceive of bishops who have no liturgical role
whatever.

23 Von Campenhausen, Ecclesiastical Authority, 85.
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marshalls impressive arguments for not overemphasizing ‘the cultic aspects
of ... leitourgia.2* She notes that Lightfoot’s suggestion that the offerings were
as much alms and offerings for the dydmn as prayers or thanksgivings.
Moreover, Bowe notes that the adverbs used in I Clem. 44 of the service of
the presbyters in offering, duéumrws and ésiws, are part of the vocabulary of
moral conduct rather than of ritual purity, and finally that, in I Clem. 44, the
presbyters are said to have given good service (kalds moAirevuévous), which
is, she notes, language not used of cultic officials but of public servants. We
may thus suggest that Clement’s leitourgia is a public office, and that the
offering of gifts to which he refers in the same context is in no sense a sacrifice,
but refers to the gifts which are made through the leitourgia. This point is so
vital that we may pause to illustrate the fact that leitourgia and its cognates
continue to be employed in the ancient sense of public service. We shall note
below that the same misunderstanding has bedevilled interpretation of the
Didache. The meaning of leitourgia may be illustrated both from literature
and from the Oxyrhynchus papyri. Thus P Oxy. 1119 is concerned with the
leitourgia of tax collection; P Oxy. 1412 uses the term leirovpyrjuara for
public responsibilities; and P Oxy. 82 concerns a fair and even distribution
of Aerrovpydv. In the second century, Dio Chrystostom frequently refers to
leitourgiai as the responsibility of wealthy citizens,25 and Strabo, in describing
the system of poor-relief at Rhodes, states that the provision of food for the
poor was considered a leitourgia.2s This usage may still be found in some of
Eusebius’ sources, when succession lists imply that the bishop’s role was
considered a leifourgia.?’

Next we may turn to the suggestions of Jefford. Jefford is arguing that the
reason why presbyters are not mentioned in the Didache is that they are the
addressees of the document. They, he assumes, are those who are to instruct,
baptize, and celebrate the Eucharist in conformity with the directions given.
But the evidence which he presents for liturgical functions is weak indeed,
being restricted to Polycarp, Phil. 6. 1, and I Clem. 40. 1 Clement has already
been discussed; Poly., Phil. 6. 1, concerns the social duties of presbuteroi, but
would seem here to mean older men, as the prior instruction is addressed to
neoteroi.28 More to the point, there is no mention here of a liturgical role, but
solely of charity.

24 B. E. Bowe, A Church in Crisis (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1988), 150-2.

25 Dio Chrys. Or. 7. 26. 2—4; 20. 2. 2; 34. 1. 4; 46. 6; 46. 14.

26 Strabo, Geog. 14. 2. 5.

27 Euseb. HE 3. 22; 5. 28.7; 6. 11. 1; 6. 29. 1.

28 Though neither J. B. Bauer, Die Polykarpbriefe, KAV 5 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1995), 55, nor W. Schoedel, Polycarp, Martyrdom of Polycarp, Fragments of Papias
(London: Nelson, 1967), 21, appear to countenance the possibility.



Prophecy and Patronage 173

Next we may note that, in asserting that the duty of the bishop according to
Ignatius is teaching and preaching, Lohse is able to adduce only one passage
which is a proverbial use of the term pafyral, which tells us nothing about a
bishop’s responsibilities, and a much adduced passage which is often taken to
refer to preaching, but actually concerns conversation:2® ras rkarorexvias
petye, wdlov 8¢ mept TovTwy opuAlav mowod (Pol. 5. 1). That the speech here
is not teaching or public proclamation, but conversation, I have argued at
length elsewhere.3® Anyone might speak at the dinner table of the Ignatian
communities, as perhaps at that of the Didache, but none, not even the
episkopos, is under obligation to speak. There may be an expectation that
teachers and prophets will speak, but not that bishops, deacons, and presby-
ters will do so. So it is that in Ignatius’ letter to the Ephesians we meet the
silent bishop Onesimus, whose silence Ignatius defends (Eph. 6. 1). If Onesi-
mus lacked eloquence, this would lead to an implicit defence of Onesimus’
silence, but a defence would be impossible on any terms were a bishop’s
fundamental role to teach in the assembly. Clearly there is some expectation
that Onesimus should be refuting heresy, but this is to be undertaken in the
same way that Polycarp refutes karxorexviai: namely, in discussion among the
members of the household. In the event, according to Onesimus at least, this
is not necessary (Eph. 6. 2).3! This implies, in turn, that, whatever the
competence of the Ignatian bishop, his role did not extend to teaching in
the assembly.32

Ignatius’ direction of duties addressed to Polycarp, whom he assumes to be
the episkopos, is particularly interesting; it is the most comprehensive list of
the duties of a bishop within the literature under examination, yet nowhere is
any liturgical role in the assembly envisaged. Apart from refuting heresy with
individuals (Pol. 2. 1-3), Polycarp is to care for widows (4. 1), ensure that
slaves do not purchase manumission from the funds of the church (4. 3), and
to oversee the marriage of individuals (5. 2). His principal concern is there-
fore with the financial management of the church, for although this latter
duty might not appear at first sight to be related to the funds and finance of
the church, this would inevitably be bound up with the question of a dowry

29 E. Lohse, ‘Die Entstehung des Bischofamtes in der frithen Christenheit, ZNW 71 (1980),
58-73, on p. 59.

30 A. Stewart-Sykes, From Prophecy to Preaching, VCSup 59 (Leiden: Brill, 2001), 20-2, 77,
90-1, 276-8.

31 See, however, the discussion below.

32 So von Campenhausen candidly admits: ‘it is part of this man’s duty to instruct his
congregation...but...it is astonishing how little weight is put upon this side of his work’
(Ecclesiastical Authority, 101). In fact, the only references to instruction which von Campenhau-
sen is able to quote are references to converse (Pol. 1. 2; 5. 1).
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and the disposition of funds;3? it is for the same reason that the mebaqqer has
oversight of marriage and divorce within the Essene community.34

The same is true if one examines the qualifications laid down. Bishops and
deacons should be déilapyipor and wpaeis, states the Didachist; meekness is,
as de Halleux observes, linked in Did. 5. 2 to a proper concern for the poor.3
It is thus close in significance to the concern that the bishop and the deacon
should be free of avarice, in that it indicates that the function for which
qualification is being sought is the handling of money. A similar concern for
an absence of avarice is exhibited in Onasander’s treatise on the general.3
Here the rationale is given that a general should not be corrupt in manage-
ment. Beyond this, bishops and deacons should be honest (dAnfeis) and
tested (SeSokiuaouévous, probably meaning that they are long-standing mem-
bers of the community). We may thus note that nothing here equips the
bishop to speak in the assembly, but rather that the qualifications given are
those of an economic administrator.

Although there has been some attempt to justify the notion that officials
had a liturgical role, for all the frequent assertions of charismatic leadership in
early Christianity no example of a charismatic leader in a stable community
has yet been adduced, with the exception of Hermas, who will be discussed
shortly. Certainly Paul was a charismatic leader, but Paul did not have charge
of a community. This is because of the inherent instability of charismatic
leadership, which depends solely upon the personality of the leader.

It thus seems that there is no overlap between the functions of bishops and
of prophets, and thus no basis for conflict between them. As already noted,
alongside the older consensus, a new and different consensus has emerged in
recent years, that church order in the first two centuries, the period covered by
the New Testament and the Apostolic Fathers alike, is a development from the
household. The frequent references to churches meeting in houses, the adop-
tion of domestic rituals, the frequent statement of the requirement that
Christian leaders should offer hospitality, and the architectural adaptation
of households all support this. In this instance one would expect that the
leader and patron of the community, the presbyter or bishop, would be the
householder. But, to turn to Weber’s typology again, we should note that in
this instance the leader is legitimated not on the basis of a rational-legal

33 Cf. M. Y. MacDonald, ‘The Ideal of the Christian Couple: Ign. Pol. 5.1-2 Looking Back to
Paul, NTS 40 (1994), 105-25.

34 CD-A 13. 16-17.

35 A. de Halleux, ‘Ministers in the Didache, in Draper (ed.), Didache in Modern Research,
300-20, on p. 313.

36 QOnasander, De Imperatoris officio 1. 2, 1. 8. See B. S. Easton, ‘New Testament Ethical Lists),
JBL 51 (1932), 1-12.
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occupation of an office, but on the basis of the traditional legitimation of a
patron, a wealthy householder who offers social support to others. So when
von Campenhausen, observing the presence of kubernésis in the list of func-
tions at 1 Cor. 12, denies that this means governance, ‘for an office of governor
on the lines of the presbyterate or of the later monarchical episcopate there was
no room at Corinth either in practice or in principle’37 and suggests instead
that these terms refer to the giving of social support, he is failing to observe
that whereas social support is indeed part of what is intended here, patronage
can hardly be separated from governance in the ancient world, but that
governance by patrons is no block to the exercise of charisma in the context
of worship and in the communication of the word of God.

Having suggested that there is no theoretical basis for a conflict between
charismatic functionaries and church officers in the period of the Apostolic
Fathers, we may go on to examine in detail the points at which conflict has
been determined by exponents of the consensus, in order principally to refute
the suggestion that a conflict between office and charisma was occurring, and
secondly to discover what was actually occurring. For the reasons outlined
above, we concentrate on evidence provided by the Apostolic Fathers.

We begin with a discussion of the Shepherd of Hermas. This is because a case
can be made for seeing Hermas as a charismatic leader in conflict with
traditional modes of domination. Hermas has much to say about leaders of
the churches in Rome, and much of it is critical.

You shall say to the leaders of the churches that they should reform their ways. (Vis.
2.2.6)

I speak now to you leaders of the church, and those who preside. Do not be like
sorcerers, for sorcerers carry their potions in boxes, but you carry your potion and
poison in your heart. (Vis. 3. 9. 7)

Those with spots are those deacons who served ill and devoured the living of widows
and orphans and served themselves through the ministry which they received to
administer. (Sim. 9. 26. 2)

It is also true that Hermas was a prophet. As Young points out, not only is he
the recipient of revelations which he communicates to his oikos and to the
church at large (the whole context of Hermas’s book), but the depiction of his
prophetic activity is the exact opposite of that of the false prophet depicted in
Mand. 11: that is to say, he is careful to give way to the elders, he makes his
prophecy a public, rather than a private, affair, and is not concerned with
divination but with proclaiming the message as he has received it.38

37 Von Campenhausen, Ecclesiastical Authority, 65.
38 So S. Young, ‘Being a Man: The Pursuit of Manliness in the Shepherd of Hermas, JECS 2
(1994), 237-55.
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Given that Hermas is a prophet who is critical of those in leadership
positions, does this therefore mean that Hermas is a charismatic leader?
This is the manner in which Jeffers seeks to characterize Hermas, contrasting
him as such with the traditionally legitimated Clement of I Clement and
claiming that Hermas holds a social locus relatively low in Roman Christian-
ity and represents a revival of charismatic leadership in Roman Christianity
responding to the wealth of the circle of leaders around Clement.?® However,
even if Hermas’s prophetic charism contributed to his position of leadership,
charisma is certainly not the sole basis of his leadership. For in a church led
by householders, he himself is a householder, and head of his household (Sim.
7. 3), for this is the clear implication of his address to his children. His oikos
(Mand. 12. 3. 6; Sim. 5. 3. 9) is his church.#® Thus we may note that Hermas
owns land (Vis. 3. 1. 2—4), and is knowledgeable concerning business matters
(Sim. 4. 5); these are indications that his social status, although not that of the
decurionate, is relatively high.4! This of itself is enough to disqualify Hermas
as a charismatic leader in the pure sense, in that he holds office not simply on
the basis of charisma but through being a member of the traditional class of
leaders. Moreover, even if Hermas’s prophetic charisma contributes to his
performance of his office, and even though he criticizes the conduct of many
leaders, there is no critique of leadership per se and no suggestion that the
leader should be other than a householder, for unless the leader were a
householder, he would not be in a position to exercise the hospitality and
the charity that Hermas believes are essential marks of Christian leadership
(Sim. 9. 27. 2). Similarly he encourages the wealthy within the Christian
church of Rome to exercise patronage (Vis. 3. 9. 3);42 he thus supports the
traditional structures of society, and wishes to see them exercised within the
church. In so far as the house churches are, as Maier demonstrates, already
based on a traditional model,? his prophetic call is to maintain the tradition.
There is no dispute with leadership as such, and so Hermas speaks of the
bishops and deacons alongside apostles and teachers, some of whom are still
alive, who serve in holiness and who agree among themselves (Vis. 3. 5. 1).

39 J. S. Jeffers, Conflict at Rome: Social Order and Hierarchy in Early Christianity (Minnea-
polis: Fortress, 1991), 145-59.

40 H. O. Maier, The Social Setting of the Ministry as Reflected in the Writings of Hermas,
Clement and Ignatius (Waterloo, Ont.: Wilfred Laurier University Press, 1991), 63-5, argues for
a household arrangement for Hermas’s church without making it explicit that Hermas is himself
such a leader.

41 For further discussion of Hermas’s household, and his economic status, see M. Leutzsch,
Die Wahrnehmung sozialer Wirklichkeit im Hirten des Hermas (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1989), 50-62.

42 The point that this is patronage is observed by Maier, Social Setting, 61.

43 Tbid. 59-65.
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What is interesting about Jeffers’s discussion is his explicit use of Weber,
and his identification of Clement as representing, and recommending to the
Corinthians, a traditionally legitimated mode of leadership. However, al-
though Hermas represents some of the characteristics of the charismatic
leader, he is himself a traditionally legitimated person, and supports the
traditional structures of leadership. Hermas is a charismatic in the sense
employed in the sociology of religion, but not a charismatic leader; he is
humble and self-deprecating, not one who demands leadership, and whilst he
criticizes the social conduct of some, he accepts the social order.#* Jeffers is led
to characterize Hermas as he does, not via Weber, but via the weight of the
consensus which sets up charisma in opposition to office, which understands
all office effectively to be of a rational-legal type, and reckons charismatic
leadership to be more primitive.

Although there is no dispute regarding leadership per se, there is a critique
of certain individuals. In the eleventh Mandate there appears one seated on a
chair who is a false prophet. It is noteworthy that the false prophet is seated on
a chair, as this was the normal position of the teacher in the ancient world.
That the listeners are seated on a learners’ sumpsellion is further indication of
the scholastic setting intended. The point is that it is a teacher, rather than a
bishop, who is characterized as a false prophet. Thus we may characterize this
dispute as one between one who holds his position by virtue of patronage, a
traditional form of legitimation, and one who seeks position on the basis of
competence as a teacher (that is to say, on a rational basis). If we turn to the
Ignatian correspondence, we find the same conflict. Ignatius’ insistence on the
claims of the bishop are taken as implying opposition from a charismatic
party, in particular by Meinhold.#5 It is the suggestion of this essay that the
opposition comes not from charisma, but represents a conflict between
rational and traditional legitimation.

We may begin with Ignatius’ letter to the Philadelphians, since here at least
a case can be made for charismatic opposition to the bishop on the grounds of
Ignatius’ use of charismatic speech to reinforce his message of unity with, and
submission to, the bishop. This may be read as an indication that those who
oppose the bishop are claiming charisma, and that their point is being
countered with their own weaponry.

While I was with you I cried out. I spoke in a great voice, the voice of God: ‘Give heed
to the bishop and to the presbytery and deacons. Some suspected me of saying this
having foreknowledge of the schism of certain persons. He, on whose account I am in
chains, is witness to me that I had no knowledge from any human flesh. The spirit

44 Cf. Jeffers, Conflict at Rome, 156—8.
45 P. Meinhold, Studien zu Ignatius von Antiochen (Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner, 1979), 19-36.
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proclaimed this, saying: ‘Do nothing separately from the bishop, keep your flesh as the
temple of God, love unity, flee divisions, be imitators of Jesus Christ, as was he of his
Father. (Ign. Phld. 7. 1)

Ignatius’ subsequent comment that some suggested that he had prior know-
ledge of the situation, and that this therefore invalidated his prophecy, has
likewise been seen as opposition from a charismatic party, on the grounds
that they do not recognize his speech as genuinely prophetic or charismatic.

Apart from this, however, there is no indication within the letter of any
‘charismatic’ opposition. Rather, there appear to be issues arising from Jewish
Christianity and the interpretation of the first Testament, as Ignatius urges the
Philadelphians to give no heed to anyone ‘who expounds Judaism to you’
(Ign. Phld. 6.1).

There is certainly opposition to the bishop, but this opposition might come
as much from the ‘Judaizing’ party as from any charismatic group. According
to Trevett, there is no link between the opponents of the bishop and the
‘Judaizing’ party, but the anti-episcopal activity is a third error, alongside
Judaizing and Docetism.46 However, both Trevett and Meinhold make the
simple assumption that opposition to the bishop must derive from those
opposed to office in any form, a charismatic group. This is an assumption
only. Ignatius suggests that the bishop had his office from God and from
Christ, and not from vainglory or through human election (Phld. 1. 1), but in
doing so is implying an opposition that would claim leadership on the basis of
human election, not a group that would not have leadership at all.

The report of Ignatius’ prophecy is peculiar, but we should note that if
charismatic speech is employed in favour of the bishop, this implies that the
charisma of prophecy is recognized by the episcopal party, which in turn
indicates that they would hardly oppose those who exercise charisma on
principle, or be opposed in turn. The failure of Ignatius’ prophecy to pass
the test in some quarters is not a necessary indication that the opposition is
charismatic, as the testing of spirits is widespread and normal; we do not
know, however, who undertook the testing and on what criteria, and therefore
we can hardly attribute the testing to a party of charismatics. Moreover, the
reading of the opposition as charismatic, and as such opposed to the invest-
ment in office of the Ignatian party, is not the only possible reading of the
situation. It is quite possible that teachers independent of the bishop and
presbytery have formed the opposition, and are organizing their households
separately from that of the bishop. Indicative of this is the issue regarding the
use of the Old Testament, for if the opposition is representative of some kind

46 C, Trevett, ‘Prophecy and Anti-Episcopal Activity: A Third Error Combatted by Ignatius?’,
JEH 34 (1983), 1-18.
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of Judaizing Christianity, then it is possible in turn that their church order is
based entirely on synagogal models, with the evolving role of the authoritative
teacher and interpreter, which thus has no room for an episcopate. As such,
there is no third error at Philadelphia, but rather a single party of opponents
who are influenced by a Jewish form of Christianity and are organizing
households as schools teaching a Christianity distinct from that of the bishop.

If this is adopted as a hypothesis, then it makes sense of Ignatius’ response
to the opponents of the bishop: Ignatius urges xpioropabia, and denies any
demand to find any point expressed in Scripture. Teaching in Christ, and
Christ as the true apyeia, thus oppose any other teaching and any dependence
upon written documents (Phld. 8. 2). Ignatius’ response is an answer to those
who teach from Scripture, subordinating Scripture to the more urgent claim
of the Spirit speaking in the assembly. Ignatius is the charismatic, and not the
opponents. It is in this light, moreover, that we may read Ignatius’ statement
that the bishop did more through being silent than those who employ words,
which implies that the use of speech is the preserve of the opposition.
Certainly it is possible that the speech is prophecy, and that the expectation
is that the bishop should be prophesying,*” but it is more likely that the
speech in question is ordered teaching from the Scriptures of the old coven-
ant, for Ignatius joins the prophets in his love together with the bishop and
the presbytery (Phid. 5. 2).

Not at Philadelphia alone, but at Ephesus, Meinhold sees opposition to the
bishop from a charismatic party, characterizing the opponents specifically as
Wanderprediger.4® Certainly the opposition has come from outside Ephesus,
for Ignatius states that they had arrived at Ephesus (Eph. 9. 1), but this need
not mean that they are wandering charismatics, as the reason for their travel is
not stated and, as Draper rightly reminds us, not all travellers are wandering
charismatics;*° yet their supposed itinerant status is the sole basis on which
charismatic legitimation might be attributed to them. The two main points
which may be gathered are that the opponents of the episkopos held their own
eucharistic celebration, and that they criticized the silence of the bishop (Eph.
5. 3-6. 2). These are the very same points which are at issue in Philadelphia.
For Meinhold the criticism of Onesimus’ silence indicates that those who
opposed the bishop claimed inspired speech.’® However, whereas this is a
possible reconstruction of the situation, it is not the only possible reconstruc-
tion. Is it not possible that other households had separated themselves from

47 So Meinhold, Studien, 27.

48 Tbid. 20-1.

49 J. A. Draper, ‘Weber, Theissen, and Wandering Charismatics of the Didache, JECS 6
(1998), 54176, on pp. 565-8.

50 Meinhold, Studien, 21-2.
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the household represented by the bishop, in order to form schools in which
they might hold their own eucharistic celebrations? Is it not possible that the
bishop is expected not to speak prophetically, but to speak anti-prophetically,
or to teach, and that failure on the part of the bishop to act as a teacher is
causing those households of scholastic character to break away? Moreover, the
silence of the bishop may be held as a mark of respect for those who prophesy,
in that the bishop is allowing prophecy, whilst making no claim himself to the
prophetic charism. Meinhold explains the separate eucharistic celebrations by
noting the provisions of Did. 10. 7, which allow the prophets to say the
eucharistic prayer, and suggests that the same situation had previously
obtained in the communities addressed by Ignatius, but that prophets had
separated because their right to offer the Eucharist had been effectively
usurped by the bishop.5! However, as we have already noted, the eucharistic
president is nowhere named in the Didache; the Didache does not state who
the eucharistic president should be, but simply lays down the words to be
used by those who are not prophets, and the assumption that otherwise the
eucharistic president should be the bishop is an assumption only. There is
therefore more than a simple choice between bishop and prophet as regards
the person who says the eucharistic words. Similarly, in the case of Ignatius,
we must note that he nowhere states that the bishop is to say the eucharistic
words, simply that a eucharistic celebration should not take place unless the
bishop is present. A silent bishop is not offering the Eucharist, and if the
bishop is not doing so, then perhaps the prophets are!

Not only do the cohesion with Philadelphia and the internal coherence of
the hypothesis sketched above indicate that the issue is with teachers, but
Ignatius’ comments about the opposition point in this direction. The visitors
have ‘wicked teaching’ (Eph. 9. 1), they are weyalopnyuooivas (Eph. 10. 2),
whereas it is better to be silent than to speak of what is not real, for teaching is
good only if the teacher acts in accordance with what is taught, and there is
but one true teacher (Eph. 15. 1).

We may deal more briefly with Meinhold’s reading of the situation at
Magnesia and Smyrna.5? In Magnesia, Meinhold detects opposition on the
basis of his understanding of Ignatius’ defence that the episcopate is an office
independent of the personality of the office-holder. This rational-legal legit-
imation (to employ the terms of Weber), he suggests, must therefore be
opposed to a charismatic legitimation. However, once again, the only certain

51 Ibid. 21.
52 Ibid. 25-6. Meinhold finds no charismatic opposition at Tralles, and so his discussion of
this letter is not noted here.
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thing about the situation in Magnesia, other than opposition to the bishop, is
that there is difficulty with Judaizing practices, such as keeping the sabbath
(Magn. 9. 1). It is possible that the same situation that was discerned in
Philadelphia is prevailing, though the evidence from Ignatius’ language is less
strong, the only indication of opposition from a scholastic party being
Ignatius’ comment that the only title worth having is that of pupil (Magn.
10. 1). This is not of itself convincing, but it is more convincing than any
a priori conviction that the opposition is charismatic. Finally, in the letter to
Smyrna, we meet a party opposed to the bishop, whom Ignatius loudly
upbraids. But once again, as Meinhold recognizes, the fundamental issues
are not charisma and office, but the content of the opponents’ teaching,53
which once again indicates a pattern of opposition on the basis not of
legitimation but of emerging orthodoxy.

Thus, in so far as it is possible to derive a coherent picture of opposition to
the episkopos from the Ignatian correspondence, there is no correlation
between claims of charisma and opposition to the bishop. It seems overall
most probable that opposition to the bishop comes from teachers. It may be
objected, however, that the teachers were themselves charismatic functionar-
ies and that on these grounds the existence of a conflict between charisma and
office may continue to be maintained. Harnack noted the appearance of
‘apostles, prophets and teachers’ as a triad at 1 Cor. 12. 28 and, given that
this group appeared in the context of a discussion of charisma, concluded that
‘They are all charismatics, i.e. their calling rests on a gift of the Spirit, which is
a permanent possession for them’.5* Yet he had already noted that the reason
why the triad was placed at the head is that they are each principally
concerned with the proclamation of the word of God, and so their position
here is unrelated to any claim of charisma. To return to the observations of
Brockhaus, the focus of the chapter is the discussion of the communication of
the word of God within the assembly, and for this reason the teacher finds a
position with the prophets. It is the same rationale—namely, their common
task of speaking the word of God—which places the teachers alongside the
prophets in the Didache. For although Niederwimmer5> and Stempel56 assert
that the teacher in the Didacheis a charismatic figure, no evidence is produced
for this assertion beyond the close association between teacher and prophet.
Rather, Ignatius is the charismatic and, in exhorting submission to the bishop,
the presbytery, and the deacons, has some of the qualities of the charismatic

53 Ibid. 31. 54 Harnack, Constitution, 24.
55 K. Niederwimmer, The Didache (ET Minneapolis: Fortress, 1998), 189-90.
56 H.-A. Stempel, ‘Der Lehrer in der “Lehre der zwolf Apostel”’, VC 34 (1980), 209-17.
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leader.5” The charisma may be undergoing routinization, but is real none
the less.58

At this point we may turn again briefly to the Didache. At Did. 15 a new
topic appears to be introduced in the instruction that bishops and deacons
should be appointed. The common reading of this passage in line with the
consensus is that no bishop or deacon had previously been appointed, and
that theretofore the community was either under the governance of a charis-
matic hierarchy or was completely without hierarchy, and that the appoint-
ment of officers is an entirely new departure.?® But as de Halleux points out,
and as we may point out here more forcibly, to see the appointment of
episkopoi and diakonoi as a new departure is completely to misread the text.
The Didache does not say fout court that ministers should be appointed, but
that the ministers who are appointed should demonstrate certain qualities,s°
those qualifications for office examined above. This leaves open the question
of the origin of officers in this community, but even if this chapter is an
addition to the work of the original Didachist,®! it means that episkopoi and
diakonoi are already established offices in the community. There is no sudden
take-over by bishops from prophets. Given that Did. 15 is not about the
appointment of officers de novo but concerns the qualifications such officers
should have, we may turn to the following statement:

for they themselves liturgize for you the liturgy (duiv ydap Aerrovpyoior kal adrol Ty
Aetrovpylav) of the prophets and teachers. Therefore do not despise them. For they are
honoured among you alongside the prophets and teachers (Did. 15. 1-2)

The statement that the officials should not be despised has been interpreted as
stating that the officers appointed should not be despised at the expense of
charismatic officers,2 which would be an indication that they are indeed
being despised. But the point, given the argument above that officers such as
bishops exercised no liturgical ministry, is that they are to be honoured
alongside prophets and teachers, even though they exercise no public minis-
try, which is the preserve of prophets and teachers.

