252

SUPERNATURAL RELIGION

i S

e <51 S -yt R —

Justin, DIAL. 100.

Father, and no one
knoweth (ywdexe) the
Father but the Son, nor
the Son but the Father

and

those to whomsoever
the Son shall reveal
him.

Kai év 7@ evayyekiy

0é vyéypamrrar elmrwy’

[ldvra mot wapadédoTar
imwd Tov warpds xal ovdeis
yirwokeL TOv wareépa €l
uh o vibs obdé Tov vidw
el un o wamnp kal ols &»
0 vids amoxa\iyy.

MATT. XI. 27.

Father, and no one
knoweth  (emiywwoker)
the Son but the Father,
nor knoweth (éreywd-
oxer) anyone the Father

but the Son, and he
to whomsoever the Son

iIs minded to reveal
him.

[lavra pot mapeddlin
o Tou warpos,” kal ovdeils
émiywwoket Tov viowv el
uy o mwarfhp, ovdé Tow
rarépa TIS EWMUYLPWOKEL
el un o0 vies xal @ €av
BoiAnrar o vids dmwoka-

AUat.

I.UKE X. 22.
Father, and no one
knoweth (yirwoked)

who the Son 1s but the
Father, and who the
Father is but the Son,

and he to whomsoever
the Son is minded to
reveal hin.

ITdvra ot wapeddldn
Umwd Tou mwarpds mov, Kal
oudels ywvwoker Tls €oTw
ovios el um o marip,
kal tis €éoTw o marip,
el un o vulds kal @ €av
BovAnrat o vids amoka-
Avyad,

It 1s apparent that Justin’s quotation differs very materially

from our Gospels in language, in construction, and in meaning.
These vanations, however, acquire very remarkable confirmation
and significance from the fact that Justin in two other places?
quotes the latter and larger part of the passage from ovdeis in
precisely the same way, with the sole exception that, in both of
these quotations, he used the aorist €éyve instead of ywdoker
This threefold repetition in the same peculiar form clearly stamps
the passage as being a literal quotation from his Gospel, and
the one exception to the verbal agreement of the three passages,
in the substitution of the present for the aorist in the Dialogue,
does not remove or lessen the fundamental variation of the
passage from our Gospel. As the éyvw is twice repeated, it
was probably the reading of his text. Now it is well known
that the peculiar form of the quotation in Justin occurred in
what came to be considered heretical Gospels, and constituted
the basis of important Gnostic doctrines.?3 Dr. Westcott speaks
of the use of this passage by the Fathers in agreement with
Justin in a manner which, unintentionally we have no doubt,
absolutely misrepresents important facts. He says: ‘“ The trans-
position of the words still remains ; and how little weight can be
attached to that will appear upon an examination of the various
forms in which the text is quoted by Fathers like Origen, Irenzus,
and Epiphanius, who admitted our Gospels exclusively. It occurs

! See last note. * Apol., i. 63.

3 Dr. Westcott merel % it 2 . :
Canon, p. 115, nﬂt:;?.y alldes to this in the briefest way in a note (On the
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in them as will be seen from the table of readings® with almost
every possible variation. Irenzus in the course of one chapter
quotes the verse first as 1t stands in the canonical text; then in
the same order, but with the last clause like Justin’s; and once
again altogether as he has given it. Epiphanius likewise quotes
the text seven times in the same order as Justin, and four times
as 1t stands in the Gospels.”? Now in the chapter to which
reference 1s made 1n this sentence Irenseus commences by stating
that the Lord had declared : “ Nemo cognoscit Filium nisi Pater ;
neque Patrem quis cognoscit nist Filius, et cui voluerit Filius revelare,”’
as he says, “Thus Matthew has set it down and Luke similarly,
and Mark the very same.” He goes on to state, however, that
those who would be wiser than the Apostles write this verse as
follows : *“ Nemo cognovit Patrem nist Filius; nec Filium nisi Pater,
et cui voluerit Filtus revelare.” And he explains: “They interpret
it as though the true God was known to no man before the coming
of our Lord ; and that God who was announced by the Prophets
they affirm not to be the Father of Christ.”s Now in this passage
we have the éyve of Justin in the “cognovit,” In contradistinction
to the “ cognoscit” of the Gospel, and his transposition of order as
not by any possibility an accidental thing, but as the distinct basis
of doctrines. Irenaeus goes on to argue that no one can know the
Father unless through the Word of God, that is through the Son,
and this is why he said: “‘ Nemo cognoscit Patrem nisi Filius ;
neque Filium nisi Pater, et quitbuscungue Filius revelaverit” ‘Thus
teaching that he himself also is the Father, as indeed he is, n
order that we may not receive any other Father except him who 1s
revealed by the Son.”® In this third quotation Irenzeus alters the
éyvo Into ywooke, but retains the form, for the rest, of the
Gnostics and of Justin, and his aim apparently is to show that,
adopting his present tense instead of the aorist, the transposition
of words is of no importance. A fourth time, however, in the same
chapter, which in fact is wholly dedicated to this passage and to
the doctrines based upon it, Irenzus quotes the saying : ““ Nemo
cognoscit Filium nisi Pater ; neque Patrem nisi Filius, et quibus-
cunque Filius revelaverit.”7 Here the language and order of the

I In the few readings given in this table, Dr. Westcott does not distinguish
the writers at all. Cf. On the Canon, p. 116, note 3.

$ Sic et Matheus posuit, et Lucas similiter, et Marcus idem ipsum. We
need not point out that this is a misstatement, for our Mark has not got the
age at all. . . e
s ¢ Et interprelantur, quasi a nwllo cognitus sit verus Deus ante Domini
nostri adventum : et eum Deum, qui a prophetis sit annuntiatus, dicunt non
esse Patrem Christi.,’ Adv. Her., 1v. 6, § 1.
6 Docens semetipsum et Patrem, sicul est, wul alterum non recipiam us Pamfm "
nisi eum qui a Filio revelatur. 1., 1v. 6, § 3. ? Adv. Her., iv. 6, § 7-

* On the Canon, p. 116. 3 Adv. Her., iv. 6, § 1. )

.
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| are followed with the exception that “cus voluerit revelare”
is altered to the “ guebuscungue revelaverit” of Justin; and that this
is intentional is made clear by the continuation: “For revelaverit
was said not with reference to the future alone,” etc,

Now, in this chapter we learn very clearly that, although the
canonical Gospels, by the express declaration of Irenaus, had
their present reading of the passage before us, other Gospels of
considerable authority even in his time had the form of Justin, for
again, in a fifth passage, he quotes the opening words: “ He who
was known, therefore, was not different from him who declared :
‘ No one knoweth the Father,” but one and the same.”? With the
usual alteration of the verb to the present tense, Irenzus, in this
and in one of the other quotations of this passage just cited, gives
some authority to the transposition of the words “ Father” and
“ Son,” although the reading was opposed to the Gospels ; but he
invariably adheres to ywawoker and condemns éyvo, the reading
maintained by those who, in the estimation of Irenzus, “ would
be wiser than the Apostles.” Elsewhere, descanting on the pas-
sages of Scripture by which heretics attempt to prove that the
Father was unknown before the advent of Christ, Irenaus, after
accusing them of garbling passages of Scripture,? goes on to say
of the Marcosians and others: ‘ Besides these, they adduce a
countless number of apocryphal and spurious works which they
themselves have forged to the bewilderment of the foolish, and
of those who are not versed in the Scriptures of truth.”+ He
also points out passages occurring in our Gospels to which they
give a peculiar interpretation, and, among these, that quoted by
Justin. He says: “ But they adduce as the highest testimony,
and, as it were, the crown of their system, the following passage.
......- All things were delivered to me by my Father, and no one
knew (éyvw) the Fdther but the Son, and the Son but the Father,
and he to whomsoever (¢ dv)the Son shall reveal (dmokaliyy).’s

' Revelaverit enim, non solum in futurum dictum est, etc. ; 7b., iv. 6, gy

* Non ergo alius erat qui cogn oscebatur, et alius qui dicebat: “* Nemo
cognoscit Patrem :” sed unus et id em, etc. ; Ib., iv. 6, § 7- In another place
Irenaus again quotes the passage in the same order, with the same careful
adherence to the present tense. Adv. Her., ii. 6, § I.

* Adv. Her., 1. 19, § 1.
_ * Hlpos 8¢ Tovros duifqrov whfjflos droxpigpwy kal véBwy ypapdv, ds avro
us'rlwu_:, raperpepovowr els kardwhnéw Ty dvofrwv kal Ta THs dAnPelas L
ENLTTALEVWY 'rptim_w.ru,. Adv. Her., 1. 20, § 1.

" Adv. Her., i. 20, § 3. And again, referring to Valentinus and his
[?llﬂwers, and endeavouring to show the inconsistency of their views, he says :

Salyator ergo, secundum eos, erit mentitus, dicens: © Nemo cognovit Patrem
nist Filius.” Si enim cognitus est vel g matre, vel a semine ejus ; solutum
est illud, quod, “ memo ognovit Patrem nisi Filius'” Ady. Her., ii. 14,

8 7. Irenzus then ende‘avours out of their own form of the text to confute
their doctrines,
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In these words they assert that he clearly demonstrated that the
Father of truth whom they have invented was known to no one
before his coming; and they desire to interpret the words as
though the Maker and Creator had been known to all, and the
Lord spoke these words regarding the Father unknown to all,
whom they proclaim.”* Here we have the exact quotation twice
made by Justin, with the éyvw and the same order, set forth as the
reading of the Gospels of the Marcosians and other sects, and
the highest testimony to their system. It is almost impossible
that Justin could have altered the passage by an error of memory
to this precise form, and it must be regarded as the reading of his
Memoirs. The evidence of Irenzus is clear : The Gospels had
the reading which we now find in them, but apocryphal Gospels,
on the other hand, had that which we find twice quoted by Justin,
and the passage was, as it were, the text upon which a large sect
of the early Church based its most fundamental doctrine. The
¢éyvo is invariably repudiated, but the transposition of the words
“ Father” and “Son” was apparently admitted to a certain extent,
although the authority for this was not derived from the Gospels
recognised by the Church, which contained the contrary order.
We must briefly refer to the use of this passage by Clement of
Alexandria. He quotes portions of the text eight times, and,
although with some variation of terms, he invariably follows the
order of the Gospels. Six times he makes use of the aorist éyve,?
once of ywdoke,3 and once of émywaoket He only once
quotes the whole passage ;> but on this occasion, as well as SIX
others in which he only quotes the latter part of the sentence,® he
omits BovAnrai, and reads ‘“and he to whom the Son shall reveal,”
thus supporting the dwokaAiyy of Justin. Twice he has “God”
instead of “ Father,”” and once he substitutes pndeis for ovdeis.®
It is evident, from the loose and fragmentary way in which Clement
interweaves the passage with his text, that he is more concerned
with the sense than the verbal accuracy of the quotation ; but
the result of his evidence is that he never departs from the Gospel
order of ¢ Father” and “ Son,” although he frequently makes use
of éyve and also employs aroxaAvyy in agreement with Justin,
and, therefore, he shows the prevalence of forms approximating to,
though always presenting material difference from, the reading

of Justin.

! ddv. Her., 1. 20, § 3. '

2 Ped.,i. 9, § 88; i. 5, § 20; Strom., 1. 28, § 178; v. 13, § 95; vi. IO,
58 ; Cohort., 1. 10. 3 Strom., vii. 18, § 1009.

4 Quis Div. Salv., 9. 5 Strom., i. 28, § 178.

6 Cohk., i., § 10; Ped., i. 5, § 20; Strom., v. 13, § 85 ; vil. 10, § §8; vi.
18, § 109; Quis Div. Salv., 8.

7 Coh., i., § 10; Ped., 1. §5, § 20. 8 Strom., v. 13, § 85.
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Epiphanius refers to this passage no less than ten times,’
but he only quotes it fully five times, and upon each of these
occasions with variations. Of the five times to which we refer, he
thrice follows the order of the Gospels,? as he does likewise in
another place where he does not complete the sentence.3 On the
remaining two occasions he adopts the same order as Justin, with
variations from his readings, however, to which we shall presently
refer ¥ and where he only partially quotes he follows the same
order on other three occasions,> and in one other place the
quotation 1s too fragmentary to allow us to distinguish the order.®
Now, in all of these ten quotations, with one exception, Epiphanius
substitutes oide for eémtywooker at the commencement of the
passage in Matthew, and only thrice does he repeat the verb in
the second clause as in that Gospel, and on these occasions he
twice makes use of oide? and once of €éyvew.® He once uses
¢yvo with the same order as Justin, but does not complete the
sentence. Each time he completes the quotation he uses
o €av with the Gospel, and dmokaliyyy with Justin ;* but only
once out of the five complete quotations does he insert 6 vids
in the concluding phrase. It is evident from this examination,
which we must not carry further, that Epiphanius never verbally
agrees with the Gospel in his quotation of this passage, and never
verbally with Justin, but mainly follows a version different from
both. It must be remembered, however, that he is writing against
various heresies, and it does not seem to us improbable that he
reproduces forms of the passage current amongst those sects.

In his work against Marcion, Tertullian says: “ With regard to
the Father, however, that he was never seen, the Gospel which is
common to us will testify, as it was said by Christ : Nemo cognovit
patrem nmist filius,”* but elsewhere he translates “Nemo scit,”>
evidently not fully appreciating the difference of éyvw.’3 The
passage in Marcion’s Gospel reads like Justin’s: oddels éyve Tdv
TaTEpa, €0 p1) O vids, oU8e TOV VGV Tis ywdokel, €6 pi) 6 waTHp.d
The use of €éyvo as applied to the Father and ywdoke
as regards the Son in this passage is suggestive. Origen almost
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 Her., liv. 4, ed. Petav., p. 466 ; Ixiv. o, p- 532 ; xiv. 6, p. 613 ; Ixix 43,
p- 766 Ixxiv. 4, p. 891, 10, p. 898 ; lxxvi. 7, P- 943, 29, p- 977, 32, p. 98I.
© Her., Ixxvi. 7, p. 943 ; liv. 4, p. 466 ; Ixv. 6, p. 613.

* Her., Ixvi. 9, p. 532. ‘ Her., Ixxiv. 4, p. 891; Ixxvi. 29, p. 977.
z gwr., ‘;xix._43, p. 76%; Ixxiv. 10, p. 898 ; Ixxvi. 32, p. 981I.

@r., lxxvi. 32, p. 981. 7 Her., liv. 4, p. 466 ; Ixix. 43, p. 766.
* Her., Ixv. 6, p. 513 ° Her., 1xxiv. 10, p. 898.

** Except once when he has droka\imrre.. Her.. Ixxiv. B
.. Adv. Marc., i. 27. S B, iv. he oL 8, & 00

3 Cf. Hilgenfeld, Die Evv. Justin's, p. 202 f.

“ Dral. de recta in Deum fide, 1 - Origen, Op., i., p. 817 p; Thilo, Cod
Apocr. N. T., p. 433; Hahn, Das Lvang. Marcions, p. [:;60 or ,
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invariably uses €yvw, sometimes adopting the order of the Gospels
and sometimes that of Justin, and always employing drokaAiyy)."
The  Clementine Homilies always read Eyve, and always follow
the same order as Justin, presenting other and persistent variations
from the form in the Gospels. Oudeis €yve TOV Tarépa €l i)
0 ViDS, s 0VOE TOV VIOV Tis €lder? i p o TATYP, KAl OlS AV ﬁoﬁ/\mm
0 wids dmokaAifar3 This reading occurs four times. The
Clementine Recognitions have the aorist with the order of the
Gospels.+

There only remain a few more lines to add to those already
quoted to complete the whole of Dr. Westcott’s argument
regarding this passage. He continues and concludes thus: * If,
indeed, Justin’s quotations were made from memory, no transposi-
tion could be more natural ; and if we suppose that he copied the
passage directly from a manuscript, there is no difficulty in
believing that he found it so written in a manuscript of the
canonical St. Matthew, since the varation is excluded by no
internal improbability, while it is found elsewhere, and its origin
is easily explicable.”s It will be observed that Dr. Westcott does
not attempt any argument, but simply confines himself to supposi-
tions. If such explanations were only valid, there could be no
difficulty in believing anything, and every embarrassing circumstance
would be easily explicable.

The facts of the case may be briefly summed up as follows :
Justin deliberately and expressly quotes from his Gospel, himself
caling it “Gospel,” be it observed, a passage whose nearest
parallel in our Gospels is Matt. xi. 27. This quotation presents
material variations from our canonical Gospel, both in form and
language. The larger part of the passage he quotes twice in a
different work, written years before, in precisely the same words as
the third quotation, with the sole exception that he uses the aorist
instead of the present tense of the verb. No MS. of our Gospel
extant approximates to the reading in Justin, and we are expressly
told by Irenzus that the present reading of our Matthew was that
existing in his day. On the other hand, Irenzus states with equal
distinctness that Gospels used by Gnostic sects had the reading of
Justin, and that the passage was “ the crown of their system,” and
one upon whose testimony they based their leading doctrines.
Here, then, is the clear statement that Justin’s quotation disagrees
with the forin in the Gospels, and agrees with that of other
Gospels. The variations occurring in the numerous quotations of

* Cf. Griesbach, Symé. Crit., ii., pp. 271, 373.

* Credner, Beitrage, i., p. 250.

3 Clem. Hom., xvil. 4 ; xviii. 4, 13, 20; xviii. IT.
 Clem. Recog., 1. 47. > On the Canon, p. 117.
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the same passage by the Fathers, which we have analysed, show
that they handled it very loosely, but also indicate that there must
have been various readings of considerable authority then current.
It has been conjectured with much probability that the form in
which Justin quotes the passage twice in his Apology may have
been the reading of older Gospels, and that it was gradually
altered by the Church to the form in which we now have it for
dogmatic reasons, when Gnostic sects began to base doctrines
upon it inconsistent with the prevailing interpretation.” Be this as
it may, Justin’s Gospel clearly had a reading different from ours,
but in unison with that known to exist in other Gospels, and this
express quotation only adds additional proof to the mass of
evidence already adduced that the Memoirs of the Apostles were
not our canonical Gospels.

We have already occupied so much space even with this cursory
examination of Justin’s quotations that we must pass over In
silence passages which he quotes from the Memoirs with variations
from the parallels in our Gospels, which are also found n the
Clementine Homilies and other works emanating from circles 1n
which other Gospels than ours were used. We shall now only
briefly refer to a few sayings of Jesus, expressly quoted by Justin,
which are altogether unknown to our Gospels. Justin says : * For
the things which he foretold would take place in his name, these
we see actually coming to pass in our sight. For he said : ‘ Many
shall come,” etc.,? and ‘ There shall be schisms and heresies,’? and
‘ Beware of false prophets,* etc., and ‘ Many false Christs and
false Apostles shall arise and shall deceive many of the faithful.” ”s
Neither of the two prophecies here quoted 1s to be found any-
where in our Gospels, and to the second of them justin repeatedly
refers. He says in one place that Jesus “foretold that in the
interval of his coming, as I previously said,® heresies and false
prophets would arise in his name.”” It 1s admitted that these
prophecies are foreign to our Gospels. It is very probable that
the Apostle Paul refers to the prophecy, “ There shall be schisms
and heresies” in 1 Cor. xi. 18-19, where it is said, “...... I hear
that schisms exist amongst you; and I partly believe it. For there

: Schwegler! Das nachap. Zeit., i., p. 254 fi. Cf. Credner, Beitrage, i.,
P- 250 L. Delitzsch, N. Unters. Kan. Evv., p. 35 f.  Scholten, Het Paulin.
Evangelie, 1870, p. 103 f.

* Cf. p. 228, note 4, p. 238 f.

3 elwe yap...... Boovraw oxlopara kal al '
* CL 228, note 4, p. 23?1'. e

5 'Avagrigorras wokhol euds | s 7@
: woxpworot, kol Yevdamborolot kol AN TWY
wwrwr s\avicovow. Dial. 35. 5 cf. Apol., i.q/lz. ’ Eiaj.ﬂ;;;w ¢

7 " -~ ' -~ - 3 -~ " !
Kal e» TY peTafl TS Wapovsias auvTou xpdrq:, WS WPOEGY, ‘rfl'ﬁﬁﬂ'ﬂm

zli’peg;u kal yevdompogiras émi 79 dvéuare avrod wpoeunvvoe, k.7.\. Dial. 51 ;
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must also be heresies amongst you,” etc. (akovw oy irpara
€v Uiy UTdpxew, Kai pépos T Tmwrelw, Set Yap Kal aipécets ey
OpLv  €lvad, x.7.A.) We find also, elsewhere, traces both of
this saying and that which accompanies it. In the Clementine
HHomilies, Peter is represented as stating, ““ For there shall be, as
the Lord said, false apostles, false prophets, /Zeresies, desires for
Supremacy,” o X (Etrﬂv'rm, y&p, ws O xﬁpms‘ E?‘:rw, ybev&nr{ir‘rm\ot,
Yevdeis mpodiTad, aLpETELs, piAapyiat, k1A' We are likewise
reminded of the passage in the Epistle attributed to the
Roman Clement, xliv.: “ Qur Apostles knew through our Lord
Jesus Christ that there would be contention regarding the dignity
of the episcopate.”” 1In our Gospel there is no reference
anywhere to schisms and heresies, nor are false Apostles once
mentioned, the reference being solely to “false Christs” and
“false prophets.” The recurrence here and elsewhere of the peculiar
expression ‘“false apostles ” is very striking,? and the evidence for
the passage as a saying of Jesus is important. Hegesippus, after
enumerating a vast number of heretical sects and teachers,
continues : “From these sprang the false Christs, false prophets,
Jalse apostles, who divided the union of the Church by corrupting
doctrines concerning God and concerning his Christ.” It will be
remembered that Hegesippus made use of the Gospel according
to the Hebrews, and the Clementine literature points to the same
source. 1In the Apostolic Constitutions we read: * For these are
false Christs and false prophets, and Jalse apostles, deceivers, and
corrupters,” etc.,5 and in the Clementine Recognitions the Apostle
Peter is represented as saying that the Devil, after the temptation,
terrified by the final answer of Jesus, ““hastened immediately to
send forth into this world false prophets, and fa/se apostles, and
false teachers, who should speak in the name of Christ indeed,
but should perform the will of the demon.” Justin’s whole
system forbids our recognising in these two passages mere tradition,
and we must hold that we have here quotations from a Gospel
different from ours.