57 So, perceptively and with due reservations, Maier, Social Setting, 158—63.

58 So A. Brent, ‘Pseudonymity and Charisma in the Ministry of the Early Church), Augusti-
nianum, 27 (1987), 347-76, on pp. 352—4, in response to Schillebeeckx’s statement of the
consensus.

59 So, notably, W. Rordorf and A. Tuilier, La Doctrine des douze apétres, 2nd edn. (Paris: Cerf,
1998), 634, 73-7.

60 De Halleux, ‘Ministers’, 313.

61 As Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 63, suppose.

62 So Niederwimmer, Didache, 200; J. A. Kleist, The Didache, ACW (Westminster: Newman
Press, 1948), 165.
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Rather, as the Didache says, they ‘liturgize . . . the liturgy of the prophets’. It
might be suggested that just as in I Clement the leitourgia of the presbyters
was a public office undertaken at one’s own expense, so the term ‘liturgize’ is
here likewise used in its ancient sense—that is to say, the bishops provide
financial support for the teachers and prophets, and enable them to carry out
their ministry. Thus, just as the requirement for meekness and the concern for
lack of avarice indicate that the concern of the bishop and deacons is financial,
so the reason for these qualifications is explained by their function: namely,
the support of those who do exercise a ministry in the assembly. The litur-
gizing of the liturgy of the prophets and teachers is not the performance of the
office of prophets and teachers, as is generally assumed,%* but is social and
economic support for those who do exercise this office. It is this misunder-
standing of the term in this text which has bedevilled interpretation from
Harnack on. The bishops and deacons should be honoured, states Did.
15. 1-2, because they provide the means by which the prophets and teachers
exercise their ministry, and should therefore receive like respect.

These bishops and deacons are therefore patrons of the Didachist’s com-
munity, householders who are in a position to offer support to the charis-
matics. There is thus no conflict between the groups;é* nor have the bishops
and deacons been obliged to take over from the ‘charismatic’ functionaries
due to their decline and disappearance,5> but rather a position of mutual
support is envisaged. The situation is rather as Burtchaell puts it: the office-
holders were present in the church, but, compared to those who exercised
more public ministries, were relatively insignificant.5¢ Burtchaell argues that
offices begin entirely in the synagogue, and suggests that office-holders come
to prominence because of the failure of the charismatic functionaries, whereas
I have argued elsewhere that borrowing from the synagogue is something
which marks the second or third generation of the Pauline communitiesé” and
that the offices of early Christian communities are transformed in their nature
so that the functions previously performed by individuals become attached to
offices; but in his assessment of the fundamental state of affairs in the earliest
stratum of Christianity, Burtchaell is surely correct. The one thing which
Didache says about bishops and deacons is that their responsibility is a

63 A. von Harnack, Die Lehre der zwolf Apostel nebst Untersuchungen zur dltesten Geschichte
der Kirchenverfassung und des Kirchenrechts, TU 2 (Leipzig: Hinrichs’sche Buchhandlung, 1884),
140-1; Niederwimmer, Didache, 201; Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 73.

64 As presupposed by Niederwimmer, Didache, 200-1.

65 So Harnack, Lehre, 153—8; H. Lietzmann, ‘Zur altchristlichen Verfasssungsgeschichte’, in
Kleine Schriften, i, TU 67 (Berlin: Akademie, 1958), 141-85, on p. 169; Rordorf and Tuilier,
Doctrine, 76-7.

66 Burtchaell, From Synagogue to Church, 188, 310-12, 348-51.

67 Stewart-Sykes, From Prophecy to Preaching, 79-87, 170—4.
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leitourgia, and involves the financial support of those who teach and proph-
esy, and that the qualifications demanded for this post indicate those pre-
pared to offer such a leitourgia. If this point seems to have been somewhat
laboured, it is because of the significance lent to the text in the past. There is
no decline of prophecy leading to the necessity of bishops stepping in to fill
the role, and no conflict between these functionaries and their patrons.

A conflict between functionaries and their patrons may, none the less, be
the conflict in Corinth which occasioned I Clement. This characterization of
the conflict is different from the widespread assumption that I Clement is the
result of a conflict between emerging office and continuing, or resurgent,
charismatic activity,8 for if the suggestion of this paper that the assumption
of a conflict between office and charismatic activity derives from a flawed
methodology has any validity, then even a relatively cautious statement of the
consensus such as that of Lona, who suggests that the transfer from the
charismatically orientated community described by Paul in 1 Corinthians to
one in which office is known would hardly occur without difficulty,®® is
without ground. We need not therefore repeat the argument and deal in
detail with the various versions of the consensus which have been brought
to bear on 1 Clement, but may set about seeking a new solution. The solution
suggested, in line with the argument of the essay so far, is that functionaries
were no longer content to accept the leitourgia of patrons, but sought lead-
ership on their own account. The situation has thus moved on significantly
from that described in the Didache.

Although T have suggested that the consensus is wanting, none the less
there is a prima-facie case for seeing the conflict in Corinth as in some way
relating to the emergence of office, not simply in that the occasion of the
dispute was the removal of presbyters, but also in Clement’s statement that
the apostles knew that there would be strife over the episcopate (1 Clem.
44. 1). However, although the removal of presbyters is a vital issue, we must
note that some presbyters had been removed, which does not indicate that
there was general dissatisfaction with the presbyteral system, since it equally
implies that some presbyters were left in place. Moreover, when Clement
states that the Lord himself knew that there would be strife as to who bore the
office of oversight, he is implying that, far from wanting to avoid all fixed
order in the congregation, the group of opponents themselves desire to hold
office. The same is implied in Clement’s indication that certain individuals
had brought about the strife through their failure to observe their proper

68 See the references at O. M. Bakke, ‘Concord and Peace’: A Rhetorical Analysis of the First
Letter of Clement with an Emphasis on the Language of Unity and Sedition, WUNT 2.143
(Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2001), 282-3.

69 H. E. Lona, Der erste Klemensbrief, KAV 2 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1998), 81.



Prophecy and Patronage 185

station (I Clem. 14. 1). We may thus begin to see that the conflict might not
be so much about office itself as about legitimation.

Before suggesting that the issue at Corinth was the same as that addressed
by Ignatius, particularly in Philadelphia, we may recall the domestic basis of
the Corinthian church, in line with the newer consensus observed above
which aligns office with status within a household. The emphasis that Clem-
ent assigns to hospitality implies that the household is still the essential unit in
the Corinthian church (I Clem. 1. 2; 11. 1; 12. 1), on which basis we may
assume that the leading householders would take the place of presbyters.”°
The word consistently used by Clement to describe the situation is stasis
(I Clem. 1. 1; 2. 6; 14. 2); in political discourse this was classically applied to
factionalism within a state, being defined by Aristotle as the desire of individ-
uals to be self-governing;”! as such it implies that the factionalism is taking
place within households. Secondly we should note Clement’s statements that a
few individuals only are the cause of the strife (I Clem. 1. 1; 47. 6). Again this
implies that the stasis is occurring within households, rather than being more
generalized (although we must recognize that the minimization of the num-
bers involved may serve some rhetorical effect). Finally, we may recall again
Clement’s statement that there would be strife among those who would claim
the office of bishop, which is why a system of succession was set up. Whereas
this might mean that a single householder is attempting to exercise episkopée
over other households, episkopé would be found within households; thus
I suggest that the strife was taking place within individual households, and
that presbyters have been deposed within certain households.

In this light we may turn to the interesting explanation of the situation
addressed by 1 Clement offered by Bakke, who suggests that the cause of stasis
is economic inequality.”2 He points to the relative lack of economic homo-
geneity which marked the Christian households known in the Corinth of
Paul, and suggests that the poor in the congregations were seeking office
instead of the existing presbyters in order to obtain a better division of
wealth, which leads to dishonour as the rules of patronage are not obeyed
by those below. Competition for the honour of leadership is thus the basis
of the tension in Corinth, and the competition results from economic
factors. Certainly this fits with what is otherwise known of conflict in Corinth
in an earlier period, and coheres with some of the thematic statements of
I Clem 3. 373 by explaining the opposition to presbyters as opposition to a

70 So Bowe, Church in Crisis, 11-16.

71 Arist. Pol. 5. 6. 1; Eth. Nic. 9. 1167A.

72 Bakke, ‘Concord and Peace, 289-317.

73 E.g., the statement that “The worthless rose up against those in honour, those of no
reputation against the renowned, the foolish against the prudent, the young against the elders
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patronal system—as opposition, in other words, to a traditionally legitimated
form of leadership.

A relative lack of economic homogeneity may have led to the situation of
stasis within these households, and this would explain the characterization by
Clement of the opponents of the presbyters as motivated by {HAos and ¢$févos
(I Clem. 3. 2; 4. 7; 5. 2), as well as the exhortations of Clement to submis-
siveness and obedience. But if Bakke is correct in pointing to economic
inequality as the motivation for the activity of the opponents, then a closer
characterization of the opponents is still required. Economic revolutions do
not occur within traditional societies, which are always marked by economic
stratification, without leaders opposed to the traditionally legitimated lead-
ership. We should not see the stasis here as generalized popular revolution,
but rather as a leadership bid by some class which is relatively economically
disadvantaged by comparison with the patrons, but which has a reasonable
claim to the honour and status enjoyed by the patrons, though on a basis
different from patronage. This class could be that of the teachers; a teacher
may hold a subservient position in an ancient household, and need not be a
person of social status, may indeed be a slave or a freedman, and may accept
the patronage of a householder as, we have suggested, teachers, alongside
prophets, accepted patronage in the Didachist’s community.”4 Teachers, who
were the recipients of patronage, might be those who are disturbing the
accepted order of patronage.

But some more positive argument than this is needed. In providing one, we
may turn to an exponent of the older consensus, namely Meinhold, as there is
much to commend his view that the opponents were charismatics who based
their case on superior spiritual gifts, and in particular glossolalia.’s The
spiritual gifts which Clement praises are fundamentally concerned with wis-
dom, knowledge, and speech. I Clem. 15 is a series of citations which concern
true speech: I Clem. 17. 5, in using the example of Moses as one of humility,

(presbuterous)’. Whereas we might be excused for thinking that presbuterous here simply refers to
older men, we must recall that both sender and recipients were aware of the issue, and therefore
would not need to have matters spelt out. The language recalls Isa. 3. 5, but as Bakke, ‘Concord
and Peace, 291-2, points out, this is a clever rhetorical adoption of the language of Scripture.

74 U. Neymeyr, Die christlichen Lehrer im zweiten Jahrhundert, VCSup 4 (Leiden: Brill, 1989),
218-20, notes the various ways in which teachers in the ancient world might support them-
selves. The other option apart from the charging of fees or dependence upon patronage would
be an officially endowed chair, which is clearly out of the question here. For a satirical treatment
of the situation of a teacher, dependent on patronage, who gradually finds himself dropping
down the social scale, see Lucian, De Mercede conductis potentium familiaribus, esp. 1418, 26.
Such loss of status within a patronal system might lead to the questioning of the social order
within the Christian households of Corinth.

75 Peter Meinhold, ‘Geschehen und Deutung im ersten Clemensbrief’, ZKG 58 (1939), 82—129.
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points out that he is a person of simple speech; at 31. 5 Clement suggests that
the opponents take pride in their words rather than in God, and at 30. 3 and
38. 2 Clement contrasts good works with fine words as the sign of one who is
truly wise. A similar view is proposed by Opitz.7¢ Apart from the passages
observed already, Optiz notes the exhortation of Clement at 57. 2: ‘Learn to be
submissive, putting aside the boastful and haughty effrontery of your tongue!’

Although Meinhold and Opitz, in reliance on the older consensus, assume
that the opponents are charismatic, and are therefore opposed to office in
principle, whereas we have already seen that, far from being the work of those
who seek a charismatic order and do not recognize office, the factionalism
results from those who seek office for themselves, none the less they point to
an important issue: namely, that the opponents claim a superiority of speech
and a superiority of teaching. There is no reason, however, to assume that this
is charismatic speech. For all Meinhold suggests that the charismatic party
appeals to Paul,”” when Clement cites 1 Cor. 12, he does not cite the
discussion of glossolalia, which would have helped his case had this been in
his purview, but encourages fidelity and wisdom and notes the parallel
factionalism between the households.”8

The strength of Meinhold’s case lies in his identification of speech as a
central issue, and the weakness is that there is no indication that the speech
was charismatic. But if the speech is not charismatic, then we point once again
to the possibility that there are teachers who are providing the focus of
opposition within some households. They too may claim a wisdom of speech,
but their speech is not charismatic. As such, they may claim a greater wisdom
than the householders, and it is their wisdom which in turn is characterized as
foolishness by Clement (I Clem. 39. 1); the wise should manifest their wisdom
in good deeds (38. 2). They are supported by the householders, and may
receive the fruit of their labour with the Stoic freedom of parrhésia, but a true
parrhesia is in Christ, as the position of those in receipt of patronage is that of
the angels who serve God (34. 1-6). Clement’s answer to the claims of the
teachers is to point to the diadoche of leadership received from the apostles;
since diadoché is a concept deriving from the philosophical schools, we may
see Clement’s use of the idea as directly countering the claims of those
claiming a diadoche along scholastic lines.”®

76 H. Opitz, Urspriinge frithkatholischer Pneumatologie (Berlin: Evangelische Verlaganstalt,
1960), 13-15. Opitz, however, presses the case too far by suggesting that the presbyters are
seeking control over an entirely glossolalist congregation.

77 Meinhold, ‘Geschehen und Deutung’, 100-1.

78 So Bakke, ‘Concord and Peace, 288, with reference to 1 Clem. 47-8; see also Maier, Social
Setting, 89.

79 On diadoché as a scholastic concept transferred to the Christian realm, note A. Brent,
‘Diogenes Laertius and the Apostolic Succession’, JEH 44 (1993), 367—89.
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Office at Corinth, as already argued, was not a bureaucratically legitimated
office which was in the process of emergence at the expense of religious
charisma, but a traditionally legitimated office which had always existed
alongside the exercise of charismata in the assembly. The challenge made is
to these traditionally legitimated officers, and the basis of the challenge is
superiority in speech and wisdom. This is not charismatic speech, for charis-
matic speech coexisted at the time of Paul with a system of traditional
leadership, but the very ordered speech which Paul encouraged. Herein may
be the basis of an appeal to Paul: not to Paul the charismatic, but to the Paul
who would rather speak a few words of edification than a thousand in tongues
(1 Cor. 14. 19). For this reason, in citing 1 Cor. 12, Clement makes no allusion
to the discussion of glossolalia, because the fundamental thrust of Paul’s
discussion would lead to a discussion of the place of teachers in a Christian
community.

The point has been reached at which a summary is possible. In exploring
the consensus that office in Christian communities had in some way sup-
planted the exercise of charisma, it was observed that one of the reasons why a
conflict between office and charisma has been assumed is the assumption, in
turn, that officers exercised functions in the assembly. As far as is possible, it
has been shown that they did not, and so there were no grounds for conflict.
A second confusion in the consensus was identified: that charismatic leader-
ship has been identified with the exercise of charismatic functions. Rather, it
has been suggested, charismatic functions could be exercised within a society
with traditionally legitimated leadership. This occurs in the Didachist’s com-
munity and in the community of Hermas, as well as in the Corinth addressed
by Paul. Rather than representing a conflict between charisma and office, as
the older consensus assumed, an examination of the relevant material has
shown either that there was no conflict, or that the conflict which occurred
was between teachers and householder-bishops. I suggest that the conflict
comes about because teachers may threaten the traditionally legitimated
bishop, in that they are capable of acting outside the structures of the
household through becoming self-supporting. At the time of the Didache,
no conflict has appeared, and the teachers appear content to accept patronage
from the bishops and deacons, but we may deduce that there was criticism
of the bishop, presbytery, and deacons from various teachers in several of
the communities addressed by Ignatius, that teachers had adopted the pos-
ition of presbyters in the Corinth addressed by Clement, and that Hermas, a
householder, is suspicious of a teacher whom he characterizes as a false
prophet.

This essay leaves many questions unanswered, such as the origin of bishops,
deacons, and presbyters, the precise extent and scope of their duties (as part of
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which we should pose the, as much unasked as unanswered, question of
how bishops and/or presbyters come to have the exclusive right of presidency
at the Eucharist), the fate of the teacher in the second century, and the
manner in which, despite the opposition of such figures as Clement, Hermas,
and Ignatius, the episcopate takes on an intellectual role in the second
century.8® By escaping from the assumptions of the consensus, however, the
way is cleared for a fresh examination of these issues.

80 A term borrowed from L. W. Countryman, ‘The Intellectual Role of the Early Catholic
Episcopate’, Church History, 48 (1979), 261-8.
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Didache 1. 1-6. 1, James, Matthew, and
the Torah

John S. Kloppenborg

The topic of the Didache and James is perhaps an odd choice for this
conference commemorating the 1905 publication of The New Testament in
the Apostolic Fathers, whose purpose it was to inquire into the likelihood that
the Apostolic Fathers displayed some acquaintance with books of the New
Testament.! Kirsopp Lake found no reason to mention James in his chapter
on the Didache; James is in fact discussed only in the chapters on the Shepherd
and 2 Clement.2 Even in the more recent index, Biblia patristica, which adopts
generous definitions of ‘citation” and ‘allusion there are no entries for the
Didache in the section that compiles early patristic citations of James.? There
are indeed no good grounds for believing that James and the Didache enjoyed
any direct literary relationship.

The question of the relationship between the Didache and Matthew is,
of course, a much livelier subject of debate, with scholars defending the
Didachist’s knowledge of the first gospel, others denying any direct

1 Committee of the Oxford Society of Historical Theology, The New Testament in the
Apostolic Fathers (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1905).

2 NTAE 108-13 (the Shepherd), 127-8 (2 Clement).

3 Biblia Patristica: Index des citations et allusions bibliques dans la littérature patristique, i: Des
origines a Clément d’Alexandrie et Tertullien, ed. J. Allenbach (Paris: Editions du Centre National
de la Recherche Scientifique, 1975).

4 E. Massaux, Influence de P’Evangile de saint Matthieu sur la littérature chrétienne avant saint
Irénée (Louvain: Publications Universitaires de Louvain, 1950), 604—46; B. C. Butler, ‘The
Literary Relations of Didache, Ch. XVT, JTS 11 (1960), 265-83; idem, ‘The “Two Ways” in the
Didache, JTS 12 (1961), 27-38; E. E. Vokes, The Riddle of the Didache (London: SPCK, 1938),
92-119; S. E. Johnson, ‘A Subsidiary Motive for the Writing of the Didache’, in M. H. Shepherd
and S. E. Johnson (eds.), Munera Studiosa: Studies Presented to W. H. P. Hatch on the Occasion of
his Seventieth Birthday (Cambridge, Mass.: Episcopal Theological School, 1946), 107-22, on
p. 112; C. C. Richardson, Early Christian Fathers, The Library of Christian Classics, 1 (Phila-
delphia: Westminster Press, 1953), 161-79, esp. 163, 165—6; B. Layton, ‘The Sources, Date and
Transmission of Didache 1.3b-2.1, HTR 61 (1968), 343-83; L. W. Barnard, “The Dead Sea
Scrolls, Barnabas, the Didache and the Later History of the “Two Ways” ’, in idem, Studies in the
Apostolic Fathers and their Background (New York: Schocken Books; Oxford: Basil Blackwell,
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relationship,5 and still others advocating the use of a common sourceé or even
Matthew’s knowledge of the Didache.” With respect to the Two Ways docu-
ment (1. 1-2; 2. 2-6. 1), it is much more difficult to find defenders of
Matthaean dependence; the case for dependence on Matthew is normally
made from the uses of edayyélwov in Did. 8. 2; 11. 3; 15. 3, 4, from the
convergence between the sayings in Did. 16. 3-8 and Matt. 24—5, and from the
similarities between the catena of sayings interpolated into the Two Ways
section (1. 3b—2. 1) and sayings of Jesus in Q, Matthew, and Luke.

The third pair in this literary triangle, the relationship between James and
Matthew, has also received some attention. A few scholars defended a direct
relationship between James and Matthew,? but such a hypothesis demands
too high a degree of ingenuity to command much assent. Nevertheless, the
numerous contacts between James and the Jesus tradition suggest that even if
there is not a direct literary relationship between James and either Matthew or

1966), 99 n. 2; E. Schweizer, Matthius und seine Gemeinde, SBS 71 (Stuttgart: Verlag Katho-
lisches Bibelwerk, 1974), 141 n. 12, 164-5; C. M. Tuckett, ‘Synoptic Tradition in ghe Didache, in
J. M. Sevrin (ed.), The New Testament in Early Christianity: La Réception des Ecrits Néotesta-
mentaires dans le Christianisme Primitif, BETL 86 (Leuven: Peeters, 1989), 197-230; K. Wengst,
Didache (Apostellehre), Barnabasbrief, Zweiter Klemensbrief, Schrift an Diognet, eingeleitet, her-
ausgegeben, iibertragen und erldutert, SUC 2 (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft,
1984), 19, 24-31.

5 J.-P. Audet, La Didache: Instructions des apotres, EBib (Paris: Gabalda, 1958), 166—86;
W. Rordorf, ‘Does the Didache Contain Jesus Tradition Independently of the Synoptic Gospels?’,
in H. Wansbrough (ed.), Jesus and the Oral Gospel Tradition, JSNTSup 64 (Sheffield: JSOT Press,
1991), 394—423; W. Rordorf and A. Tuilier, La Doctrine des douze apétres (Didache): introduc-
tion, texte, traduction, notes, appendice et index, 2nd edn. rev. et augmentée, SC 248 (Paris: Cerf,
1998), 91, 232. K. Niederwimmer, The Didache: A Commentary, Hermeneia (ET Minneapolis:
Fortress, 1998), 48-51) argues that if there is any influence of the NT, it is only at the level of the
redactor of the Didache. The Two Ways documents (Did. 1. 1-2; 2. 2-6. 1), the liturgical section
(7. 1-10. 7), the church order (11. 1-15. 4), and probably the apocalypse (16. 3-8) display no
dependence on the NT at all.

6 E.g., R. Glover, ‘The Didache’s Quotations and the Synoptic Gospels, NTS 5 (1958), 12-29.

7 A.]. P. Garrow, The Gospel of Matthew’s Dependence on the Didache, JSNTSup 254 (London:
T. & T. Clark International, 2004).

8 One of the first to defend James’s use of Matthew was W. Briickner, ‘Zur Kritik des
Jakobusbriefes, ZWT 17 (1874), 530-41, on p. 537: ‘So ist es auch leichter in allen Stellen, an
die hier gedacht werden kann, die unmittelbare Abhingigkeit vom Matthdusevangelium vor-
auszusetzen. The case was taken up by M. H. Shepherd, ‘The Epistle of James and the Gospel of
Matthew’, JBL 75 (1956), 40-51; he divided James into eight didactic discourses, each of which,
he argued, was built around a central macarism or gnomic saying that had striking parallels with
Matthew. Similarly, C. N. Dillman, ‘A Study of Some Theological and Literary Comparisons of
the Gospel of Matthew and the Epistle of James’ (Ph.D. diss., University of Edinburgh, 1978).
Shepherd explained the lack of verbal agreement between Matthew and James on the theory that
James was acquainted with the first gospel through its oral use in the liturgy. But F. Gryglewicz,
‘LEpitre de St. Jacques et I'Evangile de St. Matthieu, Roczniki Theologicano-Kanoniczne 8, no. 3
(1961), 33-55, later argued that James knew the written text of Matthew.
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Luke, there may be some indirect relationship, either via the Sayings Gospel Q
or oral Jesus tradition.®

Although it is difficult to make a case for direct literary dependence among
the Two Ways document, James, and Matthew, conceptual similarities exist,
similarities that point to origins in a common intellectual milieu. The thesis
of this paper, stated briefly, is that the conceptual similarities that exist among
these three documents exist not so much at the level of literary relation-
ships—relationships of dependence—as at the level of shared assumptions,
shared fopoi, and shared argumentative strategies. The three documents,
taken together, point to a sector of the Jesus movement which held Torah
observance to be a mark of identity, and which therefore found itself at some
variance with Paul, and later with Barnabas and Ignatius. This sector of the
Torah-observant Jesus movement eventually lost ground to those sectors
represented by Paul and Ignatius.

The working assumption of this paper is that not only can we isolate the
contours of the Two Ways document (TW) employed by the Didache, but that
a history of editorial development can be reconstructed.

A synoptic analysis of the available “Two Ways’ documents (1QS 3. 13—4. 26;
Barn. 18-20; Did. 1-6; Doctrina 1. 1-5. 2; the Canons of the Holy Apostles (or
Apostolic Church Order) 4. 1-13. 4, the Epitome of the Canons of the Holy
Apostles, and the Ap. Const. 7. 2. 2—6) permits us to work out a rough genealogy
of the Two Ways tradition (see Fig. 1). This involves three basic forms: (a) a
recension used by Barnabas, displaying a rather loose topical organization and
having many conceptual affinities with 1QS 3. 13—4. 26; (B) a second recension
with a greater degree of topical organization and betraying an effort to assimi-
late the list of prohibitions in Did. 2 / Doctrina 2 to those of the Decalogue. This
version was used independently by the Greek Vorlage of the Doctrina (8) and
the Didache, which was in turn used in the Didache’s successor, book 7 of
Apostolic Constitutions; and finally, (y) a slightly attenuated version used by the
Canons and the Epitome closely paralleling 8 but missing the Way of Death and
sharing a few elements with « that are missing in f.10

9 See the surveys of the question by D. B. Deppe, The Sayings of Jesus in the Epistle of James
(D.Th. diss., Free University of Amsterdam; Ann Arbor: Bookcrafters, 1989); P. J. Hartin, James
and the ‘Q’ Sayings of Jesus, JSNTSup 47 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1991); J. S.
Kloppenborg, ‘The Reception of the Jesus Tradition in James), in J. Schlosser (ed.), The Catholic
Epistles and the Tradition, BETL 176 (Leuven: Peeters, 2004), 93—141.

10 SeeJ. S. Kloppenborg, ‘The Transformation of Moral Exhortation in Didache 1-5’, in C. N.
Jefford (ed.), The Didache in Context: Essays on its Text, History and Transmission, NovISup 77
(Leiden: Brill, 199/5), 88-92. This agrees closely with, and is indebted to, the analyses of
Stanislaus Giet, L’Enigmg de la Didache, Publications de la faculté des lettres de I'université de
Strasbourg, 149 (Paris: Editions Ophrys, 1970), 71; Niederwimmer, Didache, 30—41. Barnard
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Two Ways
o Lev 19. 18 (Did. 1. 2) moved
... | Did.2.2-7;5.1-2 reorganized
& Did. 3. 1-6 added
Barn. 18-20 b \

Y
Did. 1. 1-2; 2. 2-6. 1 )
Did. 1. 3b-2. 1 added ]
Did. 6. 2-3 added Doctrina 6. (4-5) .6 added
Canons
\l/ \L Epitome

Did. 1-6, 7-16 Doctrina Apostolorum

Apostolic Constitutions
book 7

Figure 1 The Two Ways Tradition

Several developments within the B-recension are worthy of mention. In
addition to an assimilation of its prohibitions to the Decalogue, this recension
also contains the so-called 7éxvov section (Did. 3. 1-6 / Doctrina 3. 1-6),
missing in Barnabas. This section, characterized by the repetitive address,
Tékvov pov, is a separate sapiential composition apparently inserted into the
Two Ways document at this point.!! This series of admonitions, which Audet
calls ‘une adapatation sapientielle du décalogue’,!2 is formulated around key
terms of the Decalogue (édvos, poiyeia, eldwloarpia, khom), Brachnuia),
and takes the form of admonitions against lesser vices (anger, passion, augury,

(“Dead Sea Scrolls’, 107) proposes a similar stemma, but, following Goodspeed (‘The Didache,
Barnabas and the Doctrina, ATR 27 (1945), 228—47), places the Greek original of the Doctrina as
the direct source of Barnabas and the Didache.

11 R. H. Connolly, ‘The Didache in Relation to the Epistle of Barnabas’, JTS 33 (1932), 241-2
observes that of the twenty-five terms used for vices or faults in 3. 1-6, fully nineteen do not
appear elsewhere in the Didache. Audet (Didache, 299-300) observes that whereas Did 2. 2-7
uses ov with the future indicative, in imitation of the Decalogue, in 3. 1-6, ‘on a. .. 'imperatif,
beaucoup plus intime, plus enveloppé aussi de chaleur humaine, et a mon sens, plus <relatif>,
de la tradition des sages’.

12 Audet, Didache, 301. Niederwimmer, Didache, 95 n. 6, thinks that this characterization
goes too far.
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mendacity, and grumbling), on the grounds that these inevitably ‘lead’
(60nyet) to the vices named in the Decalogue.!3

The Didache’s branch of the B-recension also contained a catena of Jesus’
sayings (Did. 1. 3b—6) dependent on at least the Gospel of Luke and probably
added in the mid-second century ce.!* This catena is not present in the
Doctrina (or presumably in its Greek Vorlage), but was taken up by the
Apostolic Constitutions. The interpolation of 1. 3b—6 necessitated the addition
of Sevrépa 8¢ évtoy) Tis didayijs in Did. 2. 1, serving as a transition back to
the earlier Two Ways document (f).15

Limiting the investigation to the Two Ways (TW) portion of the Didache,
i.e., 1. 1-2; 2. 2-6. 1, a number of general convergences with James and
Matthew can be noted.

1. SPEECH ETHICS

a. The Two Ways (TW)

The editing of the TW document has paid particular attention to speech
ethics. This is especially clear in the expanded Decalogue in 2. 1-7 and in the
Téwvov section (3. 1-6). To the Decalogue’s ov fevdopaprvpioes (2. 3), the
Didache adds odx émoprijoers and od kaxodoyroeis. The expansion continues
by dwelling in particular on ambivalence in speech and thought:

13 Several have suggested that Did. 3. 1-6 might be understood on the analogy of ‘building a
fence’ around the Torah (m. ’Abot 1. 1): C. Taylor, The Teaching of the Twelve Apostles: With
Hllustrations from the Talmud (Cambridge: Deighton Bell, 1886), 1-17, on p. 23; Vokes, Riddle,
76; R. M. Grant, ‘The Decalogue in Early Christianity, HTR 40 (1947), 9; C. N. Jefford, The
Sayings of Jesus in the Teachings of the Twelve Apostles, VCSup 11 (Leiden: Brill, 1989), 63—4.
Audet (Didache, 301), however, rightly points out that ‘elle [the fence] est constituée, non par
exhortations du genre de celles que nous avons ici, mais par des décisions et des décrets
tranchant une question d’observance, visant généralement soit a adapter la loi ancienne aux
conditions nouvelles, soit a redresser une situation jugée irréguliere ou simplement périlleuse’.
In addition, I have observed that whereas ‘the “hedge” in m. ’Abot 1. 1 and elsewhere entails the
formulation of precautionary extensions to the Torah that function to ensure that there will be
no violations of the commandments’, the logic of the Didache / Doctrina instead ‘implies the
fundamental unity of the Law, which now includes not only the Decalogue but numerous other
admonitions, and warns that violation of an apparently lesser admonition, if it is not tanta-
mount to violation of one of the commandments of the Decalogue, tends inevitably in that
direction’ (“Transformation of Moral Exhortation’, 105-6).

14 See J. S. Kloppenborg, ‘The Use of the Synoptics or Q in Did. 1.3b-2.1’, in H. van de Sandt
(ed.), The Didache and Matthew: Two Documents from the Same Jewish-Christian Milieu? (Assen:
Van Gorcum; Minneapolis: Fortress, 2005), 105-29.

15 Thus, among others, Niederwimmer, Didache, 86-7; Jefford, Sayings of Jesus, 53.
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4 otk oy duyvdpwy 008e dlylwaooos mayls yap Oavdrov 7 Siydwoola. 5 ok éoTar &
Adyos gov evdris, 0d kevds, dAla pepeoTwuévos mpae

(Do not be ‘double-minded’ or ‘double-tongued, for diglossia is the snare of death.
Your speech shall not be false or empty, but shall be completed in action) (2. 4-5)

A comparison of the Didache’s Two Ways with Barn. 19 indicates that the
warning against dignomonl® and diaglossia in 2. 4 belonged to the tradition
common to the Didache and Barnabas.'” The contribution of the TW’s editor
was twofold: first, to associate the warnings concerning improper speech with
the Decalogue, and thereby to bring such prohibitions under the aegis of the
Torah, and second to expand the admonition against ambivalence in 2. 5 by a
second admonition on empty promises (2. 6), also “Torahized’ by association
with the Decalogue.

This association of speech ethics with the Decalogue continues in the
Téwvov section. There the Decalogue’s prohibitions of murder (3. 2), adultery
(3. 3), idolatry (3. 4), theft (3. 5), and blasphemy (3. 6) are linked to lesser
offences, including lying (3. 5), which the TW connects with theft, and
grumbling (3. 6), linked to idolatry.

Finally, the TW concludes the ‘way of life’ with an admonition to commu-
nal confession of sins, which suggests that a clear ‘consciousness’ is a condi-
tion for efficacious prayer:

— ;o , \ , , . P ,
&v éxxnoia éfopoloyrion Ta mapamTdpard cov, kal ob mpoceAeban éml TpocevxTy cov
év ovveldrioel movnpd

In the assembly confess your sins, and do not approach in your prayer with a defiled
consciousness. (4. 14)

b. James

The convergences of the TW with James are clear and relatively numerous. It
is well known that James displays a particular interest in control of speech.
James has exhortations on control of the tongue (3. 1-12), slander (4. 11-12),
boasting (4. 13-17), oath-taking (5. 12), and prayer and confession of sins
(5. 13-18). William Baker notes that twenty-three of James’s fifty-four im-
peratives directly concern speech ethics, and a further six are indirectly

16 The term 8{yvwuos is rare, though not unattested prior to the first century ce: Dorotheus
(1st century BCE), Fragmenta Graeca 413. 21; Diogenianus [2nd century ce] Paroemiae 4. 32
(meaning ‘vacillating’).

17 Barn. 19. 7: odk éoy Suyvduwv ovde diyAwacos  mayls yap Bavdrov éoriv 1) Siydwaoia.
dmoTayr on kvplots ws TVmw Beod év aloyivm kal péPw. Barn. 19. 8: mayis yap oréua Bavdrov.
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concerned with speech.!8 James’s view of oath-taking goes well beyond that
found in the TW: like Matthew’s (5. 33—7), James’s view is that oaths should
not be taken at all. Like the Didache, James shows special interest in ambiva-
lence: the concern for ‘double mindedness’ is found in 1. 6-7 in connection
with petitions for wisdom, and especially in 3. 9-12, where James argues that
the tongue ought not to be a simultaneous source of blessing and cursing.

At 4. 11-12 James includes a brief argument against slander (karalaleiv),
concluding that whoever slanders or judges a brother slanders and judges the
Law—an argument which takes as its intertext Lev. 19. 15-16, the Holiness
Code’s prohibition of slander:

M) kaTadadeiTe AAMAwY, ddeddol” 6 kaTadaddv ddeAdod 1) kplvwy Tov ddeAdov adTod
kaTaladel véuov kal kpiver véuov el 6€ véuov kpiveis, ovk € momTis véuov dAXa
kpurs. €l's éoTw 6 vouolé s kal kpiris 6 Suvduevos cdoal kal amodéoar ov 6€ Tis € 6
kplvwy Tov mAnciov;

Do not slander one another, brothers. Whoever slanders a brother or judges his
brother slanders the Law and judges the Law. Now if you judge the Law, you are not
a doer of the Law but a judge. The Lawgiver and the judge are One; who is able to save
and to destroy. But who are you, judging your neighbour? (Jas. 4. 11-12)

As Luke Timothy Johnson has argued, James begins with an allusion to Lev.
19. 16, oV mopedoy 36Aw év 7¢ éBver oov, representing the MT’s "['71')—8‘7
Y32 5°27, ‘do not go around as a slanderer among your people’.® But the
logié of the second clause, 6 kaTalaA@v ddeddod 7 kplvwv Tov adeddov adTod
katadadel vépov ral rpiver véuov, which pairs slander with judgement,
suggests that the author treats slander as a species of (false) judgement. For
this reason it seems likely that not only Lev. 19. 16 is in view, but also Lev.
19. 15: 00 mouvjoete ddikov év kplaer. . ., év Sucatooivy kpweis Tov mAnciov gov.
It is this intertext that supplies the rationale for the conclusion, e/ 8¢ vduov

18- W. R. Baker, Personal Speech-Ethics: A Study of the Epistle of James against its Background,
WUNT 2.68 (Tubingen: J. C. B. Mohr (Paul Siebeck), 1995), 6. These include alre/rw (1. 5);
alreltw (1. 6); kavydobw (1. 9); Aeyérw (1. 13); éorw . . . Bpadvs els 7o Aadfoar (1. 19); Exere Tw
mlotw (2. 1); Aadeite kal obTws moteite (2. 12); un moAdol diddokalor yiveole (3. 1); un
rataravydole kal Pevdeabe (3. 14); kdavoare (4. 9); ) xkaralaeire (4. 11); klavoare (5. 1);
wi orevalere (5. 9); un duvdere (5. 12); firw 8é Sudv 76 vai val (5. 12); mposevyéofw . . . halrérw
(5. 13); mpookadesdobw . .. mpocevédobwaav (5. 14); éfopoloyeiabe . . . ebyeabe (5. 16).

19 L, T. Johnson, ‘The Use of Leviticus 19 in the Letter of James, JBL 101 (1982), 391-401, on
pp- 395-6, points out that in both the LXX and the NT, karalaleiv came to mean ‘slander’ (Ps.
100. 5: Tov karaladotvra Adbpa Tov mAnclov adTod; Ps. 49. 20: kabrfuevos kara Tod ddeAdod cov
kaTeddAets kal kata T viod ThHs uTPSs cov éri Bews ordvdadov; Wisd. 1. 11: Pvrdéacte Tolvov
yoyyvouov dvwpely kal dmo katadalids peloacbde yAddaans). M. Dibelius (James: A Commentary
on the Epistle of James, rev. by H. Greeven, Hermeneia (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1976), 228)
demurs: ‘The author does not have in mind some specific commandment against slander found
in the law—for then the statement would contain simply a truism—, but rather the command-
ment of love in Lev 19. 18 (notice “neighbor” (mAnalov) in v. 12 and cf. Jas 2. 9-11).
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kplvels, odk €l montns vépov dAda kpuriis, for slander viewed as unjust
judgement clearly violates the Law (Lev. 19. 15) and constitutes the slanderer
as what James earlier calls kpirns dcadoyiopdv movnpdv (2. 4). The second part
of James’s argument appeals to the unity of God, as it did at 2. 11, and argues
that the slanderer has arrogated to himself the role of God, who is both
lawgiver and judge.

Many authors see Lev. 19. 18 as supplying the essential logic to Jas. 4.
11-12, pointing to the use of the word 7wAyoios.20 But wAyoios also occurs in
Lev. 19. 15, and hence the conclusion that the law of love (Lev. 19. 18) supplies
the logical basis for Jas. 4. 11-12 is unnecessary. It seems more likely that the
prohibitions of false judgement and deceit taken from the Holiness Code
(Lev. 19. 15-16) have been coupled with the Jesus saying found in Q 6. 37
(Matt. 7. 1) to form an argument that slander not only violates the Holiness
Code but also represents an arrogation of divine prerogatives. What is worth
noting is that while James’s argument against slander adopts a more elaborate
argumentative form than the simple prohibitions of the TW, both expressly
connect their prohibitions with the commandments of the Torah.

James also concludes with an exhortation on the practice of communal
confession of sins which seems to make the same assumptions as Did. 4.
14 —that confession of sins renders prayer more efficacious:

Kal 1) €01 TS TOTEWS OWGEL TOV KAUVOVTA, Kol éyepel avTov 6 KUpLoS KAV dpapTias 1)
memomkws, apedioerar adtd.

éfopodoyeiolle odv aAMjdots Tas apaptias kal ebyeole Dmep AAjAwy, 6mws labyTe.
moAV Loyvel 8énos Sukalov évepyovuérn.

The prayer of faith will save the sick, and the Lord will raise them up; and anyone who
has committed sins will be forgiven. Therefore confess your sins to one another, and
pray for one another, so that you may be healed. The prayer of a righteous person is
powerful and effective. (5. 15-16)

c. Matthew

Matthew’s interest in speech ethics is perhaps not so pronounced as that in
the TW or James, but is nonetheless present.2! Famously, Matt. 5. 33—7 forbids
not only perjury, but, like James, oath-taking in general. The prohibition

20 Dibelius, James, 228; F. Mussner, Der Jakobusbrief: Auslegung, HTKNT 13.1, 3rd edn.
(Freiburg, Basel, and Vienna: Verlag Herder, 1975), 187; S. Laws, A Commentary on the Epistle
of James, BNTC (London: A. & C. Black, 1980), 187; P. H. Davids, The Epistle of James:
A Commentary on the Greek Text, NIGTC (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1982), 170.

21 E.g., various injunctions concerning greeting others (5. 47), prayer (6. 5-6, 7; 7. 7-11),
fraternal correction (7. 1-5; 18. 15-20), and acclamations of Jesus (7. 21-3; 10. 32-3).
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which Matthew takes as his point of departure, od« émioprijoets, is not from
the Decalogue or any other biblical book,22 but is a piece of Second Temple
Jewish paraenesis presented as if it were one of the prohibitions of the Torah,
i.e., precisely in the way that it appears in the TW’s extended Decalogue.2? In
considering the relationship between Did. 2. 5 and Matt. 5. 33, Jefford points
out that since the Didache lacks the prohibition of oaths distinctive of
Matthew (and James), there is no reason to posit a literary dependence of
the TW on Matt. 5. 33 at this point. Indeed, if there is any relationship at all,
Matthew is more likely dependent on an expanded Decalogue of which Did. 2.
3-5 is an instance.2* Matthew also “Torahizes’ his prohibition of angry and
insulting speech by associating it with the Decalogue’s prohibition of murder
(5.22).25 The TW stands remarkably close to Matthew at this point, for while
the TW uses the trope of one vice ‘leading to’ (6dyyei) another instead of
Matthew’s equation of one vice with another, the TW expressly connects anger
and quarrelsomeness with murder, and does so in the context of an exhort-
ation structured around the Decalogue.26

All three documents display concern over teaching. Comparison of Barn.
19. 9b-10 indicates that the redaction of the Didache’s Two Ways has accen-
tuated the importance of attending to teaching. Whereas Barnabas exhorts
his audience to ‘love as the apple of your eye all who speak the word of the

22 The closest biblical parallels are the prohibitions of invoking the divine name in Exod. 20.
7: 00 Mjuym 10 Svopa kupiov 100 Beod cov émi pataiw; Lev. 19. 12: kal odk dueiole ¢ dvépari pov
ém 48{rw kal oV Befnrdroere T6 vopa Tod feod vudv; and Deut. 23. 22—4: éav 8¢ ey edynv kupiw
70 Bed oov, 0D xpovieis dmodoivar admiv, 87 éklnTdv éxlnricel kipios 6 Beds sov mapa god, kal
éoTar év ool auaptiaz 23 éav 8é wy 0élns evéacbar, odk €oTw év ool duaptia. 2* Ta ékmopevdpeva
dua TV xeléwv cov puldén kal movjoets v Tpdmov ebéw kuplw TG Bed cov ddua, 6 éAdAncas TG
orépari cov. The final phrase in Matt. 5. 22, amoddicets 8é 7¢ kvpiw Tods Sprovs cov, seems to be
an adaptation of Ps. 49. 14: 05cov 7¢ Oedp Qvolav alvésews kai dmddos ¢ vploTw Tas edyds cov.

23 E.g., PS—PhOCYlideS 16-17: uy & émoprrionis uit dyvaws pijte éxovri’ heddoprov oTvyéet
fOeos duBpotos Soris dudoon (‘Do not commit perjury, neither ignorantly nor willingly; the
immortal God hates the perjurer, whosoever it is who has sworn’); Sib. Or. 2. 68: u)&’ émoprrjons
wit dyvas uite éxovti i pevdoprov orTvyéer Beds, GTTi kev dv Tis dudooy (‘Do not commit
perjury, either ignorantly or willingly; God hates the perjurer, whatever it is he has sworn’); Did.
2. 5. Philo’s elaboration of the Decalogue in Spec. Leg. 2. 224 interprets the third commandment
(against invoking the Divine Name in vain) as a prohibition of perjury: 76 mepl 700 un
Yevdopreiv 1) ouvdlws udryy duvivar (‘[the prohibition] concerning perjury or vain oath-taking
in general’). For parallels in Theognis, Hesiod, and Menander, see P. W. van der Horst, The
Sentences of Pseudo-Phocylides: With Introduction and Commentary, SVTP 4 (Leiden: Brill,
1978), 123.

24 Jefford, Sayings of Jesus, 57-8.

25 'W. D. Davies, The Setting of the Sermon on the Mount (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1966), 237-8, points to a similar prohibition of angry speech in 1QS 6. 25-7, which,
however, is not framed as an elaboration of the Torah.

26 Did. 3. 2: un ylvov dpyidos, 68nyei yap 1) Spyn mpos Tov pdvov, unde {nAwris undé épiorikos

,U,’Y]SE\ HUI‘LLK(SS" G’K ’)/dp TOI;TUJV L;.ﬁl:iVTu)V ¢6VOL ’)/EVVL:)VTU.L.
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Lord to you, but then shifts to an exhortation to ‘remember the day of
judgment, day and night, and seek each day the face of the saints’ (19.
9b-10a), the TW offers a more sustained exhortation on the honouring of
teachers and the pursuit of their words in a communal context:

Tékvov pov, 700 Aadoivtds coir Tov Adyov Tob Beod pwvmobion vukTos kal Nuépas,
Tipfoels 8¢ avTov ws kivpiov Sfev yap 1) wkuptdtns AalelTar, éxel wiUpids éoTw.
éxlnmioes 8é kal* Nuépav Ta mpdowma TV dylwv, {va émavamaiis Tols Adyois
adTdV. 0¥ moujoets oxioua, elpyveveloels O paxouévouvs kpweis Sukalws, od Ay
mpéowmov éNéyfar éml mapamTdpacw. ob dupvyrioets, méTepov aTar 1 od.

My child, remember day and night the one who speaks the word of God to you,
honouring him as the Lord. For wherever the Lord’s nature is spoken of, there the
Lord is. Then seek daily the face of the saints so that you might find rest in their words.
Do not create schisms, but reconcile those who strive; judge with righteousness, not
showing favouritism in reproving transgressions. Do not be of two minds, whether it
shall be so or not. (Did. 4. 1-4)

The focus of James’s and Matthew’s discourse on teaching and teachers is not
so much an exhortation to attend to teachers as warnings to teachers.
Whereas the Didache’s admonitions appear to be aimed at the congregation
generally, Matt. 18. 1-35 has in view those in roles of leadership, presumably
teachers. Nevertheless, the two display a common interest in reconciliation
and reproof in a communal context (cf. also Did. 4. 14). And the TW’s
justification of the role of teachers by invoking the Divine Presence resembles
Matthew’s strategy for justifying the community’s role in the forgiveness of
sins (Matt. 18. 20).27

Though the TW does not betray much anxiety about the dangers of
teaching, both Matthew and James do. James warns that teachers are judged
by more stringent standards (3. 1), proposing a behavioural test based on
the way of life (dvaorpodi}) of those claiming to be wise (3. 13-18). Such
concerns are even more pronounced in Matthew, who is anxious to

27 Compare m. ’Abot 3. 6: ‘R. Halafta of Kefar Hanania said: [When there are] ten sitting
together and occupying themselves with Torah, the Shekinah rests among them, as it is said:
“God stands in the congregation of God” [Ps. 82. 1]. And whence [do we infer that the same
applies] even [when there are] five? [From] that which is said: “And he founded his band upon
the earth” [Amos 9. 6]. And whence [do we infer that the same applies] even [when there are
three?] [From] that which is said: “In the midst of the judges he judges” [Ps. 82. 1]. And whence
[do we infer that the same applies] even [where there are] two? [From] that which is said: “Then
they who fear the Lord spoke one with another, and the Lord listened and heard” [Mal. 3. 16].
And whence [do we infer that the same same applies] even [when there is] one? [From] that
which is said: “In every place where I cause my name to be mentioned I will come unto thee and
bless you” [Exod. 20. 21]’
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warn teachers of the dangers of teaching that is contrary to the Torah
(5. 19-20). And Matthew, of course, also proposes a similar behavioural test
for teachers (7. 15-20).28

2. PARTIALITY AND DYPSYCHIA

A second set of convergences, at least between the TW and James, has to do
with partiality towards the rich and powerful and concern over ambivalence
(dipsychia). In the TW the topic of partiality appears twice, once in 4. 3b—4,
where the author counsels against partiality in judgement as this pertains to
reproof of fellow members,2° and a second time in 5. 2. The appearance of the
Septuagintalism3® wpdowmov AauBdvew (4. 3) in the context of an exhortation
concerning reproof (éAéyéar émi mapamrduacw) strongly suggests that the
Holiness Code (Lev. 19. 15-17) is the intertext here.3! The same conclusion
suggests itself when it comes to Did. 5. 2 and its list of vices, which concludes
by condemning those who are merciless to the poor, exploit labourers, turn
away the needy, serve as advocates for the rich, and are ‘lawless judges of the
poor (mevirTwy dvopor kpiral)’ (cf. Lev. 19. 10-15).32

Although James does not raise the issue of partiality in the context of
communal reproof, he too is concerned with partiality (mpocwmoAquiia) in
Jas. 2. 1-13. That the Holiness Code is in view is clear from the fact that

28 See also Matt. 12. 31-7, which makes speech (blasphemy) a criterion of judgement (12.
36-7), since speech flows from the heart. Matthew’s appeal to the relation of trees to fruit (12.
34-5) can be compared to James’s similar argument in 3. 9-12.

29 Again there is a partial parallel in Barn. 19. 4, but Barnabas’s exhortation (o0 Mjuyy
mpdowmov éNéyfar Twa éml mapamTdpart) appears in a rather rambling and disorganized list of
prohibitions.

30 Cf. Lev. 19. 15: oo M mpéowmov mTwyod 0dde Javudoes mpdowmov SuvdoTov; 1 Esd.
4. 39: kai ovk éorw map avm) AauPdvew mpdowma; Mal. 1. 8: € mpoodéferar adrd el Mjuperar
Tpdowmdy gov; 2. 9: éhauPdvere mpdowma év véuw; Job 42. 8: el ui) mpdowmov adTod Mjupopas; Ps.
81. 2: €ws méte kplvere ddukiav kal mpdowma duapTwAdv AauPdvere dudipadua; Sir 4. 22: py
Adfns mpdowmov kata Ths Yuxtis cov; 4. 27: kal un Adfys mpdowmov SuvdaTov; 35. 13: 00 MjpuipeTar
mpdowmov éml mTwyob kal 6énow; 42. 1t kal iy Adfys mpdowmov Tol dpuapTdvew.

31 Lev. 19. 17: 00 piorjoews 7ov a8eAddy cov 1) Suavoia cov éleyu éAéyéeis Tov mAnolov ov Kal
o0 My St adrov duapriav. Cf. also Did. 2. 7 (o0 wiofoets mavra dvlpwmov, dAXd ods wev
Néytes).

32 Cf. Lev. 19. 10-15: kal 76v dumeddvd cov ok émavatpuvyncels obde Tods padyas ToD
AuTEADVEs oov cUANéEels @ TR TTWXD Kal TG TPooNAITW KaTalelfels adTd . . .13 odk ddikioels
TéV 77A7]0‘L,OV KCU‘, Ol:’x &PWU’,UGLS7 KCLI: Olj [J."‘] KOL,U,”/]&‘I}O’GTU.L (; /J,LU@éS‘ TO& /LLUH(A)TU& Trapd GOi élws
7TP(L)L/ .. ..15 Ol; 770’.7?0'67'6 C’(,,SLKOV G’V KpL/O'EL : O'lj A?’?}Ll/fn 7TP60'(,()7TOV 7TT(1)X013 OIJSE‘ BQUIJ.G,,O'€L§ 7TpéO'(JJ7TOV
BUVdUTOU7 E’V SLK(MOO‘IﬁV[] KPLVG[S T(‘)V 77)\7]0'[0]/ ogov.
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James cites Lev. 19. 18 (Jas. 2. 8) and alludes to Lev. 19. 15 (Jas. 2. 1, 9),33 and
that he invokes the topos of the powerful oppressing the poor with the co-
operation of the courts (Jas. 2. 6; cf. Lev. 19. 15). According to James, those
who defer to the rich and ignore the poor are kpiral diadoyiopdv movypov
(Jas. 2. 4), apparently not too different from the Didache’s meviirwv dvopor
kpural.

The use of d{yuyos and Supvyeiv by James and the TW is also of great
interest, especially if the thesis of Stanley Porter can be sustained, that James
coined the term.34 James uses the adjective twice, and, as Porter shows, there
are differences in connotation. At Jas. 1. 8 (dvnp 8{ipvyos, drardoraros év
mdoacs Tals 68ols avrod) James’s focus is on the practical and subjective issue
of those who ‘may be divided in their belief about God’s faithfulness to answer
a prayer for wisdom’35 At Jas. 4. 8. (kabfapicate yeipas, duapTwlol, ral
ayvicate kapdlas, d{ihuyor) the issue has to do with objective divisions
among the addressees, where James is concerned with those who display
loyalties to values or institutions outside the group—which he lumps together
under the rubrics of the world and the devil (4. 4, 7).