Elsewhere, Justinsays: “Out of which (affliction and fiery trial of
the Devil) again Jesus, the Son of God, promised to deliver us,
and to put on us prepared garments, if we do his commandments,
and he is proclaimed as having provided an eternal kingdom for
us.”? This promise is nowhere found in our Gospel.

Immediately following the passage (x 3 and 4) which we have
discussed® as repeated in the Dialogue : Many shall say to me,

* Hom., xvi. 21. * xliv. See Greek passage quoted, p. 1 36, note 3.
3 Semisch, Die Ap. Denkw. d. Mart. Just., p. 391, anm. 2.
* Eusebius, Z. £., iv. 22. > Constit. Apost., vi. 13; cf. vi. 18.

® Recog., iv. 34. 7 Dial. 116. % P. 227, note 4.
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etc., and I will say to them, ¢ Depart from me,”” Justin continues :
“ And in other words by which he will condemn those who are
unworthy to be saved, he said that he will say: Begone into the
darkness without, which the Father hath prepared for Satan and
his angels.” The nearest parallel to this is in Matt. xxv. 41:

Then shall he say also unto them on the left hand : Depart
from me, ye cursed, into the eternal fire which is prepared for the

devil and his angels.”

JusTin, Di1AL. 76. MATT. XXV. 41.

Kai €v d&\\ots \éyous ols karadixd{ew
rous avatlovs un odleolar peXker, épn | Tére épet kai Tois €& evwrvvuwr Ilopev-
épetv: "Twdyere elsTo oxéTos 70 €Edrepor, | ealle dm’ éuov oi karnpapuévol els 76 wUp
& froluacer o warip 7@ Zaravg kal Tots | 7O aldvior TO frowmacuévor T OtaBow
dyyENots avTov. Kal TOlS ayy€eAots avTov.

It 1s apparent that Justin’s quotation differs very widely from the
reading of our Gospel. The same reading, with the exception of
a single word, 1s found in the Clementine Homilies (xix. 2); that 1s
to say, that “ Dewvil ” 1s substituted for “ Satan,” and this varation
1s not important. The agreement of the rest, on the other hand,
seems to establish the conclusion that the quotation is from a
written Gospel different from ours, and here we have further strong
indications of Justin’s use of the Ebionite Gospel.

Another of the sayings of Jesus which are foreign to our
Gospels is one in reference to the man who falls away from
righteousness into sin, of whom Justin says: “ Wherefore also our
Lord Jesus Christ said: In whatsoever things I may find you, in
these I shall also judge you.”? (Aw kai 6 npérepos kipros
Ingoovs Xpwros emerr “’Ev ols av tpds karaldfw, év Tolrows
kot kpuww.”) A similar expression is used by some of
the Fathers, and, in some cases, is ascribed to the prophets.3
Clement of Alexandria has quoted a phrase closely resembling
this without indicating the source. ’E¢’ ofs vap av elpo vpds,
qf:‘qtﬂv, €TL TOUTOLS Kai xpwu].“ Grabe was of opinion that
Justin derived the passage from the Gospel according to the
Hebrews,s an opinion shared by the greater number of moédern
critics, and which we are prepared to accept from many previous
instances of agreement. Even the warmest asserters of the theory
that the Memoirs are identical with our Gospels are obliged to
admut that this saying of Jesus is not contained in them, and that
it must have been derived from an extra-canonical source.

Other passages of a similar kind might have been pointed out,

' Dial. 76. 2 75, a7.

3 Grabe, Spicil. s, Lo WO
B3l b e aa 14rs Ty pe 327 Fabricius, Cod. Apeer, N. T:,'L., p.

Y Quis Div. Sak., 40, > Spicil. Paty., i., p. 14, p. 327.

- = - — —_— e
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but we have already devoted too much space to Justin’s quotations,
and must hasten to a conclusion. There is one pont, however,
to which we must refer. We have more than once alluded to the
fact that, unless in one place, Justin never mentions an author’s
name in connection with the Memoirs of the Apostles. The
cxception to which we referred is the following :—Justin says :
*The statement also that he (Jesus) changed the name of Peter,
one of the Apostles, and that this is also written in 4/s Memoirs
as having been done, together with the fact that he also changed
the name of other two brothers, who were sons of Zebedee, to
Boanerges ; that is, sons of Thunder,” etc. According to the
usual language of Justin, and upon strictly critical grounds, the
avrov in this passage must be referred to Peter; and Justin,
therefore, seems to ascribe the Memoirs to that Apostle, and to
speak of a Gospel of Peter.? Some critics maintain that the
avrov does not refer to Peter, but to Jesus, or, more probable
still, that it should be amended to adreov, and apply to the
Apostles. The great majority, however, are forced to admit the
reference of the Memoirs to Peter, although they explain it, as we
shall see, in different ways. It is argued by some that this expres-
.sion is used when Justin is alluding to the change of name, not
only of Peter, but of the sons of Zebedee, the narrative of which
1s only found in the Gospel according to Mark. Now, Mark was
held by many of the Fathers to have been the mere mouthpiece
of Peter, and to have written at his dictation ;* so that, in fact, n
calling the second Gospel by the name of the Apostle Peter, they
argue, Justin merely adopted the tradition current in the early
Church, and referred to the Gospel now known as the Gospel
according to Mark. It must be evident, however, that, after
admitting that Justin speaks of the Memoirs “of Peter,” it is
hasty in the extreme to- conclude from the fact that the

' Kai 70 elmely perwvopaxévar avrdov Ilérpor éva Tor dmosrdwr, xal Yeypagp-
fas €v Tols amopvnuovelpacy avTol yeyernpuévor kal TouTo, meTd Tov Kal AANovs
dvo ddeNgovs viovs ZeBedalov dvras perwvouakévar dvduare rov Boavepyes, 8 ‘orw
viot Bpovrys, k.7.\. Dial. 106.

* In the course of explorations in Egypt in 1886-87 the fragment of a
Gospel was discovered at Akhmim, the peculiarities of which leave little
doubt that it is part of a ““Gospel according to Peter,” and bears singular
analogies to Justin’s Memoirs, for it is written in the first person: ‘I, Simon
Peter,” etc. The fragment is too short to permit any considerable comparison
with Justin’s quotations, but some remarkable coincidences exist, and many
critics, amongst whom may be mentioned Harnack, Hilgenfeld, J. Rendel
Harris, Lods, and Van Manen, consider that this Gospel was used by Justin.
For full particulars see 7%he Gospel According to Peter, which we separately
publisheﬁ894 (Longmans, Green, & Co.).

3 Eusebius, &. £., ii. 15, iii. 39, v. 8, vi. 14, 25 ; Ireneeus, ddv. Her.,
iii. I. § 1; Tertullian, 4dv. Mare., iv. §5; Hieron. De Vir. ] S PR ¥
Fabricius, Cod. Apocr. N. 7., i., p. 375.



262 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION

. — . — o - = ——— - = - —— R o O R = e e

——— —— T

mention of the sons of Zebedee being surnamed Boanerges is only
recorded in Mark iil. 17, and not in the other canonical Gospels,
that, therefore, the Memoirs of Peter and our Gospel according to
Mark are one and the same. We shall, hereafter, in examining
the testimony of Papias, see that the Gospel according to Mark,
of which the Bishop of Hierapols speaks, was not our canonical
Mark at all. It would be very singular indeed, on this hypothesis,
that Justin should not have quoted a single passage from the only
(Gospel whose author he names, and the number of times he seems
to quote from a Petrine Gospel, which was quite different from

Mark, confirms the inference that he cannot possibly here refer to

our second Gospel. It 1s maintained, therefore, by numerous
other critics that Justin refers to a Gospel according to Peter or
according to the Hebrews, and not to Mark.

We leam from Eusebius that Serapion, who became Bishop of
Antioch about A.p. 190, composed a book on the Gospel,
called “according to Peter” (mept Tov Aeyopévov kara Ilérpov
evayyeAiov), which he found in circulation in his diocese. At
first Serapion had permitted the use of this Gospel, as it evidently
was much prized, but he subsequently condemned it as a work

favouring Docetic views, and containing many things superadded:

to the Doctrine of the Saviour.® Origen likewise makes mention
of the Gospel according to Peter (rov émiyeypappévov karo.
Herpov evayyeliov) as agreeing with the tradition of the
Hebrews.? But its relationship to the Gospel according to the
Hebrews becomes more clear when Theodoret states that the
Nazarenes made use of the Gospel according to Peter,3 for we
know by the testimony of the Fathers generally that the Nazarene
Gospel was that commonly called the Gospel according to the
Hebrews (Evayyéliov kat’ “EBpaiovs). The same Gospel was in
use amongst the Ebionites, and in fact, as almost all critics
are agreed, the Gospel according to the Hebrews, under various
names, such as the Gospel according to Peter, according to the
Apostles, the Nazarenes, Ebionites, Egyptians, &c., with modi-
fications certainly, but substantially the same work, was circulated
very widely throughout the early Church.4 A quotation occurs
n the so-called Epistle of Ignatius to the Smyrnzans, to which

; Eusebius, H_.”E., vi. 12 ; cf. Hieron., De Vir. 11, 41.
Ad. Matt. xiii. 54-56. He couples it with the Book of James, or the
Protevangelium Jacob;, .
R E‘*’:"‘g ;1"’: . 2 5 cf. Hieron. lib. vi. Comment. in Ezech. Xvil., in Matt.
Xi. 135 Le Var. 1., 2, The Marcosians also used this (Gospel, and we have
seen them in agreement with Justin’s quotation ; cf. p. 254 ff.

P:fgius;}}his,afh!ﬁt’ L. 25; Epiphanius, Her., xxx. 1 3; Hieron., Adv.
o S Rt e VL 11, X1 I3, X0, . | . s
Ambrose, Proem. Ev. Luce. 3, XML 355 Theodoret, Heret. Fab.,ji. 2 ;
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we have already referred, which is said by Origen to be in the
work called the Teaching of Peter® (Awayy Ilérpov), but Jerome
states that it is taken from the Hebrew Gospel of the Nazarenes.?
Delitzsch finds traces of the Gospel according to the Hebrews
before A.D. 130 in the Talmud.? FEusebiust informs us that
Papias narrated a story regarding a woman accused before the
Lord of many sins which was contained in the Gospel according
to the Hebrews.5 The same writer likewise states that Hegesippus,
who came to Rome and commenced his public career under
Anicetus, quoted from the same Gospel.?® The evidence of this
“ancient and apostolic” man is very important, for, although he
evidently attaches great value to tradition, does not seem to
know of any canonical Scriptures of the New Testament, and, like
Justin, apparently rejected the Apostle Paul, he still regarded the
Gospel according to the Hebrews with respect, and probably
made exclusive use of it. The best critics consider that this
Gospel was the evangelical work used by the author of the
Clementine Homilies. Cerinthus and Carpocrates made use of
a form of it,7 and there is good reason to suppose that Tatian,
like his master Justin, used the same Gospel ; indeed, his Diates-
saron, we are told, was by some called the Gospel according to
the Hebrews.® Clement of Alexandria quotes it as an authority,
with quite the same respect as the other Gospels. He says: “So
also in the Gospel according to the Hebrews: ‘He who wonders
shall reign,’ it 1s written, ‘and he who reigns shall rest.”” A form
of this Gospel, ‘“‘according to the Egyptians,” is quoted in the
second Epistle of pseudo-Clement of Rome, as we are informed
by the Alexandrian Clement, who likewise quotes the same
passage.™ Origen frequently made use of the Gospel according
to the Hebrews,™ and that it long enjoyed great consideration in

* De Princip. Pref., § 8.

2 Hieron., Proem. tin Esaie, xviil., De Vir. Ill., 16; cf. Fabricius, Cod.
Apocr. N. T.,1., p. 359 f. A similar passage was in the Kujpvryua Ilerpov.
cf. Hilgenfeld, Die Evv. Justin's, p. 249. Credner, Beitrage, 1., p. 407 f.

3 Tract. Sabbath. f. 116 ; Delitzsch, N. Unters. Enst. kan. Evv., p. 18.

4 Eusebius, AZ. £., iii. 39. ‘

5 This is generally believed to be the episode inserted in the fourth Gospel,
viii. 1-11, but not originally belonging to it.

¢ Eusebius, A. E., iv. 22.

7 Epiphanius, Her., xxvii. §, cf. xxx. 26, xxx. 14. Cf. De Wette, £Ein/.
N. 7., p. 116 f., 119 ; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i., p. 204.

° Epiphanius, Zer., xlvi. 1.

° n kav 7@ kaf 'Efpalovs evayyely ‘o favudoas Baci\evoer,” yéyparrar,
“kal 0 Baoc\evoas draravfijoerar.” Clem. Al, Strom., ii. 9, § 45.

10 3 Ep. ad Corinth., xii. ; cf. Clem. Al., Strom., iii. 9, § 13.

" Evangelium quogue, quod appellatur secundum Hebraes......quo et
Origenes sepe wtitur. Hieron. De Vir. Ill., 2 ; Origen, in Jok., vol. iv., 63,
Matt, xix. 19, vol. iil., p. 771, etc.
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the Church is proved by the fact that Theodoret found it in
circulation not only amongst heretics, but also amongst orthodox
Christian communities ;* and even in the fourth century Eusebius
records doubts as to the rank of this Gospel amongst Christian
books, speaking of it under the second class in which some
reckoned the Apocalypse of John.? Later still Jerome translated
it ;3 whilst Nicephorus nserts it, in his Stichometry, not amongst
the Apocrypha, but amongst the Antilegomena, or merely doubtful
books of the New Testament, along with the Apocalypse of John.
In such repute was this Gospel amongst the earliest Christian
communities that it was generally believed to be the original of
the Greek Gospel of Matthew. Irenaus states that the Ebionites
used solely the Gospel according to Matthew and reject the
Apostle Paul, asserting that he was an apostate from the law.+
We know from statements regarding the Ebionitess that this
Gospel could not have been our Gospel according to Matthew,
and besides both Clement® of Alexandria and Origen’ call it the
Gospel according to the Hebrews. Eusebius, however, still more
clearly 1dentifies it, as we have seen above. Repeating the :
statements of Irenzus, he says: “These indeed [the Ebionites] |
thought that all the Epistles of the Apostle [Paul] should be
rejected, calling him an apostate from the law; making use only
of the Gospel according to the Hebrews, they took little
account of the rest.” Epiphanius calls both the Gospel of the
Ebionites and of the Nazarenes the “Gospel according to the
Hebrews,” and also the Gospel according to Matthew,? as does
also Theodoret.” Jerome translated the Gospel according to the
Hebrews both into Greek and Latin,’ and it is clear that his
behef was that this Gospel, a copy of which he found in the
hbrary collected at Caesarea by the Martyr Pamphilus (T309), was
the Hebrew original of Matthew ; and in support of this view he
points out that it did not follow the version of the LXX. in its
quotations from the Old Testament, but quoted directly from the

= — = = S == =
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' fab. Har.,i. 20; cf. Epiphanius, Her., xlvi. 1.

- Eusebius, 4. £., iii. 25. It is very doubtful indeed whether he does not sav
that some class it amongst the opoloyovuera, whilst himself placing it in the
second class. Cf. Guericke, Gesammigesch. N. T., p. 219; Schwegler, Das

L

nachap. Zz_’r'!a[!fr, l., P. 211, anm. 1.

3 De Vir. IUl., 2. ‘ Adv. Her., i. 26, § 2; cf. iii. 12, § 7.

> Origen, Contra Cels., v. 61 ; Eusebius, Z. £., iii. 27.

" Strom., 1. g, § 45.

_-’ Inj"{:ﬁ. L il 6‘{();). iv., p. 63 f.), Hom. in Jerem., xv. 4; cf. Hieron., in
Mich. vii. 6; in Es. xl. 12, De Vir. 1., 2. g I AT

T:. Hm:, XxX. 3; cf, Her. xxix, 0, XXX. 14. '° Her. Fab., ii. 1.

Evangelium gquogue, quod appellatur secundum Hebraos, el a me nuper in

gracum lalinumgue sermonem translaty W.e5¢ aro ot Ot :
» ye YIPEIES S 2% st e,
Hieron., De Vir. Il. 2 ; of, Adv. Pelag., 1. © genes sepe utitur, etc
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Hebrew.® An attempt has been made to argue that, later, Jerome
became doubtful of this view, but it seems to us that this is not
the case, and certainly Jerome in his subsequent writings states
that it was generally held to be the original of Matthew.? That
this Gospel was not identical with the Greek Matthew is evident
both from the quotations of Jerome and others, and also from the
fact that Jerome considered it worth while to translate it twice.
If the Greek Gospel had been an accurate translation of it, of
course there could not have been inducement to make another.
As we shall hereafter see, the belief was universal in the early
Church that Matthew wrote his Gospel in Hebrew. Attempts
have been made to argue that the Gospel according to the
Hebrews was first written in Greek and then translated into
Hebrew, but the reasons advanced seem quite insufficient and
arbitrary, and it is contradicted by the whole tradition of the
Fathers.

It 1s not necessary for our purpose to enter fully here into the
question of the exact relation of our canonical Gospel according
to Matthew to the Gospel according to the Hebrews. It is
sufficient for us to point out that we meet with the latter before
Matthew’s Gospel, and that the general opinion of the early
Church was that it was the original of the canonical Gospel. This
opinion, as Schwegler3 remarks, is supported by the fact that
tradition assigns the origin of both Gospels to Palestine, and that
both were intended for Jewish Christians, and exclusively used by
-them. That the two works, however originally related, had by
subsequent manipulation become distinct, although still amidst
much variation preserving some substantial affinity, cannot be
doubted ; and, in addition to the evidence already cited, we may
point out that in the Stichometry of Nicephorus the Gospel
according to Matthew is said to have 2,500 oriyot, whilst that
according to the Hebrews has only 2,200.

Whether this Gospel formed one of the writings of the moA)ol
of Luke it is not our purpose to inquire ; but enough has been

t Porro ipsum hebraicum (Matthei) habetur wsque hodie in Cesariensi
bibliotheca gquam Pamphilus martyr studiosissime confecit, mihi gquogue
a Nazarwis qui in Beraa, wurbe Syrie hoc wvolumine wutuntur, describend:
JSacultas fuit, in quo animadvertendum, quod ubicungue Evangelista sive
ex persona Domini Salvatoris veleris Scripture lestimoniis wulitur, non
sequatur LXX (ransiatorum auctoritatem sed hebraicam, etc. De Vir.
v

@ In Evangelio juxta Hebrwos quod Chaldaico guidem Syroque sermone sed
hebraicis literis scriptum est, quo wluntur wusque hodie Nazareni secundum
Apostolos, stve ut plerigue awtumant juxta Mattheum guod et in Caesariensi
habetur Bibliotheca, narral historia, etc. Hieron., Adz. Pelag., iii. 2 ; cf.
Comment. in Esaie, xi. 2, ad. Matt. xii. 13.

3 Das nackap. Zeitalter, 1., p. 241.
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said to prove that it was one of the most ancient and most valued
evangelical works, and to show the probability that Justin Martyr,
a Jewish Christian living amongst those who are known to have
made exclusive use of this Gospel, may well, like his contemporary
Hegesippus, have used the Gospel according to the Hebrews ;
and this probability is, as we have seen, greatly strengthened by
the fact that many of his quotations agree with passages which we
know to have been contained in it ; whilst, on the other hand,
almost all differ from our Gospels, presenting generally, however, a
greater affimty to the Gospel according to Matthew, as we might
expect, than to the other two. It i1s clear that the title “ Gospel
according to the Hebrews” cannot have been its actual super-
scription, but merely was a name descriptive of the readers for
whom it was prepared, or amongst whom it chiefly circulated, and
it 1s most probable that it originally bore no other title than “ The
Gospel ” (70 evayyeélwr), to which were added the different
designations under which we find it known amongst different com-
munities.” We have already seen that Justin speaks of “ The
Gospel,” and seems to refer to the Memoirs of Peter, both
distinguishing appellations of this Gospel ; but there is another of
the names borne by the “ Gospel according to the Hebrews,”
which singularly recalls the Memoirs of the Apostles, by which
Justin prefers to call his evangelical work. It was called the Gospe/
according lo the Apostles (evayyelov kara Tols dmoordlovs),
and, in short, comparing Justin’s Memoirs with this Gospel, we find
at once similarity of contents, and even of name.?