The appearance of Sufvyeiv in Barn. 19. 5 (o w1 dubvyrjons mérepov €atar 7
ot) and Did. 4. 4 (00 Supvyrjoers mérepov €oTar 1) o) in virtually the same
phrase indicates that this admonition belongs to the TW tradition used by
both the Didache and Barnabas. Although Porter treats both as second-
century ck documents, and therefore (presumably) later than James, this is
unlikely.36 The final redactions of Barnabas and the Didache may indeed
belong to the second century, but the TW document is now generally regarded
as earlier. The agreement between Barnabas and the Didache in their use of
dupvyeiv suggests that this detail in fact belongs to the earliest strata of the
TW tradition. Hence it is doubtful that James provides the first attestation of

33 Cf. also Ps.-Phocylides 10-11: un piyhmis meviny 48{kws, w1 kpive mpdowmov fv o kards
Sucdomis, o€ Oeos perémeira ducdooer (‘Cast not the poor down unjustly, nor judge with
partiality [Lev. 19. 15]. If you judge evilly, God will judge you thereafter’).

34 S, E. Porter, ‘Is Dipsuchos (James 1,8; 4,8) a “Christian” Word?, Bib 71 (1991), 469-98,
argues that James provides the earliest attestation of 8{yvyos (1. 8; 4. 8) and suggests that James
may have coined the term (p. 498). He does allow that James’s usage might depend on Did. 4. 4
or I Clem. 11. 2; 23. 3, but even in this case it stands that ‘6{/vyos is a Christian word’ (p. 497).
Sophie Laws argued earlier that the term was a local Roman term on the basis of its use in James,
1 Clement, 2 Clement, and Hermas (S. S. C. Marshall, ‘4{fvyos: A Local Term?’, SE 6 (1973),
348-51; Laws, James, 60—1).

35 Porter, ‘Dipsuchos, 484. Cf. I Clem. 11. 2, which uses the adjectives in relation to Lot’s wife,
who is said to have changed her mind and was punished for this vacillation: ‘she became a pillar
of salt until this day, to make known to all that those who are double-minded (8{ijvxot) and have
doubts (8io7dlovres) concerning the power of God incur judgment and become a warning to all
generations’. Similarly, 2 Clem. 19. 2, where dupvx{a is paired with dmioria.

36 Porter, ‘Dipsuchos, 487.
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the term.37 The conjunction of James and the TW in using the same (probably
newly coined) term nevertheless points to a common linguistic environment.

The precise connotation of Suwhvyeiv in Barn. 19. 5 is difficult to determine,
because it appears in a string of rather miscellaneous injunctions, sandwiched
between admonitions not to bear malice towards one’s fellows and not to use
the divine name in vain. The use of ¢o7a: suggests that the ambivalence in
question has something to do with expectations about the future, but this
interpretation does not cohere with the immediate context, which concerns
behaviour in the present, rather than attitudes or beliefs about the future. In
the Didache’s TW, however, what was a rather miscellaneous set of admon-
itions in Barnabas has been reframed as a set of sayings which have to do with
the inner cohesion of the group: the recognition of the authority of teachers,
the importance of group solidarity, the dangers of schism, and high value
placed on reconciliation. Reproof of members is an important value, but
reproof must not be equivocal or display partiality:

3 oy , , , ) S . , 2y ,
oV moujoets oxiopa, elpnyvedoeis 8¢ payouévovs kpweis Sukalws, od Mjyn mpdowmov

Néyéar éml mapamTdpacw. * o dupvyioeis, métepov EoTar 7 ob. (Did. 4. 3—4)

As argued above, the idiom mpdowmov AaufBdvew recalls the prohibition of
judicial partiality in the Holiness Code (Lev. 19. 15). Given this context,
dupvyeiv appears to connote equivocation and partiality when it comes to
reproof, probably based on the fear of reproving one of higher social status.

Porter thinks that the vagaries in the usage of Suvyeiv in Barnabas and the
Didache are best explained if the TW is conflating the various senses attested
in James.38 But the TW’s usage has nothing to do with ambivalence in prayer
(cf. Jas. 1. 8). Nor does it converge with the usage in Jas. 4. 8, which concerns
allegiances divided between the Jesus group and ‘the world’. Rather than
attesting semantic borrowing from James, the TW tradition as it is attested
in Barnabas and revised in the Didache and Jas. 1. 8 and 4. 8 instances a
certain fluidity and experimentation with a term newly coined in one sector of
the Jesus movement. Later documents such as the Shepherd and the Apostolic
Constitutions use the term with much greater consistency.3?

The TW is, of course, concerned not only with ambivalent behaviour
or attitudes (Supvyia), but diydwoolia, Suyvdpwr (2. 5; above p. 198) and

37 Whether the 8{ijvyos and its cognates are ‘Christian’ terms, as Porter avers, begs the
question as to whether it is meaningful to distinguish ‘Christian’ from ‘Jewish’ in a (say) early
to mid-first-century ck tradition or document.

38 Porter, ‘Dipsuchos), 487.

39 ] Clem.23.3;2 Clem. 11. 2, 5; and the Apostolic Constitutions, 7. 11, apply the term Supvy{a to
doubts as to the veracity of oracles. Hermas’s use in Vis. 2. 2. 4,7; 3. 2. 2; 3. 3. 4;3. 7. 1; 3. 10. 9;
3.11.2;4.1.4;4.2.4,6; Man.5.2.1;9.1,5,6,8,9,10, 11, 12;10. 1. 1;10. 2. 2,4; 11. 1-2; 12. 4. 2;
Sim.6.1.2;8.7.1-2;8.8.3,5;8.9.4;8.10.2;8.11.3;9.18.3;9.21. 1-2 is close to that of Jas. 1. 8
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dumdokapdia (5. 1). This array of terms is probably rooted in the conceptual
world of such literature as the Testament of Asher 1-2. T. Ash. 2. 2-3 uses
durpdowmov rather than 8{yuyos, and lays out the problem of ambivalence in
some detail.

Two ways has God appointed for humanity and two dispositions (3:aBodAia), two
types of action (mpdéets), two courses (rémouvs) and two ends (7éAn). ... So, if the soul
is inclined towards the good (0éXy év kal®), each of its acts will be just, and even if it
sins, it will immediately repent. ... But if its disposition is towards what is evil, each of
its acts will be evil. (T. Ash. 1. 3, 6, 8)40

T. Ash. 2 offers several examples of morally ambivalent situations—of some-
one who loves an evil-doer, of a thief who gives alms to the poor, and of an
adulterer who observes kashrut. In each instance, the judgement is the same:
76 8dov movnpdv €ari (2. 2). The assumption of the Testament of Asher is that
while such actions seemingly have two aspects (Simpdowmor, 2. 2, 3,7, 8), one
evil and the other good, the fundamental unity of intention (8800, 1. 5)
and the unity of God who gives the commandments (v évroAéa T0d vépov
kipuov, 2. 6) requires that seemingly ambiguous actions be judged as wholly
evil.4!

The TW’s simple injunction o3 Supvyeis becomes part of a sustained
argument of James. James contrasts God’s simplicity (dwlds) as a giver
(1. 5) with the ambivalence of the ‘unstable’ person who ‘is divided’ (¢. ..
dwakpwidpevos) in prayer, and compares the ‘divided person” with the waves of
the sea (1. 6). It is perhaps significant that James uses the same verb,
dwarplvew, when condemning the ‘evil judges’ of 2. 4 who are ‘divided’
(8texplfnre) in so far as they defer to the wealthy and dishonour the poor
(2. 1-6). The partiality condemned by James in 2. 1-13 is for him related to
the inability to act ‘simply’—that is, in a manner that grasps the basic unity of
moral law and the unity of the Lawgiver.#2 Indeed, this is exactly what James
argues in 2. 8-11 (see below, p. 210), and what T. Asher had argued in regard
to ambivalent behaviour.

It is worth observing again that what appears as a simple imperative in the
TW is made the subject of sustained argument by either James or Matthew, or
both. This is as true in the case of Sufvyeiv as it is in the case of the topics of

40 Cf. the similar view expressed in T. Jud. 20. 1: én{yvwre odv, Téxva pov, 671 dvo mveduara
axoldalovor 7@ avlpirmw, 76 Tis dAnbelas kal T6 Tis mAdvs  kal péoov éoTi TO THs cuvésews TOD
vods, ob éav kAivar.

41 See the discussion of this point in H. C. Kee, ‘The Ethical Dimensions of the Testaments of
the XII as a Clue to Provenance), NTS 24 (1978), 259-70, on p. 266.

42 T have argued elsewhere that James’s description of God in 1. 5 as w3 dveidi{ovros already
anticipates his argument against patronage in 2. 1-13. See J. S. Kloppenborg, ‘Patronage
Avoidance in the Epistle of James, HTS 55 (1999), 755-94, on pp. 768-70.
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slander (above, p. 199), perjury (above, p. 201), and teaching and teachers
(above, p. 202). What the TW enjoins in a single imperative is found in a more
elaborated and articulated argument in James (slander, teaching, ambiva-
lence) and Matthew (perjury, teaching).

3. LEV. 19. 18 AND THE ROLE OF THE TORAH

Both the TWand James elevate Lev. 19. 18 to a position of special prominence
in their respective arguments.

a. The TW Document

The Didache deploys Lev. 19. 18 programmatically as the second of two
principal commandments which preface the TW document: mpd7ov
ayamioes Tov Qeov Tov moujoavTd ce, devTepov Tov mAnalov cov Ws ceauToy
(1.2). That this positioning of Lev. 19. 18 at the head of the TW section is the
result of deliberate redaction is clear from a comparison of the Didache and
Doctrina Apostolorum with Barn. 18-20.

Like the Didache and the Doctrina (and hence, presumably, B), Barnabas
prefaced his TW instruction with an elaboration of Deut. 6. 5 (dyamijceis Tov
WOL?’}G(IV’T({ g€, ¢OBYI07}O77 7'61/ o€ WA(iC(IV’T(I, 80§dG€L§ ’T(;V g€ )\'UTPL()UU’,,U.GVOV €,K
Bavdrov, 19. 2). To be sure, Barnabas quotes Lev. 19. 18, but it lies buried in
the middle of a string of prohibitions that appear later in his list of com-
mandments (19. 5).4> By contrast, both the Didache and the Doctrina have
moved Lev. 19. 18 to the head of the document, where it sits beside a version
of Deut. 6. 5. Since a comparison of the Doctrina with Did. 1. 1-6. 1 indicates
that the two represent parallel, rather than sequential, developments of the
TW tradition, we must conclude that the promotion of Lev. 19. 18 in the
structural hierarchy of the TW tradition is not the work of the framer of the
Didache’s TW, but was already a characteristic of 8, the Vorlage on which Did.
1. 1-6. 1 and the Doctrina are dependent.

The promotion of Lev. 19. 18 in the B-recension of the TW is part of a
larger editorial strategy which included the assimilation of the prohibitions in
Did. 2 | Doctrina 2 to those of the Decalogue. While Barnabas’s list of more

43 Barn. 19. 5: 00 uy Supvyrjons mérepov éoTar 7 0. od un Adfys émt paraiw 10 dvoua kvplov.
A \ , < vy , s , , , A ey
ayaTmnOeLs Tov 77)\7]0'LDV ooV vTEP TNV l/fUX?']V oov. ov ¢OV€UO’EL§ TEKVOV €V ¢00pg, OUBE 770.)\“!
yervmlév dvedeis. o ui dpys Ty xeipd cov dmd Tod viol gov 1) amo s Quyarpds cov, dAXa dmd
Vf(;T?']Tos 8'.8(1’,56‘45 ¢6BDV KUPL/O'IJ.
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than forty imperatives in Barn. 19 contains only adultery and covetousness
from among the Ten Words,*4 the Didache and the Doctrina include the entire
second register of the Decalogue: murder, adultery, theft (omitted by the
Doctrina), covetousness, and false witness. Moreover, as Clayton Jefford has
noted, the sequence of the Didache’s prohibitions also corresponds to that of
the MT and Codex Alexandrinus of Exod. 20. 13-16 (and, we should add,
Codex Alexandrinus of Deut. 5. 17-21).45

There are three other aspects of “Torahizing’ in the B-recension. The first is
the TW’s repetitive use of asyndetic future indicatives (o0 doveioes, od
potyevoets, ob mardodbhopricets, ob mopredaoes, ob kAépes, etc.), matching the
characteristic syntactical form of Deut. 5. 17-21 / Exod. 20. 13-16 in LXX": 03
povetoets, o potyetaets, o kApets, etc. This contrasts with Barnabas’s more
varied usage, which combines o3 with the future indicative and o3 1 with the
subjunctive. Second, just as the B-recension assimilated 2. 2—7 to the Deca-
logue, so too has the Way of Death in 5. 1-2 been modified to include items of
the Decalogue missing in Barn. 20. 1: kdomal / furta, and pevdopaprvpiar /
falsa testimonia. And the list of vices has been restructured so that elements
corresponding to those of the Decalogue appear in six of the first ten positions
on the list: ¢dvor, pouyefar, émbupiar, mopvetar, rxomal, eldwlolarpiat,
payetal, pappariar, pappaxiar, aprayai, and pevdopaprupiar.ts By contrast,
the overlap with the Decalogue is less noticeable in Barnabas, which has only
eldwModatpela (in the first position), poryela (in sixth position), and ¢dvos
(in seventh position). Finally, as pointed out above, the interpolated réxvov
section in 3. 1-6 is constructed around five prohibitions of the Decalogue,
and presents an argument according to which lesser vices are related by their
inherent tendencies to the vices of the Decalogue. In these significant ways,
then, the TW has been edited and restructured so as to make it clear that the
ethical instruction of the TW flows from, and is grounded in, the Torah.

Given the Torahizing transformation of the TW document, the relocation
of Lev. 19. 18 to the head of the list of imperatives is not at all surprising. For,

44 Barn. 19. 4: 0d pouyetvoes; 19. 6: 00 uy yévy émbuudv ra tod mAnoiov cov.

45 Jefford, Sayings of Jesus, 55—6. The order of the first two prohibitions varies. The MT of
both Exod. 20. 13-14 and Deut. 5. 17-18 placed murder before adultery, which agrees also with
Codex A for Exod. 20. 13-14 and Deut. 5. 17-18, and with Matthew’s sequence of verbs: od
pouxevoets, ob kAépets, ov Pevdopapruprioers (19. 18). The sequential agreement between
Did. 2. 2-3 and the Decalogue is not perfect, however: the Didache uses the order
Pevdopaprvpioeis-émbuuroes, while the MT / LXX* have the reverse. Moreover, the Doctrina
agrees with LXX® against the Didache by placing non moechaberis (= ob powyeboeis) before non
homocidium facies (= ov dovevoets).

46 The sequence of vices in the Doctrina displays greater variance from that of the Didache
and the Decalogue: moechationes (2 in the Didache), homicidia (1), falsa testimonia (10),
fornicationes (4), desideria mala (3), magicae (7), medicamenta iniqua (8), furta (9), vanae
superstitiones (6).
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as is well known, in Second Temple Judaism the command to love one’s
fellow, coupled with the injunction to love God, came to be treated as a
summary of the two registers of the Decalogue. This pairing of the injunctions
to love God and to love one’s fellows can be seen in a number of documents of
the Second Temple period.*?

The promotion of Lev. 19. 18 to the head of the S-recension, by the Didache
and the Doctrina, is appropriate in another respect. While the TW opens with
dyamioeis Tov feov Tov moujoavtd oe, and while the réxvov section and the
Way of Death include warnings against eldwlodatpia (3. 4; 5. 1) and
Braodnuia (3. 6), corresponding to the commands in the first register of
the Decalogue against idolatry and misuse of the divine name, it is clear that
the centre of gravity of B’s interest is the second register, which is richly
elaborated. Given this manifest interest in the ‘philanthropic’ side of the
Decalogue, the use of Lev. 19. 18 as a kepalaiov for the list is perfectly apt.

47 T Iss. 5. 2: 4AX’ dyamdre kipiov kal Tov wAnciov, mévnra kal dobevij édedre (‘But love the
Lord and your neighbour, show mercy to the poor and the weak’); T. Iss. 7. 1: 7ov «dpiov
Nydmmoa év wdoy ) Loxit pov ouolws kal mavra dvBpwmov Bydmoa, ws Téxkva wov (‘I loved the
Lord with all my strength; likewise I loved every human as my own child’); T. Dan. 5. 3: dydmare
Tov kUpLov év mday Th Lwh Spdv kal AAMjAovs év dAnbur kapdia (‘Love the Lord with all your life,
and (love) each other with a true heart’); T. Benj. 3. 3: poBeiabe kipiov, kal dydmare Tov mhjoiov
(‘Fear the Lord, and love your neighbour’); Josephus, Bell. 2. 139 (of the Essenes): mpiv 8¢ mjs
kowis dipaclar Tpodiis Sprovs adTois Suvvo ppikddets, TpdTov pev evoefrioew 6 fefov, EmeiTa
Ta mpos avBpdimovs Sikaia duddéew (‘Before touching the common food, they [candidates for
the Essenes] must swear tremendous oaths, first to show piety towards the divinity, and then to
observe just actions in respect to people’) (cf. Ant. 15. 375); Philo, Prob. 83 (of the Essenes):
7TU.L8€1$OV’TO.L BE‘ El}GE/BELO.V e l;/PDLS‘ KU.I‘, KO.VO/O'L TPLTTO[g Xp(,{’),ll.EVOL7 ’TL‘:) TE ¢LAOH€L§) K(IL‘ ¢LA0.V0PL(’)7TLLU
(“They are trained in piety... taking for their standard these three: love of God, love of virtue,
and love of humankind’); Philo, Spec. 2. 63: éo7i & ws émos elmelv TAV katd pépos duvbiTwy
AO”}/(,UV KO.B SO’ylLdTLUV 8130 Td C;.V(U’TG/.T(U K€¢0/,ACLL0.7 Tl; TE TTP(;S 9€6V SL’ EI}O'EB€L/(1§ K(la (50'1.577)7’05‘ KCLI: ’T(‘)
mpos dvbpdmovs Sua plavbpwrias kal Sikatootvys, dv éxkdrepov els modvayidels (6éas kal mdoas
émaweras Téuverar (‘Among the large number of particular truths and principles studied there
[in synagogues], two main heads stand out high above the others: the (duty) toward God,
(expressed) through piety and holiness, and the (duty) towards humans (expressed) through
humanity and justice. Each of these is further subdivided into numerous ideas, all equally
praiseworthy’s Mark 12. 29-31: mpdity éoriv, drove, *lopaid, kipios 6 Beds judv kipios €ls
éorw, kol dyamiioeis kbpiov Tov Bedv cov E€ GAns Tis kapdias oov kal & SAns s Puyis gov Kkal
¢ 8Ms s Suavolas gov kal E¢ S\ys s Laxbos oov.>! Sevrépa adty, dyamioeis Tov mAnalov gov
ws ceavtdv. pellwv TovTwy ANy évtol) odk €orw (‘The first (command) is: “Hear Israel, the
Lord your God is one, and you shall love the Lord your God with your entire heart and your
entire life and your entire mind and your entire strength.” This is the second (command): “You
shall love your neighbour as yourself” No commandment is greater than these’). See K. Berger,
Die Gesetzesauslegung Jesu: ihr historischer Hintergrund im Judentum und im Alten Testament,
WMANT 40 (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1972), 99-136. According to P. W.
Skehan and A. A. Di Lella, The Wisdom of Ben Sira: A New Translation with Notes, AB 39
(Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1987), 383, by the time of Sirach the Decalogue itself was viewed
as divisible into two parts, the first pertaining to God and the second to one’s ‘neighbors’ (see
Sir. 17. 14).
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b. James

James likewise promotes Lev. 19. 18 to the role of a kepadaiov for the second
register of the Decalogue. The text is given special prominence in the rhet-
orical organization of the argument against mpocwmodnuipsia (2. 1-13):

8 €l uévroL véuov TeeiTe facilikov kata TN ypagiv, dyamicers Tov mAnaiov cov ws
oeauTdy, KaAds moteiTe ° €l 8¢ mpoowmoAgumTeiTe, anaptiav épydleabe, éAeyxduevor
Y7o ToU véuov ws mapaBdra.

If indeed you fulfil the royal law, in accordance with the Scripture, ‘You shall love your
neighbour as yourself’, you do well. But if you act with partiality, you are committing
sin, being convicted under the Law as a wrongdoer.

Two interpretive problems beset this text. First, scholars are divided over
whether for James Lev. 19. 18 is the ‘royal law’ itself, such that fulfilling the
love command amounts to fulfilling the entire Law#® or whether it is a
summary or epitome of the Law.#® The latter view seems preferable, given
the structure of James’s argument in 2. 8—11. The vduos BaoiAikds of verse 8 is
parallel to dos 6 vduos in 2. 10, and both phrases are then elaborated with
reference to individual commandments: Lev. 19. 18 in the case the ‘royal Law,
and the prohibitions of adultery and murder in the case of the ‘entire Law’
Moreover, the structure of James’s argument in 2. 8—11 is parallel to that in 2.
18-19. At 2. 8 James addresses the imaginary interlocutors who claim to be
fulfilling the Law, summarized by Lev. 19. 18, congratulating them with xkalds

48 Laws, James, 107-10 argues that Jas. 2. 1-9 does not treat Lev. 19. 18 as one commandment
among others; rather, the warning against partiality in Lev. 19. 15 (which is not even directly
cited) is comprehended within Lev. 19. 18, which James dignifies with the honorific ‘royal’ R. P.
Martin, James, Word Biblical Commentary, 48 (Waco, Tex.: Word Books, 1988), 67-8, argues
that Lev. 19. 18 is treated as a ‘new law’, the observance of which fulfils the entire will of God.
Mussner, Jakobusbrief, 107: ‘Den Wesensinhalt des “vollkommenen Gesetzes der Freiheit” sieht
Jak sicher ausgesprochen in dem “koniglichen Gesetz gemidfl der Schrift: Du sollst deinen
Nichsten lieben wie dich selbst,” das auch Jesus dem Gebot der Gottesliebe gleichgeordnet
hat’ Later, however, he says of 2. 8-10, ‘im folgenden geht es nicht um das “Hauptgebot” und
das Verhiltnis der anderen Gebote zu ihm, sondern um die These, dal die Verletzung eines
einzigen Gebotes eine unteilbare Totalverletzung des ganzen Gesetzes ist. ... Darum scheint mit
dem Ausdruck “koniglichen Gesetz” nur gesagt zu sein, dal das Gebot von Lv 19,18 koniglichen
Rang under den anderen Geboten hat’ (124, emphasis original).

49 J. H. Ropes, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle of St. James, ICC (New
York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1916), 198; Dibelius, James, 142; Davids, Epistle of James, 114;
H. Frankemolle, Der Brief des Jakobus, OTKNT 17 (Giitersloh: Giitersloher Verlag-Haus;
Wirzburg: Echter Verlag, 1994), 402; L. T. Johnson, The Letter of James: A New Translation
with Introduction and Commentary, AB 37A (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1995), 230; C.
Burchard, Der Jakobusbrief, HNT 15.1 (Tiibingen: J. C. B. Mohr (Paul Siebeck), 2000), 103-5;
M. A. Jackson-McCabe, Logos and Law in the Letter of James: The Law of Nature, the Law of
Moses, and the Law of Freedom, NovTSup 100 (Leiden: Brill, 2001), 153; P. J. Hartin, James, Sacra
Pagina, 14 (Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press, 2003), 121.
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moteite. At 2. 19 the author addresses other imaginary interlocutors who
affirm the monotheistic confession that heads the first register of the Deca-
logue, efs éorw 6 feds (cf. Deut. 6. 4), again congratulating them with xads
moweiTe. But in both instances, as the argument makes clear, the violation of
other commandments subverts the claim to be Torah-observant. The structure
of James’s argument thus suggests that James treats Deut. 6. 4 and Lev. 19. 18
as summaries of the Torah, but rejects the notion that fulfilment of the two
commandments, however important, amounts to fulfilling the whole Law.

The second question has to do with the logic of the argument in 2. 8-9. The
majority view hold that the act of partiality in 2. 9 constitutes a violation of
the Law because it violates the love command (Lev. 19. 18).50 M. Jackson-
McCabe has recently urged, cogently in my view, that the correspondence
between 2. 8 (el wévror véuov Teleite Baaid tkov . ..) and 2. 10a (So7is yap SAov
Tov véuov Tnpnan), and between 2. 9 (el 8¢ mpoowmolyumreite, duaptiav
épydleable, éleyxduevor vmo 1ol vépov ws mapaBdrar) and 2. 10bc (mraioy
3¢ év évi, yéyover mavTwy évoyos) indicates that James is positing ‘simultan-
eous rather than opposite conditions’>! That is, in spite of the summarizing
functions that Deut. 6. 4-5 and Lev. 19. 18 have with respect to the rest of the
Law, the violation of any of the other commandments—Lev. 19. 15 on
partiality, or the prohibitions of murder or adultery—constitutes the agent
as a lawbreaker and belies the claim to be Torah-observant.

In both the Two Ways and James, then, Lev. 19. 18 is treated as a kepadatov
for the second register of the Decalogue, and the Law is also treated as an
essential unity, since violation of one commandment compromises one’s
claim to be Torah-observant (James)32 and lesser commandments not origin-
ally included in the Decalogue are related by their inherent Tendenz to those
named in the Decalogue (Didache).

50 Thus Mussner, Jakobusbrief, 124; Laws, James, 110; Davids, Epistle of James, 115; L. T.
Johnson, Letter of James, 235—6; Burchard, Jakobusbrief, 105; W. H. Wachob, The Voice of Jesus in
the Social Rhetoric of James, SNTSMS 106 (Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University
Press, 2000), 95-6. Martin, James, 68, considers the possibility that James has Lev. 18. 15 in view,
but adds: ‘it may be that James also is speaking of the new law of 2. 8, since one cannot fulfill the
“supreme law” and still discriminate against the poor.