It 1s not necessary, however, for the purposes of this examina-
tion to dwell more fully upon the question as to what specific
Gospel, now no longer extant, Justin employed. We have shown
that there 1s no evidence that he made use of any of our Gospels,
and he cannot, therefore, be cited even to prove their existence,
and much less to attest the authenticity and character of records
whose authors he does not once name. On the other hand, it has
been made evident that there were other Gospels, now lost, but
whlch_then enjoyed the highest consideration, from which his
quotations might have been, and probably were, taken. We have
seen that Justin's Memoirs of the Aposties contained facts of Gospel
history unknown to our Gospels, which were contained in apocry-
phal works, and notably in the (Gospel according to the Hebrews ;

: ’sgﬁghwcglﬂr, Das nachap. Zeitalter, i., p. 202 ; Baur, Unters. kan. Evv.,
* Schwegler rightly remarks that if it can b :

) e shown that Justin even once

made us«i of the Gospel according to the Hebrews, or any other uncanonical

source, there 1s no ground for asserfing that he may not always have done so.

D hap. Zeil, i, p. .3 trd ' '
E:r:r.’f‘;;:t :f.:'.r, ; 2!56[;' 229 1. ; Credner, Beitrige, i,, p. 229 ; Hilgenfeld, Die
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that they further contained matter contradictory to our Gospels,
and sayings of Jesus not contained in them ; and that his quota-
tions, although so numerous, systematically vary from similar
passages in our Gospels. No theory of quotation from memory
can satisfactorily account for these phenomena, and the reasonable
conclusion is that Justin did not make use of our Gospels, but
quoted from another source. In no case can the testimony of

Justin afford the requisite support to the Gospels as records of
miracles and of a Divine Revelation,



CHAPTER 1V.
HEGESIPPUS—PAPIAS OF HIERAPOLIS

WE now turn to Hegesippus, one of the contemporaries of Justin,
and, lhike him, a Palestintan Jewish Christian. Most of our
information regarding him is derived from Eusebius, who fortu-
nately gives rather copious extracts from his writings. Hegesippus
was born in Palestine, of Jewish parents,” and in all probability
belonged to the primitive community of Jerusalem. In order to
make himself thoroughly acquainted with the state of the Church,
he travelled widely and came to Rome when Anicetus was Bishop.
Subsequently he wrote a work of historical Memoirs, troprjpara,
in five books, and thus became the first ecclesiastical historian of
Chnistianity. This work is lost, but portions have been preserved
to us by Eusebius, and one other fragment is also extant. It must
have been, in part at least, written after the succession of
Eleutherus to the Roman bishopric (a.n. 177-193), as that event
1s mentioned in the book itself, and his testimony is allowed by all
critics to date from an advanced period of the second half of the
second century.

The testimony of Hegesippus is of great value, not only as that
of a man born near the primitive Christian tradition, but also as
that of an intelligent traveller amongst many Christian com-
munities.  Eusebius evidently held him in high estimation as
recording the unerring tradition of the Apostolic preaching in the
most simple style of composition,* and as a writer of authority who
was “ contemporary with the first successors of the Apostles 3
(emi Tis wpdTys TOV GmosTéAwy yevopevos  Suadoxis).  Any
indications, therefore, which we may derive from information
regarding him, and from the fragments of his writings which
survive, must be of peculiar importance for our inquiry.

As might have been expected from a convert from Judaism+
(remworrevkis ¢ ‘Efpaiwv), we find in Hegesippus manifest
evidences of general tendency to the Jewish side of Christianity.
For him, “ James, the brother of the Lord,” was the chief of the

* Euasebius, /. E.. iv. 22,

- TH¥ awdavi) wapddoow Toi dwogrolikoi K7 pUyaTos amAovaTdTy) ourTdfe
YPoPus imournuarioduevos, k. .\ Eusebius, . E., iv. 8.

3 Eusebius, /. £., ii. 23 : ct. Hieron. De Vir. 77
‘ EUS-E}'JillS: H. E‘l v, 22. 4 it
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Apostles, and he states that he had received the government of
the Church after the death of Jesus.* The account which he gives
of him 1s remarkable. “He was holy from his mother’s womb.
He drank neither wine nor strong drink, nor ate he any living
thing. A razor never went upon his head, he anointed not
himself with oil, and did not use a bath. He alone was allowed
to enter into the Holies. For he did not wear woollen garments,
but linen. And he alone entered into the Sanctuary, and was
wont to be found upon his knees seeking forgiveness on behalf of
the people ; so that his knees became hard like a camel’s, through
his constant kneeling in supplication to God, and asking for
forgiveness for the people. In consequence of his exceeding
great righteousness he was called Righteous and ¢ Oblias,” that is,
Protector of the people and Righteousness, as the prophets
declare concerning him,”? and so on. Throughout the whole of
his account of James, Hegesippus describes him as a mere Jew,
and as frequenting the temple, and even entering the Holy of
Holies as a Jewish High Priestt Whether the account be
apocryphal or not 1s of httle consequence here ; it is clear that
Hegesippus Sees no incongruity in it, and that the difference
between the Jew and the Chnstian was extremely small. The
head of the Christian community could assume all the duties of
the Jewish High Priest,3 and his Christian doctrines did not offend
more than a small party amongst the Jews.

We are not, therefore, surprised to find that his rule (kavdv)
of orthodoxy 1n the Christian communities which he visited was
“the Law, the Prophets, and the Lord.” Speaking of the result
of his observations during his travels, and of the succession of
Bishops in Rome, he says: ‘“The Corinthian Church has
continued in the true faith until Primus, now Bishop of Corinth.
I conversed with him on my voyage to Rome, and stayed many days
with the Corinthians, during which time we were refreshed together
with true doctrine. Arrived in Rome, I composed the succession
until Anicetus, whose deacon was Eleutherus. After Anicetus
succeeded Soter, and afterwards Eleutherus. But with every
succession, and 1n every city, that prevails which the Law, and
the Prophets, and the Lord enjoin.”*+ The test of true doctrine
(6pfos Aoyos) with Hegesippus, as with Justin, therefore, is no
New Testament Canon, which does not yet exist for him, but the
Old Testament, the only Holy Scriptures which he acknowledges,
and the words of the Lord himself, which, as in the case of

<

X Eusebius, H. £., 1. 23. * Buseb, & F., 11, 23.

3 Epiphanius also has the tradition that James alone, as High Priest, once a
year went into the Holy of Holies. Her., Ixxviii. 13; cf. 14; xxix. 4.

4 Eusebius, A. £., iv. 22.
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Jewish Christians like Justin, were held to be established
by, and in direct conformity with, the Old Testament. He

carefully transmits the unerring tradition of apostolic preathing - -

(ryv awAavy rupd'ﬁwu:f TOU &wmfua\t.:vmﬂ m?pﬂw.urrug), but h}i?
apparently knows nothing of any canonical series even of apostolic
epistles. | : : _

The care with which Eusebius searches for information regard-
ing the books of the New Testament in carly writers, and his
anxiety to produceé any evidence concerning their composition
and authenticity, render his silence upon the subject almost as
important as his distinct utterance when speaking of such a man
as Hegesippus. Now, while Eusebius does not mention that
Hegesippus refers to any of our canonical Gospels or Epistles, he
very distinctly states that he made use in his writings of the
“ Gospel according to the Hebrews” (éx e 7ob xat’ ‘KB paiovs
evayyeliov......twva tifpow). It may be well, however, to
give his femarks in a consecutive form. “ He sets forth some
matters from the Gospel according to the Hebrews and the Syriac,
and particularly from the Hebrew language, showing that he was a
convert from among the Hebrews, and other things he records

as from unwritten Jewish tradition. And not only he, but also

Irenzus, and the whole body of the ancients, called the Proverbs
of Solomon : all-virtuous Wisdom. And regarding the so-called
Apocrypha, he states that some of them had been forged in his
own timé by certain heretics.”

It 1s clear that Eusebius, who quotes with so much care the
tesimony of Papias, a man of whom he speaks disparagingly,
regarding the composition of the first two Gospels, would not have
neglected to have availed himself of the evidence of Hegesippus,
for whom he has so much respect, had that writer furnished him
with any opportunity, and there can be no doubt that he found no
facts concerning the origin and authorship of our Gospels in his
writings. It is, on the other hand, reasonable to infer that
Hegesippus exclusively made use of the Gospel according to the
Hebrews, together with unwritten tradition. In the passage
regarding the Gospel according to the Hebrews, as even Lardner?
conjectures, the text of Eusebius is in all probability confused, and
he doubtless said what Jerome later found to be the fact, that
“ the Gospel according to the Hebrews is written in the Chaldaic
and  Syriac (or Syro-Chaldaic) language, but with Hebrew
this sense that Rufinus translates it. It

,‘_.

' A E. iv. 22.
* Credibality, etc., Works, ii. y P 144.

3 In Evangelio juxta Hebreos quod Chaldaico

eis Jiteys - quidem Syro ue Sermione se
hebraicis literis scriptum est, ete. Ay, Pelag, g yrog 77 d
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may not be inappropriate to point out that fragments of the
Gospel according to the Hebrews which have been preserved
show the same tendency to give some pre-eminence to James
amongst the Apostles which we observe in Hegesippus.® It has
been argued by a few that the words, *“ and regarding the so-called
Apocrypha, he states that some of them had been forged in his
own times by certain heretics,” are contradictory to his attributing
authority to the Gospel according to the Hebrews, or at least that
they indicate some distinction amongst Christians between recog-
nised and apocryphal works. The apocryphal works referred to,
however, are clearly Old Testament Apocrypha.? The words are
introduced by the statemeut that Hegesippus records matters “as
from unwritten Jewish tradition,” and then proceeds, “and not
only he, but also Irenzus and the whole body of the ancients,
called the Proverbs of Solomon: all-virtuous wisdom.” Then
follow the words, “ And with regard to the so-called Apecrypha,”
etc., evidently passing from the work just mentioned to the Old
Testament Apocrypha, several of which stand also in the name of
Solomon, and it 1s not improbable that amongst these were
included the Ascensio Esaie and the Apocalypsis Elie, to which is
referred a passage which Hegesippus, in a fragment preserved by
Photius,? strongly repudiates. As Hegesippus does not, so far as
we know, mention any canonical work of the New Testament, but
takes as his rule of faith the Law, the Prophets, and the words of
the Lord, probably as he finds them in the Gospel according to
the Hebrews, quotes also Jewish tradition and discusses the
Proverbs of Solomon, the only possible conclusion at which we
can reasonably arrive 1s that he spoke of Old Testament Apocrypha.
There cannot be a doubt that Eusebius would have recorded
his repudiation of New Testament * Apocrypha,” regarding which
he so carefully collects information, and his consequent recognition
of New Testament canonical works implied in such a distinction.
We must now see how far in the fragments of the works of
Hegesippus which have been preserved to us there are references
to assist our inquiry. In his account of certain surviving members
of the family of Jesus who were brought before Domitian,
Hegesippus says: “For Domitian feared the appearing of the
Christ as much as Herod.”# It has been argued that this may be
an allusion to the massacre of the children by Herod related in

* Cf. Hieron. De Vir. 1il., 2.

* Even Dr. Westcott admits : ** There is indeed nothing to show distinctly
that he refers to the apocryphal books of the New Testament, but there is
nothing to limit his words to the Old " (On the Canon, g) 184).

3 Bibl., 232 ; cf. Routh, Relig. Sacre, 1846, i., p. 28I f.

4 épofeiro yap Tyv mapovelav Tov Xpworov, ws kal Hpddys. FEuseb., . £.,
iil. 20.

- - . . o



272 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION

. - r— E——

Matt. ii., more especially as 1t 1s doubtful whether the parallel
account to that contained in the first two chapters m‘: the first
Gospel existed in the oldest forms of the Gospel according to the
Hebrews.” But the tradition which has been preserved in our
first Synoptic may have formed part of many other evangelical
works, in one shape or another, and certainly cannot be claimed
with reason exclusively for that Gospel. This argument, there-
fore, has no weight, and it obviously rests upon the vaguest
conjecture.

The principal passages which apologists? adduce as references
to our Gospels occur in the account which Hegesippus gives of
the martyrdom of James the Just. The first of these is the reply
which James is said to have made to the Scribes and Pharisees :
“Why do ye ask me concerning Jesus the Son of Man? He sits
in heaven on the right hand of great power, and is about to come
on the clouds of heaven.”s This is compared with Matt. xxvi. 64 :
* From this time ye shall see the Son of Man sitting on the right
hand of power and coming on the clouds of heaven.”’*+ It is not
necessary to point out the variations between these two passages,
which are obvious. If we had not the direct intimation that
Hegesippus made use of the Gospel according to the Hebrews,
which no doubt contained this passage, it would be apparent
that 2 man who valued tradition so highly might well have
derived it from that source. This is precisely one of those
sayings which were most current in the early Church, whose
hope and courage were sustained amid persecution and suffer-
ing by such Chiliastic expectations, with which, according to
the apostolic injunction, they comforted each other.s In any case,
the words do not agree with the passage in the first Gospel ; and
with such discrepancy, without any evidence that Hegesippus
knew anything of our Gospels, but, on the contrary, with
the knowledge that he made use of the Gospel according to
the Hebrews, we must decide that any such quotations must rather
be derived from it than from our Gospels.

It is scarcely necessary to say anything regarding the phrase,
“for we and all the people testify to thee that thou art just, and
that thou respectest not persons.” Dr. Westcott points out

| " Cf. Epiphanius, Her., xxix. 9 ; Hieron., De Vir. 1., 8, Comm. ad Matt.
i 1. 6, xii. 13, ad Es. xi. 1 y ad Habac., iii. 3.
* Westcott, On ke Canon, p. 182, note 4.

2 TN e émepwrare wepl "Inoou Tou viov Tou dvBpdmov ; kal alrds kdBnrar év TQ
wpary €x Sefiwr Tis peyalns duvduews, xal wéler épxeclhar émi Ty vegheNwy ToU
ovparov. Euseb., H. E., ii. 23,

F " i i - ) -
am Gpri byealle Tow vitw rou avbpomov kabrmevor éx defiGy i Ovrdpews Kal

Epxoueror €xl Tav vepehav Toi ol payor, Matt. xxvi. 64.
> I Thess. iv. 18. * Euseb., &, E., ii 23.
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that kal o0 AapfBdvers mpoocewmor only occurs in Luke xx. 21,
and Galatians ii. 6 ;* but the similarity of this single phrase, which
is not given as a quotation, but in a historical form put into the
mouth of those who are addressing James, cannot be accepted
as evidence of a knowledge of Luke. The episode of the
tribute money is generally ascribed to the oldest form of
the Gospel history, and, although the other two Synoptics? read
BAérers eis for Aapfdves, there is no ground for asserting
that some of the molAor who preceded ILuke did not use the
latter form, and as little for asserting that it did not so stand, for
instance, in the Gospel according to the Hebrews. The employ-
ment of the same expression in the Epistle, moreover, at once
deprives the Gospel of any individuality in its use.

Hegesippus represents the dying James as kneeling down and
praying for those who were stoning him : * I beseech (thee), Lord
God Father, forgive them, for they know not what they do”
(ITapakado, xipe Oee mdrep, apes avroisc ov yap oibaot
r{ worovrwv).3 This is compared with the prayer which Luke¢
puts into the mouth of Jesus on the cross: ‘“Father, forgive
them, for they know not what they do” (Ildrep, ades avrois
ov yap oidacww 7T( wowiow), and it is assumed from this
partial coincidence that Hegesippus was acquainted with the third
of our canonical Gospels. We are surprised to see an able and
accomplished critic like Hilgenfeld adopting such a conclusion
without either examination or argument of any kind.5 Such a
deduction is totally unwarranted by the facts of the case, and if
the partial agreement of a passage in such a Father with a
historical expression in a Gospel which, alone out of many
previously existent, has come down to us can be considered evi-
dence of the acquaintance of the Father with that particular
Gospel, the function of eriticism 1s at an end.

It may here be observed that the above passage of Luke xxii.
34 1s omitted altogether from the Vatican MS. and Cedex D
(Bezae), and in the Codex Sinaiticus its position 1s of a very
|doubtfu! character.® The Codex Alexandrinus which contains it

Y On the Canon, p. 182, note 4. 2 Matt. xxin. 16 ; Mark xn. 14.

3 Eus=b., #. E., u. 23 4 xxiil. 34

5 Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1863, p. 354, p- 360, anm. 1; Die Evv. Justin's,
p. 369 ; Der Kanon, p. 28. In each of these places the bare assertion is
made, and the reader is referred to the other passages. In fact, there 1s
merely a circle of references to moere unargued assumptions. Bunsen (Bibel-
werk, viil., p. 543) repeats the assertion of Hilgenfeld, and refers to the
passages above, where, however, as we have stated, no attempt whatever is
made to establish the truth of the assumption. Cf. Scholten, Die alt. Zeug-
nisse, p. 19 ; Het Paulin., Evangelie, p. 3.

® The passage is put within brackets by Lachmann, and within double

. brackets by Westcott and Hort.
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omits the word wdrep.* Luke’s Gospel was avowedly composed
after many other similar works were already in existence, and we
’know from our Synoptics how closely such writings often followed
imh other, and drew from the same sources.? If any historical
character is conceded to this prayer of Jesus, it 1s natural to
suppose that it must have been given in at least some of these
numerous Gospels which have unfortunately perished. No one
could reasonably assert that our third Gospel 1s the only one
which ever contained the passage. It would be unwarrantable to
affirm, for instance, that it did not exist in the Gospel according
to the Hebrews, which Hegesippus employed. On the supposition
that the passage is historical, which apologists at least will not
dispute, what could be more natural or probable than that such a
prayer, “emanating from the mnermost soul of Jesus,”3 should
have been adopted under similar circumstances by James his
brother and successor, who certainly could not have derived it
from Luke. The tradition of such words, expressing so much of
the original spirit of Christianity, setting aside for the moment
written Gospels, could scarcely fail to have remained fresh in the
mind of the early Church, and more especially in the primitive
community among whom they were uttered, and of which Hege-
sippus was himself a later member; and they would certainly
have been treasured by one who was so careful a collector and
transmitter of “ the unerring tradition of the apostolic preaching.”
No saying 1s more likely to have been preserved by tradition, both
from its own character, brevity, and origin, and from the circum-
stances under which i1t was uttered, and there can be no reason
for limiting it amongst written records to Luke’s Gospel. The
omission of the prayer from very important codices of Luke
further weakens the claim of that Gospel to the passage. Beyond
these general considerations, however, there is the important and
undoubted fact that the prayer which Hegesippus represents
James as uttering does not actually agree with the prayer of Jesus in
the third Gospel. So far from proving the use of Luke, therefore, this
merely fragmentary and partial agreement, on the contrary, rather
proves that he did not know that Gospel, for on the supposition of
his making use of the third Synoptic at all for such a purpose, and not
simply giving the prayer which James may in reality have uttered,
why did he not quote the prayer as he actually found it in Luke?

* The Clementine Homilies ive the ’ L S
-2 rayer of Jesus: II i
ras dpaprias aitor, k. 7.\ ngt, Xi. zop 4 e seing s B v
2 - : ‘ :
LRE passage we are considering was certainly not an *original addition by

the aathor of our present third l : ;
Cf. Ewald, Die drei ersten Ezrzrig:} ;[?8115311{ nc” s Bl subadfos s

i : . ) =2 3 p .
— ,G';n;f:ﬁ: dem innersten Geiste Jesus geschopft.” Ewald, Die drei erst.

[ .
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We have still to consider a fragment of Hegesippus preserved to
us by Stephanus Gobarus, a learned monophysite of the sixth
century, which reads as follows : “That the good things prepared
for the righteous neither eye saw, nor ear heard, nor entered they
into the heart of man. Hf,gemppus hrmever an ancient and
apostolic man, how moved I know not, says in the fifth book of
his Memoirs that these words are vainly spoken, and that those
who say these things give the lie to the divine wntings and to the
Lord, saying : *Blessed are your eyes that see, and your ears that
hear,’ ” etc. (Wluxupmr. oi opbalpol vpov ot [Aeémovres, kai T OTa
vpev Ta akovovra, kat Ta €&1s)."  We believe that we have here an
expression of the strong prejudice against the Apostle Paul and
his teaching, which continued for so long to preva.ll amongst
Jewish Christians, and which is apparent in many writings of that
period. The quotation of Paul, 1 Cor. 1. 9, differs materally
from the Septuagint version of the passage in Isaiah Ixiv. 4, and,
as we have seen, the same passage quoted by Clement of Rome,?
differs both from the version of the LXX. and from the epistle,
although closer to the former. Jerome, however, found the
passage in the apocryphal work called Ascensio Esaie,3 and
Origen, Jerome, and others, likewise ascribe it to the Apocalypsis
FElie4 This, however, does not concern us here, and we have
merely to examine the ‘“saying of the Lord,” which Hegesippus
opposes to the passage : “ Blessed are your eyes that see and your
ears that hear.,” This 1s compared with Matt. xin. 16, ‘ But
blessed are your eyes, for they see, and your ears, for they hear” -
(’up.mv d¢ pakdpior ot opalpor 6T PAerovow, Kai Ta GTa Vpev 0T
akovovewy), and also with Luke x. 23, ““ Blessed are the eyes which
see the things that ye see,” etc. We need not point out that the
saying referred to by Hegesippus, whilst conveying the same sense
as that in the two Gospels, differs from them both as they do from
each other, and as we might expect a quotation taken from a different
though kindred source, hke the Gospel according to the Hebrews,
to do. The whole of the passages which we have examined,
indeed, exhibit the same natural variation.

We have already referred to the expressions of Hegesippus
regarding the heresies in the early Church : “ From these sprang
the false Chnists, and false prophets, and false apostiles, who divided
the unity of the Church by corrupting doctrines concerning God
and his Christ.”s We have shown how this recalls quotations in
Justin of sayings of Jesus foreign to our Gospels, in common
with similar expressions in the Clementine FHomilies,® Apostolic

* Photius, B/, Cod., 232, col. 893.

* Ep. ad Corinth. xxxiv. 3 Comm. Es., Ixiv. 4.

¢ Cf. Cotelerius, Patr. Apost., in notis ad. Constit. Apost., vi. 16.
5 Euseb., &. K., iv. 22. " 2 1.
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Constitutions,” and Clementine Recogmitions,” and we need not
discuss the matter further. This community of reference, in a
circle known to have made use of the Gospel according to the
Hebrews, to matters foreign to our Synoptics, furnishes collateral
illustration of the influence of that Gospel.

Tischendorf, who so eagerly searches for every trace, real or
imaginary, of the use of our Gospels and of the existence of a New
Testament Canon, passes over in silence, with the"exception of a
short note3 devoted to the denial that Hegesippus was opposed to
Paul, this first writer of Christian Church history, whose evidence,
could 1t have been adduced, would have been so valuable. He
does not pretend that Hegesippus made use of the canonical
Gospels, or knew of any other Holy Scriptures than those of the
Old Testament ; but, on the other hand, he does not mention that
he possessed, and quoted from, the Gospel according to the
Hebrews. There 1s no reason for supposing that Hegesippus
found a New Testament Canon in any of the Christian commu-
nities which he visited, and such a rule of faith certainly did not
yet exist in Rome in A.D. 160-170. There is no evidence
to show that Hegesippus recognised any other evangelical
work than the Gospel according to the Hebrews, as the written
source of his knowledge of the words of the Lord.

The testimony of Papias is of great interest and importance in
connection with our inquiry, inasmuch as he is the first ecclesi-
astical writer who mentions the tradition that Matthew and Mark
composed written records of the life and teaching of Jesus; but
no question has been more continuously contested than that of
the identity of the works to which he refers with our actual
canonical Gospels. Papias was Bishop of Hierapolis, in Phrygia,*
m the first half of the second century, and is said to have suffered
martyrdom under Marcus Aurelius about A.p. 164-167.5 About
the middle of the second century he wrote a work in five books,
entitled ““ Exposition of the Lord’s Oracles” (Aoyiwy xvpiakdv
iynois), which, with the exception of a few fragments pre-
served to us chiefly by Eusebius and Irenaus, 15, unfortunately,
no longer extant. 1In the preface to his book he stated: “But I
shall not hesitate also to set beside my interpretations all that I
nghtly learnt from the Presbyters, and rightly remembered,
earnestly testifying to their truth ; for I was not, like the multitude,
taking pleasure in those who speak much, but in those who teach

‘i 18 ¢f. 18. gith
3 Hfaﬂﬂ u‘.urtifﬂt #%. 5. w., p' 19- 1V. 34-

* Eunsebius, H. £, iii. 6, 39: Hi :
5 Chron. Pasch., i. 4313 - lErﬂné,Eﬁ)lief)’f, }}U!E":Sm 39.
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the truth ; nor in those who relate alien commandments, but in
those who record those delivered by the Lord to the faith, and
which come from the truth itself. If it happened that anyone
came who had followed the Presbyters, 1 inquired minutely after
the words of the Presbyters, what Andrew or what Peter said, or
what Philip or what Thomas or James, or what John or Matthew,
or what any other of the disciples of the Lord, and what Anstion
and the Presbyter John, the disciples of the Lord, say ; for 1 held
that what was to be derived from books did not so profit me as

.that from the living and abiding voice”* (O vap Ta éx Tov

BiBhivy TogoiTdv pe wpeledyv tmeldpfavov, drov T wape (wons
powvis kai pevoiorys). It is clear from this that Papias preferred

tradition to any written works with which he was acquainted,

that he attached little or no value to any Gospels with
which he had met,> and that he knew nothing of «canonical
Scriptures of the New Testament. His work was evidently
intended to furnish a collection of the discourses of Jesus
completed from oral tradition, with his own expositions; and
this is plainly indicated, both by his own words and by the state-
ments of Eusebius, who, amongst other things, mentions that
Papias sets forth strange parables of the Saviour, and teachings
of his from unwritten tradition (éx mapadooews aypdapov).s It
is not, however, necessary to discuss more closely the nature of
the work, for there is no doubt that written collections of discourses
of Jesus existed before it was composed, of which it 1s probable
he made use.

The most interesting part of the work of Papias which 1s pre-
served to us is that relating to Matthew and Mark. After stating
that Papias had inserted in his book accounts of Jesus given by
Aristion, of whom nothing is known, and by the Presbyter John,
Eusebius proceeds to extract a tradition regarding Mark communi-
cated by the latter. There has been much controversy as to the
identity of the Presbyter John, some affirming him to have been

' Eusebius, /. £., ui. 39.

2 With reference to the last sentence of Papias, Tischendorf asks: ** What
books does he refer to here, perhaps our Gospels? According to the
expression this is not impossible, but from the whole character of the book m
the highest degree improbable” (Wann wurden, wu. s. w., p. 109). We
know little or nothing of the ** whole character™ of the book, and what we
do know is contradictory to our Gospels. The natural and only reasonable
course is to believe the express declaration of Papias, more especially as it is
made, in this instance, as a prefatory statement of his belief.

3 H. E.,ii. 39. Bleek (Einl. N. 7., 1866, p. 94), Credner (Beitrage, 1.,
p. 23 f.; Gesch. N. 7. Kan., p. 27 f.), and others, consider that Papias used
oral tradition solely or mainly in his work. Hilgenfeld (Zeitschr. w. Theol.,
1875, p. 238 f.; Einl. N. 7., 1875, p. 53 ff.) and others suppose that the
Hebrew Aéyia of Matthew were the basis of his Exposition, together with
tradition, but that he did not use any of our Gospels.
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the Apostle, but the great majority of critics deciding that he was
a totally different person. Irenzus, who, sharing the Chiliastic
opinions of Papias, held him in high respect, boldly calls him
“the hearer of John” (meaning the Apostle) “and a companion
of Polycarp” (6 ’lodvvov pev akoverys, IloAvkdpmov Je eraipos
yeyovws) ;' but this 1s expressly contradicted by Eusebius,
who points out that, in the preface to his book, Papias by no
means asserts that he was himself a hearer of the Apostles, but
merely that he received their doctrines from those who had
personally known them ;? and, after making the quotation from
Papias which we have given above, he goes on to point out that
the name of John is twice mentioned—once together with Peter,
James, and Matthew and the other Apostles, ‘“ evidently the Evan-
gelist,” and the other John he mentions separately, ranking him
amongst those who are not Apostles, and placing Aristion before
him, distinguishing him clearly by the name of Presbyter.s He
further refers to the statement of the great Bishop of Alexandria,
Dionysius,+ that at Ephesus there were two tombs, each bearing
the name of John, thereby leading to the inference that there were
two men of the name.5 There can be no doubt that Papias
himself, in the passage quoted, mentions two persons of the name
of John, distinguishing the one from the other, and classing the
one amongst the Apostles and the other after Aristion, an unknown

“disciple of the Lord,” and, but for the phrase of Irenaus, so |
characteristically uncritical and assumptive, there probably never .

would have been any doubt raised as to the meaning of the

passage. The question is not of importance to us, and we may | /

leave 1t with the remark that a writer who suffered martyrdom
under Marcus Aurelius, c. A.D. 165, can scarcely have been a hearer
of the Apostles.®

The account which the Presbyter John is said to have given of
Mark’s Gospel is as follows: “‘This also the Presbyter said :
Mark, having become the interpreter of Peter, wrote accurately

s T R i R ——

whatever he remembered, though he did not arrange in order the

; g:ﬁ Her., v. 33, § 4. _ * Eusebius, A. £., iii. 30.
useb., A, £., ui. 39. Cf. Hieron. De Vir. 1., 18.

oy /13 H £., vii. Proem.

: é‘b': vii. 25.  Cf. Hieron. De Vir. 7Il., 9.
1¢=:¢r¢£;131:3! 1(;;;5}:. Volkes Isr., vil., p. 226, anm. 1; Tischendorf, Wann
e &p 105. Dr. Lightfoot argues that the Chronicon Paschale,

Ol WINCh this date 1s derived, has inserted the name of Papias in mistake
for Papylus, which stands in the History of Eusebius (iv. 15), from which, he
contends, the author of the Chronicle derived his information. He, there-
fore, concludes that the above date may henceforth be dismissed, and at once
proceeds in a singularly arbitrary manner to fix dates for the career of Papias
which he considers more acceptable. The matter does not require elaborate
argument here. Cf. Lightfoot, Contemp. Rev., 187 5, p- 381 ﬂ'q
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things which were either said or done by Christ. For he neither
heard the Lord, nor followed him ; but afterwards, as I said,’
accompanied Peter, who adapted his teaching to the occasion, and
not as making a consecutive record of the Lord’s oracles. Mark,
therefore, committed no error in thus writing down some things as
he remembered them. For of one point he was careful, to omuit
none of the things which he heard, and not to narrate any of
them falsely.’ These facts Papias relates concerning Mark.”
The question to decide is, whether the work here described is our

canonical Gospel or not.
The first point in this account is the statement that Mark was

the interpreter of Peter (éppnvevris llérpov). Was he merely
the secretary of the Apostle, writing in a manner from his dictation,
or does the passage mean that he translated the Aramaic narrative
of Peter into Greek? The former is the more probable supposi-
tion, and that which is most generally adopted ; but the question
' is not material here. The connection of Peter with the Gospel
according to Mark was generally affirmed in the early Church, as
was also that of Paul with the third Gospel,? with the evident
purpose of claiming apostolic origin for all the canonical Gospels.+
Irenaeus says: “After their (Peter and Paul) decease, Mark, the
disciple and interpreter of Peter, delivered to us in writing that
which had been preached by Peter.”s Eusebius quotes a similar
tradition from Clement of Alexandria, embellished, however, with
further particulars. He says: *“...... The cause for which the
Gospel according to Mark was written was this: When Peter had

© Dr. Lightfoot (Contemp. Rev., 1875, p. 842), in the course of a highly
fanciful argument, says, in reference to this ““as I said 7 : ““It'is quite clear
that Papias had already said something of the relations existing between St.
Peter and St. Mark previously to the extract which gives an account of the
Second Gospel, for he there refers back to a preceding notice.” Itis quite
clear that he refers back, but only to the preceding sentence, in which he *‘ had
already said something of the relations” in stating the fact that °‘ Mark,
having become the interpreter of Peter, wrote, etc.”
2 ¢« Kal roil’ 6 wpeaBiTepos é\eye. Mdpros uév épunvevrns Ilérpov yevouévos
dra uvnudvevoev, dxpBds Eypayer, ol uév Tor Taker Td vwd Tol Xpiorol i)
NexOévra ) wpaxfevra. Olre yap fjxovre rov Kuplov, ofire wapnxolotifnoer alry:
borrepor 8¢, ws égmp, IléTpy, bs wpds Tas xpelas emwoielro Tas ddackallas, al\’ ovy
Gomep aovrabv TV Kupiakwy wowoluevos Noywy, Hrre oudér fuapre Mdpros, olTws
Eva ypayas ws ameuvnubvevaer. 'Erds yip €worjraro wpbvowav, Tou undév ow
fxovae wapa\ureiv, 7 yelgaclal T €v avrois.” Tavra wév olv loTépyrac T¢
Hawig wepl Tov Maprov. Euseb., . £., u. 39. '
; ' 3 Irenseuns, ddv. Her., iil. 1; cf. Eusebius, AZ. Z., v. 8 ; Tertulhian, 4d%.
j{, . Marc., iv. §; Origen, ap. Euseb., &, ., vi, 25; Eusebius, &Z. E., iii. 4;
! Hieron. De Vir. I, 7.
. | ¢ Cf Tertullian, ddv. Marc., iv. 5.
5 Mera 8¢ v TovTwy éfodov, Mapxos o uabfyrys xai épunvevrns Ilérpov, kal
avrds ra vwd Tlérpov xnpuoodueva éyypidws Nuiv rapadédwxe. Adv. Her., 1.

1, § 1; Euseb,, #. E., v. 8. :



280 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION

_—
- —

pubhcly preached the word at Rome, and pr{_)claimed the Gospel
by the Spirt, those who were present, being many, requested
Mark, as he had followed him from afar, and remembered what
he had said, to write down what he had spoken ; and, when he
had composed the Gospel, he gave it to those who had asked it
of him ; which, when Peter knew, he neither absolutely hindered
nor encouraged it.”* Tertullian repeats the same tradition. He
says : “And the Gospel which Mark published may be affirmed to
be Peter’s, whose interpreter Mark was......for it may rightly appear
that works which disciples publish are of their masters.”? We
have 1t again from Origen : “ The second (Gospel) 1s according to
Mark, written as Peter directed him.”s Eusebius gives a more
detailed and advanced version of the same tradition. “ So much,
however, did the effulgence of piety illuminate the minds of those
(Romans) who heard Peter that it did not content them to hear
but once, nor to recetve only the unwritten doctrine of the divine
teaching ; but, with reiterated entreaties, they besought Mark, to
whom the Gospel 1s ascribed, as the companion of Peter, that he
should leave them a written record of the doctrine thus orally
conveyed. Nor did they cease their entreaties until they had
persuaded the man, and thus became the cause of the writing of
the Gospel called according to Mark. They say, moreover, that
the Apostle (Peter), having become aware, through revelation to
him of the Spirit, of what had been done, was delighted with the
ardour of the men, and ratified the work, in order that it might
be read in the churches. This narrative is given by Clement in
the sixth book of his Zustitutions, whose testimony is supported
by that of Papias, the Bishop of Hierapolis.”+ The account given
by Clement, however, by no means contained these details, as we
have seen. Inhis Demonstration of the Gospel, Eusebius, referring
to the same tradition, affirms that it was the modesty of Peter
which prevented his writing a Gospel himself.5 Jerome almost
repeats the preceding account of Eusebius: ‘Mark, the disciple
and 1nterpreter of Peter, being entreated by the brethren
of Rome, wrote a short Gospel according to what he had

... To 0¢ karda Mdpkov ravryy éoxnrévar Tiv olkovoulav. Tob ITéTpov dnuoaia év
P“-‘ﬂl?fﬂpl-’ifﬂr'rns Tov Noyov, kal Mlvedpar 70 edayyéhov étevmrdvros, Tods mapbyras
woXhoils ﬁuruspru,pum}fcrm rov Maprov, ws &v dxolovBhoavra avTy méppwher kal
‘“"“'g-“f" or Twy NexPevrwy, avaypiar T4 elppuéva’ wojoavra 8¢ TH elayyéhio,
jeradovrac Tors Benmvm}- avrov. Omep émvywévra 7ov Ilérpov, mporpemrikds
pnTe Kwhigas pnte wporpéfasfa. Euseb., H. K., vi. 14
%;;‘;'t ffﬁ j_f_’a!n s quod ;duﬁ! Petri affirmetur, cujus interpres Marcus
...... estrorum iders . L. . .
gy jis “uacrt, que discipuli promulgarint. Adv. Marc.,
3 dedrepoy 8¢ 16 kara Mapror, s I1¢ ' : I :
: 2 ' TPOS U a ) ! -
siont. i Malt Fuseb., & g 25}’-” Pnynoato avry, momoarta, (Com

S 5
Euseb., A. K., ii. 15, > Demonstr. Evang., iii. s.
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recetved from Peter, which, when Peter heard, he approved,
and gave his authority for its being read in the churches, as
Clement writes in the sixth book of his Zastitutions,”* etc.
Jerome, moreover, says that Peter had Mark for an interpreter,
“whose Gospel was composed : Peter narrating and he writing ”
(cujus evangelium Petro narrante et illo scribente compositum est).”
It 1s evident that all these writers merely repeat with variations
the tradition regarding the first two Gospels which Papias origi-
'nated. Ireneus dates the writing of Mark after the death of
Peter and Paul in Rome. Clement describes Mark as writing
during Peter’s life, the Apostle pressrving absolute neutrality. By the
time of Eusebius, however, the tradition has acquired new and
miraculous elements, and a more decided character ; Peter is
made aware of the undertaking of Mark through a revelation of
the Spirit, and, instead of being neutral, is delighted, and lends
the work the weight of his authority. Eusebius refers to Clement
and Papias as giving the same account, which they do not, how-
ever, and Jerome merely repeats the story of Eusebius without
naming him ; and the tradition which he had embellished thus
becomes endorsed and perpetuated. Such is the growth of
tradition ;3 it 1s impossible to overlook the mythical character of
the information we possess as to the origin of the second canonical

(Gospel.

In a Gospel so completely inspired by Peter as the tradition of
Papias and of the early Church indicates we may reasonably
expect to find unmistakeable traces of Petrine influence ; but, on
examination, it will be seen that these are totally wanting. Some
of the early Church did not fail to remark this singular discrepancy
between the Gospel and the tradition of its dependence on Peter,
- and, 1n reply, Eusebius adopts an apologetic tone.+ For instance,
1n the brief account of the calling of Simon in Mark, the dis-
 tinguishing addition, “called Peter,” of the first Gospel is omitted,
and, still more notably, the whole narrative of the miraculous
draught of fishes which gives the event such prominence in the
. third Gospel.® In Matthew, Jesus goes into the house of * Peter”

to cure his wife’s mother of a fever, whilst in Mark it is “into the

* De Vir. 1., 8. * Ad Hedib., c. 2.

i A similar discrepancy of tradition is to be observed as to the place in
which the Gospel was written, Irenmus and others dating it from Rome, and
others (as Chrysostom, in Matt. Homil., 1.) assigning it to Egypt. Indeed,
some MSS. of the second Gospel have the words eypagy év Alyirre in
accordance with this tradition as to its origin. Cf. Scholz, £inl. N. T, i.,
p. 201. Various critics have argued for its composition at Rome, Alexandria,
and Antioch. We do not go into the discussion as to whether Peter ever was
in Rome.

¢ Dem. Ev., mi. 3.

5 Cf. Mark i. 16, 17 ; Matt. iv. 18. ¢ Luke v. 1-I1.

<
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house of Simon and Andrew,” the less honourable name being
still continued.” Matthew commences the catalogue of the twelve
by the pointed indication : * The first, Simon, who 1s called Peter,”
thus giving him precedence, whilst Mark merely says, “And Simon
he surnamed Peter.”3 The important episode of Peter’s walking
on the sea, of the first Gospel,# 1s altogether ignored by Mark. The
enthusiastic declaration of Peter, * Thou art the Christ,”s 1s only
followed by the chilling injunction to tell no one, in the second
Gospel,® whilst Matthew not only gives greater prominence to the
declaration of Peter, but gives the reply of Jesus, * Blessed art
thou, Simon Bar-jona,” &c.—of which Mark apparently knows.
nothing—and then proceeds to the most important episode in the
history of the Apostle, the celebrated words by which the surname
of Peter was conferred upon him: “And I say unto thee, that
thou art Peter, and upon this rock will I build my Church,” etc.?
The Gospel supposed to have been inspired by Peter, however,
totally omits this most important passage, as it also does the
miracle of the finding the tribute money in the fish’s mouth,
narrated by the first Gospel.®* Luke states that *“ Peter and John”
are sent to prepare the Passover, whilst Mark has only “two
disciples ;2 and in the account of the last Supper, Luke gives the
address of Jesus to Peter: ‘“Simon, Simon, behold Satan hath
desired to have you (all) that he may sift you as wheat; but I
have prayed for thee that thy faith fail not; and when thou art
converted, strengthen thy brethren.”® Of this Mark does not say
a word. Again, after the denial, Luke reads: “ And the Lord
turned and looked upon Peter, and Peter remembered the word
of the Lord, etc., and Peter went out and wept bitterly ”;** whereas
Mark omits the reproachful look of Jesus, and makes the penitence
of Peter depend merely on the second crowing of the cock, and
further modifies the penitence by the omission of *bitterly ”—
“And when he thought thereon, he wept.”’? There are other
instances to which we need not refer. Not only are some of the
most 1important episodes in which Peter is represented by the other
Gospels as a principal actor altogether omitted, but throughout the
Gospel there is a total absence of anything which is specially
characteristic of Petrine influence and teaching. The argument
that these omissions are due to the modesty of Peter is quite
untenable, for not only does Irenzus, the most ancient authority

Mark 1 29. ? Matt. x. 2.

Mark iii. 16. | ¢ Matt. xiv. 22-33.
Matt, adds, ““ the son of the hving God,” xvi. 16.