51 Jackson-McCabe, Logos and Law, 170.

52 Compare various halakét: t. Dem. 2. 4-7: ‘A proselyte who took upon himself all the
obligations of the Torah and is suspected with regard to one of them—even with regard to all
the Torah, behold he is deemed to be like an apostate Israelite.> An “am ha-’aretz who took upon
himself all the obligations of the haberut except for one item—they do not accept him.
A proselyte who took upon himself all the obligations of the Torah except for one item—they
do not accept him. R. Yosé b. R. Judah says, “Even if it be a minor item from among the
stipulations of the scribes” [2. 6-7 use the same formula for a priest and a Levite].” b. Bek. 30b
ascribes the first opinion to R. Meir: ‘R. Meir, as it has been taught: An “am ha-"aretz who
accepted the obligations of a haber and who is suspected of ignoring one item is suspected of
disregarding the whole Torah. But the Sages say: He is only suspected of ignoring that particular
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c. Matthew

The importance of Lev. 19. 18 for Matthew is clear from his redaction of Mark
12. 29-31, where Matthew not only enumerates the commandments of Deut.
6. 4-5 and Lev. 19. 18 as wpdty ... devrépa, but also redactionally adds év
TavTas Tais Svaly évrolais Slos 6 véuos kpéuatar kal of mpopirar (22. 40).
The same attention to the Decalogue and Lev. 19. 18 is seen in Matthew’s
redaction of Mark 10. 17-22, where Matthew not only assimilates Mark’s list
of commandments to the second register of the Decalogue (omitting uy
dmooTeprions) and substituting oo with the future for Mark’s subjunctives,
but also adding dyamjoeis Tov mAnciov cov ws geavrdy (19. 19b).

There is no indication in Matthew that the Torah has been ‘reduced’ to Lev.
19. 18, any more than in James. On the contrary, Matt. 5. 17-20 makes clear
that the Torah remains valid in its details,>* and the logic of the ‘antitheses’ in
5. 21-48 take for granted that individual commandments remain in force.

d. Paul

The view of Lev. 19. 18 and of the Law developed in the TW, James, and
Matthew is in stark contrast to that articulated by Paul in Gal. 5. 14 and Rom.
13. 8-10. Lev. 19. 18 is cited by Paul at Gal. 5. 13—-15:

vuels yop ém \evbepla éxhjfnTe, adeddol” pévov wiy v élevlepiav els ddopuny 4

gapkl, Ao Siwa T9s dydmms OovAevere dAMjdots. 6 yap was véuos év évi Adyw
pKL, Yl yomn 7 yap w Y

item’; Sifra Parashat Qedoshim 8. 5 agrees with . Dem. 2. 5, but adds, following the statement of
R. Yosé b. R. Judah, ¢ “...shall be to you as a native among you” [Lev. 19. 34], and you shall love
him as yourself, just as it is said to Israel, “You will love your neighbour as yourself” [Lev 19.
18]’; SifreNum. 112 to 15. 31: “‘Whoever says, I will take upon me the whole Torah except for this
one word, of him it is true, For he has despised the word of the Lord” H. van de Sandt and D.
Flusser (The Didache: Its Jewish Sources and its Place in Early Judaism and Christianity, CRINT
3.5 (Assen: Royal Van Gorcum; Minneapolis: Fortress, 2002), 164 n. 84) cite Mekhilta d’Rabbi
Sim’on b. Yochai on Exod. 20. 14: “You might have thought that a person is not guilty unless he
transgresses all these commandments; therefore does the Torah say: “You shall not murder, You
shall not commit adultery, You shall not steal, you shall not bear false witness, you shall not
covet” (Exod. 20. 13), in order to make one liable for each commandment separately. That being
so, why does Deuteronomy join all these commandments together, saying, “You shall not
murder and you shall not commit adultery and...covet” It is to teach us that they are all
interrelated. When a person breaks one of them, he will end up by breaking them all’

53 See G. Barth, ‘Matthew’s Understanding of the Law’, in G. Bornkamm et al., Tradition and
Interpretation in Matthew (ET Philadelphia: Westminster; London: SCM Press, 1963), 58—164,
esp. pp. 64-73, 92-5; W. D. Davies and D. C. Allison, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on
Matthew, 3 vols., ICC (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1988-97), i. 482, 492-3, 496; A. J. Saldarini,
Matthew’s Christian-Jewish Community (Chicago and London: University of Chicago Press,
1994), 124-64.
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/ 3 A~ D / \ 4 3 4 > \ 4 4 \
memAjpwTal, év 7 dyam)oes Tov mAnciov gov ws ceauTdy. €l 6€ AAAfAovs SdkveTe Kal

karecliere, BAémere i) o7 AAGAwy dvalwbire.

For you were called to freedom, brothers; only do not use your freedom as an
opportunity for self-indulgence, but through love become slaves to one another. For
the whole law is fulfilled in a single word, “You shall love your neighbor as yourself”. If,
however, you bite and devour one another, take care that you are not consumed by
one another. (Gal. 5. 13-15)

Paul continues with a list of the ‘works of the flesh and the works of the spirit’
analogous to the Tugend- und Lasterkataloge of Did. 2. 2-7 and 5. 1-2:

bavepa 6€ éotw 7o épya THs caprds, drwd éoTw mopvela, axabapoia, dcélyea,
eldwloarpla, dapuaxela, €éxOpar, €pis, {Hlos, Ouvuol, éplfelar, Suxooraciar,
alpéoets, pldvor, pébai, kdpor, kai Ta Spowa TovTOLs, & TpoAéyw Vuiv kabws
mpoeimov 8TL of Td TowdTa mpdocovtes Pacidelav Beod od kAnpovourtcovow. 6 e
kapmos Tob mveduards éoTw dydmm, xapd, elpnvy, upaxpofuulia, xpnordTys,
dyabwaeidvn, mioris, mpaiitns, éykpdrewa katd TGV TowolTwy ovk éoTw véuos.

Now the works of the flesh are plain: fornication, impurity, licentiousness, idolatry,
sorcery, enmity, strife, jealousy, anger, selfishness, dissension, party spirit, envy,
drunkenness, carousing, and the like. I warn you, as I warned you before, that those
who do such things shall not inherit the kingdom of God. But the fruit of the Spirit is
love, joy, peace, patience, kindness, goodness, faithfulness, gentleness, self-control;
against such there is no law. (Gal. 5. 19-23)

Although superficially it might seem that Paul is using Lev. 19. 18 as it is
employed in Jas. 2. 8 or Did. 1. 2, there are profound differences. First, the list
of vices Gal. 5. 19-21 shows no strong affinities with the Decalogue—only
eldwlolatpia finds a counterpart in the Ten Words. More important is the
difference in the argumentative context. In Gal. 5 Paul argues against the
practice of circumcision on the basis of a claim that 1j élevfepia "uds
Xpioros HAevBépwoer orikere odv kal un mdAw {uvyd SovAelas évéyeole
(5. 1). The claim is remarkable for its use of {vyds and for the assertion,
articulated in Gal. 5. 3, that one who is circumcized d¢e\éTns éariv SAov Tov
vépov mourjoar. The phrase {uyos SovAelas in Gal. 5. 1 seems to be a deliberate
and ironic use of ‘yoke’ as a metaphor for the commandments of the
Torah.>* What Did. 6. 2 considers as a yoke to be embraced, Paul treats as a

54 See Sir. 51. 26: Tov Tpdyxndov Sudv vmébete vmo Luydv, kal émdefdobw 1 Puyy Sudv
moudelav; Matt. 11. 29-30; Acts 15. 10: viv odv 7{ mewpdlere Tov fedv émbeivar Lvyov émi Tov
TpdxnAov T@Y wabnTdv 6v oliTe of TaTépes Ny odte Nueis loyboauev Paordoas; Did. 6. 2: € pev
yap 8vvacar facrdoar SAov 7ov Luydv Tod kuplov, TéAetos €ay; Barn. 2. 6: raita odv katipynoer,
{va 6 kawos vépos Tod kvplov uav "Incod Xpiorod, dvev {uyod avdykys dv, uiy dvlpwmomoinTov
éxn ™ mpoapopdv; m. ’Abot 3. 5: ‘R. Nehunia B. Hakkanah said: Whoever takes upon himself
the yoke of the Torah, they remove from him the yoke of government and the yoke of worldly
concerns, and whoever breaks off from himself the yoke of the Torah, they place upon him the
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yoke of bondage. At Gal. 5. 3 Paul shifts from irony to the recollection of a
well-known halakah, according to which embracing the Torah entails embra-
cing all of its individual commandments.>5 As commentators often observe,
this halakah is also adduced in Jas. 2. 10. But Paul uses the halakah contra
sensum by construing it in the light of the argument he had made at Gal. 3. 10.
There, Jews stand under a curse if they do not ‘do’ (wowioar) all the Law
(Deut. 27. 26). The implication of Gal. 5. 3, then, is that acceptance of
circumcision ought to imply acceptance of the entire Torah, which in turn
obligates the agent to full performance and places the agent under the curse of
Deut. 27. 26. It is debated whether Paul believes the Law to be inherently
unfulfillable,¢ or whether Paul’s problem with the Law is that it manifestly
rests not on faith but on performance (wowjoar) and therefore cannot be the
basis of salvation, even if one could achieve a perfect observance of the
Torah.>? The latter view seems to me to be preferable. This debate notwith-
standing, it is clear that when in Gal. 5. 14 Paul declares that ‘the whole law is
fulfilled in a single word, citing Lev. 19. 18, this ‘law’ has undergone a de facto
reduction, since circumcision, sabbath, and kashrut are no longer part of it.58

Although Paul’s citation of Lev. 19. 18 in Rom. 13. 8-10 differs from that in
Gal. 5. 14 in so far as it lacks the polemical context of Gal. 5 and in fact lists

yoke of government and the yoke of worldly concerns” On ‘yoke’ as a metaphor for the Torah,
see C. Deutsch, Hidden Wisdom and the Easy Yoke: Wisdom, Torah and Discipleship in Matthew
11.25-30, JSNTSup 18 (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1987). On Gal. 5. 1 as an allusion to the yoke of
the Torah, see H. D. Betz, Galatians: A Commentary on Paul’s Letter to the Churches in Galatia,
Hermeneia (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1979), 258.

55 P. ]. Tomson, Paul and the Jewish Law: Halakah in the Letters of the Apostle to the Gentiles,
CRINT 3. 1 (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1990), 88-9, points out that Paul’s use of paprdpopar (‘I
testify’) (5. 3) finds parallels in the Hebrew 7°v11 (‘testify’), which means to quote formally an oral
tradition, usually a halakah: e.g., m. ‘Ed. 1.3: ‘But when two weavers from the dung gate which is
in Jerusalem came and testified (17°¥) in the name of Shemaiah and Abtalion, “Three logs of
drawn water render the miqweh unfit,” the sages confirmed their statement’ (see also 2. 1, 3).

56 See, e.g., H. Réisdnen, Paul and the Law (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1986), 94—6.

57 E. P. Sanders, Paul, the Law, and the Jewish People (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1983), 27-9.

58 So, in various ways, H. Hiibner, Law in Paul’s Thought: A Contribution to the Development
of Pauline Theology, SNTW (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1984), 37: Gal. 5. 14 is described rightly as
a reduction of the content of the Mosaic Law, ‘but reduction means conscious abrogation of
essential elements of the content of the Torah so that we can speak of the “whole” Law only in
the critical and ironical way just described’; Sanders, Paul, the Law, and the Jewish People, 101:
Paul is engaged in a de facto reduction of the Law, but offers no theoretical basis for this
reduction. Betz, Galatians, 260, speaks of rabbinic attempts ‘to reduce the number of demands
to their common denominator, in order to make it possible to keep the whole Torah’, appealing
to b. Sabb. 31a. But this seems to be a misreading of the text, which does not dispense with the
commandments other than Lev. 19. 18, but instead construes them as pointing to Lev. 19. 18 as
their epitome. Betz (Galatians, 275) argues that Paul distinguishes between ‘doing’ the Law and
‘fulfilling’ it: the Jew ‘does’ the works of the Torah; the Christian ‘fulfils’ the Torah through the
act of love, to which he or she is freed by the acts of Christ. Thus the ‘whole Law’ (6 wds vduos) is
here not the Law quantitatively with its 613 commandments.
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four commandments from the Decalogue, it is none the less clear that Paul
does not employ Lev. 19. 18 in the way James or the Didache did:

undevi undev ddellere, €l py) 76 AAMjAovs dyamdy 6 yap dyamdv Tov €Tepov véuov
menMipwrev. ° 16 yip o powyetoes, o ovedaeis, 0B kAéipers, odk émbuuroes, kal el
Tis érépa évrodi), &v 74 Adyw TobTw dvaxepalarovTar, [év 7@)| dyamijoes Tov mAnoiov
oov ds ceavrdv. 10 ) dydmy 70 mAnciov kakov odk épydleTar mAMjpwua odv véuov 7
aydmy.

Owe nothing to anyone except to love one another; for the one who loves another has
fulfilled the Law. For ‘you shall not commit adultery, you shall not murder, you shall
not steal, you shall not covet’ and if there is any other commandment, are summed up
in one word, ‘love your neighbour as yourself’. (Rom. 13. 8-10)

The citation of the four prohibitions from the Decalogue makes clear that
Paul is here speaking of the Mosaic Torah. But since Paul almost immediately
moves to dismiss kashruth in Rom. 14. 14, 20, it is equally clear that, just as in
Gal. 5. 14, there is a reduction of the Torah rather than a summation.5®

Where Jas. 2. 8-11 accepts the principle that one who is Torah-observant
can claim to be so only if one is fully observant, on the principle of the
indivisibility of the Torah and the unity of the Lawgiver, and whereas the TW
holds the view that observation of 7 ¢86s r7s {wrs involves adherence to the
Decalogue and to various prohibitions which are seen either to flow from
those of the Decalogue (2. 2-7) or which might lead the agent to the
transgressing of the Decalogue (3. 1-7), Paul argues against the embracing
of circumcision as an element in the ‘yoke’ precisely because it obligates the
agent to the full observance of the Torah. The Torah clearly does not provide
the framework for salvation for Paul. At Gal. 6. 13 Paul accuses those who had
been circumcised of being lawbreakers. The grounds for this accusation are
unclear; but perhaps Paul is here employing a radicalized form of the logic of
Gal. 5. 3 and Jas. 2. 10, that any transgression of the Torah by Jews or would-
be Jews makes one guilty of breaking the whole Law.5°

The comparison of James and the TW with Galatians shows that these
documents engage a very similar issue with the same set of texts and argu-
ments in mind, but from opposite perspectives. This issue has to do with the
general framework for salvation. That the Torah as it is epitomized in the
Decalogue and summarized by Lev. 19. 18 is conceived of as the framework
for salvation is clear from the Two Ways’ designation of its expanded

59 Hiibner, Law in Paul’s Thought, 85; Sanders, Paul, the Law, and the Jewish People, 100-1.

60 In this case Paul’s use of the maxim would ignore the fact that the covenant provides
means of expiation of sin. Sanders is right to point out that the force of halakic principles such
as Gal. 5. 3 and Jas. 2. 10 is not that perfect obedience is required by the Law, but that full
acceptance is required. See Sanders, Paul, the Law, and the Jewish People, 28.
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Decalogue as 1) 686s mjs {ws (1. 1; 4. 12), from the “Torahizing’ of the Two Ways
in1.2;2.2-7;3.1-6;and 5. 1-2, and from the Two Ways’ allusions to the preface
to the Deuteronomic Torah in its summation of the Way of Life (4. 13-14).6!

In like manner, James seems to be thinking of the Torah when he refers to
véuos TéAetos 6 s éevflepias at 1. 25 and 2. 12 and véuos Baciukds at 2. 8.
This is a controversial assertion, since such commentators as Mussner, Laws,
and Martin hold that for James the ‘royal law’ is restricted to Lev. 19. 18, thus
implying a dramatic reduction of the Law.62 Other commentators argue that
the qualifier ‘of perfect freedom’ implies that the ‘law’ in question lacks
various portions of the Torah—normally the so-called ceremonial portions,3
or conclude from James’s concentration on Lev. 19. 18 as a summary of the
Law and his silence concerning the ‘ritual laws’ that the full Mosaic Torah is
no longer in view.54

61 Cf. Did. 4. 13-14: od un éyxatalimys évrodas rvplov, pvAdeis 3¢ & mapélafes, unre
mpoaTifels wite dpapdv . .. airTy éoriv 7 680s Tijs {wis with Deut. 4. 1-2: kal viv, IopanA,
drove TAV SikawudTwy Kal TOV kpiudTwy, 6oa éyw Siddokw uds ofuepov motelv, {va {iTe kal
molvmdaciaclite kal eloeNddvres kAnpovourjonre v yiv, [cf. Did. 3. 7] fv kipios & Oeos Téwv
marépwy Ypuadv Sidwaw duiv. 2 od mpocbhicere mpos 0 pripa, 6 éyw évtéopar Suiv, kal ok
ddeleiTe dm adTod duddooecle Tas évrolas kvplov Tob Beod Tudv, Soa éyw évréAdouar Suiv
O"T?IJ.GIDOV.

62 Mussner (Jakobusbrief, 107) concludes ‘daf3 es beim “vollkommenen Gesetz der Freiheit”
weder nur um das alt. Gesetz (im jiidischen Verstande) noch nur um das “Evangelium” (im Sinn
der Bergpredigt oder gar des Apostel Paulus) geht, sondern um den Willen Gottes, der sowohl
nach atl. wie nach ntl. Ethik fordert, dem Nichsten Gutes zu tun. Das Gebot Gottes ise fiir Jak
eines’; similarly, Martin, James, 51. Laws (Epistle of James, 14) argues that ‘Law’ in James is
limited to Lev. 19. 18 and the Decalogue, and does not include the ceremonial law; she later
contends that while James cites Lev. 19. 18 as the ‘royal law’, ‘it is not a governing principle, but
rather one commandment which has, however, a certain primacy of importance’ (p. 28).

63 E.g., Dibelius, James, 18, asserts that ‘the expression “law of freedom” (1. 25 and 2. 12) is
also a clear indication the author does not have the Mosaic Law in mind at all’; pp. 119-20: ‘that
Ja[me]s completely ignores the question of the Law—it is not even dealt with in 2:14ff.—, that
he pays no attention to even the possibility of ritual commandments, can be explained only if
this law is actually perceived as the perfect moral law; in other words—to use Stoic terms—, if it
is perceived as a law of those who are truly free, or—to use the expression of our letter—as a
“perfect law of freedom.” > Dibelius (p. 119) makes much of the fact that James is not concerned
with ‘ritualism’, and concludes from this that James, along with Did. 1-6 and Barn. 18-21,
exemplifies a form of Christianity which took its lead from a Hellenistic Jewish ‘tendency
toward simplifying and concentrating the requirements of the Law’ and eventually eliminating
‘the burden of ritualism’. See also M. Tsuji, Glaube zwischen Vollkommenheit und Verweltlichung:
Eine Untersuchung zur literarischen Gestalt und zur inhaltlichen Koharenz des Jakobusbriefes,
WUNT 2.93 (Tiibingen: J. C. B. Mohr (Paul Siebeck), 1997), 110-15.

64 According to R. Hoppe, Jakobusbrief, Stuttgarter kleiner Kommentar. Neues Testament,
n.s. 15 (Stuttgart: Verlag Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1989), 47, early Christianity did not regard the
obligation to fulfil the law as meritorious (‘Verdienstlichkeit’), and ‘der Jak kommt deshalb nicht
auf dem Gedanken, dem Gesetz heilbedeutsame Kraft zuzusprechen; dies ist allein die Sache
Gottes (4,11f.).... Jakobus versteht das Gesetz nicht als Ritualgesetz palistinischer Denkart,
sondern als das Liebesgebot, das wir auch aus der synoptischen Tradition kennen und das als die
Zusammenfassung des ganzen Gesetzes gilt. .. und das zusammengebunden ist mit dem Gebot
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While it is precarious to draw strong inferences from silence, it seems to me
a defensible view that James continues to embrace the Torah in its fullest form
and regards it as the framework for salvation. First, it has already been argued
above (p. 210) that the ‘royal law’ of 2. 8 is not simply Lev. 19. 18, but the
Torah as epitomized by Lev. 19. 18. This conclusion is supported by Jackson-
McCabe’s observation that the argument of 2. 1-13 against partiality presup-
poses that the author has in view the written text of Lev. 19, where the
prohibition of partiality (19. 15) stands beside the love command (19. 18),
and the text of the LXX® Decalogue where the prohibition of murder imme-
diately follows the prohibition of adultery (cf. Jas. 2. 11).65 Second, as Ropes
pointed out, the description of the Law as ‘perfect’ or ‘of freedom’ hardly
implies a reduction: Ps. 19. 7 calls the Torah ‘perfect’; Philo contrasts the
Torah with other law codes described as s ovk éAevfépors dAda SodAocs
(Moses 2. 9); and m. ’Abot 6. 266 declares that the truly free person is one
who devotes himself to the study of Torah.6” James’s characterization of the
law as ‘the law of perfect freedom’ may well be an answer to Paul’s reference to
the ‘yoke of slavery’. It can be added that Philo contrasts the ‘slaves’ who lived
under the domination of the passions with ‘the free’ who lived by the Law.68

der Gottesliebe (vgl. Jak 2, 5-7). L. T. Johnson, Letter of James, 30, notes the influence of Lev. 19
on James, but concludes that ‘whatever James means by nomos, it cannot be connected with any
recognizable program for Jewish ethnic identity, still less any “Judaising” tendency in early
Christianity’. Commenting on the lack of mention of circumcision, purity, food, marriage,
sabbath, and festival-day commands, Burchard (Jakobusbrief, 89) suggests that ‘vieles davon
seinen Adressaten beschwerlich gewesen sein muf3; also galt es nicht, weil er davon schweigt),
admitting that this conclusion is not entirely secure.

65 Jackson-McCabe, Logos and Law, 176.

66 1. Abot 6. 2: ‘R. Joshua B. Levi said: Every day a Bath Qol goes forth from Mount Horeb,
and makes proclamation and says: “Woe unto men on account of [their] contempt towards the
Torah”, for whoever occupies himself not with the Torah is called: “[The] rebuked [one]”, as it is
said, “As a ring of gold in a swine’s snout, so is a fair woman that turns away from discretion”
[Prov. 11. 22], and it says, “and the tables were the work of God, and the writing was the writing
of God, graven (...) upon the tables’ [Exod. 32. 16]. Do not read harut (M77) [graven] but
herut (M971) [freedom]. For there is no free man for you but he that occupies himself with the
study of Torah.

67 Ropes, James, 178: ‘These references show that there is no ground for the common
affirmation that this phrase [“law of freedom”] implies a sublimated, spiritualized view of the
Jewish law, which, it is said, would have been impossible for a faithful Jew. ... It is also evident
that the words 7é)ecov and rijs élevfepias are not introduced in order thereby to mark the law
which James has in mind as distinguished from, and superior to, the Jewish law. Ropes
nevertheless argues that James conceives of the Torah as an old law to be fulfilled along with
‘Christianity as a new law’. But not only is there no basis for a distinction in James between an
‘old’ and a ‘new’ law, but there is no basis for a distinction between ‘Judaism’ and ‘Christianity’.

68 Prob. 45-6: 1w dvlpdmwv, map’ ofs pev Spyn 1 émbuula 7 i dAo mdbos 1) ral émiBovlos
kakla SvvaoTevel, mdvTws elol Solot, Soor 8¢ peta véuov {Daw, élevhepor (‘people, among
whom anger or lust or some other passion or treacherous evil hold power, are in all respects
slaves, but as many as live by the Law are free’).
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Philo, of course, rejects neither circumcision nor kashrut nor purity laws, even
if his principal focus was the Law as a means of moral transformation. Finally,
that the Torah is in view is suggested by the fact that in his exhortation on
slander in 4. 11-12 James alludes to Lev. 19. 15-16, arguing that slander
strikes at both the Law and the Lawgiver. In brief, all of James’s references to
vépos are consistent with the supposition that he has the Torah in view, and at
2. 8-11 and 4. 11-12 he cites specific commandments of the Decalogue and
the Holiness Code as part of the Law.®®

The halakic principle that in James has been employed to guard against a
reductive attitude toward the Torah is also used by Paul to dissuade full
acceptance of the Torah and its commandments. Both James and the Two
Ways document understand Lev. 19. 18 as a summary of the Torah, but
‘summary’ that does not imply a reduction; Paul, by contrast, cites Lev. 19.
18 as ‘summing up’ the Law, but his argument indicates that he has a dramatic
reduction in view. Although Matthew does not employ the same halakic
principle as Jas. 2. 10, the logic of Matt. 5. 19 (and 23. 23) leads to the same
conclusion: the Law is a unity such that neither the ‘light’ nor the ‘heavy’
commandments can be ignored.”°

69 R.J. Bauckham, James: Wisdom of James, Disciple of Jesus the Sage (London and New York:
Routledge, 1999), 142-7 argues that in Jas. 2. 8-12 ‘James can hardly be speaking of anything
other than the whole law of Moses’ (p. 142). This Law is ‘understood as the law of the rule of
God over his Messianically renewed people’, and is transformed by ‘internalization’—God’s
inward renewal—, ‘concentration’—the content of the Law is understood through the lens of
Lev. 19. 18—, and ‘intensification'—the Law is interpreted via Jesus’ teaching on specific
commandments (e.g., Jas. 5. 12) (p. 147). R. W. Wall (The Community of the Wise (Valley
Forge, Pa.: Trinity Press International, 1997), 86-8) likewise takes ‘law’ in James to refer to the
whole of the biblical Torah. ‘The status of law in Jacobean Christianity is different [from that in
Pauline Christianity], since divine approval (2. 8) and judgment (2. 12-13) are conditioned
upon observance of the law’ (p. 87). Nevertheless, Wall avers that, like ‘Jesus and other Jewish
contemporaries who reduced the extensive rules of right conduct and ritual purity to a few
principles, James defines the Torah’s moral code in terms of the Decalogue and the “royal law” of
neighborly love (2. 8)’. ‘Clearly James does not take “whole law” literally, as a reference to the
600+ laws that make up the Torah’s legal code’ (p. 315). Hartin (James, 111-15) holds that the
‘perfect law of liberty’ in James is the ‘biblical Torah’ Hartin notes that James pays no attention
to the ‘ceremonial law’, but refrains from concluding that this implies that James does not treat
these provisions as part of the Law. Davids (Epistle of James, 48-50) observes that while James is
interested primarily in ethical commandments, other aspects of the Torah (circumcision, etc.)
may or may not have been practised. Nevertheless, Davids insists on introducing a notion of the
‘new law’, constituted by Jesus’ words (p. 50).

70 Cf. m. ’Abot 2. 2: ‘And be careful with a light precept as with a heavy one, for you do not
know the grant of reward [for the fulfilment] of precepts’ [cf. b. Ned. 39b]; 4. 2: ‘Ben “Azzai said:
Run to [perform] a light precept, as [you would] in [the case of] a heavy one, and flee from
transgression; for [one] precept draws [in its train another] precept, and [one] transgression
draws [in its train another] transgression.
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e. Barnabas

The apogee of the Pauline trajectory can be seen in Barnabas, which begins
by arguing that the covenant cannot belong to both Jews and Christians,
pointing to Moses” breaking of the tablets of the Law in reaction to idolatry
(4. 6=7). In Barn. 9 the author declares that circumcision, in which the Jews
trusted, ‘has been abolished’ and was in fact at the instigation of an evil angel
(9. 4). Although the use of karapyeiv might suggest that Barnabas is implying
that circumcision was once valid, he immediately points out that it is irrele-
vant, since Syrians, Arabs, and pagan priests are also circumcised (9. 7).
Instead, the true significance of circumcision (ch. 9) and kashruth (ch. 10)
is moralizing.”