Mark vil. 27-30; cf. Baur, Das Markus Ev., p. 133.

Matt. xvi. 16-19. ® Matt. xvii. 24-27
? Luke xxii. 8; Mark xiv. I3. “ Luke xxii. 31 2‘
16, 61, 62 ; cf. Matt. xxvi. 75. 2 Mark x‘iv.' §7., at

-3 e i s
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on the point, state that this Gospel was only written after the death
of Peter,” but also there is no modesty in omitting passages of
importance in the history of Jesus, simply because Peter himself
was in some way concerned in them, or, for instance, in decreasing
his penitence for such a denial of his master, which could not
but have filled a sad place in the Apostle’s memory. On the other
hand, there 1s no adequate record of special matter, which the
intimate knowledge of the doings and sayings of Jesus possessed
by Peter might have supplied, to counterbalance the singular
omissions. There is much more of the spirit of Peter in the
'| first Gospel than there is in the second. The whole internal evi-
dence, therefore, shows that this part of the tradition of the
Presbyter John transmitted by Papias does not apply to our
| Gospel.

The discrepancy 1s still more marked when we compare
with our actual second Gospel the account of the work of
Mark which Papias received from the Presbyter. Mark wrote
down from memory some parts (éva) of the teaching of Peter
regarding the life of Jesus, but as Peter adapted his instructions
to the actual circumstances (wpos 7as xpeias), and did not give
a consecutive report (oivrafis) of the sayings or doings of
Jesus, Mark was only careful to be accurate, and did not trouble
himself to arrange in historical order (rafis) his narrative of the
things which were said and done by Jesus, but merely wrote down
facts as he remembered them. This description would lead us
to expect a work composed of fragmentary reminiscences of the
teaching of Peter, without regular sequence or connection. The
absence of orderly arrangement is the most prominent feature in
the description, and forms the burden of the whole. Mark writes
““what he remembered ”; ‘““ he did not arrange in order the things
that were either said or done by Christ.” And then follow the
apologetic expressions of explanation—he was not himself a hearer
or follower of the Lord, but derived his information from the
occasional preaching of Peter, who did not attempt to give a con-
! secutive narrative. Now, it is 1mpossible in the work of Mark,

| here described, to recognise our present second Gospel, which
does not depart in any important degree from the order of the
other two Synoptics, and which throughout has the most evident
| character of orderly arrangement. Each of the Synoptics com-
pared with the other two would present a similar degree of
variation, but none of them could justly be described as not
arranged 1n order, or as not being consecutive. The second
Gospel opens formally, and, after presenting John the Baptist as
the messenger sent to prepare the way of the Lord, proceeds to

“ Adv. Her., 1. 1, § 1; Euseb., &. E., v. 8. See quot., p. 279, note 5.
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the baptism of Jesus, his temptation, his entry upon public life,

and his calling of the disciples. Then, after a consecutive narra-

tive of his teaching and works, the history ends with a full
account of the last events in the life of Jesus, his trial,
crucifixion, and resurrection. There 1s in the Gospel every
characteristic of artistic and orderly arrangement, from the striking
introduction by the prophetic voice crying in the wilderness to the

solemn close of the marvellous history. The great majority of

critics, therefore, are agreed in concluding that the account of the

Presbyter John recorded by Papias does not apply to our second

canonical Gospel at all. Many of those who affirm that the
description of Papias may apply to our second Gospel do so with
hesitation, and few maintain that we now possess the original
work without considerable subsequent alteration. Some of these
critics, however, feeling the difficulty of identifying our second
Gospel with the work here described, endeavour to reconcile the
discrepancy by a fanciful interpretation of the account of Papias.
They suggest that the first part, in which the want of chronological

order 1s pointed out, refers to the rough notes which Mark made,

during the actual preaching and lifetime of Peter, and that the
latter part applies to our present Gospel, which he later remodelled
mto its present shape. This most unreasonable and arbitrary
application of the words of Papias is denounced even by
apologists.

It has been well argued that the work here described as pro-
duced by Mark in the character of épunvevrys Ilérpov is much
more one of the same family as the Clementine Homilies than of
our Gospels. The work was no systematic narrative of the history
of Jesus, nor report of his teaching, but the dogmatic preaching
of the Apostle, illustrated and interspersed with passages from the
discourses of Jesus, or facts from his life. Of this character

- seems actually to have been that ancient work, 7%e Preaching of

|

Peter (Kijpvypa Ilérpov), which was used by Heracleon,? and
by Clement3 of Alexandria, as an authentic canonical work,4

denounced by Origens on account of the consideration in which it |

. Was held by many, but still quoted with respect by Gregory of

i

|

Na.zianzum.f’ T'here can be no doubt that the Kipvypa Ilerpou,
although it failed to obtain a permanent place in the canon, was

' Augustine calls Marl:; the follower and abbreviator of Matthew. ¢ 7Zan-
guam ;{edt;crgrim et breviator Matthei.” De Consensu Boang., 1. 2.
* Ongen, Comment. in Joan. , xiii. 7.

: Strom., 1. 29, § 182, vi. 5, § 39, 6. § 48, 15, § 128.
. * The work is generally quoted by the latter with the introduction, ‘¢ Peter
in the Pfﬁﬂf;hinf_{ SAVS -t IItTp'Di' €V T r:?ipu'rnqrt hé—rﬂ K.T.\.

s De Princip. Praf., 8. ’

Lp. xvi. (ad Cesar.,1.). Cf. Fabricius, Cod. Apocr. N, Loyt pu Bs2.

1

|

|
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[ one of the most ancient works of the Christian Church, dating |
probably from the first century, and, like the work described =
7 . | by Papias, it also was held to have been composed in Rome .-:7%(
W in connection with the preaching there of Peter and Paul. | Ty
It must be noted, moreover, that Papias does not call the work e
ascribed to Mark a Gospel, but merely a record of the preaching |
} of Peter.
~Tt1s not necessary for us to account for the manner in which
the work referred to by the Presbyter John disappeared, and the .
present Gospel according to Mark became substituted for it. The
merely negative evidence that our actual Gospel is not the work
described by Papias is sufficient for our purpose. Any one
acquainted with the thoroughly uncritical character of the Fathers,
and with the literary history of the early Christian Church, will
readily conceive the facility with which this can have been
accomplished. The great mass of intelligent critics are agreed
that our Synoptic Gospels have assumed their present form only

. after repeated modifications by various editors of earlier evangelical
IMW works. These changes have not been effected without traces

. | being left by which the various materials may be separated and
GW‘J“M distinguished ; but the more primitive Gospels have entirely
W;E;cé- disappeared, naturally supplanted by the later and amplified
ﬂ“' versions. The critic, however, who distinguishes between the
earlier and later matter is not bound to perform the now im-
possible feat of producing the originals, or accounting in
any but a general way for the disappearance of the primitive
Gospel.

Tischendorf asks : “How then has neither Eusebius nor any
other theologian of Christian antiquity thought that the expressions
of Papias were in contradiction with the two Gospels (Mt. and
Mk.)?”* The absolute credulity with which those theologians
accepted any fiction, however childish, which had a pious tendency,
and the frivolous character of the only criticism in which they
indulged, render their unquestioning application of the tradition
of Papias to our Gospels anything but singular, and it is only
surprising to find their silent acquiescence elevated into an
argument. We have already, in the course of these pages, seen
something of the singularly credulous and unecritical character of
the Fathers, and we cannot afford space to give instances of the
absurdities with which their writings abound. No fable could be _
too gross, no invention too transparent, for their unsuspicious | bl
acceptance, if it assumed a pious form or tended to edification. |
No period in the history of the world ever produced so many |
spurious works as the first two or three centuries of our era. The |

" Wann wurden, u. s. w., p. 107.
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name of every Apostle, or Christian teacher, not excepting that of

the great Master himself, was freely attached to every description
of religious forgery. False gospels, eplstles_, acts, n}artyyolﬂgles,
were unscrupulously circulated, and such pious falsification was
not even intended, or regarded, as a crime, but perpetrated for the
<ake of edification. It was only slowly and after some centuries
that many of these works, once, as we have seen, regarded with
pious veneration, were excluded from the canon; and that genuine
works shared this fate, while spurious ones usurped their places, 1s

one of the surest results of criticism. The Fathers omitted to |

inquire critically when such investigation might have been of
value, and mere tradition credulously accepted and transmitted 1s
of no critical value.” In an age when the multiplication of copies
of any work was a slow process, and their dissemination a matter
of difficulty and even danger, it is easy to understand with what

facility the more complete and artistic Gospel could take the place,

of the original notes as the work of Mark.

The account given by Papias of the work ascribed to Matthew
is as follows: “ Matthew composed the oracles in the Hebrew
dialect, and every one interpreted them as he was able.”? Critics
are divided in opinion as to whether this tradition was, like that
regarding Mark, derived from the Presbyter John, or 1s given
merely on the authority of Papias himself. Eusebius joins the
account of Mark to that given by Matthew merely by the following
words: “These facts Papias relates concerning Mark; but
regarding Matthew he has said as follows : 73 Eusebius distinctly
states that the account regarding Mark is derived from the
Presbyter, and the only reason for ascribing to him also that
concerning Matthew is that it is not excluded by the phraseology of
Eusebius ; and, the two passages being given by him consecutively
—however they may have stood in the work of Papias—it is
reasonable enough to suppose that the information was derived
from the same source. The point is not of much importance, but
it is clear that there is no absolute -right to trace this statement
to the Presbyter John, as there is in the case of the tradition
about Mark.

This passage has excited even more controversy than that
regarding Mark, and its interpretation and application are still

' Dr. Westcott himself admits that ‘¢ the proof of the Canon is rendered |

f?%r; diﬁpqlt by the uncritical character of the first two centuries.” He says:

o F)‘Splﬂl of the ancient world was essentially uncritical ” (On the Canon,
* Marflaios pév olv ‘Efpaid. Siaéktw T& Noyia ocuveyod W ons

6avra ws fiv dwwards éxacros. Fuseh,, q}f E, ,61-1}; 30. e el R

-"_h Tr.wru. JAE ¥ uf-‘r lorépmraw T awia wepl rou Mdpxov. Ilepl 6¢ Tov Marfaiov
ravr elpyrar. Euseb., A, £, iii. 3.
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keenly debated. The intricacy and difficulty of the questions
which it raises are freely admitted by some of the most earnest
defenders of the canonical Gospels, but the problem, so far as our
examination is concerned, can be solved without much trouble.

| The dilemma in which apologists find themselves when they

attempt closely to apply the description of this work given by
Papias to our canonical Gospel is the great difhculty which

complicates the matter and prevents a clear and distinct solution

lof the question. We shall avoid minute discussion of details,

contenting ourselves with the broader features of the argument,
and seeking only to arrive at a just conclusion as to the bearing of
the evidence of Papias upon the claim to authenticity of our
canonical Gospel.

The first point which we have to consider is the nature of the
work which is here described. Matthew is said to have composed
the Adyw or Oracles, and there can be little doubt from the
title of his own book, Zxposition of the Lord's Oracles (Moyiwy
kvptak@v é&jynois), that these oracles referred to by Papias
were the Discourses of Jesus. Does the word Aoyia, however,
mean strictly oracles or discourses alone, or does 1t include within
its fair signification also historical narrative ?  Were the Adyia”
here referred to a simple collection of the discourses of Jesus, or
a complete Gospel like that in our canon bearing the name of
Matthew ? That the natural interpretation of the word is merely
“oracles” is indirectly admitted, even by the most thorough
apologists, when they confess the obscurity of the expression—
obscurity, however, which simply appears to exist from the diffi-
culty of straining the word to make it apply to the Gospel. “In
these sentences,” says Tischendorf, referring to the passage about
Matthew, “ there is much obscurity ; for instance, it 1s doubtful
whether we have rightly translated ‘Discourses of the Lord,”™
and he can only extend the meaning to include historical narrative
by leaving the real meaning of the word, and interpreting 1t by
supposed analogy.

There can be no doubt that the direct meaning of the word
Méyia anciently and at the time of Papias was simply—words
or oracles of a sacred character, and, however much the signification
became afterwards extended, that it was not then at all applied to
doings as well as sayings. There are many instances of this
original and limited signification in the New Testament ;* and

' Wann wurden, u. 5. w., p. 106 f.

2 ¢ They were entrusted with the oracles of God,” ra Néya rou Oeou,
Rom. iii. 2. *‘The first principles of the oracles of God,” r@v Noylwr ToU
Oeov, Heb. v. 12.  “* Let him speak as the oracles of God,” ws Aéyta Oeov,
1 Pet. iv. 11. CI. Suicer, 7hes. Eccles., 1., p. 247 f. Dr. Lightfoot (Coz-
temp, KRev., 1875, p. 400 f.) argues that in the first of the above passages



288 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION

— —

o —— S I —

there is no linguistic precedent for straining the expression used
at that period to mean anything beyond a collection of sayings of
Jesus which were estimated "as oracular or divine, nor is there any
“eason for thinking that rd Adywe was here used in any other
sense. It.is argued, on the other hand, the}t in the precedin_g
passage upon Mark a more extended meaning of tth word 1s
indicated. The Presbyter John says that Mark, as the interpreter
of Peter, wrote, without order, * the things which were either said
or .done by Christ ” (ra vmwé Tov Xpiuorrov 3 AexOevra 7) wpuybévra),
and then, apologising for him, he goes on to say that
Peter, whom he followed, adapted his teaching to the occasion,
“and not as making a consecutive record of the oracles
(Aoyiwv) of the Lord.” Here, it 1s said, the word Aoylwy 1s
used in reference both to sayings and doings, and, therefore, in
the passage on Matthew 7a Adywx must not be understood to
mean only Aexfevra, but also includes, as in the former case,
the mwpayferra. For these and similar reasons—in very many
cases largely influenced by the desire to see in these Aoyia our
actual Gospel according to Matthew—many critics have maintained
that 7a Aoywein this place may be understood to include historical
narrative as well as discourses. The arguments by which they
arrive at this conclusion, however, seem to us to be based upon
thorough misconception of the direct meaning of the passage.
Few, or none, of these critics would deny that the simple inter-

Paul's expression, ‘‘ the oracles of God,” can mean nothing else than the O. T.
Scriptures, and, therefore, includes the historical books of Genesis, Joshua,
Samuel, etc. We must maintain that Paul certainly does not refer to a col-
lection of writings, but to the communications or revelations of God, and, as
the context shows, probably more immediately to the Messianic prophecies.
The advantage of the Jews, in fact, according to Paul here, was that to them
were first communicated the divine oracles : that they were made the medium
of God's utterances to mankind. There seems almost an echo of the
expression in Acts vii. 38, where Stephen is represented as saying to the Jews
of their fathers on Mount Sinai: “° who received living oracles (Adyia {wrTa)
torgive unto us.” Of this nature were ‘“the oracles of God” entrusted to
the Jews. Further, the phrase, “ the first principles of the oracles of God”
(Heb. v. 12}, is no application of the term to narrative, as is argued, how-
ever much the author may illustrate his own teaching by O. T. history ; but the

writer of the Epistle clearly explains his own meaning in the first and second

verses of his letter, when hesays : “ God having spoken to the fathers in time past

i the prophets, at the end of these days spake unto us in his Son.” Dr.

Laghtfoot also urges that Philo applies the term *‘oracle” (Aéywor) to the

narrative _m Gen. iv. 15, etc. The fact 1s, however, that Philo considered

almost li‘:::"}'h?ﬂ_ﬂ ut; the O. T. as allegorical, and held that narrative or

‘thtrmmug ura.clp nases lrequently veiled divine oracles. When he applies the

€ toany of these, it is not to the narrative, but to the divine

- . .
l;;temm:e tWhm:l] he bchev;:s to be mystically contained in it, and which
typglx;;:t:. and expounds in the usual extravagant manner of Alexandrian




PAPIAS OF HIERAPOLIS 289

e

pretation of 7a Adyw, at that period, was oracular sayings.’
Papias shows his preference for discourses in the very title of his
lost book, Zxposition of the Moyiwv of the Lord, and in the
account which he gives of the works attributed to Mark and
Matthew the discourses evidently attracted his chief interest.
Now, in the passage regarding Mark, instead of Aoyiwv being
made the equivalent of Aexfévra and wpaybévra, the very
reverse is the fact. The Presbyter says Mark wrote what he
remembered of the things which were said or done by Christ,
although not in order, and he apologises for his doing this on the
ground that he had not himself been a /earer of the Lord, but
merely reported what he had heard from Peter, who adapted his
teaching to the occasion, and did #ef attempt to give a consecutive
record of the oracles (Aoyiov) of the Lord. Mark, therefore,
could not do so either. Matthew, on the contrary, he states, did
compose the oracles (ré Adyw). There is an evident contrast
made—Mark wrote 1) Aexfévra i mpaxtévra because he had not
the means of writing the oracles; but Matthew composed the
Aéyewa, Papias clearly distinguishes the work of Mark, who
had written reminiscences of what Jesus had said and done
from that of Matthew, who had made a collection of hi
discourses.

It is impossible upon any but arbitrary grounds, and from a
foregone conclusion, to maintain that a work commencing with a
detailed history of the birth and infancy of Jesus, his genealogy,
and the preaching of John the Baptist, and concluding with an
equally minute history of his betrayal, tral, crucifixion, and

resurrection ; which relates all the miracles, and has for its -

evident aim throughout the demonstration that Messianic prophecy
was fulfilled in Jesus, could be entitled ra Aoywa: the oracles or
discourses of the Lord.

Partly for these, but also for other important reasons, some of
which shall presently be referred to, the great majority of crities
deny that the work described by Papias can be the same as the
Gospel in our canon bearing the name of Matthew. Whilst of
those who suppose that the (Aramaic) original of which Papias
speaks may have been substantially similar to it in construction,
very few affirm that the work did not receive much subsequent

¢ Tischendorf himself, in a note, says: “ Rufinus translates the word \éyea,

! according to the old linguistic usage, by eracwl/a. It is in the highest degree
probable that in fact the book of Papias, according to the Millenarian
standing-point of the man, was dedicated specially to prophecies of the Lord.

Christian linguistic usage, however, gave the word a wider signification, so
that the sayings of the Lord and of the Apostles, even when they had not the
particular character of prophecy, were so called, and Holy Scripture was
designated feia Noya” ( Wann wurden, u. s. w., p. 102, note I).

| U
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manipulation, addition, and a]teratim}, necessarily including
translation, before it assumed the form in which the Gospel now
lies before us; and many of them altogether deny its actual
C n.
ap’?“slleile:ﬁost important and obvious point is that the work
described in this passage was written by Matthew in the Hebrew
or Aramaic dialect, and each one who did not understand that
dialect was obliged to translate as best he could. Our Gospel
according to Matthew, however, is in Greek. Tischendorf, who is
obliged to acknowledge the Greek originality of our actual Gospel,
and that it 1s not a translation from another language, recognises
the inevitable dilemma in which this fact places apologists, and
has, with a few other critics, no better argument with which to
meet it than the simple suggestion that Papias must have been
mistaken in saying that Matthew wrote in Hebrew.* Just as much
of the testimony as is convenient or favourable is eagerly claimed
by such apologists, and the rest, which destroys its applicability to
our Gospel, is set aside as a mistake. Tischendorf perceives the
difficulty, but, not having arguments to meet it, he takes refuge in
feeling. “In this,” he says, “there lies before us one of the most
complicated questions, whose detailed treatment would here not be
in place. For our part, we are fully at rest concerning it, in the
conviction that the assumption by Papias of a Hebrew original
text of Matthew, which already in his time cannot have been
limited to himself and was soon repeated by other men, arises
only from a misunderstanding.”? It is difficult to comprehend
why it should be considered out of place, in a work specially
written to establish the authenticity of the Gospels, to discuss fully
sovital a point ; and its deliberate evasion in such a manner alone
can be deemed out of place.3
We may here briefly remark that Tischendorf and others
repeat with approval the disparaging expressions against Papias
which Eusebius, for dogmatic reasons, did not scruple to use, and
in this way they seek somewhat to depreciate his testimony, or at
least indirectly to warrant their free handling of it. It is true that
Eusebius says that Papias was a man of very limited comprehen-
SIon5  (odbdpa  ydp Tou THIkpos Gv Tov  vouv), but this 1S
* Tischendorf, Wann wurden, u. s. w., p. 107 f.
* Wann wurden, y, ;. w., p. 107 f.

8 Dr.'\"'b’estmtf scarcely refers to the subject at all, and indeed on other
pmnktshu-hlch 4T€ Inconvenient in the evidence of Papias regarding Matthew’s
work he preserves almost complete silence, and assumes, with hardly a hint of

doubt « ' _ 1
e ed-t:rﬁ‘uggega;nt}n the orthodox conclusions (On the Canon, pp. 59-62 :
e

4 Tischendorf, Wanr wurden, u. 5. w,, pPp. 106-111.

* M. 8B.,ii. 39. The passage (mi. 36) in which :
: =3 . : » on the contrary, Papias
15 called ““a man in all respects most learned” (dedp & wdyre 6’3 ;m'?ul?rm
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acknowledged to be on account of his Millenarian opinions, to

‘which Eusebius was vehemently opposed. It must be borne in

mind, however, that the Chiliastic passage from Papias quoted by
Irenzeus, and in which he certainly saw nothing foolish, 1s given on
the authority of the Presbyter John, to whom, and not to Papias,

~any criticism upon it must be referred. If the passage be not of a

very clevated character, it is quite in the spinit of that age. The
main point, however, is that in regard to the testimony of Papias
we have little to do with his general ability, for all that was
requisite was the power to see, hear, and accurately state very
simple facts. He repeats what is told him by the Presbyter, and,
in such matters, we presume that the Bishop of Hierapolis must

be admitted to have been competent.
There is no point, however, on which the testimony of the

Fathers is more invariable and complete than that the work of

iMatthew was written in Hebrew or Aramalc The first mentmn

of any work ascribed to Matthew occurs in the account communi-
cated by Papias, in which, as we have seen, it 1s distinctly said
that Matthew wrote “ in the Hebrew dialect.” Irenaeus, the next
writer who refers to the point, says: “ Matthew also produced a
written Gospel amongst the Hebrews in their own dialect,” and
that he did not derive his information solely from Papias may be
inferred from his going on to state the epoch of Matthew’s
writings : “ when Peter and Paul were preaching and founding the
Church in Rome.”* The evidence furmished by Pantanus is
certainly independent of Papias. Eusebius states, with regard to
him : “Of these Pantenus 1s said to have been one, and to have
penetrated as far as India (Southern Arabia), where 1t 1s reported
that he found the Gospel according to Matthew, which had been
delivered before his arrival to some who had the knowledge of
Christ, to whom Bartholomew, one of the Apostles, as it i1s said,
had preached, and left them that wnting of Matthew in Hebrew
letters V' (avrois Te EBpaiorv ypappao: Ty Tov Marbaiov xaradeas
ypapyv).?  Jerome gives a still more circumstantial account
of this: * Pantenus found that Bartholomew, one of the twelve
Apostles; had there (in India) preached the advent of our Lord
Jesus Christ according to the Gospel of Matthew, which was
written in Hebrew letters (qwod Hebraicis literis scriptum), and

Noywdrares) is doubtful, as it is not found in the St. Petersburg Synac
edition, nor in several other old Greek MSS.; but, treated even as an ancient
note by some one acquainted with the writings of Paplas. it may be mentioned
here.

* 'O pev 8 Marfaios €v Tols Eﬁpalmf ™ iblg avTwy Em.?\frr@ Kad 'ypmpr;r
e,_nneynv fuuwshiuu, rou Ilérpov xal Tou ITavdov év "Puuy evayyelfoucrwr xal

Oepehwovwrwy v éxx\golar. Adv. Her., il 1, § 1; Euseb., &. £., v. 8.
* Euseb., &, K., v. 10.

."" _:{',.:‘:’.’ ? ’? .‘_T-
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which, on returning to Alexandria, he brought with him.”* It is
quite clear that this was no version specially made by Bartholomew,
for had he translated the Gospel according to Matthew from the
Greek, for the use of persons in Arabia, he certainly would not
have done so into Hebrew. Orngen, according to Eusebius,
“ following the ecclesiastical canon,” states what he has under-
stood from tradition (ev mapadooer) of the Gospels, and says :
- “The first written was that according to Matthew, once a publican,
- but afterwards an Apostle of Jesus Christ, who delivered it to the
- Jewish believers, compesed in the Hebrew language.” Eusebius,
in another place, makes a similar statement in his own name:
““Matthew, having first preached to the Hebrews, when he was
about to go also to others delivered to them his Gospel written in
their native language, and thus compensated those from whom he
was departing for the want of his presence by the writing.”s Cyril
of Jerusalem says: * Matthew, who wrote the Gospel, wrote it in
the Hebrew language.”# Epiphanius, referring to the fact that the
Nazarenes called the only Gospel which they recognised the
“Gospel according to the Hebrews,” continues: “As in very
truth we can affirm that Matthew alone, in the New Testament,
set forth and proclaimed the Gospel in the Hebrew language and
in Hebrew characters ”;5 and elsewhere he states that “ Matthew
wrote the Gospel in Hebrew.” The same tradition is repeated
by Chrysostom,? Augustine,® and others.

Whilst the testimony of the Fathers was thus unanimous as to
the fact that the Gospel ascribed to Matthew was originally written
in Hebrew, no question ever seems to have arisen in their minds as
to the character of the Greek version ; much less was any examina-
tion made with the view of testing the accuracy of the translation.
“Such mnquiries were not in the spirit of Christian learned men
generally of that time,” as Tischendorf remarks in connection
with the belief current in the early Church, and afterwards shared
by Jerome, that the Gospel according to the Hebrews was the
original of the Greek Gospel according to Matthew. The first
who directly refers to the point, frankly confessing the total
ignorance which generally prevailed, was Jerome. He states :
“Matthew, who was also called Levi, who, from a publican,

* L Var. Il 36. * Euseh., A E,, Vi 28 3 Euseb., & E., 1. 24.
4 D{Inrﬁafus 0 ypayas 16 evayyéhor, ‘EBpaide yNwooy TovTo éypaer. Cat. 14.
* ws Td aknfi e’a'n‘r' eimetv 8re Marfaios uévos ‘Efpaiori xal ‘EBpaikots ypau-
pogw €v Ty kawy Swabiky émonoaro Y Tou evayyellov éxbealy 1€ kai KN PUy L.
Her., xxx. 3: ed. Petav., B £2Y,
]_i_ﬁg;;s_ %;:BEGZ ;grﬁpu.rm?s Ypappast ypagper 6 evayyehiov, k.r.\. Her.,
7 Hom. in Matth., i. 8 De Cons

‘ ensu Evang., 1. 2.
? Tischendorf, Wann wurden, u. s. w.
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became an Apostle, was the first who wrote a Gospel of Christ in
Judza in Hebrew language and letters, on account of those from
amongst the circumcision who had believed ; but who afterwards
translated it into Greek is not sufficiently certain.”* It was only
at a much later period, when doubt began to arise, that the
translation was wildly ascribed to the Apostles John, James, and
others.?

The expression in Papias that “everyone interpreted them (the
Aéyua) as he was able” (jppijvevoe davrd os fv Svvaris ékaoTos)
has been variously understood by different critics, like the rest of
the account. Schleiermacher explained the 7ppjvevoe as trans-
lation by enlargement—Matthew merely collected the Adyua,
and everyone added the explanatory circumstances of time and
occasion as best he could.? This view, however, has not been
largely adopted. Others consider that the expression refers to the
_interpretation .which was given on reading it at the public meetings
of Christians for worship ; but there can be no doubt that, coming
after the statement that the work was written in the Hebrew
dialect, épunreterv can only mean simple translation. Some main-
tain that the passage implies the existence of many written trans-
lations, amongst which very probably was ours; whilst others
affirm that the phrase merely signifies that, as there was no recognised
translation, each one who had but an imperfect knowledge of the
language, yet wished to read the work, translated the Hebrew for
himself as best he could. Some consider that Papias or
the Presbyter uses the verb in the past tense, nppivevoe, as con-
trasting the time when it was necessary for each to interpret as
best he could with the period when, from the existence of a
recognised translation, it was no longer necessary for them to do
so, whilst others deny that any written translation of an authentic
character was known to Papias atall. Now, the words in Papias
are merely: * Matthew composed the Adywa in the Hebrew
dialect,* and everyone interpreted them as he was able.” The
statement is perfectly ssimple and direct, and it 1s, at least, quite clear
that it conveys the fact that when the work was composed transla-

U Matthewus, qui et Levi, ex publicane apostolus, primus in Judea, propter
eos qui ex circumcisione crediderant, evangelium Christi Hebraicis litleris
verbisque composuil: quod quis postea in Grecum transtulerit, non salis
cerium est. Hieron. De Vir. 1U., 3.

* Cf. Theophylact, Com. in Matth., Pram. ; Auctor Synops. Script. Sacr.;
Athanasius, Opp. Paris., \1., p. 155; Evang. sec. Matth. ed. Matthei, p. 10.

3 Th. Studien u. Krit., 1832, p. 735 f.

¢ In connection with this it may be of interest to remember that, in the
account of his conversion and the vision which he saw on his way to
Damascus which Paul gives to King Agrippa in the Acts of the Apostles, he
states that Jesus spoke to him ““in the Hebrew dialect ” ('EBpatd: dta\ékTe),
Acts xxvi. 14.
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tion was requisite, and, as each one translated_ ‘“as he was able,”
that no recognised translation existed to which all might have
recourse. There 1s no contrast either necessarily or probably
implied in the use of the past tense. The composition of the
Aéyia being, of course, referred to in the past tense, the same
tense is simply continued in completing the sentence. The pur-
pose is obviously to convey the fact that the work was composed
in the Hebrew language. But even if it be taken that Papias
intentionally uses the past tense in reference to the time when
translations did not exist, nothing is gained. Papias may have
known of many translations, but there is absolutely not a syllable
which warrants the conclusion that he was acquainted with an
authentic Greek version, although it is possible that he may have
known of the existence of some Greek translations of no authority.
The words used, however, imply that, if he did, he had no respect
for any of them.

Thus the account of Papias, supported by the perfectly unani-
mous testimony of the Fathers, declares that the work composed
by Matthew was written in the Hebrew or Aramaic dialect. The
- only evidence which asserts that Matthew wrote any work at all
 distinctly asserts that he wrote it in Hebrew. It is quite impossible
to separate the statement of the authorship from that regarding the
language. The two points are so indissolubly united that they
stand or fall together. If it be denied that Matthew wrote in
Hebrew, it cannot be asserted that he wrote at all. It is therefore
perfectly certain from this testimony that Matthew cannot be
declared the direct author of the Greek canonical Gospel bearing
his name. At the very best it can only be a translation, by an
unknown hand, of a work the original of which was early lost.
None of the earlier Fathers ever ventured a conjecture as to how,
when, or by whom the translation was effected. Jerome explicitly
states that the translator of the work was unknown. The deduction
1s clear: our Greek Gospel, n so far as it is associated with
Matthew at all, cannot at the utmost be more than a translation,
but as the work of an unknown translator there cannot, in the
absence of the original, or of satisfactory testimony of its accuracy,
be any assurance that the translation faithfully renders the work of
Matthew, or accurately conveys the sense of the original. All its
Apostolical authority is gone. Even Michaelis long ago recog-
nised this: “If the original text of Matthew be lost, and we have
nothing but a Greek translation, then, frankly, we cannot ascribe
any divine nspiration to the'words; yea, it is possible that in various
places thc'”truer meaning of the Apostle has been missed by the
translator.” This was felt and argued by the Manicheans in the

‘&inl. N. T., ii., p. 997, cf. p. 1,003.
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fourth century,’ and by the Anabaptists at the time of the
' Reformation.” A wide argument might be opened out as to the
" dependence of the other two Gospels on this unauthenticated
work.

The dilemma, however, is not yet complete. It was early
remarked that our first canonical Gospel bears no real marks of
being a translation at all, but is evidently an original, independent
Greek work. Even men like Erasmus, Calvin, Cajetan, and
(Ecolampadius began to deny the statement that our Gospels
showed any traces of Hebrew origin, and the researches of later
scholars have so fully confirmed their doubts that few now
maintain the primitive belief in a translation. We do not propose
here to enter fully into this argument. It is sufficient to say that
the great majority of competent critics declare that our first
canonical Gospel is no translation, but an original Greek text ;
whilst of those who consider that they find in it traces of translation
and of Hebrew origin, some barely deny the independent originality
of the Greek Gospel, and few assert more than substantial agreement
with the original, with more or less variation and addition often of
a very decided character. The case, therefore, stands thus: The
whole of the evidence which warrants our believing that Matthew
wrote any work at all, distinctly, invariably,”and emphatically
asserts that he wrote that work in Hebrew or Aramaic ; a Greek
Gospel, therefore, as connected with Matthew, can only be a
translation by an unknown hand, whose accuracy we have not, and
never have had, the means of verifying. Our Greek Gospel,
however, being an independent original Greek text, there is no
ground whatever for ascribing it even indirectly to Matthew at all,
the whole evidence of antiquity being emphatically opposed, and
the Gospel itself laying no claim, to such authorship.

One or other of these alternatives must be adopted for our first
\\ Gospel, and either is absolutely fatal to its direct Apostolic origin.
Neither as a translation from the Hebrew nor as an original Greek
text can it claim Apostolic authority. This has been so well
recognised, if not admitted, that some writers, with greater zeal
than discretion, have devised fanciful theories to obwiate the
difficulty. These maintain that Matthew himself wrote both in
Hebrew and in Greek, or at least that the translation was made
during his own lifetime and under his own eye, and so on. There
is not, however, a particle of evidence for any of these assertions,
which are merely the arbitrary and groundless conjectures of
embarrassed apologists.

It is manifest that upon this evidence both those who assert the

L

' Augustine, Contra Faust., 32, 2; 33, 3
* Sixtus Senensis, Bibl. Sancta, vii. 2, p. 924.
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tion was requisite, and, as each one translated “as he was able,”
' that no recognised translation existed to which all might have
recourse. There is no contrast either necessarily or probably
implied in the use of the past tense. The composition of the
AMéyia being, of course, referred to in the past tense, the same
tense is simply continued in completing the sentence. The pur-
pose is obviously to convey the fact that the work was composed
in the Hebrew language. But even if it be taken that Papias
intentionally uses the past tense in reference to the time when
translations did not exist, nothing i1s gained. Papias may have
known of many translations, but there is absolutely not a syllable
which warrants the conclusion that he was acquainted with an
authentic Greek version, although it 1s possible that he may have
known of the existence of some Greek translations of no authority.
The words used, however, imply that, if he did, he had no respect
for any of them.
Thus the account of Papias, supported by the perfectly unani-
mous testimony of the Fathers, declares that the work composed
. by Matthew was written in the Hebrew or Aramaic dialect. The
. only evidence which asserts that Matthew wrote any work at all
- distinctly asserts that he wrote it in Hebrew. 1t is quite impossible
to separate the statement of the authorship from that regarding the
language. The two points are so indissolubly united that they
stand or fall together. If it be denied that Matthew wrote in
Hebrew, 1t cannot be asserted that he wrote at all. It 1s therefore
perfectly certain from this testimony that Matthew cannot be
declared the direct author of the Greek canonical Gospel bearing
his name. At the very best 1t can only be a translation, by an
unknown hand, of a work the original of which was early lost.
None of the earlier Fathers ever ventured a conjecture as to how,
when, or by whom the translation was effected. Jerome explicitly
states that the translator of the work was unknown. The deduction
1s clear: our Greek Gospel, in so far as it is associated with
Matthew at all, cannot at the utmost be more than a translation,
but as the work of an unknown translator there cannot, in the
absence of the original, or of satisfactory testimony of its accuracy,
be any assurance that the translation faithfully renders the work of
Matthew, or accurately conveys the sense of the original. All its
Apostolical authority is gone. Even Michaelis long ago recog-
nised this : “If the original text of Matthew be lost, and we have
m—;thut_}g but a Glft:f:k translation, then, frankly, we cannot ascribe
any divine inspiration to the'words ; yea, it is possible that in various
places tht:”trm&:: meaning of the Apostle has been missed by the
translator.”™ This was felt and argued by the Manicheans in the

* Einl. N, T, ii., p. 997, cf. p. 1,003.
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fourth century,* and by the Anabaptists at the time of the
Reformation.? A wide argument might be opened out as to the
dependence of the other two Gospels on this unauthenticated
work.

The dilemma, however, is not yet complete. It was early
remarked that our first canonical Gospel bears no real marks of
being a translation at all, but is evidently an original, independent
Greek work. Even men like Erasmus, Calvin, Cajetan, and
(Ecolampadius began to deny the statement that our Gospels
showed any traces of Hebrew origin, and the researches of later
scholars have so fully confirmed their doubts that few mnow
maintain the primitive belief in a translation. We do not propose
here to enter fully into this argument. It is sufficient to say that
the great majority of competent critics declare that our first
canonical Gospel is no translation, but an original Greek text ;
whilst of those who consider that they find in it traces of translation
and of Hebrew origin, some barely deny the independent originality
of the Greek Gospel, and few assert more than substantial agreement
with the original, with more or less variation and addition often of
a very decided character. The case, therefore, stands thus: The
whole of the evidence which warrants our believing that Matthew
wrote any work at all, distinctly, invanably, and emphatically
asserts that he wrote that work in Hebrew or Aramaic; a Greek
Gospel, therefore, as connected with Matthew, can only be a
translation by an unknown hand, whose accuracy we have not, and
never have had, the means of verifying. Our Greek Gospel,
however, being an independent original Greek text, there 1S NO
ground whatever for ascribing it even indirectly to Matthew at all,
the whole evidence of antiquity being emphatically opposed, and
the Gospel itself laying no claim, to such authorship.

One or other of these alternatives must be adopted for our first
\\ Gospel, and either is absolutely fatal to its direct Apostolic origin.
Neither as a translation from the Hebrew nor as an original Greek
text can it claim Apostolic authority. This has been so well
recognised, if not admitted, that some writers, with greater zeal
than discretion, have devised fanciful theories to obviate the
difficulty. These maintain that Matthew himself wrote both in
Hebrew and in Greek, or at least that the translation was made
| during his own lifetime and under his own eye, and so on. There
is not, however, a particle of evidence for any of these assertions,
which are merely the arbitrary and groundless conjectures of
| embarrassed apologists.
It is manifest that upon this evidence both those who assert the

' Augustine, Contra Faust., 32, 2; 33, 3
* Sixtus Senensis, Bl Sancta, vii. 2, p. 924.
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Hebrew original of Matthew’s work and those who maintain that

our Gospel 1s not a translation, but an original Greek composition,

should logically deny its apostolicity. We need not say that this

is not done, and that for dogmatic and other foregone conclusions
many profess belief in the Apostolic authorship of the Gospel,
although in doing so they wilfully ignore the facts, and in many
cases merely claim a substantial, but not absolute, Apostolic origin
for the work. A much greater number of the most able and
learned critics, however, both from external and internal evidence,
deny the Apostolic origin of our first canonical Gospel.

There 1s another fact to which we may briefly refer, which, from
another side, shows that the work of Matthew, with which Papias
was acquainted, was different from our Gospel. In a fragment
from the fourth book of his lost work, which is preserved to us by
(Ecumenius and Theophylact, Papias relates the circumstances of
the death of Judas Iscariot in a manner which is in contradiction
to the account in the first Gospel. In Matthew xxvii. 5 the death
of the traitor is thus related: “ And he cast down the pieces of
silver in the temple, and departed and went and hanged himself.””
The narrative in Papias is as follows : “Judas walked about in
this world a great example of impiety ; for his body having
swollen so that, on an occasion when a waggon was moving on
its way he could not pass it, he was crushed by the waggon, and
his bowels gushed out.”? Theophylact, in connection with this
passage, adds other details, also apparently taken from the work
of Papias; as, for instance, that, from his excessive corpulency,
the eyes of Judas were so swollen that they could not see, and so
sunk in his head that they could not be perceived even by the
aid of the optical instruments of physicians ; and that the
rest of his body was covered with running sores and maggots, and
so on in the manner of the early Christian ages, whose imagination
conjured up the wildest “special providences” to punish the
enemies of the faith. As Papias expressly states that he eagerly
mquired what the Apostles and, amongst them, what Matthew
said, we may conclude that he would not have deliberately contra-
dicted the account given by that Apostle had he been acquainted
with any work attributed to him which contained it.

It has been argued, from some very remote and imaginary
resemblance between the passage from the preface to the work of
Papias quoted by Eusebius with the prologue to Luke, that
Papias was acquainted with that Gospel ; but nothing could be
more groundless than such a conclusion based upon such

I J o & . # 5 a
In Acts i. 18 f. an account 1s given which again contradicts both Matthew
and the version of Papias.

F .'1- - ; 3 . -' T
(Ecumenius, Comm. in Acta Apost., cap. ii,
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evidence, and there is not a word in our fragments of Papias
which warrants such an assertion. Eusebius does not mention
that Papias knew either the third or fourth Gospel. Is it
possible to suppose that if Papias had been acquainted with
those Gospels he would not have asked for information about
them from the Presbyters, or that Eusebius would not have
recorded it as he did that regarding the works ascribed to Matthew
and Mark? Eusebius states, however, that Papias “ made use of
testimonies from the first Epistle of John and, likewise, from that
of Peter.”* As Eusebius, however, does not quote the passages
from Papias, we must remain in doubt whether he did not, as else-
where, assume from some similarity of wording that the passages
were quotations from these Epistles, whilst in reality they might
not be. Andrew, a Cappadocian bishop of the fifth century,
mentions that Papias, amongst others of the Fathers, con-
sidered the Apocalypse inspired.? No reference is made to this
by Eusebius, but, although from his Millenarian tendencies it is
very probable that Papias regarded the Apocalypse with pecuhar
veneration as a prophetic book, this evidence is too vague and
isolated to be of much value.