It is, then, not surprising that when Barnabas reproduces the Two Ways
teaching in chapters 19-21, Lev. 19. 18, though present in a slightly modified
form (19. 5), is in no way raised to the status of a xedalaiov of the Decalogue,
as it is in the Didache’s TW document. In fact, the Decalogue is hardly
recognizable in Barnabas’s string of imperatives in chapter 19.

CONCLUSION

The argument of this paper has been that the Two Ways document of the
Didache displays significant convergences with other documents representa-
tive of the Torah-observant Jesus movement: namely, James and Matthew.
Comparison of the Two Ways section of Barnabas with that in the Didache
allows us to track some of the redactional transformations that contributed to
the final form of the TW, just as comparison of Matthew with Mark allows us
to notice Matthew’s distinctive contributions.

In all three documents, the TW, James, and Matthew, the Decalogue is given
special prominence, and Lev. 19. 18 is featured as a xedalaiov of the second
register of the Decalogue. Other commandments from the Holiness Code
figure as important intertexts for both the TW and James. Further, we
find various convergences in discussions of teaching and the role of teachers
(TW, James, Matthew), oath-taking (James, Matthew), communal confes-

7t Cf. Barnabas’s typological interpretation of the scapegoat (ch. 7) and red heifer (ch. 8). See
Riisdnen, Paul and the Law, 220: ‘Barn thus consistently reduces the God-given law to a moral
law. The moral law remains in force, as is shown by the detailed description of the “way of light”
in ch. 19.... The Jewish Law is divided into two parts; of these one is a Jewish misunderstand-
ing, the other is divine and valid’
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sion (TW, James), slander (TW, James), dipsychia (TW, James), and partiality
(TW, James), and in each of these documents there is a pronounced tendency
to ‘Torahize’ lesser commandments such as the prohibitions of perjury or
slander by associating them directly with the Decalogue or the Holiness Code.

In several instances it was possible to observe that simple imperatives
found in the TW, on perjury, slander, teaching, partiality, and ambivalence
were subject to detailed elaboration and argument in either James or Matthew
(or both):

2.3 odk émoprrjoels Matt. 5. 33-7; Jas. 5. 12
2.3 o kakoloyrjceis Jas. 4. 11-12

4.1 100 Aadolvros gou Tov Adyov . .. uvmobhjon Matt. 18. 1-35; Jas. 3. 1-12
4.3 od AMjyn mpdowmov Jas. 2. 1-13

4.4 o9 duptyers Jas. 1. 5-8; 4. 1-8

This could imply either that the TW tradition as it is embodied in the Didache
served as a basis for elaboration, much as gnomic sentences and chriae serve
as the starting-point for rhetorical elaboration in Greek education,’? or the
TW might represent a condensation of the moralizing traditions found in
James and Matthew. The former seems more likely, given the fact that the TW
does not betray knowledge of any of the specific developments of the latter
two (e.g., the prohibition of oath-taking). In either case, however, the con-
vergences of these three documents in fopoi and in argumentative assump-
tions suggest that the three come from a common intellectual milieu.

It is of course true that the TW underwent redaction through the addition
of Did. 6. 2-3. It is disputed what this addition signifies. Niederwimmer,
following Rordorf and Tuilier, argues that 6Aos 6 {vyds 703 kvpiov now relates
to the law of Christ as laid out in the sayings of Jesus interpolated by the
redactor into the TW.73 If this is so, it would imply that the rigorism of the
earlier TW has been relaxed. More likely, in my view, is the contention of
Draper and others that 6. 2-3 calls on Gentiles to observe the entire Torah;
that is, it imagines two levels of observance, an absolute minimum that
includes the avoidance of idol-meat and an ideal level that embraces the
Torah.7# In this case the Didache continues to represent a markedly different

72 See G. A. Kennedy, Progymnasmata: Greek Textbooks of Prose Composition and Rhetoric
(Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2003).

73 Niederwimmer, Didache, 122-3. Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 323, had argued that 6.
2-3 was an original part of the Jewish TW, but that, as it stands, refers to 1. 3-2. 1.

74 J. A. Draper, ‘Torah and Troublesome Apostles in the Didache Community’, NovT 33
(1991), 347-72; idem, ‘A Continuing Enigma: The “Yoke of the Lord” in Didache 6: 2-3 and
Early Jewish—Christian Relations’, in P. J. Tomson and D. Lambers-Petry (eds.), The Image of the
Judaeo-Christians in Ancient Jewish and Christian Literature, WUNT 158 (Tiibingen: Mohr
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pole in the Jesus movement than that represented by Paul and post-Pauline
developments, which ignored the restrictions on idol-meat and advocated
practices of table-fellowship and views of the Torah that effectively excluded
Jewish Christians from participation.

Siebeck, 2003), 106-23, on p. 113; C. N. Jefford, ‘Tradition and Witness in Antioch: Acts 15 and
Didache 6, in E. V. McKnight (ed.), Perspectives on Contemporary New Testament Questions:
Essays in Honour of T. C. Smith (Lewiston, Me.: Edwin Mellen Press, 1992), 408-19; D. Flusser,
‘Paul’s Jewish-Christian Opponents in the Didache) in S. Shaked (ed.), Gilgul: Essays on
Transformation, Revolution and Permanence in the History of Religions, Dedicated to R. . Zwi
Werblowsky, Studies in the History of Religions, Supplements to Numen 50 (Leiden: Brill, 1987),
71-90; repr. in Draper (ed.), The Didache in Modern Research, 195-211; Michelle Slee, The
Church in Antioch in the First Century CE, JSNTSup 244 (London and New York: T. & T. Clark
International, 2003), 83-91.
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First-fruits and the Support of Prophets,
Teachers, and the Poor in Didache 13 in
Relation to New Testament Parallels

Jonathan A. Draper

1. INTRODUCTION

Few today would pronounce with as much confidence as Adolf Harnack, in
his pioneering commentary Die Lehre der Zwdlf Apostel,! on the saying found
twice in slightly different forms in Did. 13. 1-2, ‘The labourer is worthy of his
food’: ‘Der Verfasser fusst auch hier auf einem Herrnwort in der Fassung
des Matthdus. For one thing, scholarly opinions on the dependence of the
Didache on Matthew’s Gospel remain deeply divided,? and therefore an
opinion on a particular logion will partly depend on one’s judgement on
the situation as a whole. For another, the possibility that individual logia set
by the evangelists on the lips of Jesus may have originated from more general
Jewish tradition is more widely accepted. So, on this saying, Rudolf Bultmann
remarks that it is ‘evidently a proverb which has been turned to use by the
Church for the instructional material it provided’? It is indeed a saying which
is found not only in Q (Matt. 10. 10 = Luke 10. 7) but also in 1 Tim. 5. 18, and
it probably also underlies the argumentation of Paul in 1 Cor. 9. 1-18 as well
as the Gospel of Thomas, 88. In such a case, it seems that the balance of the
evidence must favour caution, so that Helmut Késter’s conclusion is probably
right in this case: ‘Ergebnis der zu Did. 13,1f gemachten Erwigung ist, dass
hier ein Maschal verwendet wird, das schon friih als Herrenwort in der freien
Uberlieferung bekannt war. Da in der Did. jede Zitationsformel an dieser

1 A.von Harnack, Die Lehre der zwolf Apostel nebst Untersuchungen zur dltesten Geschichte der
Kirchenverfassung und des Kirchenrechts, TU 2 (Leipzig: Hinrichs’ sche Buchhandlung, 1884), 50.

2 See, e.g., C. M. Tuckett, ‘Synoptic Tradition in the Didache, in J. A. Draper (ed.), The
Didache in Modern Research, AGAJU 37 (Leiden: Brill, 1996), 92—128, contra]. A. Draper, ‘ The
Jesus Tradition in the Didache, in Draper (ed.), Didache in Modern Research, 72-91.

3 R. Bultmann, The History of the Synoptic Tradition (ET Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1963), 103.
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Stelle fehlt, ist es noch nicht einmal sicher, ob sie diesen Maschal als Herren-
wort {iberkommen hatte oder nur also profanes Sprichwort.# To this must be
added the overwhelming evidence provided by Peter Tomson that this pro-
verbial saying is rooted in Jewish halakah.5

I do not, therefore, intend in this paper to reopen the question of the
dependence of the Didache on Matthew, which I have already opposed on
numerous occasions.® In almost every instance where the Didache shows
direct points of contact with the gospel tradition, it is with Q. It never occurs
in an identical form to either Matthew or Luke, sometimes closer to one,
sometimes to the other, though usually closest to Matthew. An exception is
the eucharistic prayer, where traditions found also in the Johannine corpus
surface.” It simply seems inconceivable that the Didachist could have known
the extant gospels Matthew and/or Luke, yet used only the Q material in
them, never the Marcan material.8 I would go further. One of the conse-
quences of the formation of the Christian canon is that the question is usually
posed in the fashion, ‘Is an early Christian writing dependent on the New
Testament?” The question is rarely asked the other way round. In the case of a
writing such as the Didache, this raises important issues. Most scholars today
concur that its final form should be dated no later than the end of the first
century or perhaps the beginning of the second century ce. Many, myself
included, would date it much earlier.? Even if we were to accept the later end
of the scale, most scholars would also agree that it contains much material
that must be dated considerably earlier than its final form.1° The same kind of

4 H. Késter, Synoptische Uberlieferung bei den Apostolischen Viiter, TU 65 (Berlin: Akademie-
Verlag, 1957), 213.

5 P. Tomson, Paul and the Jewish Law: Halakah in the Letters of the Apostle to the Gentiles,
CRINT 3.1 (Assen and Maastricht: Van Gorcum; Minneapolis: Fortress, 1990), 122-31.

6 Most recently J. A. Draper, ‘A Continuing Enigma: The “Yoke of the Lord” in Didache 6:2-3
and Early Jewish—Christian Relations’, in P. J. Tomson and D. Lambers-Petry (eds.), The Image of
Judaeo-Christians in Ancient Jewish and Christian Literature, WUNT 158 (Tibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 2003), 106-23; idem, ‘Does the (Final) Version of the Didache and Matthew Reflect an
“Irrevocable Parting of the Ways” with Judaism), in H. van de Sandt (ed.), The Didache and
Matthew: Two Documents from the same Jewish-Christian Milieu? (Assen: van Gorcum Press,
2005), 217—41.

7 J. Betz, “The Eucharist in the Didache), in Draper (ed.), Didache in Modern Research, 244-75.

8 Cf. ]. S. Kloppenborg, ‘Didache 16:6-8 and Special Matthean Tradition’, ZNW 70 (1979),
54-67, for a similar argument.

9 Most recently A. Milavec, The Didache: Faith, Hope, and Life of the Earliest Christian
Communities, 50-70 C.E. (New York and Mahwah, NJ: Newman Press, 2003); M. Slee, The
Church in Antioch in the First Century CE, JSNTSup 244 (London and New York: T. & T. Clark
International, 2003), 54-116; A. J. P. Garrow, The Gospel of Matthew’s Dependence on the
Didache, JSNTSup 254 (London and New York: T. & T. Clark International, 2004).

10 E.g., Enrico Mazza argues that Paul knows and is influenced by the eucharistic prayers
prior to 1 Corinthians (i.e., prior to 50-2 ck): E. Mazza, ‘Didache 9-10: Elements of a Eucharistic
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inconclusive result comes with regard to the dating of Matthew itself: while a
few argue for a date as early as 80 ck, rather more opt for the period 85-95 ck,
and many, like Saldarini, play safe with ‘the last two decades of the first
century’.!! Essentially, this places Matthew and the Didache in the same time
frame, especially if one adopts the concept of the latter as ‘evolving litera-
ture’.12 Many place either or both of Matthew and the Didache in the same
milieu as well: namely, Antioch.1? The question of influence, then, could
legitimately be posed the other way round, particularly if the Didache is a
genuine community rule of such an important Christian community. In that
case, those familiar with the practice of the community would be formatively
influenced in their writing directly and indirectly by their community’s rule.
I have already argued the possibility of such a scenario.1#

In the case of the ‘first fruits’ in Did. 13, the question I would ask is not, ‘Is
the Didache dependent on Matthew?” but, ‘Is there an internal coherence and
authenticity in the use of the logion in Didache, which might shed light on the
origin of the use of the saying in the New Testament in general and in
Matthew in particular?” Historically speaking, the Jesus tradition probably
emerged in concrete settings in life prior to its incorporation in more
systematic and theologically ordered works such as the gospels.

2. THE UNDERLYING STRUCTURE OF THE DIDACHE AS
JEWISH-CHRISTIAN CATECHESIS

Despite the recent attempt of Aaron Milavec!? in his massive new commen-
tary on the Didache to see a seamless and intentional ‘pastoral genius’ behind
the work, it seems clear that it is a many-layered text, which has been

Interpretation), in Draper (ed.), Didache in Modern Research, 276-99; also idem, The Origins of
the Eucharistic Prayer (Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press, 1999), 36—41.

11 A, J. Saldarini, Matthew’s Christian-Jewish Community (Chicago and London: University
of Chicago Press, 1994), 4. For a summary of the evidence, see D. C. Sim, The Gospel of Matthew
and Christian Judaism: The History and Social Setting of the Matthean Community (Edinburgh:
T. & T. Clark, 1998), 33—40.

12 R, Kraft; Barnabas and the Didache: The Apostolic Fathers, A New Translation and Com-
mentary, iii (New York: Thomas Nelson, 1965); S. Giet, ‘Coutume, évolution, droit canon, a
propos de deux passages de la “Didache” , RDC 16 (1966), 118-32.

13 See esp. the recent work of Slee, Church in Antioch.

14 J. A. Draper, ‘Christian Self-Definition against the “Hypocrites” in Didache 8, in Draper
(ed.), Didache in Modern Research, 223—43; also idem, ‘Continuing Enigma’; and idem, ‘Does
the (Final) Version?’. See also the arguments for the late dating of Matthew vis-a-vis the Didache
in P. Tomson, ‘Halakhic Elements in Didache 8 and Matthew 6, H. van de Sandt (ed.), Didache
and Matthew, 131-41; Slee, Church in Antioch, 118-55; Garrow, Matthew’s Dependence.

15 Milavec, Didache, pp. vii—xiii.
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repeatedly redacted in the course of the evolution of the community which
used it as a rule of life. On the other hand, there is a logic and coherence to the
Didache, when it is taken seriously as an integral composition, however long
the process took. At the heart of the work lies its orientation as ‘teaching of
the twelve apostles’ towards ‘the gentiles (7ois é6vesw); as its (to my mind)
original fitulum has it. Its concerns and argumentation reveal it to be a
Jewish-Christian work, designed to integrate Gentile converts into the Jew-
ish-Christian community(ies) which were striving to remain faithful to the
Torah.16 These communities were under pressure particularly from the grow-
ing rabbinic ascendancy over Jewish people inside and outside Palestine (Did.
8) and from those Christian groups in the Pauline tradition which had
abandoned the Torah (Did. 11. 1-2; 16. 1-4).

The Two Ways teaching of Did. 1-6 provides the basic catechesis for the
Gentiles joining the community, based on halakic development of the ethical
second table of the Ten Commandments and the so-called Noachic Covenant.
Acceptance of this teaching and strict avoidance of eidolothuton, food offered
to idols (6. 3), provided the minimum basis for a common life between Jewish
and Gentile believers. However, this was only a minimum, and the hope or
even expectation of the community was that converts would eventually take
on themselves the ‘whole yoke of the Lord’ and become observant Jews (Did.
6. 2). The baptismal procedure, with its emphasis on grades of water (7. 1-3),
and the initiatory meal, with its concern to exclude those who had not been
baptized as unclean like dogs (9. 5; 10. 6; cf. 14. 1), which follows, shows a
major concern with ritual purity.

Since the teaching is understood to be mediated by the apostles, it is no
surprise that the instructions on initiation are followed by hospitality rules
concerning apostles (11-12). In the nature of things, apostles are those sent
on a particular mission by a particular person or community and carry the
authority of that person or community, indeed stand in the place of that
person or community: ‘the shaliach is as the one who sent him/ her’.'” Hence,

16 This was the hypothesis defended in my doctoral dissertation (J. A. Draper, ‘A Commen-
tary on the Didache in the Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Related Documents’, unpublished
Ph.D. diss., Cambridge University, 1983), and it has undergirded my research since. See esp. J. A.
Draper, ‘Ritual Process and Ritual Symbol in Didache 7-10’, VC 54 (2000), 1-38. A similar thesis
is developed by Slee, Church in Antioch, except that she envisages it as written in its entirety in
mid-first-century Antioch to regularize the table-fellowship of Gentile Christians with Jewish
Christians after the incident mentioned by Paul in Gal. 2. 11-14.

17 See, e.g., m. Ber. 5. 5; b. Ned. 72b; b. Kidd. 41b; b. Hag. 10b; b. Nazir. 12b; b. B.M. 96a; b.
Men. 93b; Mekh. Ex. 12. 4, 6. For a more detailed argument see J. A. Draper, ‘Weber, Theissen
and the Wandering Charismatics of the Didache’, JECS 6 (1998), 541-76. It is important to bear
in mind that Christian apostles might be both male and female, sometimes in partnership, as in
the case of Prisca and Aquila. This has been clearly argued by Elizabeth Schiissler Fiorenza, In
Memory of Her: A Feminist Reconstruction of Christian Origins (New York: Crossroad, 1989),
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they are en route somewhere and carry letters of authorization. Unless their
letters of commission specify that particular community receiving them as its
target, setting out their authority and their business, they may only expect
accommodation on the way and must leave the next day or two if need be, to
take account of the prohibition on travelling on the sabbath, with enough
provisions to reach their next stop on the way. To ask for more would reveal
that they are not on a genuine embassy at all and would expose them as
frauds. Takaaki Haraguchi comments that the word épydrns became a ter-
minus technicus for the early Christian missionary, and argues that it points in
two directions: to the duty of the communities to support them and also to
the duty of the missionaries to undertake an itinerant life-style.!8 In my own
understanding, ‘the duty to undertake a wandering lifestyle without protec-
tion’ to which he points is an invention of modern scholars. I would argue
that it simply points to the obligation of hospitality towards an extensive
network of travelling emissaries connecting the various centres of the early
Christian movement.1?

This instruction on apostles has attracted instruction on prophets as well,
since they were clearly, at some stage in the history of the community, liable to
arrive in the community from outside also, but without any letters or
authorization, and to make claims for sustenance. It would appear that this
happened at a later stage in the development of the tradition, in view of the
elaborate nature of the rules designed to correct abuse of hospitality. The
Spirit, of course, cannot be tested, but prophets can be tested by their
conduct. Rules are provided for this purpose (11. 7-12). My own hypothesis
is that this section is an interpolation into the earlier rules, where instruction
concerning apostles was originally followed by brief instructions concerning
those arriving in the community who were not apostles and did not claim to
be (12. 1-5). They may also be supported on their travel, but only after their
genuineness has been tested. If they want to stay, the rule is ‘let them work and
let them eat (épyaléofw rai payérw)’ (12.3). Any refusal to live by this rule
reveals them to be frauds out to exploit the community.

160-175; cf. A. Wire, The Corinthian Women Prophets: A Reconstruction through Paul’s Rhetoric
(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1991).

18 T. Haraguchi, ‘Das Unterhaltsrecht des frithchristlichen Verkiindigers, ZNW 84 (1993),
178-95, esp. 178, 181-2, 190, where he cites the many scholars who advocate the same position,
particularly the influential work of G. Theissen, ‘Legitimation und Lebensunterhalt: ein Beitrag
zur Soziologie urchristlicher Missiondre), NTS 21 (1975), 192-221; idem, The First Followers of
Jesus: A Sociological Analysis of Earliest Christianity (London: SCM Press; Philadelphia: Fortress,
1978).

19 R. A. Horsley and J. A. Draper, Whoever Hears You Hears Me: Prophets, Performance, and
Tradition in Q (Harrisburg, Pa.: Trinity Press International, 1999), 29—45.
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Did. 13. 1-2 is really a part of this instruction, and rests on the same
principle, ‘let them work and let them eat’, as Audet has also argued.2° In this
instance, prophecy and teaching are deemed to be work, so they are to be
supported by the community who benefit from their work. However, it is, in
my opinion, an interpolation into the earlier schema deriving from the same
period as 11. 7-12 and 15. 1-2. The earliest material is marked above all by the
use of the second person singular form of address; the redaction is marked by
a second person plural form of address, as I have argued elsewhere.2! How-
ever, since the giving of first fruits was probably originally connected logically
with the instructions concerning apostles who were to receive them and take
them back to Jerusalem in the form of money, there is a logical connection
with what follows also.

Did. 13. 3-7 belongs to the underlying schema, since the giving of tithes
and first-fruits was probably required for the food used by the Gentile
members of the community, in order for them to share table-fellowship
with Jewish members. Food rules concerning eating tithes and first-fruits
originating in the Holiness Code for priests seem to have been extended by
many Jewish groups, including Christian Jews, by the end of the Second
Temple period to all their members on the basis of Exod. 19. 5-6.22 In
addition, Jewish communities in the Diaspora were particularly anxious
about pollution from food offered to idols.2? If they were in danger of eating
contaminated food, then table-fellowship would be broken, and the unity of
the community compromised. Thus these instructions are a development of
Did. 6. 3: wepi 8¢ mijs Bpdhoews & dvvaca BdoTagov. Space is left for conscience
in keeping Jewish food laws (s dv oot 86én), but there is nevertheless a
minimum requirement: namely, a strict prohibition on food offered to idols
(dmo 8¢ ToD eldwMobBiTov Alav mpdaeye). The later Jewish tractate on proselytes,
Gerim, requires newly circumcized and baptized converts to give ‘gleanings,
forgotten sheaves, the corner of the field and tithes’ (1. 3). Hence it is probably
part of the earliest substructure of the Didache also.24 It is interesting to note,
furthermore, that the discussion of the rights of an apostle to support from
the Gentile Christian community at Corinth (1 Cor. 9. 1-4) comes in the
context of Paul’s discussion of food offered to idols. Tomson?2> has seen the

20 J.-P. Audet, La Didacheé: Instructions des Apotres, EBib (Paris: Gabalda, 1958), 453—7.

21 J. Draper, ‘A Continuing Enigma’, esp. 115-18.

22 P, Seidensticker, Die Gemeinschaftsform der religiosen Gruppen des Spdtjudentums und der
Urkirche (Jerusalem: Studium Biblicum Franciscanorum Liber Annus, 1959), 94-198.

2 The evidence is set out by Tomson, Paul and the Jewish Law, 151-258; also Slee, Church in
Antioch, 17-23.

24 Draper, ‘A Continuing Enigma’, 118-20.

25 Tomson, Paul and the Jewish Law, 125.
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discussion as a ‘digression’ from the latter, but perhaps it might indicate that
the question of eldwlofdrov and the question of support of apostles might
have been linked by the allocation of first-fruits in the earliest Christian
communities.

3. PROPHETS, TEACHERS, AND ENTITLEMENT TO
SUPPORT FROM FIRST-FRUITS

Perhaps I should start by setting out schematically my understanding of the
redactional layers of the text. The earliest layer is in bold type, marked by
second person singular, concerned with the requirement to give first-fruits.
The second layer is in italics, marked by second person plural, concerned
above all with the income of prophets and secondarily of teachers. The third
layer is underlined, and represents a further halakic development,26 to cover
the case of the absence of prophets (and teachers?) in the community:

la I1as 8¢ mpopriTys
aAnfwds, 0édwv kabfebal wpos duds,
déiés éotu
™S Tpophs avTol.
1b Qoatrws Siddoraltos
aAnlwds
éotw aios Kai avTos domep 6 épydTns
Tijs Tpogis avTob.
2a I1doav odv dmapxnv yevwnudrwy Arod kal dAwvos,
Bodv Te Kal mpofdTwy
Aafwv
8doeis Tols mpogrTaLs
adTol ydp €low of dpyiepels Vudv.

2b Eav 8¢ wn €xnre mpogprjtmy,

867e Tols mTwyols.

2¢ ’Eav ouriav moujs,
\ 3 \ \
v dmapxnv AaBwv
80s kata T évTolijy.
2d ‘Qoavrws kepduiov oivov 7 éAalov dvoifas,
v dmrapxny AaBwv
80s Tols wpopriTais.

26 G. Alon, ‘Halakah in the Teaching of the Twelve Apostles (Didache)’, in Draper (ed.),
Didache in Modern Research, 165-94., esp. 191-4.
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2e Apyvpiov 6¢ kal ipatiouod
Kal TavTos KTHUATOS
AaBaw 1y dmapyiiv, ds dv oot 86€,
86s katd T évToliy.

The teaching is carefully composed and formulaic,?? but fluctuates, as we
have observed, between the first and second person plural. This could be the
result, as some have argued, of a move in the sense from cultic to personal
obligations.2¢ However, since this feature is a mark of redactional activity
throughout the Didache, it seems more likely to be a sign of revision here also.2?

3.1 The Worker is Worthy of Her/His Food

Since the instructions regarding the prophets and teachers are almost exactly
parallel, nothing suggests that they were not composed at the same time. In
the first case, as the schema shows, the question is what happens when the
prophet wishes to settle (8élwv kabijcfar mpos duds). If the prophet is
genuine, then she or he speaks with the authority of the Spirit, and so there
can be no further question of her or his right to support. In the second case,
the question concerns whether the teacher is really engaged in full-time work
for the community («xal adros domep 6 épydrys). In both cases, the commu-
nity is required to test their genuineness (dAnfwds). It is true that the second
citation of the pericope, in the case of teachers, is somewhat clumsy, but this
demonstrates that their status was disputed rather than that the instruction is
a later addition. The teachers do not come, it seems, from outside the
community but from inside it, since no mention is made of any desire to
settle. If there were many claimants to be teachers in the community, it would
have posed a financial problem had their support been automatically guar-
anteed. The criterion for support in this case would be that they had been
designated as full-time workers by the community. In both cases, the same
logion is used to support the claim: “The worker is worthy of her or his food.

This saying is directly cited three times in the New Testament, as we have
already noted, in Matt. 10. 10, Luke 10. 7, and 1 Tim. 5. 18. Matthew and the
Didache use Tpogrs, while Luke and 1 Timothy use utofod:

27 For an analysis, see G. Schille, ‘Das Recht der Propheten und Apostel—gemeinderechtliche
Beobachtungen zu Didache Kapitel 11-13), in P. Witzel and G. Schille (eds.), Theologische
Versuche, 1 (Berlin: Evangelische Verlag-Anstalt, 1966), 84—103; M. del Verme, ‘The Didache
and Judaism: The dmapyy of Didache 13:3-7’, SP 26 (1993), 113-39, on p. 114.

28 E.g. Schille, ‘Das Recht’

29 See, e.g., the same fluctuation in Did. 6-7: Draper, ‘A Continuing Enigma’, 115-17. I agree
with del Verme, ‘Didache and Judaism), 114, that Schille’s argument is unconvincing.
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In the first place, when we examine these texts, it is striking that the Q texts
(Matt. and Luke) refer the logion to apostles and not to prophets. Matthew
has combined Mark’s account of the mission of the twelve apostles with Q’s
account of the mission of the seventy apostles, which is preserved separately
in Luke. While Paul does not cite this logion, he clearly knows it and its use in
the early Christian communities:3°

> > 3 /
Odk elul éXevfepos;
> 5 v > g .
oUk elul dméoTolos;
v Loty 7o ki ¢ a e .
ovx! Imoodv Tov kiprov Nudv édpaka;
0V 70 €pyov pov dueis éote év kuplw;
> v 3 > D 4
€ dAots ok elul dméoTolos
> / < ~ >
aAd ye Suiv elut.
< \ / ~ > ~ < ~ > 3 4
7 yap obpayls pov ThHs dmooTodns dueis éoTe év kuplw
< 3 \ > /’ ~ k) D /’ / 3 </
H éun) amodoyla Tois eue avaxplvovalv éoTw avTy.
\ > 4 k] /’ ~ \ -~
w1) odk éxouev ééovalav payeiv kal meiv; (1 Cor. 9. 1-4)

Clearly the work of an apostle is regarded by the addressees as binding the
communities which receive her or him to give provisions. The problem he
faces is not that the community does not recognize the rights of an apostle,
but that he himself is not accepted as an apostle because he does not carry
letters of authorization from Jerusalem.3! By refusing his right to support, he

30 For a good account and an analysis of the halakic basis of the saying, see Tomson, Paul and
the Jewish Law, 125-31.

31 Cf. Haraguchi, ‘Unterhaltsrecht], 183: ‘Die Korinther interpretieren seinen Verzicht auf
das Lebensunterhaltsrecht als Zeichen des Mangels an apostolischer Autoritit” However, the
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makes a virtue out of necessity and defuses the crisis. His apologia is another
indication that the right originally belonged to the apostle and not to the
prophet.

Luke presents the saying in the context of the requirement that the apostle
should stay in one house and not go from one house to another. Since no time
limit for the stay is given, this might lead to the kind of abuse which the
Didache sets out to avoid by limiting the stay to one or two days at most. In
any case, the logion is introduced to support the apostle’s right to be provi-
sioned during her or his stay in a town or village. In return, the household
receives the peace pronounced upon it by the apostle as its reward. The use of
the term piofds makes it clear that the proclamation of the gospel by the
apostle is regarded as labour earning a wage. The logion is obviously well
known, and probably proverbial, regardless of whether or not Jesus himself
used it, since it is introduced simply by ydp. However, as Haraguchi has
rightly pointed out, the practice already belongs to an ideal past for Luke,
as 22. 35-6 shows.32 Luke’s version makes it clear that what is to be expected is
‘eating and drinking, but the language of ‘wages’ might be open to misun-
derstanding if taken out of context. Tomson3? argues that ‘food’ is more
ancient, since it depends on extending the rights of the ox (Deut. 25. 4) to
eat while threshing, qal wa-homer, to humans, and the rights of labourers in
the fields to eat from the produce they are reaping (Deut. 23. 24 f.), qal wa-
homer, to spiritual labour. Haraguchi argues, to the contrary, that Luke’s form
is more ancient, since he brings the saying in its original Q setting, while
Matthew has mixed it in with Marcan material.3* However, the argument
from the ordering of the material, where Luke clearly preserves the more
original sequence, does not necessarily apply to the wording of the material, in
which Matthew often seems to preserve the more ancient form.

Matthew attaches the logion to Jesus’ prohibition to the apostles of taking
money, any begging bag for food, or clothing (spare tunic, sandals, or staff).
The logion provides the rationale for taking no provision for the journey:
food will be provided along the way by those who receive the proclamation.
The logic of the saying is that clothes, including tunic, sandals, and staff, will
also be provided if needed by those along the way. In addition, it is striking

sequence may have been the reverse of this. Haraguchi, pp. 183—4, points to the interesting
difference in content between Paul and the Q saying: viz., that Paul bases the right on preaching,
while Q bases the right on travelling. This significant shift reflects also a difference in their
respective understandings of apostleship.

32 Tbid. 190-1.

33 Tomson, Paul and the Jewish Law, 126-8.

34 Haraguchi, ‘Unterhaltsrecht’, 186, 189; though he does acknowledge that Paul’s usage is
derived from the earliest Palestinian missionary discourse (p. 179).
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that the passage is introduced by the saying found only in Matthew: dwpeav
é\dBere dwpeav 8éTe. This amounts to a prohibition on demanding money for
services rendered. In other words, the labourer is worthy of food (rpo¢}) and
provisions, but not of a wage (in money)! This caution fits with Matthew’s
warning concerning false prophets who come from outside the community
(7.19-23), which may show that his community, like that of the Didache, was
more used to prophets than to apostles, who had, perhaps, disappeared in
practice from the life of the church after the destruction of Jerusalem.3s

In 1 Timothy, it is the wpeofirepor who are the objects of the logion’s
provision. All elders are worthy of honour; those (patrons) who administer
the community well are worthy of double honour, but those who labour in
‘word’ and teaching should receive financial reward. I disagree with Dibelius3®
that the word 7w implies of itself financial remuneration for all elders in the
community, and would instead give it its literal meaning: honour accorded to
those who perform voluntary service for the community (Aecrovpyia; cf. Did.
15. 1-2).37 ‘Liturgy’, or public service, is an obligation for those who have the
means, and its due reward is the public honour so coveted in the ancient
world. Failure to perform patronage on the part of the wealthy results in
shame.38 It is only the performance of the teaching function that occasions the
mention of entitlement to material support.

When the use of the logion concerning épydrys in Q is compared with that
in the Didache, it is remarkable, first, that it is applied to prophets and
teachers.? This is particularly so, given that the text knows of apostles who
are passing through the community on their way to other destinations, or, as
I'would argue, sent with letters to this particular community. Q would suggest
that the logion applies originally to them, and not to the teachers and
prophets. This is my suggestion, based on my redaction-critical analysis. In
other words, what was originally the right of the apostles coming from
Jerusalem to the communities which recognize its authority has been trans-
ferred to the new class of travellers which emerged after the destruction of

35 Cf. ibid. 192-3.

36 M. Dibelius and H. Conzelmann, The Pastoral Epistles: A Commentary, Hermeneia (Phila-
delphia: Fortress, 1972), 78; so too Haraguchi, ‘Unterhaltsrecht’, 185, regards it as a clear
reference to money (eindeutig).

37 Cf. W. Michaelis, Pastoralbriefe und Gefanenschaftsbriefe: zur Echtheitsfrage der Pastoral-
briefe (Gutersloh: Bertelsmann, 1930; n.s. 1,6]) 1961), cited by Dibelius; cf. J. A. Kirk, ‘Did
“Officials” in the New Testament Church Receive a Salary?, ExpT 84 (1973), 105-8.

38 See B. Malina, ‘Patron and Client: The Analogy behind Synoptic Theology’, Forum, 4
(1988), 2-32; K. C. Hanson and D. E. Oakman, Palestine in the Time of Jesus: Social Structures
and Social Conflicts (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1998), 63-97.

39 Haraguchi, ‘Unterhaltsrecht’, 180, rightly observes that épydrar and dmdarodor are two
synonymous self-designations of Paul’s opponents in Corinth and Philippi, and one would
expect the same thing to be true in the Didache, which also knows travelling apostles.
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Jerusalem: the prophets and, alongside them, the teachers (as in 1 Timothy).40
Apostles as an institution seem to have retreated in the face of prophets in this
community. The latter have the right to preside at the Eucharist (10. 7) and to
preach and give instructions in the Spirit in the assembly (11. 7-12), and these
instructions in the final form of the text show that the community of the
Didache, like that of Matthew, is experiencing instances of abuse from
prophets, and not from apostles.

Secondly, it is noteworthy that, as so often, the Didache is closer to Matthew
than to Luke or 1 Timothy. Matthew, like the Didache, avoids the abuse of the
apostolic commission to get money as a wwofds, allowing only food and
necessities for the journey. Yet the use of 7po¢ in the Didache has a logic to
it which is not present in Matthew: namely, the way it couples the right to
food to the duty to give first-fruits.

Finally, the saying occurs in the Gospel of Thomas, which has a form of the
apostolic commission dominated by concern with the purity of the food that
is provided:

When you go into any country and walk from place to place, when the people receive
you, eat what they serve you and heal the sick among them. For what goes into your
mouth will not defile you; rather, it is what comes out of your mouth that will defile
you. (Saying 14b)

Here again, there is an underlying assumption of a right of angels / messen-
gers and prophets to provision rather than to a wage:

Jesus said, ‘“The angels (dyyelot) and the prophets (mpogrirar) will come to you and
give to you those things you (already) have. And you too, give them those things
which you have, and say to yourselves, ‘When will they come and take what is theirs’.
(Saying 88)

It seems to echo Matthew’s linking of the saying, You have freely received, so
freely give’, with the saying, ‘The worker is worthy of her or his food’

3.2 The First-fruits

The development and integration of the agricultural offerings, linked to the
priestly and temple offering system, is complex and contested terrain. What
originated as different systems for offering the first-fruits and tithes, presented
variously by Num. 18. 8-32; Exod. 22. 28-31; Deut. 18. 1-5, was synthesized
somewhat differently by different groupings in Israel into a whole system.

40 Cf. J. A. Draper, ‘Torah and Troublesome Apostles in the Didache Community’, in Draper
(ed.), Didache in Modern Research, 340—63.
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The various rabbinic tractates in the division Zeraim seek to clarify, differ-
entiate, and harmonize the different obligations incumbent on an Israelite
with respect to offerings, tithes, and taxes.4! However, it is not entirely clear
what the exact circumstances were prior to the destruction of the Temple in
70 ct. According to Freyne,*? the peasantry in the birthplace of the Christian
movement in Galilee remained loyal to the Temple festivals and paid first-
fruits, probably because of their perceived link to the fertility of the holy land,
but did not pay tithes or the half-shekel tax. Beyond this, Sanders is probably
right in saying that “‘We cannot, however, be sure who tithed what!"43 The tithe
may have been collected by Herod locally, since he would have been respon-
sible for the payment of the tribute from Galilee to Rome.

Fortunately, for our purposes, it seems fairly certain that the agricultural
laws of first-fruits of the land were not considered valid outside Palestine,
since they were understood as giving back to God a token of what belonged to
God: namely, the land of Israel.#4 The ruling is made with regard to bikkurim
by R. Jose the Galilean (T2): “They may not bring First-fruits from beyond
Jordan since that is not a land flowing with milk and honey’4> A Gentile who
owns land in Palestine may bring them, but not make the avowal in the
temple (unless his mother was a Jew), since he cannot make the declaration
from Deut. 26. 3, ‘Which the Lord swore unto our Fathers to give us’ (m. Bik.
1. 4). This rabbinic understanding that first-fruits are due only on the
produce of Eretz Israel is confirmed independently by Philo of Alexandria in
de Somniis 2. 75, where Lev. 23. 10 is restricted to the land of promise (7Anv 0d
mavt{ GANG 7)) Ao THs Yy vy S{Swut Duiv).

On the other hand, the variable distance from Jerusalem, even during the
time when the Temple still stood, made the offering of first-fruits a problem.
Some things just could not last the time it took to get there.#6 Hence, it was

41 See, e.g., G. Alon, The Jews in their Land in the Talmudic Age (70-640 CE) (ET Cambridge,
Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1989), 254—60; S. Safrai and M. Stern, The Jewish People in the
First Century: Historical Geography, Political History, Social, Cultural and Religious Life and
Institutions (Assen: Von Gorcum; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1976), 817-33; and the somewhat
polemical description of E. P. Sanders, Judaism: Practice and Belief 63 BCE-66 CE (London:
SCM Press; Philadelphia: Trinity Press International, 1992), 146-69.

42 S, Freyne, Galilee from Alexander the Great to Hadrian 323 BCE to 135 CE: A Study of
Second Temple Judaism (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1980), 259-304.

43 Sanders, Judaism, 149.

44 E, Schiirer, G. Vermes, FE. Millar, and M. Black, The History of the Jewish People in the Age of
Jesus Christ (175 B.C.—A.D. 135), ii (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1979), 269.

45 H. Danby, The Mishnah Translated from the Hebrew with Introduction and Brief Explana-
tory Notes (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1933), 95.

46 E.g. m. Ter. 2. 4, in Danby, Mishnah, 54: ‘Where there is a priest Heave-offering must be
given from the choicest kind; but where there is no priest [it should be given] from the kind that
best endures’. See Schiirer et al., History of the Jewish People, 2. 269; Sanders, Judaism, 147.
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normal to take the produce of the first-fruits, where appropriate, rather than
the fruits straight from the field. Chief among these were olive oil, wine, and
fleece (Num. 18. 12; Neh. 10. 35, 37; Deut. 18. 4).47 In other words, there was
in effect a double first-fruits offering: once direct from the field, which could
usually only be eaten by a local priest if available, and once from the produce
of the field, which could be taken to the Temple on pilgrimage if possible.
Another two aspects of the first-fruits already processed but owed to the priest
were the three pieces of an edible animal slaughtered for food, and the dough
or loaf of bread. These were not taken to Jerusalem, but offered to the local
priest if such a person existed. Then again, the second tithe seems early on to
have been redeemed by conversion into money for offering rather than
carried to Jerusalem and consumed there.#8 All of these offerings of first-
fruits in both kinds fell away as an obligation outside the land of Israel, but
one might ask whether they continued in the Diaspora as a free-will offering
for locally resident priests, Levites, and/or the poor (based on Deut. 14. 27-9;
26. 12-15).

The situation with regard to the tithe, or ma’aseroth, is not so clear. It was
designed, not for the specific benefit of the priest, but for the maintenance of
the whole Temple state. Its status after the destruction of the Temple was
disputed for that reason, although the rabbis attempted to maintain it.4° It is
not clear whether Jews outside Palestine felt themselves obligated to pay it or
not. They certainly paid the half-shekel Temple tax in the Diaspora.5° It is
likely that they felt themselves obligated to pay the offering for firstlings, at
least of their own children, since their own fruit was not limited to the Holy
Land. The Mishnabh, at least, recognizes this difference by placing the tractate
Bekhoroth in the division Kodashim, and not under Zeraim. We have little else
to go by, except for the precious piece of evidence offered by Philo concerning
the position in Rome, which he himself knew at first hand from his embassy
there. Writing of Augustus Caesar, he says:

He knew therefore that they have houses of prayer and meet together in them,
particularly on the sacred sabbaths when they receive as a body a training in their
ancestral philosophy. He knew too that they collect money for sacred purposes from
their first-fruits (dmo 7&v dmapydv) and send them to Jerusalem by persons who
would offer sacrifices. Yet nevertheless he neither ejected them from Rome nor
deprived them of their Roman citizenship because they were careful to preserve
their Jewish citizenship also, nor took any violent measures against the houses of

47 Cf. Sanders, Judaism, 152.

48 M. Mda’as Sh. 5. 7; t. Ma’as Sh. 3. 18; y. Ma’as 4. 54d and 3. 54b. See Alon, Jews in their
Land, 258.

49 Alon, Jews in their Land, 256-7.

50 The evidence is cited in Sanders, Judaism, 156.
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prayer, nor prevented them from meeting to receive instructions in the laws, nor
opposed their offerings of the first-fruits. (Philo, Leg. 1567, LCL)

Since Philo has already said that first-fruits are not payable outside Eretz
Israel, one can reasonably suppose that pious Diaspora Jews made a commu-
nal collection of the tithes and the price of the redemption of their first-born
in cash and sent it to Jerusalem, while the Temple still stood.

3.3 The Offering of the First-fruits in the Didache

On the basis of what we have observed, it is possible to understand the
instructions concerning the first-fruits in the Didache as carefully thought-
through halakah. This is an observant Jewish community(ies) in the Dias-
pora, which wishes to remain a part of the broader Jewish society in its
location.5! We have to move away from the anachronistic understanding of
Judaism in the first century as a religion. It is ‘embedded religion, but not
religion in our modern sense. It is a whole ethnic, cultural, economic, and
social grouping, which includes, of course, at its centre a religious world-view.
Buildings for communal gatherings, synagogues, were not only religious
buildings, but social centres and foci of Jewish identity. The Jewish way of
life, especially in the Diaspora, would have required special markets to make
possible the observation of Jewish dietary laws. Then there was the question of
making sure that children were able to marry within the community. Just as
there was diversity, disagreement, and competition in Palestine around how
one should live out one’s social and cultural identity as a member of God’s
covenant people, which would be related to one’s geographical location, class,
and ideological position, so there was in the Diaspora. However, the need to
maintain a Jewish identity under the pressure of living among Gentiles would
have resulted in compromises and a grudging acceptance of a common
identity in spite of these divisions. On this point I am entirely in agreement
with Sanders’s trenchant observation:

My basic assumption—here as throughout the book—is that other people besides the
rabbis wanted to obey the law and that they considered how best to do so. A priest
who lived in Upper Galilee would have seen the problem and offered some kind of
advice. What we should not assume is what most scholars do assume: people either
obeyed the rabbis (or Pharisees), or they were non-observant. We must always
remember the very large number of people who, when push came to shove, were
ready to die for the law, and who kept most of it in ordinary circumstances. . . . Just as

51 Hence I agree with del Verme, ‘Didache and Judaism’, esp. 113, that the Didache ‘reflects an
ongoing process of interaction with Judaism and Jewish institutions’.
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later they would fight and die for Jerusalem, the temple and the law, so during the
heyday of the temple they tried to fulfil their scriptural obligations. In the case of first
fruits, we cannot know just how they did so. We should assume, however, intention
and effort to observe the law.52

I would argue that the community of the Didache was no different in its desire
to fulfil the Law as best it could, despite its ambiguities when applied outside
Palestine. The repeated phrase xara 77y évroljv indicates, in my understand-
ing, a genuine belief that the community arrangements were a faithful and
appropriate interpretation of Jewish Torah, rather than a Christian instruc-
tion developed analogously, as suggested by del Verme.53 They were, in other
words, Christian halakah.>* The point has rightly been made by del Verme,>s
that the Greek word dwdpyn is ambiguous in first-century Hellenistic Jewish
usage, and covers both first-fruits of the harvest, or reshith, and also agricul-
tural offerings more generally, or terumoth. In what follows, I argue that the
Didache has in mind the technical usage of first-fruits of the harvest, both
primary and secondary (i.e., processed), per se.

For those who ‘bore the whole yoke of the Lord’ as observant Jews, an
essential part of maintaining their position in Jewish society would have been
sharing in the communal collection and dispatch of the half-shekel tax, the
tithes, and the firstlings (the five shekels to redeem the first-born son, or
bekhoroth) to Jerusalem before the fall of the Temple (opinion was divided on
the continuance of the practice after that event; see y. Sheq. 8. 51b: ‘In this age,
one does not dedicate, nor evaluate, nor make sacrosanct nor set aside
terumot and ma’aserot’>6). Even after 70 cg, however, Christian Jewish mem-
bers of the Didache community would have been obliged to fall in with the
decisions of the local community concerning the disposal of these things, if
they wished to stay a part of it. Gentiles who were initiated into the commu-
nity, on the other hand, were not obligated to pay any of these things. In fact,
they may even have been prohibited from doing so (in the case of firstlings, at
least), unless they became full converts and adopted the Torah. Even then,
opinion in the Jewish community as a whole was divided on whether or not
they qualified.

52 Sanders, Judaism, 153—4.

53 Del Verme, ‘Didache and Judaism’, 115.

54 Cf. Kraft, Barnabas and the Didache, 173; del Verme, ‘Didache and Judaism’, 116-18,
argues for the necessity of examining Jewish halakhah of the period for understanding the
background to the Didache, but does not seem to consider that the latter is itself halakhah, as
I would argue.

55 Del Verme, ‘Didache and Judaism’, 116—-18; cf. Milavec, Didache, 508-25.

56 Cited in Alon, Jews in their Land, 257.
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First-fruits (bikkurim), on the other hand, were a different matter. They
were to be paid only by Jews, not Gentiles, and on produce of Eretz Israel, but
not of land outside it. First-fruits from the Holy Land were due to the priests
in the Temple, but perishable goods were to be consumed by priests in the
local communities where these were far from the Temple. Christian Jewish
members of the Didache community would have required an assurance that
the food eaten or provided for communal meals was in some sense uncon-
taminated by idol offerings, and had in some sense been offered to God in
accordance with the Torah. The same concern is evidenced in the later
rabbinic tractate on proselytes, Gerim 1. 3. This instructs converts being
circumcized and baptized to give ‘gleanings, forgotten sheaves, the corners
of the fields and tithes’ Gentiles in the Didache community, on the other
hand, were not full converts to Judaism. Hence they could not, and should
not, pay tithes or firstlings, but they could, and should, offer first-fruits to
God. As Milavec>? rightly points out, first-fruits were an accepted and uni-
versal feature of pagan life, but the pagan practice of offering them to the gods
rendered them eidolothuton according to the Jewish understanding. As we
have already observed, the Didache demands that eidolothuton must be strictly
avoided, in order to allow Gentile converts and Christian Jews to live together.
Did. 13. 3-7 solves this legal question in halakic fashion.

Thus Gentile members of the community were to offer the first-fruits of
primary agricultural and secondary processed products to the Lord, including
hallah and hullin, the dough and parts of the slaughtered beast offered to the
priests. They could not send tithes and offerings to the Temple in Jerusalem
through the local Jewish community structures, as Christian Jews did. Their
offerings would be unlikely to have been accepted by the broader Jewish
community based around the synagogue, because of the danger of contam-
ination from idol offerings, particularly since the local Jewish communities
appear to have been dominated by the Pharisaic party in the areas where the
Didache communities were located, as Did. 8 shows.58

In terms of my broader redactional hypothesis, I believe that the original
practice of the Didache community, at its earliest redactional layer, was to
convert the first-fruits into money, where possible, to send to Jerusalem,
except for the perishable things, which would have been disposed of locally,
possibly to local priests (though they might have worried about its state of
purity) or more likely to the poor, in line with Jewish custom if there was a

57 Milavec, Didache, 504-5.
58 At least by the time of the final redaction of the text. See Draper, ‘Christian Self-Definition,
223—43.
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surplus or there were no priests.>® These offerings would have been dis-
patched to Jerusalem in the hands of the apostles—either delegates from
Jerusalem visiting or passing through, or the community’s own nominated
apostles sent to Jerusalem for the purpose (who would themselves have the
right to hospitality in Christian communities along the way by virtue of letters
they carried). In the logic of this Christian Jewish community, the ‘pillars’ in
Jerusalem (Paul’s term in his polemic in Gal. 2. 9) had taken the place of the
high priests, at least with respect to the first-fruits, and were deemed the
proper objects of their support. While Gentile members of the Didache
community contributed first-fruits to the apostles, Christian Jews continued
to contribute along with the rest of the local Jewish community their obliga-
tory taxes, tithes, and redemption of firstlings, which are excluded from the
list in the Didache for this reason. I believe that this Gentile offering of first-
fruits was what lay behind the saga of Paul’s collection for Jerusalem, which he
had agreed to (Gal. 2. 10). But his insistence that the Gentile converts did not
have to keep even minimal purity with regard to eidolothuton would lie
behind his (fully justified) anxiety as to whether the offering would be
accepted by the ‘pillars’ in Jerusalem (Rom. 15. 30-3).

After the fall of Jerusalem in 70 ck, and the departure of the Christian
leadership from the city—whenever that might have been and whether or not
the leaders went to Pella in 68 ce—there were no more apostles coming from
Jerusalem and no further possibility of sending the monetary value of the
first-fruits there either. The place of Jerusalem and its apostles was taken by a
newly emerging class of Christian prophets. I have argued®® that this phe-
nomenon was probably partly a feature of the dislocation experienced in
Palestine during the Jewish War of 68-70, in which Christian Jewish refugees
would have sought shelter in communities in Syria and elsewhere, taking their
traditions of Jesus with them. Not unnaturally, many of them would have
wished to settle in the communities they visited, particularly in light of
probable loss of land and income in Judaea and Galilee. For most that
would have meant finding employment, ‘Let them work and let them eat’;
but for those with deep knowledge of the Jesus tradition and for those who
were prophets, the rule was that they earned their keep by their work of
prophecy and teaching. The first-fruits, which had previously been taken by
the apostles to Jerusalem for the support of the ‘poor saints’ (i.e., the

59 At least, that was the custom in Jerusalem with the surplus, as indicated in m. Maaser Sheni
3. 5. See Safrai and Stern, Jewish People in the First Century, 823; Sanders, Judaism, 157.

60 J. A. Draper, ‘Social Ambiguity and the Production of Text: Prophets, Teachers, Bishops,
and Deacons and the Development of the Jesus Tradition in the Community of the Didache, in
C. N. Jefford (ed.), The Didache in Context: Essays on its Text, History, and Transmission,
NovTSup 77 (Leiden: Brill, 1995), 284-312.
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Christian equivalent of the righteous poor, the scholars of Torah, among the
Pharisees), were now diverted to the prophets and teachers settling (as
refugees and migrants) among the communities of the Didache.

Even in non-Christian Jewish communities, the problem of what to do with
tithes, taxes, and first-fruits was forced on them by the destruction of the
Temple. Whereas the custom had been for first-fruits in the Holy Land, which
could not be sent to Jerusalem, to be consumed locally by the priesthood, this
seems gradually to have been replaced by payment to the synagogue and the
rabbis. The local community was now seen to have an obligation to support
their full-time teachers, and the formulation of this obligation often sounds
remarkably like the saying ‘The labourer is worthy of his hire’. So in the saying
from Tanhuma 119a, ‘He who busies himself with Torah gets his sustenance
from it.6! There is an even more interesting saying attributed to R. Abin (A4)
in Leviticus Rabbah 34. 13, where support for the rabbis, as righteous poor, is
connected with the offering of first-fruits. Among various explanations of Isa.
58. 7 (“Thou shalt bring the poor merudim to thy house’), there is a discussion
of the role of the righteous poor, which concludes:

Whoso entertains a scholar in his house is regarded by Scripture as though he had
offered first-fruits, for it says here, ‘Thou shalt bring’ and it says elsewhere, ‘The
choicest first-fruits thou shalt bring into the house of the Lord thy God (Ex. XXIII,
19); as in the latter context it applies to firstfruits so here also it applies to first-fruits.62

This late saying indicates a continuing tradition which probably goes back to
an earlier time. Although in its present formulation, Did. 13. 4 represents the
latest stage in the redaction of the text, it is likely that the obligation to the poor
and the presentation of the perishable first-fruits were part of the tradition
from the beginning. This would be the way in which the community satisfied
its obligations in terms of Did. 1. 5-6. The temptation to take from the
community’s store of first-fruits, even when one was not really in dire need,
would have occasioned the kind of instructions and warnings given there. The
community needs to test the poor also, to make sure that they too are aAy6wds!