We find, however, that Papias, like Hegesippus and others of
the Fathers, was acquainted with the Gospel according to the
Hebrews. Eusebius says: “He (Papias) has likewise related
another history of a woman accused of many sins before the Lord,
which is contained in the Gospel according to the Hebrews.”
This is generally believed to be the episode inserted mn the later
MSS. of the fourth Gospel, vin. 1—-11. |

Whatever books Papias knew, however, it is certain, from his
own express declaration, that he ascribed little importance to
them, and preferred tradition as a more beneficial source of
information regarding evangelical history. ““ For I held that what
was to be derived from books,” he says, “ did not so profit me as
that from the living and abiding voice.”+ If| therefore, it could even
have been shown that Papias was acquainted with any of our
canonical Gospels, it must, at the same time, have been admitted
that he did not recognise them as authoritative documents. It 1s
manifest from the evidence adduced, however, that Papias did not
know our Gospels. It is not possible that he could have found it
better to inquire ““what John or Matthew, or what any other of
the disciples of the Lord...... say ” if he had known of Gospels
such as ours, and believed them to have been actually written by
those Apostles, deliberately telling him what they had to say.

* Euseb., A. £., 1. 39.
2 Proleg. Comment. in Apocalypsin ; Routh, Relig. Sacre, 1846, 1., p. 15.
3N, K. i 39 ¢ Euseb., A. E., . 30.
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The work of Matthew, which he mentions, being, however, a mere
collection of discourses of Jesus, he might naturally inquire what
the Apostle* himself said of the history and teaching of the
Master. The evidence of Papias 1s, in every respect, most im- '

t. He is the first writer who mentions that Matthew and
Mark were believed to have written any works at all; but, whilst
he shows that he does not accord any canonical authority even to
the works attnibuted to them, his description of those works and
his general testimony come with crushing force against the pre-
tensions made on behalf of our Gospels to Apostolic origin and
authenticity.

. "“‘ ' We may merely remark that Papias does not call the Matthew who
Jr"‘ . ' wrote the Aéyia an Apostle. In this sentence he speaks of the Apostle,
e 2~ || but he does not distinctly identify him with the Matthew of the other

¥ | passage.
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CHAPTER V.
THE CLEMENTINES—THE EPISTLE TO DIOGNETUS

WE must now as briefly as possible examine the evidence furnished
by the apocryphal religious romance generally known by the name
of “The Clementines,” and assuming, falsely of course, to be the
composition of the Roman Clement. The Clementines are
composed of three principal works, the Aomilkes, Recognitions,
and a so-called Epitome. The Homilies, again, are prefaced by a
pretended epistle addressed by the Apostle Peter to James, and
another from Clement. These Homilies were only known in an
imperfect form till 1853, when Dressel® published a complete
Greek text. Of the Recognitions we only possess a Latin trans-
lation by Rufinus (A.n. 402). Although there is much difference
of opinion regarding the claims to priority of the Homilies and
Recognitions, many critics assigning that place to the Homilies,
whilst others assert the earlier origin of the Recognitions, all are
agreed that the one is merely a version of the other, the former
being embodied almost word for word mn the latter, whilst the
Epitome is a blending of the other two, probably intended to
purge them from heretical doctrine. These works, which are
generally admitted to have emanated from the Ebionitic party of
the early Church, are supposed to be based upon older Petrine
writings, such as the  Preaching of Peter” (Kyjpvypa Ilérpov), and
the “Travels of Peter” (Ilepiodor Ilérpov). It is not necessary
for our purpose to go into any analysis of the character of
the Clementines. It will suffice to say that they mainly
consist of discussions between the Apostle Peter and Simon the
Magician regarding the identity of the true Mosaic and Christian
religions. Peter follows the Magician from city to city for the .
purpose of exposing and refuting him, the one, in fact, representing
Apostolic doctrine and the other heresy; and in the course of
these discussions occur the very numerous quotations of sayings of
Jesus and of Christian history which we have to examine.

The Clementine Recognitions, as we have already remarked,
are only known to us through the Latin translation of Rufinus ;
and, from a comparison of the evangelical quotations occurring in

v Clementis R. quae feruntur Homilie xx. nunc primum iniegre. Ed.
A. R. M. Dressel.
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that work with the same in the Homilies, 1t 1s evident that Rufinus
has assimilated them, in the course of translation, to the parallel
passages of our Gospels. It 1s admitted, therefore, that no
argument regarding the source of the quotations can rightly be
based upon the ARecognifions, and that work may, consequently,
be entirely set aside, and the Clementine Homilies alone occupy
our attention.

We need scarcely remark that, unless the date at which these
Lomilies were composed can be ascertained, their value as
testimony for the existence of our Synoptic Gospels is seriously
affected. @ The difficulty of arriving at a correct conclusion

[ regarding this point, great under almost any circumstances, is

increased by the fact that the work is altogether apocryphal, and
most certainly not held by any one to have beemn written by the person
whose name it bears. There is, in fact, nothing but internal
evidence by which to fix the date, and that evidence is of a
character which admits of very wide extension down the course
of time, although a sharp limit is set beyond which it cannot
mount upwards. Of external evidence there is almost none, and
what little exists does not warrant an early date. Origen, it is true,
mentions Ilepiodor KAsjperros,* which, it is conjectured, may
either be the same work as the "Avayvopwuds, or Recognitions,
translated by Rufinus, or related to it, and Epiphanius and others
refer to llepiodor Ilerpov 2 but our Clementine Homilies are not
mentioned by any writer before pseudo-Athanasius.3 The work,
therefore, can at the best afford no substantial testimony to the
antiquity and apostolic origin of our Gospels. Hilgenfeld, following
in the steps of Baur, arrives at the conclusion that the Homilies
are directed against the Gnosticism of Marcion (and also, as we
shall hereafter see, against the Apostle Paul), and he, therefore,
necessarily assigns to them a date subsequent to A.D. 160. As
Reuss, however, inquires: upon this ground, why should a still
later date not be named, since even Tertullian wrote vehemently
agamnst the same Gnosis?* There can be little doubt that the
author was a representative of Ebionitic Gnosticism, which had

through its own development, though still more through the rapid
growth around it of Paulinian doctrine, had assumed a position
closely verging upon heresy. It is not necessary for us, however,
Lo enter upon any exhaustive discussion of the date at which ‘the

Y Comment. in Genesin Philoe., 22.

”: R&Hg?ll?ld c:n:nn_ﬁiders '[x.’erag_ iv.~vi., Hom. vii.-xi., a version of the
ARSRES SN S ap. Fater, p. 291 f. ; Ritschl does not consider that this

| can be decidedly proved, Enssr. 471 Airche .
Die Hom. u. Recog., p. 71 . G, P 15 W S S,

> Symops. Sacr. Seript., SUO finen,

i

v Gesch. N. T., p. 284.

)

once been the purest form of primitive Christianity ; but later, |
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Clementines were written ; it is sufficient to show that there is no
certain ground upon which a decision can be based, and that even
an approximate conjecture can scarcely be reasonably advanced.
Critics variously date the composition of the original RKecognitions
from about the middle of the second century to the end of the
third, though the majority are agreed in placing them at least in
the latter century. They assign to the Homilies an origin at
different dates within a period commencing about the middle of
the second century, and extending to one or two centuries later.
In the Homilies there are very numerous quotations of sayings
of Jesus and of Gospel history, which are generally placed in the
mouth of Peter, or introduced with such formule as: “The
teacher said,” * Jesus said,” “ He said,” ““The prophet said ”; but
in no case does the author name the source from which these
sayings and quotations are derived. That he does, however,
quote from a written source, and not from tradition, 1s clear from
the use of such expressions as ‘‘in another place (aAAp mov)*
he has said,” which refer not to other localities or circumstances,
but another part of a written history. There are in the Clementine
Homilies upwards of a hundred quotations of sayings of Jesus
or references to his history, too many for us to examine 1In
detail here ; but, notwithstanding the number of these passages, so
systematically do they vary, more or less, from the parallels in our
canonical Gospels that, as in the case of Justin, apologists are
obliged to have recourse to the elastic explanation, already worn
so threadbare, of * free quotation from memory” and *“blending
of passages ” to account for the remarkable phenomena presented.
It must be evident that the necessity for such an apology
shows the insufficiency of the evidence furnished by these
quotations. De Wette says: “The quotations of evangelical
works and histories in the pseudo-Clementine writings, from their
nature free and inaccurate, permit only an uncertain conclusion to
be drawn as to their written source.”> Critics have maintained
very different and conflicting views regarding that source. Apolo-
gists, of course, assert that the quotations in the Homilies are taken
from our Gospels only. Others ascribe them to our Gospels, with
a supplementary apocryphal work : the Gospel according to the
Hebrews, or the Gospel according to Peter. Some, whilst
admitting a subsidiary use of some of our Gospels, assert
that the author of the FAomilies employs, in preference,
the Gospel according to Peter ; whilst others, recognising
also the similarity of the features presented by these quota-
tions with those of Justin’s, conclude that the author does
not quote our Gospels at all, but makes use of the Gospel

1 See several instances, Hom. Xxix. 2. = EKinl. N. 7., p. 115.
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according to Peter, or the Gosgel according to the Heb_rews.l
Evidence permitting of such divergent conclusions manifestly
cannot be of a decided character. We may affirm that few
of those who are willing to admit the use of our Synoptics
by the author of the Zomilies, along with other sources,
make that concession on the strength of the isolated evidence
of the fomiles themselves, but they are generally moved by
antecedent views on the point. In an inquiry like that which
we have undertaken, however, such easy and indifferent judgment
would obviously be out of place, and the point we have to
determine is not whether an author may have been acquainted
with our Gospels, but whether he furnishes testimony that he
actually was i possession of our present Gospels and regarded
them as authoritative.
We have already mentioned that the author of the Clementine
Homilies never names the source from which his quotations are
derived. Of these very numerous quotations we must again
distinctly state that only two or three, of a very brief and fragmen-
tary character, hiterally agree with our Synoptics, whilst all the rest
differ more or less widely from the parallel passages 1n those
Gospels. Some of these quotations are repeated more than once
with the same persistent and characteristic variations, and in
several cases, as we have already stated, they agree more or less
closely with quotations of Justin from the Memoirs of the Apostles.
Others, again, have no parallels at all in our Gospels, and even
apologists are consequently compelled to admit the collateral use
of an apocryphal Gospel. As in the case of Justin, therefore,
' the singular phenomenon is presented of a vast number of
- quotations of which only one or two brief phrases, too fragmentary
to avail as evidence, perfectly agree with our (zospels ; whilst of
the rest, which all vary more or less, some merely resemble
combined passages of two Gospels, others only contain the sense,
some present varnations likewise found in other writers or in various
parts of the Homilies, and are repeatedly quoted with the same
vanations, and others are not found in our Gospels at all.  Such
characteristics cannot be fairly accounted for by any mere theory of
. imperfect memory or negligence. The systematic variation from
- Our Synoptics, variation proved by repetition not to be accidental,
coupled with quotations which have no parallels at all in our
- Gospels, more naturally point to the use of a different Gospel. In
| O case can the Homilies be accepted as furnishing evidence even
' of the existénhce of our Gospels.

As it 1s impossible here to examine in detail all of the quotations

* Credner, Schwegler, Hilgenfeld, Volkmar, Zeller, and others, consider that
the author uses the same Gospel as Justin,
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in the Clementine Homilies, we must content ourselves with
this distinct statement of their character, and merely illustrate
the different classes of quotations, exhausting, however, those
which literally agree with passages in the Gospels. The most
determined of recent apologists do not afford us an opportunity
of testing the passages upon which they base their assertion of the
use of our Synoptics, for they simply assume that the author used
them without producing instances.’

The first quotation agreeing with a passage in our Synoptics
occurs in Hom, ni. 52: *“And he cned, saying: Come unto me
~all ye that are weary,” which agrees with the opening words of
Matt. xi. 28 ; but the phrase does not continue, and 1s followed
by the explanation, *that is, who are seeking the truth and not
finding it.”* It is evident that so short and fragmentary a phrase
cannot prove anything.

The next passage occurs in Hom. xvin, 15: “ For Isaiah said :
1 will open my mouth in parables, and I will utter things that
have been kept secret from the foundation of the world.”s
This passage, with a slightly different order of words, is found in
Matt. xuii. 35. After giving a series of parables, the author of the
Gospel says (v. 34): “ All these things spake Jesus unto the
multitudes in parables ; and without a parable spake he not unto
them ; (v. 35) That it might be fulfilled which was spoken by the
prophet (Isaiah), saying : I will open my mouth in parables, &ec.”
There are two peculiarities which must be pointed out in this
passage. It is not found in Isaiah, but in Psalm Ixxvii. 2,+ and
it presents a variation from the version of the Ixx. Both the
variation and the erroneous reference to Isaiah, therefore, occur
also in the Homily, and 1t 1s upon this similarity of mistake that
the apologetic argument mainly rests. The first part of the
sentence agrees with, but the latter part 1s quite different from,
the Greek of the Ixx., which reads: “1 will utter problems from
the beginning,” ¢pbeyfopar wpofAypara ax’ apyis.s

The Psalm from which the quotation is really taken is, by its
superscription, ascribed to Asaph, who, in the Septuagint version

' Tischendorl only devotes a gdozen lines, with a note, to the Clementines,
and only in connection with our fourth Gospel, which shall hereafter have our
attention (Wann wurden wu. 5. w., p. g0). In the same way Dr. Westcott
passes them over in a short paragraph, merely asserting the allusions to our
Gospels to be ““ generally admitted,” and only directly referring to one sup
quotation from Mark which we shall presently examine, and gne which he
affirms to be from the fourth Gospel (On the Canon, p. 251 f,e In the 4th
edition he has enlarged his remarks, p. 282 ff.).

* Hom. iil. 52. 3 Hom. xviii. 15.

* The Vulgate reads : aperiam in parabolis os meum : loguar propositiones
ab inito. Ps. Ixxvil, 2.

5 Ps. Ixxvii, 2,
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of 2 Chronicles xxix. 30, 1s called a prophet. It was, therefore,

early asserted that the onginal reading of Matthew was ““ Asaph,”

instead of “Isaiah.” Porphyry, in the third century, twitted
Christians with this erroneous ascription by their mspired evange-
list to Isaiah of a passage from a Psalm, and reduced the Fathers
to great straits. Eusebius, in his commentary on this verse of the
Psalm, attnibutes the insertion of the words, “ by the prophet
[saiah,” to unintelligent copyists, and asserts that in accurate
MSS. the name is not added to the word prophet.  Jerome
likewise ascribes the insertion of the name Isaiah for that of
Asaph, which was originally written, to an ignorant scribe,’ and
in the commentary on the Psalms, generally, though probably
falsely, ascribed to him, the remark is made that many copies of
the Gospel to that day had the name “ Isaiah,” for which Porphyry
had reproached Christians,? and the writer of the same commentary
actually allows himself to make the assertion that Asaph was found
n all the old codices, but ignorant men had removed it.3 The.
fact 1s, that the reading “Asaph” for “ Isaiah ” is not found in
any extant MS., and, although * Isaiah ” has disappeared from all
but a few obscure codices, it cannot be denied that the name
anciently stood in the text. In the Sinaitic Codex, which is
probably the earliest MS. extant, and which is assigned to the
fourth century, “the prophet Zsaia%” stands in the text by the
first hand, but is erased by the second (B).

The quotation in the Homily, however, is clearly not from our
Gospel. It is introduced by the words “ For Isaiah says”; and
the context is so different from that in Matthew that it seems
most improbable that the author of thé Homily could have had
the passage suggested to him by the Gospel. It occurs in a
discussion between Simon the Magician and Peter. The former
undertakes to prove that the Maker of the world 1s not the
highest God, and amongst other arguments he advances the
passage, “ No man knew the Father,” etc., to show that the
Father had remained concealed from the Patriarchs, etc., until
revealed by the Son ; and in reply to Peter he retorts, that if the
supposition that the Patriarchs were not deemed worthy to know
the Father was unjust, the Christian teacher himself was to blame
who said, “T thank thee, Lord of heaven and earth, that what
Was concealed from the wise thou hast revealed to suckling babes.”

" Commient. Matt., xiii, 35

2 _-1!{4:#.:: evangelia usque hodie ita habent Ut implervetur, quod scriptum est
per Isaiam Prophetam, etc. Hieron., 0pp., vii., p- 270 f.
* Asaph invenitur I omnibus veteribus codicibus, sed homines ignorantes
::fff" H:lf lfAff'{a’-k To this Credner pertinently remarks : “ Die Noth, in welche
. i =  J e .
b guien Kirchenvdler durch [ orphyrius gekommien waren, eriaubte auch eine

Liige. Sie geschah Ja. in majorem Dei gloriam” ( Beitrige, i., p. 304).
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Peter argues that in the statement of Jesus, “ No man knew the
Father,” etc., he cannot be considered to indicate another God
and Father from him who made the world, and he continues :
“ For the concealed things of which he spoke may be those of
the Creator himself ; for Isaiah says, ‘I will open my mouth,’ etc.
Do you admit, therefore, that the prophet was not ignorant of the
things concealed ?”* and so on. There is absolutely nothing in
this argument to indicate that the passage was suggested by the
Gospel, but, on the contrary, it is used in a totally different way,
and 1s quoted not as an evangelical text, but as a saying from the
Old Testament, and treated in connection with the prophet him-

/ | self, and not with its supposed fulfilment in Jesus. It may be

remarked that i the corresponding part of the Recognitions,
whether that work be of older or more recent date, the passage
does not occur at all. Now, although it is impossible to say how
and where this erroneous reference to a passage of the Old
Testament first occurred, there is no reason for affirming that it
originated in our first Synoptic, and as little for asserting that its
occurrence n the Clementine Homilies, with so different a context
and object, involves the conclusion that their author derived it
from the Gospel, and not from the Old Testament or some other
source. On the contrary, the peculiar argument based upon it in
the Homilies suggests a different origin, and it is very probable
that the passage, with its erroneous reference, was derived by both
from another and common source.

Another passage is a phrase from the “ Lord’s Prayer,” which
occurs in MHom. xix. 2 : “But also in the prayer which he com-
mended to us we have it said : Deliver us from the evil one”
("Piorac uas dwd rov wovypov). It need scarcely be said that
few Gospels can have been composed without including this
prayer, and the occurrence of this short phrase demonstrates
nothing more than the mere fact that the author of the Homilies
was acquainted with one of the most universally known lessons
of Jesus, or made use of a Gospel which contained it. There
would have been cause for wonder had he been ignorant of it.

T'he only other passage which agrees literally with our Gospels
15 also a mere fragment from the parable of the Talents, and when
the other references to the same parable are added, it is evident
that the quotation is not from our Gospels. In Hom. iii. 65 the
address to the good servant is introduced, “ Well done, good and
faithful servant” (E?, dovAe dyaté kai wwre), which agrees
with the words in Matt. xxv. 21.  The allusion to the parable of
the talents in the context is perfectly clear, and the passage
occurs m an address of the Apostle Peter to overcome the
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modest scruples of Zaccheus, the former publican, who has been
selected by Peter as his successor in the Church <_)f (Caesarea when
he is about to leave in pursuit of Simon the Magician. Anticipa-
ting the possibility of his hesitating to accept the office, Peter, in
an earlier part of his address, however, makes fuller allusions to
the same parable of the talents, which we must contrast with the
parallel mn the first Synoptic. “ But if any of those present,
having the ability to instruct the ignorance of men, shrink back
from it, considering only his own ease, then let him expect to

hear :”
Howm. 111. 61. MATT. XXV, 26-30.

Thou wicked and slothful servant; | v. 26. Thou wicked and slothful
|

servant, thou knewest that I reap
where I sowed not, and gather from
where I strawed not.
thou oughtest to have put out my v. 27. Thou oughtest therefore to
money with the exchangers, and at | have put my money to the exchangers,
my coming I should have exacted |and at my coming I should have
mine own. received mine own with usury.
v. 28, 29. Take therefore, etc.

Cast ye the unprofitable servant into | v. 30. "And cast ye the unprofit-
the darkness without. able servant into the darkness with-
out ; there shall be weeping and
' gnashing of teeth.
AotAe movnpé kal oxpnpé, v. 26. Ilovnpé dolhe kai Odkwypé,
noets 87 Bepllw, k. 7.\,

€dec oe TO apylpdy pov mpo- V. 27. &0eL o€ olw Balety 1O dpylpiéy
Bakew émi 7ov Tpame(iTdv, Kkal éyw &v | pou Tols Tpamefirais, kal NGOV ey
éNGwr Erpafa 7O éubr: EKOpLoauny” Gy TO Eudr oy ThKy.
. V. 28, 29. dpare odv, k.7.\.

€xPalere Tov dxpetov doiNov €ls T | v. 30. Kal TOv dxpetov dodhow éxpa-

ocKkoTOS TO €fWTEpor. NeTe els 70 okbéros TO éfdrTepor  éxel
 EoTac o kAavBuos, Kk, 7.\,

— . T e W

The Homily does not end here, however, but continues in
words not found in our Gospels at all: “ And reasonably : ¢ For,’
he says, ““it is thine, O man, to put my words as silver with
exchangers, and to prove them as money.’” This passage 1s
very analogous to another saying of Jesus, frequently quoted from
an apocryphal Gospel, by the author of the Homilies, to which we
shall hereafter more particularly refer, but here merely point out :
" Be ye approved money-changers ” (yiveorbe rparelitar d6kipor).?
1he variations from the parallel passages 1n the first and third
Gospels, the peculiar application of the parable to the words of
Jesus, and the addition of a saying not found in our Gospels,
warrant us in denying that the quotations we are considering can

* Luke xix. 23 substitutes émpata for éxopaduny.