On the basis of this analysis, one can see the logic of the halakah in Did. 13.
3—6. The community sets aside only the first-fruits which are not part of the
general collection of the whole Jewish community, because they are not
applicable to produce outside Erefz Israel. While the Christian Jewish mem-
bers were not obligated to pay them and were already paying tithes and taxes,
they could perhaps offer them as a free-will offering beyond what was
required by the Law. Of these, the interest is not in the token first head of
corn or first ripe olive, but in the processed produce that could serve the needs
of the community for the support of those who taught in the community, the

61 Quoted in Strack-Billerbeck i 569. 62 Soncino Edition, 439.
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prophets and teachers and the poor. It would be only among Gentile Christian
communities, and, later perhaps, Christian Jews after they had been expelled
from the synagogue, that the offering of the tithe proper, or ma’aseroth, could
be used in this way. The expression dmapxnv yevwnudrwy Anrod kai dAwvos is
clearly meant to be exemplary, rather than exclusive: the word Anvds, for
example, refers in my opinion to what is produced by the press and so is
gathered in the vat. It could refer to oil, as well as to wine, for which it is more
normally used. Likewise, the word dAwv could refer to any grain threshed on
the threshing floor, barley as well as wheat. So too Bodv Te kal mpofdrwv refers
to the first-fruits of all ‘clean’ animals, without raising the question of the
first-fruits of unclean animals. It also leaves open the question of whether it
refers to the redemption of the animals by a cash payment, or to provision of
the priests’ portion of sacrificed animal (‘shoulder and two cheeks and maw,
Deut. 18. 3—4). Perhaps both options are deliberately left open. The offering of
bread or dough, or hallah, is a well-known and much-discussed right of the
priest in rabbinic writings, and the extension of this right of ‘second first fruits’
to wine and oil is not without parallels. Certainly the offering of fleece is
attested, and may underlie the gift of {nariouds to the prophets as high priests.
The inclusion of money and every possession (ravros krjuaros) is surprising,
especially in view of the reservations concerning apostles and prophets and
money in Did. 11. It is not based on any specific Old Testament law, but on a
general extension of the rule to give first-fruits to everything. However, the
provision that all is subject to the conscience of the individual (s dv cor §6&y)
is important, and is in line with the practice throughout the Didache, especially
in chapters 6-7. Presumably the elders and deacons, who were appointed by
the community itself (15. 1-2) and served in the fashion of the ancient world
for 71 and not for financial gain (which is why they must be dgiAdpyvpor,
15. 2),83 would have control of the allocation of the first-fruits, rather than the
prophets and teachers themselves (11. 6, 12). They were given first to the
‘religious poor’ (i.e., those engaged full time in prophecy and teaching) and
then, finances permitting, to the ‘secular poor’, the needy in general.

4. CONCLUSION

We have seen that the passage concerning first-fruits in Did. 13 has a coher-
ence and a logic, which fits well with the text as a whole. The passage found
not only here but also in Q and 1 Timothy, déios 6 épydrns Tob uiahod /s

63 Draper, ‘Social Ambiguity’.
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Tpogis adTod is probably a free-floating proverb or midrash, which was
known not only in the Christian communities but also more generally in
early Judaism as well. The Didache is closest in its use of the saying,
however, to Matthew, not just in the wording, but also in the concerns and
the framework it provides. Matthew is concerned to avoid the idea of the
apostle as working for a monetary wage: ‘freely receive, freely give’, while at the
same time according the apostle the right of support on his or her travel.
The Didache seems originally to have been concerned also with the right of
apostles and the poor to support, both those travelling and also the apostles
of the Lord in Jerusalem (both the ‘poor saints’ and the local poor). However,
by the time of the final redaction, the right of support is given to prophets,
teachers, and the poor. The support is given in terms of the first-fruits, which is
primarily a matter of perishable food (7pogi), but which extends also to
secondary production. While money and other durable goods (such as fleece
or clothes) are likely to have been destined for Jerusalem, they remain on the
list of first-fruits and are, potentially, in conflict with the prohibition on the
apostles (11. 6) or prophets (11. 12) asking for money: s & dv eimy év
mvedpare : 86s pwot dpydpia 7 €tepd Twa odk drkovoecle adTod. However, it
leaves room for the ‘redemption’ of materials which might be deemed liable to
first-fruits, but which, for one reason or another, might not easily be given in
kind.

In my opinion, the kind of situation underlying the instructions in the
Didache on the first-fruits is presupposed by the Q tradition. It could not have
been constructed from either Matthew or Luke’s version as a source, but
rather forms essential background material, together with the information
from Paul in this case, for an understanding of that tradition. The Didache
presents us with the kind of community practice in which a Q saying
originated, prior to its incorporation into the gospel tradition, here as in
many other instances. It is a form of Christian Jewish halakah designed to
enable Jewish believers to admit, coexist, and share table-fellowship with
Gentile believers, in one and the same community of faith, without severing
their connection with the wider Jewish ethnos.
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Social Locators as a Bridge between the
Didache and Matthew

Clayton N. Jefford

Numerous studies have appeared since the rediscovery of the Didache which
have sought to explain the historical or literary relationships between that text
and the Gospel of Matthew. Such efforts have provided various solutions that,
under the assumption that there was indeed some relationship between the
two writings, may be classified into three broad possibilities.!

The first solution, and among the earliest suggestions toward a solution to
the problem, is that the author of the Didache (i.e., the Didachist) both knew
and used some form of the Gospel of Matthew. This approach typically dates
the text no earlier than the second century, and assumes that parallels between
the two writings are evidence that the Didachist has quoted from Matthean
materials. A distinct advantage to this position is that the author of Matthew
and the Didachist need not have worked within a single setting.2

A second, more recent view offers that the author of Matthew both knew
and used materials that came to form the Didache and perhaps, as has been
recently suggested, may have actually borrowed passages from the written
version of the text itself.> This tack must necessarily date the Didache quite
early in the evolution of early Christian literature, and even if one is unwilling
to attribute some formalized version of the text to a 50-70 ct date, recognizes
that the traditions of the text were quite ancient in their origins and in their

1 For a broader survey of positions on the literary (in)dependence of the Didache, see J. D.
Crossan, The Birth of Christianity (New York: HarperSanFrancisco, 1998), 363—406, and J. A.
Draper, ‘The Didache in Modern Research: An Overview’, in J. A. Draper (ed.), The Didache in
Modern Research, AGAJU 37 (Leiden: Brill, 1996), 16-24.

2 This view has dominated the history of Didache research from the early writings of F. W.
Farrar, ‘The Bearing of the “Teaching” on the Canon’, Expositor, 8 (1884), 81-91, to the more
recent scholarship of C. M. Tuckett, ‘Synoptic Tradition in the Didache, in J.-M. Sevrin (ed.),
The New Testament in Early Christianity, BETL 86 (Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1989),
197-230.

3 Thus the recent volume of A. J. P. Garrow, The Gospel of Matthew’s Dependence on the
Didache, JSNTSup 254 (London: T. & T. Clark International, 2004).
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usage within the nascent church. An advantage of this perspective is that the
late first-century author of Matthew must have come into contact with the
Didache or its materials relatively quickly within the development of the New
Testament, though most other canonical authors did not.*

A third position holds that the two texts arose more or less simultaneously,
with the respective authors maintaining an awareness of materials and tradi-
tions that were incorporated into their counterpart’s work. Adherents of this
view are perhaps fewer than those of either of the other positions for various
reasons, not the least of which is the difficulty that arises in efforts to offer
conclusive proof for the likelihood of this solution. An advantage to this
argument is that it sees the Didache and its materials as quite old; a disadvan-
tage is that it strains to explain the specifics of the relationship between the
author of Matthew and the Didachist, who presumably worked within a single
community setting.

With the present essay I offer an additional argument in support of this third
position that is directed toward the view that Matthew and the Didache
contain common situational elements. Reflected in each work are historical
moments and social indicators that characterize their evolution and vaguely
define familiar community issues. Indeed, if some relationship between the
two writings is to be seen as viable, then at least some such overlap should be
expected.>

THE POSITION OF STEPHENSON H. BROOKS ON MATTHEW

In the 1987 publication of his dissertation,5 Stephenson Brooks offers a
relatively clear and concise summation of previous historical-critical exam-
inations of Matthew that have taken two specific elements into consideration:
the special nature of unique Matthean materials—that is, the so-called

4 For a historical reconstruction that may also support this position, see M. Slee, The Church
in Antioch in the First Century CE, JSNTSup 244 (London: T. & T. Clark International, 2003),
54-76, 118-25.

5 This essay is my third approach to this topic in recent years, with previous efforts appearing in
my ‘Reflections on the Role of Jewish Christianity in Second-Century Antioch’, in S. C. Mimouni
and E. S. Jones (eds.), Actes du colloque international: Le judéo-christianisme dans tous ses états
(Paris: Editions du Cerf, 2001), 147-67, and ‘The Milieu of Matthew, the Didache, and Ignatius of
Antioch: Agreements and Differences’, in H. van de Sandt (ed.), Matthew and the Didache: Two
Documents from the Same Jewish-Christian Milieu? (Assen: Van Gorcum, 2005), 35-47.

6 S. H. Brooks, Matthew’s Community: The Evidence of his Special Sayings Material, JSNTSup
16 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1987). I have previously offered a brief summary of the
Brooks hypothesis in my own published dissertation; see C. N. Jefford, The Sayings of Jesus in the
Teaching of the Twelve Apostles, VCSup 11 (Leiden: Brill, 1989), 130-2.
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M source—and the distinct likelihood that the Gospel of Matthew is the
product of an evolutionary development through separate literary stages.
Building on the work of B. H. Streeter, T. W. Manson, and G. D. Kilpatrick,
Brooks seeks to identify through systematic analysis those materials within
Matthew that can be identified as unique to the author of the gospel. He then
employs these materials to reconstruct the historical steps of the evolving
Matthean community.

In the summary of his research, Brooks settles upon three primary stages of
development underlying the text of Matthew.” The first stage represents a
community of Jewish Christians prior to 70 ce who were faithful to the
synagogue but a challenge to its leadership. These messianic Jews anticipated
the return of the Son of Man and focused their beliefs upon Palestine and the
sayings of Jesus. The second stage is characterized by a time when this group
found itself in conflict with the synagogue, having become somewhat well
developed with respect to Christology and firm in its recognition of the
authority of Jesus as the legitimate, eschatological lawgiver of God. The
final stage represents the time of the evangelist himself, who, fixed firmly
within the history of the broader community, incorporated the Gospel of
Mark and the Q source into the broader M tradition in order to produce the
gospel that we have today.

Brooks is convinced that the author of Matthew knew the M source
materials in their oral form only, and that the construction of the gospel
text ultimately broke the cycle of their oral transmission. With this acknow-
ledgement in mind, he appeals to the observation of Werner Kelber that ‘oral
transmission is controlled by the law of social identification rather than by the
technique of verbatim memorization’8 by which he seeks to group the various
sayings of the M materials into five separate traditions, the first three of which
contain certain social locators of the developing community. The resulting
traditions are identified as follows:

. Matt. 5. 19, 21-2, 27-8, 33-5, 37; 12. 36-7; 18. 18; 19. 12 (?); 23. 8-10
. Matt. 6. 1-6, 16-18; 23. 2-3, 5

. Matt. 5. 23—4 (?); 23. 15, 16-22, 24, 33

. Matt. 10. 5b-6, 23b

. Matt. 6. 7-8; 7. 6°

Ul W N =

Brooks assigns each grouping to a specific stage in the community’s evolu-
tion. The collections of sayings in groups 2 and 4 are ‘sayings representative of

7 Brooks, Matthew’s Community, 119-23.

8 W. H. Kelber, The Oral and the Written Gospel (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1983), 24 (emphasis
original).

9 Brooks, Matthew’s Community, 109-10.
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a tradition coming from a Christian Jewish group’; groups 3 and 5 are ‘sayings
from an interim period’; and group 1 is ‘sayings representative of a tradition
coming from a Jewish Christian community’.!® Through his analysis of ‘social
indicators’ for each grouping, he thus concludes that the Matthean commu-
nity was composed of several parties of divergent Christians, who maintained
oral traditions that were preserved and reinterpreted—a process that was
interrupted to some extent by the composition of the Gospel of Matthew. It
is the ‘historicizing’ element of the gospel that ultimately served to bind these
various oral traditions together into a literary unity.

Based upon his analysis of Matt. 10 and 23, Brooks describes the specific
view of Christian history that was shared by the Matthean redactor and the
community from which the M tradition was derived.!! One finds in these
chapters the gradual removal of the authority of the Jewish leaders from their
influence upon the faith community of the evolving messianic consciousness
of the Matthean community. These leaders were judged for their false inter-
pretations of the Jewish tradition, for their behaviour with respect to that
tradition, and for their persecution of the ‘Christian prophets’ who had
criticized their shortcomings. According to Brooks, one finds within these
materials ‘four distinct historical stages in the relationship between the
contemporary readers of specific sayings and the Jewish community’:

(1) the reader’s religious life is circumscribed by the authority of the Jewish synagogue
leaders; (2) in antithesis to this circumscribed position, the reader is subject only to
the authority of Jesus as teacher and Christ, and God as Father; (3) the reader is given
an explanation of the new position firstly with reference to the invalid interpretation
and religious behavior of the synagogue rulers, and secondly with reference to their
overt persecution of members of the community of Jesus; (4) finally, the reader’s ties
with Judaism/Israel are severed.12

In the final analysis of this development, the separation between the Jews and
the Matthean community occurred because the Christians were rejected by
the synagogue leaders.

STAGES IN THE HISTORY OF THE DIDACHE

In a little over a century of research upon the text of the Didache, a variety
of opinions have been raised with respect to the formation and editing of
the text. These views vary widely, and reflect a growing understanding of the

10 Brooks, Matthew’s Community, 120-3, 188-91.
11 Tbid. 115-19. 12 Tbid. 117.
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nature of the work and its function within the apostolic and post-apostolic
church. In certain respects, particularly with reference to the suggestions and
influence of Jean-Paul Audet,!? the second half of the twentieth century
witnessed the rise of a belief that the Didache itself represents the product
of various stages of compilation. The secondary literature of the period
reflects the academic efforts that have been undertaken to identify these stages
and the sources of their formative materials. And while there has certainly
been some disagreement in this process, one might safely offer a general
understanding of the divisions of the text according to such a process.!*

In general, those students of the text who have argued for literary divisions
have accepted that the so-called evangelical materials of 1. 3b-2. 1 are not
original to the text. Numerous arguments have been set forth that the unique
quality of these sayings within the materials of the Didache, together with
their more obvious dependence upon sayings that are known in similar form
from Matthew and Luke, suggest their presence within the text as an add-
ition.1>

Similar arguments have been offered with respect to the concluding col-
lection of apocalyptic materials in the final chapter of the Didache, though the
situation is somewhat more complicated there. On the one hand, the sayings
of chapter 16 seem to reflect some awareness of the synoptic tradition, as with
1. 3b-2. 1 above. Yet, as Paul Drews suggested a century ago,'¢ there may be
some reason to speculate that these apocalyptic materials originally formed
the conclusion of an even longer series of collected sayings, a collection that
can now be identified within the rough parameters of Did. 1-5 (6). Indeed,
the original framework of the traditions that composed the sayings trajectory
underlying the Didache could easily have included chapters 1-6 and 16
together without any essential change in the nature of the materials that
appear there.

13 J.-P. Audet, La Didache: Instructions des Apotres, EBib (Paris: Gabalda, 1958).

14 T hasten to add here that a focus upon the literary construction of the text according to
historical stages has not been unanimously supported. Indeed, the work of Kurt Niederwimmer
suggests instead that the Didache is the product of separate source traditions, though not the
evolution of historical editing; see, e.g., his Die Didache, 2nd edn. (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1993; ET Minneapolis: Fortress, 1998), and his subsequent article, ‘Der Didachist und
seine Quellen’, in C. N. Jefford (ed.), The Didache in Context, NovTSup 77 (Leiden: Brill, 1995),
15-36. One must also take into account the question of the oral nature of the text, arguments for
which have been undertaken in recent years through the work of I. H. Henderson; see, e.g., his
‘Didache and Orality in Synoptic Comparison), JBL 111 (1992), 283-306, and ‘Style-Switching in
the Didache: Fingerprint or Argument?), in Jefford (ed.), Didache in Context, 177-209.

15 The best-known argument based upon this view was offered by B. Layton, ‘The Sources,
Date, and Transmission of Didache 1.3b-2.1°, HTR 61 (1968), 343-83.

16 P. Drews, ‘Untersuchungen zur Didache, ZNW 5 (1904), 53-79. See also the later discus-
sion of E. Bammel, ‘Schema und Vorlage von Didache 16’, in E. L. Cross (ed.), StPatr 4, TU 79
(Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1961), 253—62.
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This brings us, then, to the question of the sayings that lie within Did. 1-5.
These materials are clearly different from what appears in chapters 7-15,
which have been identified as either liturgical or ecclesiastical in form.
Parallels to the sayings of chapters 1-5 are found in Barn. 18-20 and in the
Latin Doctrina Apostolorum, which may suggest that these materials evolved
from a teaching tradition that circulated separately from the remaining
chapters at some early stage in the development of the Didache.l” Various
arguments have been offered during the last century to explain how these
texts have intertwined in the literary history of the tradition, but most
scholars now agree that they represent a diverse source (either oral, written,
or mixed) that was used by multiple church communities in one context or
another.

Apart from this collection of teachings in chapters 1-5, the liturgical and
ecclesiastical traditions of chapters 7—15 seem to form a separate unit, at least
by genre. Contained within these chapters is a collection of diverse traditions
associated with various liturgical matters: namely, baptism, prayer, ritual food
events, and public worship. Also found here are ecclesiastical instructions that
offer directions on how to receive travelling apostles, how to evaluate the
quality of a teacher’s spirit, how to appoint worthy community leaders, and
how to engage prophets of the Lord.

Between the materials of chapters 1-5 and 7-15 falls a brief segment that
serves to conclude the opening materials and provide a bridge to the latter
section. This is a particularly interesting chapter, which clearly reflects the
issues addressed in the famous ‘apostolic decree’ from the Jerusalem council
that is portrayed in Acts 15. The primary concern here is the question of foods
that are acceptable for responsible Christians to eat. And the answer is the
same as in Acts: that the true believer should refrain from eating food that has
been offered to false gods as actions of piety.!8

In summary, then, we might say that students of the Didache have often
identified a variety of possible layers behind the text that may suggest differing
historical milieus or developments within a single community. These include
the materials of 1. 1-3a with 2. 2-5. 1 (and perhaps some or all of 6. 1-3), the
passages in 6. 1-3, 7. 1-15. 4, 16. 1-8 (perhaps combined with 1. 1-5. 1), and
the addition of 1. 3b-2. 1. While scholars have often agreed upon some of

17 Certainly this is suggested by their usage in the later Rule of Benedict and book 7 of the
Apostolic Constitutions.

18 See D. Flusser, ‘Paul’s Jewish-Christian Opponents in the Didache, in S. Shaked,
D. Shulman, and G. G. Stroumsa (eds.), Gilgul: Essays on Transformation, Revolution and
Permanence in the History of Religions, Dedicated to R. ]. Zwi Werblowsky, Studies in the History
of Religions, supplements to Numen, 50 (Leiden: Brill, 1987), 71-90; J. A. Draper, ‘Torah and
Troublesome Apostles in the Didache Community, NovT 33 (1991), 347-72; Slee, Church in
Antioch, 83-90.
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these divisions, more often there is considerable debate about the limits that
should be assigned to individual sections and whether the identification of
divisions suggests literary evolution.

DEVELOPING THE BROOKS HYPOTHESIS BESIDE THE VIEW
OF AN EVOLVING DIDACHE

It must be observed from the outset that the historical strata that Brooks
reconstructs for the community of Matthew based on the M source find little
parallel with corresponding materials in the Didache. Indeed, his M materials
from groups 2 and 4 (‘sayings representative of a tradition coming from a
Christian Jewish group’) find a parallel only in Did. 8. 2a (Matt. 6. 1-6) and 15.
4 (Matt. 6. 16-18). His M materials from groups 3 and 5 (‘sayings from an
interim period’) find a parallel only in Did. 2. 2-3 (Matt. 5. 23—4), 9. 5 (Matt.
7. 6), and perhaps 15. 4 again (Matt. 6. 7-8). His M materials from group 1
(‘sayings representative of a tradition coming from a Jewish Christian com-
munity’) find a parallel only in Did. 2. 2-3 (Matt. 5. 27-8). Furthermore, the
few materials that may be included here are primarily traditional in scope and
include passing references to the Decalogue, the nature of prayer, and the need
to keep holy items from dogs. As a surface comparison of sources, this is hardly
impressive.

A more pronounced development of the Brooks hypothesis leads us in a
somewhat more positive direction, however. In a paper delivered at Tilburg
University in 2003, Wim Weren combined the efforts of Brooks with the work
of Antony Saldarini and David Sim to advance a similar reconstruction of
the Matthean situation.!® Like Brooks, Weren distinguished three stages in the
evolution of the Matthean community, but with more of a focus upon the
details of the tradition. Weren’s first stage includes sayings of Jesus that
circulated prior to the year 70, that were profoundly Jewish in character,
and that find no parallel in either Mark or Q. His second stage is best
represented by the editorial work of the Matthean redactor who, working in
the 80s, incorporated the influence of Mark and Q upon the unique tradition
of the Matthean community’s materials. Finally, his third stage reveals the last
redactional level of Matthew at the end of the 80s, a time when the commu-
nity had separated from its original Jewish context to form a separate, unique

19 This paper has now been published: W. Weren, ‘The History and Social Setting of the
Matthean Community, in H. van de Sandt (ed.), The Didache and Matthew: Two Documents
from the Same Jewish Christian Milieu? (Assen: Van Gorcum, 2005), 31-62.



252 Clayton N. Jefford

identity. A consideration of Weren’s extension of the Brooks hypothesis
reveals a ready foundation for similar materials in the Didache. And it is
here that we encounter materials that, while not included by Brooks as strata
of the M source, are clearly unique to Matthew’s cache of resources.20

The Matthean materials that find close parallels in the Didache may be
grouped into a variety of forms. In the first instance there are materials that
could easily have circulated freely in the early Christian tradition as isolated
sayings.2! While they have been attributed to the historical Jesus in most cases,
they could have been associated with any Jewish sage or prophet. For the
purposes of reconstruction, we should focus upon those materials that find
obvious parallels only in Matthew among the New Testament gospels. Most
noticeable here are sayings such as ‘be meek, for the meek shall inherit the
earth’ (3. 7), and ‘do not give anything holy to dogs’ (9. 5). Of second
consideration are liturgical elements that find specific parallels in Matthew.
These include materials such as the instruction to ‘baptize in the name of the
Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit’ (7. 1, 3) and the so-called Lord’s
Prayer in its Matthean form (8. 2). Finally, there are general instructions in the
Didache whose application finds parallels in Matthew. Specifically, here we
discover instructions about community correction in 15. 3 that are clearly
reflected in Matt. 18. 15-35. There is also a general call to conduct prayers and
give alms in 15. 4 that may be joined with a critique of the fasting of the
hypocrites in 8. 1, texts that are likewise clearly reflected in content, if not in
context, in Matt. 6. 1-18.

What is particularly distressing about this consideration of the Brooks
hypothesis is the suggestion that there are in reality only a limited number
of true, specific parallels between actual sayings that appear both in Matthew
and in the Didache. Yet, as any good student of early Christian literature
knows, there is more to textual comparison than simple quotations that exist
in common between documents. Indeed, it is within the background of the
remaining material that the glue between the Didache and Matthew becomes
most readily apparent.22

20 Though further developed in later studies, a clear list of parallels in addition to those
suggested by Brooks may be found in J. M. Court, ‘The Didache and St. Matthew’s Gospel’, SJT
34 (1981), 109-20. Also now, see Garrow, Matthew’s Dependence, 243.

21 So the premiss of H. Koster, Synoptische Uberlieferung bei den Apostolischen Viitern, TU 65
(Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1957), 159-241.

22 Tt is specifically in this respect that the present essay seeks to address the weaknesses of the
basic text-critical approach to the relationship of the New Testament and the Apostolic Fathers
that the current volume seeks to celebrate: i.e., A Committee of the Oxford Society of Historical
Theology, The New Testament in the Apostolic Fathers (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1905).
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The clearest indication of additional texts that must be considered occurs
with respect to the question of sayings. Thus, to the specific parallels that have
been cited above, we must certainly add the opening lines of the Didache:
namely, ‘there are two ways, one of life and one of death’ (1. 1), ‘love the God
who made you’ (1. 2a), love your neighbor as yourself” (1. 2b), and ‘whatever
you would not have done to you, do not do to another’ (1. 2¢). These sayings
are widespread throughout the common traditions of Judaism, with prom-
inent parallels to be found in Deut. 30. 19; 6. 5, Lev. 19. 18; and Tobit 4. 15,
respectively. There are, of course, parallels to these sayings in Matthew,
specifically at 7. 13-14, 22. 37 and 39, and 7. 12. But attempts to assign a
connection between the Didache and Matthew here tend to fall prey to two
objections: first, that the first and last materials are from the Q source (see
Luke 13. 23—4 and 6. 31); second, that the middle materials are from the
Marcan source (see Mark 12. 29, 31; Luke 10. 27). For those who desire to
maintain a strict dependence upon literary traditions, this does indeed seem
to present a major problem. But here we should recall that sayings circulated
in antiquity in numerous forms and were collected in different locales in
various contexts. Indeed, I have attempted to demonstrate elsewhere that the
so-called ‘two ways’ saying of Did. 1. 1 is actually found only in Matthew
within the New Testament literature, since the Lucan parallel is not concerned
with the same concept: that is, two distinct choices in life. So too, and in the
same place, I have argued that the author of Matthew was aware of the sayings
of love of God and neighbour from a source other than that which is
represented in Mark. Furthermore, the Matthean conclusion to each saying
(‘for this is the law and the prophets’) suggests that the author of the
gospel text may have recognized that these three sayings together represented
the complete teaching of a specific tradition, at least for the Matthean
community.?3

From the beginning of the Didache we may easily move to the conclusion of
the work. Further sayings are evident in the final chapter of the writing,
materials that find a clear parallel in the apocalyptic section of Matthew. It
is certainly true that the author of Matthew appears to be heavily dependent
upon the Gospel of Mark for his basic framework, and this would seem to
hold true as well of Matthew’s dependence upon Mark 13 for the structure of
materials in Matthew 23-5. But, a