- i ] B i i
Kf-i f“f'\f_"'rw‘i:_ 2-0}' TP, pmaty, Gvfpwire, Tods Abyovs mouv s apylpioy émi
Tpawe{irwr Bakew, kal ws xphuara Soxipdoar.  Hom. iii. 61.
3 Hom. ni. 50; ii. 51, etc.
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be approprlated by our canonical (xospels and, on the contrary,
give good reason for the conclusion that the author derived his
knowledge of the parable from another source.

There is no other quotation in the Clementine Homilies which
hterally agrees with our (zospels, and it 1s difficalt, without incur-
ring the charge of partial selection, to illustrate the systematic
variation in such very numerous passages as occur in these writings.
It would be tedious and unnecessary to repeat the test applied to
the quotations of Justin, and give in detail the passages from the
Sermon on the Mount which are found in the Homilies. Some of
these will come before us presently ; but with regard to the whole,
which are not less than fifty, we may broadly and positively state

that they all more or less differ from our Gospels. To take the
severest test, however, we shall compare those further passages
which are specially adduced as most closely following our Gospels,
and neglect the vast majority which widely differ from them.
In addition to the passages which we have already examined,
Credner* points out the following. The first is from Hom. xix. 22:
“If Satan cast out Satan he 1s divided against himself : how then
can his kingdom stand ?” In the first part of this sentence the
Homily reads, éxaAAy for the éxBdaAAe of the first Gospel, and the
last phrase in each 1s as follows :(—
Hom. wos olv alrol arixy 7 Baoi\ela ;
Matt. w@s olw crabnoerar ) Basg\ela alrob ;
The third Gospel differs from the first as the Homily does from
both. The next passage 1s from Hom. xix. 73: “ For thus, said
our Father, who was without deceit : out of abundance of heart
mouth speaketh.” The Greek compared with that of Matt. xii. 34.
Hom. 'Ex wepLaTeduaTos xapdias  ordua Aaket
Matt, "Ex yap roi wepwooeduaros rijs xapdlas 70 ordua Aalel.

The form of the Homily 1s much more proverbial. The next
passage occurs in Hom. 1. 52 : “ Every plant which the heavenly
Father did not plant shall be rooted up.” This agrees with the
parallel in Matt. xv. 13, with the important exception, that
although 1n the mouth of Jesus, “ 74 heavenly Father” is substi-
tuted for the “my heavenly Father” of the Gospel. The last
passage pomted out by Credner is from Hom. viil. 4 : “But also
‘many,’ he said, ‘called, but few chosen’”; which may be com-
pared with Matt. xx. 16, etc.

Hom. AN\ xal, woddol, ¢moir, xA\yrol, d\lyor 8¢ éxhexrol.
Martt woAAol ydp elow xAyrol, d\lyor 8¢ éxhexTol.
We have already fully discussed this passage of the Gospel in

connection with the “ Epistle of Barnabas,” and need not say
more here.

' Credner, Beitrage, i., p. 285; cf. p. 302. * Cf. Matt. xii. 26.
3 Cf. Matt. xii. 34. ¢ P. 139 ffl.
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The variations in these passages, 1t may be argued, are not very
important.  Certainly, if they were the exceptional variations

~ amongst a mass of quotations perfectly agreeing with parallels in

our Gospels, it might be exaggeration to base upon such diver-

~ gences a conclusion that they were derived from a different source.

When it is considered, however, that the very reverse 1s the case,
and that these are passages selected for their closer agreement out
of a multitude of others, either more decidedly differing from our

Gospels or not found in them at all, the case entirely changes ;

and, variations being the rule instead of the exception, these,

however slight, become evidence of the use of a Gospel different

from ours. :

As an illustration of the importance of slight variations in
connection with the question as to the source from which
quotations are derived, the following may, at random, be pointed
out : The passage, *“See thou say nothing to any man, but go thy
way, show thyself to the priest” ("Opa pmdeve eimys, aAAa Draye
reavrov deifov T iepe), occurring in a work like the Homilies
would, supposing our second Gospel no longer extant, be referred to
Matt. viii. 4, with which it entirely agrees. It 1s, however, actually
taken from Mark i. 44, and not from the first Gospel. Then,
again, supposing that our first Gospel had shared the fate of so
many others of the moAloi of Luke, and in some early work the
following passage was found : “ A prophet 1s not without honour,
except in his own country and in his own house ” (Ovk éorTiv wpo-
biyTns dripos € ) év T TaTpid aiTov kai év T OlKig avTov),
this passage would, undoubtedly, be claimed by apologists as a
quotation from Mark vi. 4, and as proving the existence and use
of that Gospel. The omission of the words ““and among his own
kin” (kat év Tois ocvyyevéow avrov) would at first be explained as
mere abbreviation, or defect of memory; but on the discovery
that part or all of these words are omitted from some MSS,, that,
for instance, the phrase is erased from the oldest manuscript
known—the Cod. Sinaiticus—the derivation from the second
Gospel would be considered as established. The author, notwith-
standing, might never have seen that Gospel, for the quotation 1S
taken from Matt. xiu1. §57.

We have already quoted the opinion of De Wette as to the incon-
clusive nature of the deductions to be drawn from the quotations
in the pseudo-Clementine writings regarding their source, but in
pursuance of the plan we have adopted we shall now examine the

passages which he cites as most nearly agreeing with our Gospels.”
The first of these occurs in Hom. iii. 18: “ The Scribes and the

* Cf. Matt. viii. 19-22; Luke ix. §7-60, etc.
* Binl. N. T.; p. 115,
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Pharisees sit upon Moses’ seat : all things, therefore, whatsoever
they speak to you, hear them,” which is compared with Matt,
xxm. 2, 3: “The Scribes and the Pharisees sit upon Moses’
seats ; all things, therefore, whatsoever they say to you, do and
observe.” We subjoin the Greek of the latter half of these
passages :—

Howm. wérra olv Soa ANéywow Uulv, drodere airdp.

Matt. wdrra ofw 8oa éav elwwaw Uiy wohizare kal Topeire.”

That the variation in the Homily is deliberate and derived from
the Gospel used by the author is clear from the continuation :
“Hear them (airov), he said, as entrusted with the key of the
kingdom, which is knowledge, which alone is able to open
the gate of life, through which alone is the entrance to
eternal life.  But verily, he says: They possess the key
indeed, but to those who wish to enter in they do not grant
it.”? The alrev is here emphatically repeated, and the further
quotation and reference to the denunciation of the Scribes and
Pharisees continue to differ distinctly from the account both in
our first and third Gospels. The passage in Matt. xxiii. 13 reads:
“But woe unto you, Scribes and Phansees, hypocrites ! for ye
shut the kingdom of heaven against men : for ye go not in your-
selves, neither suffer ye them that are entering to go in.”3 The
parallel in Luke xi. 52 is not closer. There the passage regarding
Moses’ seat is altogether wanting, and in verse 52, where the
greater similarity exists, the “lawyers,” instead of the Scribes
and Pharisees,” are addressed. The verse reads : “W oe unto you,
Lawyers ! for ye have taken away the key of knowledge: ye
entered not in yourselves, and them that were entering in ye
hindered.” The first Gospel has not the direct image of the key
at all : the Secribes and Pharisees “shut the kingdom of heaven” ;
the third has “the key of knowledge ” (kAéida ijs yrdeoens)
taken away by the lawyers, and not by the Scribes and Pharisees,
whilst the Gospel of the Homilies has the key of the kingdom
(kAeida Ths Bacidelas), and explains that this key is knowledge
(yris €ori yvoow), It is apparent that the first Gospel uses an

' Itis unnecessary to point out the various readings of the three last words
in various MSS.  Whether shortened or inverted, the difference from the
Homily remains the same.

T Abr@r 88, elwev, &s Thy K)\eéida TS Paci\elas TEMOTEVUEVWY, TTIS €Tl
Yo, § udm T widyy s {wijs dvoifar diwarae, 8¢ NS worys els ™y alwviav
fwhr eloedfeiv Eore "ANNA val, gmeiv, kparoiot uey THr Khetw, Tois Oé Sovlo-
uérous eloebeir ol wapéyovow. Hom. iii. 18 ; cf. Hom. iii. 70, xviii. 1 5, 16,

* Obal, x.7.N........ ot khelere Thr Baci\elay TG olpav@y Eumpocfev T&w
drbpdrar:  (uels yap odx eloépyealle, o0d¢ rois elaepxouévovs dlere elreNdeiv.
Matt. xxiii. 13

' Odal by rois vouuxols, S fpate Ty k\eida Tis Yvwoews: abrol ok eloh\bare
kai Tols eloepyouérovs éxwhdorare. Luke xi. 52
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expression more direct than the others, whilst t_he third (}osl?el
explains it ; but the Gospel of the Aomilies has in all probability
the simpler original words, the “key of the kingdom,” which both
of the others have altered for the purpose of more immediate
clearness. In any case, it is certain that the passage does not
agree with our Gospel.

The next quotation referred to by De Wette is in Hom. iii. 51 :
“And also that he said : ‘I am not come to destroy the law......
the heaven and the earth will pass away, but one jot or one tittle
shall in nowise pass from the law.”” This is compared with Matt.
v. 17, 18 :* “Think not that I am come to destroy the law or the
prophets: I am not come to destroy but to fulfil. (v. 18) For
verily I say unto you: Till heaven and earth pass away one jot or
one tittle shall in nowise pass from the law, till all be fulfilled.”
T'he Greek of both passages reads as follows :—

Howm. 111. 51, MATT. V.. 17 18.
To 0€ kai elmety adrov M#n voulonre 61t HNBov karalical
TO¥ vouov i) Tols wpogrTas ovk HAOow
Oix #NOov karalvoar Tov vduov. kaTalvoat aAAa mAnpLoad.
%* * * ¥*

v. 18, aunpr yap MNyw Uuiv, éws v
‘0 olpavds xal ) yj mapeeloorral idra mapeNly o olpavds kal 9 vh, lOra &v 7
0¢ &v ) ula xepaia ol un mapéNdy damwo | ule kepala ol uy wapéNdn dmd Tou
TOU véuov. vopov, éws v wdvra yévnrac.

That the omissions and variations in this passage are not acci-
dental is proved by the fact that the same quotation occurs again
literally in the Epistle from Peter which is prefixed to the
Homilies in which the mapeedoovrar is repeated, and the
sentence closes at the same point. The author in that place
adds : “ This he said that all might be fulfilled ” (rovro 8¢ eipyrer,
va. Ta wavra yivmrar). Hilgenfeld considers the Epistle of much
more early date than the Zomilies, and that this agreement
bespeaks a particular text.3 The quotation does not agree with
our Gospels, and must be assigned to another source.

The next passage pointed out by De Wette is the erroneous
quotation from Isaiah which we have already examined.+ That
which follows is found in Hom. viii. 7+ * For on this account our
Jesus himself said to one who frequently called him Lord, yet did
nothing which he commanded : Why dost thou say to me Lord,
Lord, and doest not the things which I say?” This is compared
with Luke vi. 465: “ But why call ye me Lord, Lord, and do not
the things which 1 say ?”

Howm. vin. 7. LUKE vI. 46.

Tl pe Aéyes, Kipe, Kuple, kal of Ti de pe kakeire Kipie, kipie, xal ov
woueis & heyw ; | TOLELTE & Neyw

* Cf. Luke xvi. 17. * 8 i 3 Diz E A
3 R . . L] L] 40!
* B 303 & ; b Hom. xviii. 15, Matt. xiii, 3% <48 BF Matt.{rii. 21, iy
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This passage differs from our Gospels in baving the second
person singular instead of the plural, and in substituting Aeyeis
for kaleire in the first phrase. The Homily, moreover, in accor-
dance with the use of the second person singular, distinctly
states that the saying was addressed to a person who frequently
called Jesus “ Lord,” whereas in the Gospels it forms part of the
Sermon on the Mount, with a totally impersonal application to the
multitude.

The next passage referred to by De Wette is in Aom. xix. 2:
“ And he declared that he saw the evil one as lightning fall from
heaven.” This is compared with Luke x. 18, which has no
parallel in the other Gospels: “And he said to them, I beheld
Satan as lightning fall from heaven.”

HoMm. x1X. 2. [LUKE X. 18.

Kal r¢ édpaxe Tov wornpor Elmwer 6¢ alrols 'Efewpovr Tov caravdy
ws dorpawhy wesdvra éx Toi olpavol | ws doTpamiy éx ol oupavol wesdrra,
édnAwaer.
The substitution of Tov wormpov for Tov ocaravay, had he found the
latter in his Gospel, would be all the more remarkable from the
fact that the author of the Homil/ies has just before quoted the
saying, “ If Satan cast out Satan,”* etc. ; and he continues in the
above words to show that Satan had been cast out, so that the
evidence would have been strengthened by the retention of the
word in Luke, had he quoted that Gospel. The varnations
indicate that he quoted from another source.

The next passage pointed out by De Wette likewise finds a
parallel only in the third Gospel. It occurs in Hom. 1x. 22:
“ Nevertheless, though all demons with all the diseases flee before
you, in this only is not to be your rejoicing, but in that, through
grace, your names, as of the ever-living, are recorded in heaven.”
This is compared with Luke x. 20: *Notwithstanding, in this
rejoice not that the spirits are subject unto you, but rejoice that
your names are written in the heavens.”

HoM. 1X. 22. | LUKE X. 20,

"ANN' Sucws xdy wdrres Saluoves uera [IA\ny» év ToUT uh) Xalpere, oTi TG
rdvrey Tov wafav Duds @edywow, ovk | wvevpara Dulr Uwordooerar, xalpere d¢
barw év Tobre méve yalpewr, ANN' év | T Ta dvduara Vulv éyyéypamTas €
'r{.i 3 elapeariar Td dvduara (udw év | Tois oupavols.
oupary ws del {Wrrwr draypadirad.
The differences between these two passages are too great, and the
peculiarities of the Homily too marked, to require any argument to
demonstrate that the quotation cannot be successfully claimed by
our third Gospel. On the contrary, as one of so many other
passages systematically varying from the canonical Gospels, it
must be assigned to another source.

* See p. 307.
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De Wette says: “A few others (quotations) - presuppose
(voraussetzen) the Gospel of Mark,” and he gives them. The
first occurs in Hom. 1. 19 : “ There is a certain Justa? amongst us,
a Syrophcenician, a Canaanite by race, whose daughter was affected
by a sore disease, and who came to our Lord crying out and
supplicating that he would heal her daughter. But he, being also
asked by us, said : ‘It is not meet to heal the Gentiles who are
like dogs from their using different meats and practices, whilst the
table in the kingdom has been granted to the sons of Israel.” But
she, hearing this and exchanging her former manner of life for that
of the sons of the kingdom, in order that she might, like a dog,
partake of the crumbs falling from the same table, obtained, as she
desired, healing for her daughter.”s This is compared with
Mark vii. 24-30,+ as it is the only Gospel which calls the woman
a Syrophcenician. The Homily, however, not only calls her so,
but gives her name as “Justa.” If, therefore, it be argued
that the mention of her nationality supposes that the author
found the fact m his Gospel, and because we know no
other but Marks which gives that information, that he therefore
derived it from our second Gospel, the additional mention of the
name of “ Justa” on the same grounds necessarily points to the
use of a Gospel which likewise contained it, which our Gospel
does not. Nothing can be more decided than the variation 1n
language throughout this whole passage from the account in Mark,
and the reply of Jesus is quite foreign to our Gospels. In Mark
(vil. 25) the daughter has “an unclean spirit ” (rvetpa akabaprov) ;
in Matthew (xv. 22) she is “grievously possessed by a devil”
(kakws darpoviferar), but in the Homily she is “affected by a
sore disease” (vwd yalerqs véocov ouveiyero). The second
Gospel knows nothing of any intercession on the part of the
disciples, but Matthew has: “ And the disciples came and
besought him (yjpédrwv airdv), saying : ‘Send her away, for she
crieth after us,””® whilst the Homily has merely * being also asked
by us” (afwwbeis), in the sense of intercession in her favour. The
second Gospel gives the reply of Jesus as follows: ‘“Let the
children first be filled ; for it is not meet to take the bread of the
children, and to cast it to the dogs. And she answered and said
unto him: ‘Yea, Lord, for the dogs also eat under the table of the
crumbs of the children.” And he said unto her: ‘For this saying

; ?-ﬂ!' N Zey p 115, 2 Cf. Hom. 1. 73 ; xii. 7.

g ¢ ;f: = ¢ Cf. Matt. xv, 21-28.
- e woman was a Greek, a Syrophcenician by nation.” (# 8¢ yuvh #»
EM\nris, Zupogorixwoa 1 YEVEL), T\-Ial:k vil. 26. d A waman(gf C:nai;,nﬁ”

(yvrn Xavaraia). Matt, xv. 22
¢ Matt. xv. 23,
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go thy way; the devil is gone out of thy daughter.””* The
nature of the reply of the woman is, in the Gospels, the reason
given for granting her request ; but in the Homily the woman’s
conversion to Judaism,® that is to say Judeo-Christianity, 1s
prominently advanced as the cause of her successful pleading. It
s certain from the whole character of this passage, the variation
of the language, and the reply of Jesus which is not in our Gospels
at all, that the narrative cannot rightly be assigned to them ; but
the more reasonable inference is that it was derived from another
source.

The last of De Wette’s? passages is from Hom. . 57 “ Hear,
O Israel : the Lord thy* God is one Lord.” This is a quotation
from Deuteronomy vi. 4, which is likewise quoted in the second
Gospel, xii. 29, in reply to the question, “ Which is the first
Commandment of all?  Jesus answered: The first is, Hear, O
Israel ; the Lord our God is one Lord, and thou shalt love the
Lord thy God,” etc. In the Homily, however, the quotation
is made in a totally different connection, for there is no question
of commandments at all, but a clear statement of the circumstances
under which the passage was used, which excludes the idea that
this quotation was derived from Mark xii. 29. The context in the
Homily is as follows : “ But to those who were beguiled to imagine
many Gods as the Scriptures say, he said ; Hear, O Israel,”
otc.5 There is no hint of the assertion of many gods 1n the
Gospels : but, on the contrary, the question is put by one of the
scribes in Mark to whom Jesus says: “Thou art not far from the
Kingdom of God.”™ The quotation, therefore, cannot be legiti-
mately appropriated by the second Synoptic, but may with much
greater probability be assigned to a different Gospel.

We may here refer to the passage, the only one pointed out by
him in connection with the Synoptics, the discovery of which, Dr.
Westcott affirms, * has removed the doubts which had long been
raised about those (allusions) to St. Mark.”” The discovery
referred to is that of the Cedex Ottobonianus Dy Dressel, which
contains the concluding part of the Homilies, and which was first
published by him in 1853. Dr. Westcott says : “Though St.
Mark has few peculiar phrases, one of these is repeated verbally in

the concluding part of the rgth Homily.”™ The passage 1S as
follows : Hom. xix. 20: “ Wherefore also he explained to his

disciples privately the mysteries of the kingdom of the heavens.”

* Mark vii. 27-29. * Cf. Hom. xiii. 7. s Einl. N. 7., p.- 115.

¢ Although most MSS. have gov in this place, some, as, for instance, that
edited by Cotelerius, read dudw.

s Hom. in. §7. 6 Mark xii. 34

i On the Canon, p. 251. 8 Cf. 7b., p. 252.



314 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION

e i —
oY ——— N R

—

This is compared with Mark iv. 34...... “and privately, to his own
disciples, he explained all things.”

HoMm. Xxi1Xx. 2o0. MARK 1V. 34.
Aw wai Tois avrol padyrais xar’ idlay | kar (dlav 3¢ rois tdlots pafy-
€meélve s TAv olpardr Bacilelas ra Tats éméAver rdrra.?
puoTipa .

We have only a few words to add to complete the whole of Dr.
Westcott’s remarks upon the subject. He adds after the quotation :
“This is the only place where éri\io occurs in the Gospels,”?
We may, however, point out that it occurs also in Acts xix. 39
and 2 Peter i. 20. It is upon the coincidence of this word that
Dr. Westcott rests his argument that this passage is a reference to
Mark. Nothing, however, could be more untenable than such a
conclusion from such an indication. The phrase in the Homily
presents a.very marked variation from the passage in Mark. The
“all things ” (zwdvra) of the Gospel reads: “The mysteries of the
kingdom of the heavens ” (Th)s TGOV odpavow Pacileias T4 puoTipia)
in the Homily. The passage in Mark iv. 11, to which Dr. West-
cott does not refer, reads o puoTipwov s Bacilelas To feov,
There is one very Important matter, however, which our apologist
has omitted to point out, and which, it seems to us, decides the
case—the context in the Homily. The chapter commences thys -
“And Peter said: We remember that our Lord and Teacher, as
commanding, said to us : ‘ Guard the mysteries for me, and the
sons of my house.’ Wherefore, also he explained to his disciples
privately,” etc.3; and then COmes our passage. Now, here is 1
command of Jesus, in immedijate connection with which the
phrase before us is quoted, which does not appear in our Gospels
and which clearly establishes the use of a different source,
The phrase itself, which differs from Mark, as we have seen, may,
with all right, be referred to the same unknown Gospel.

It must be borne in mind that all the quotations which we have
hitherto examined are those which have been selected as most
closely approximating to passages in our Gospels. Space forbids
our giving illustrations of the vast number which so much more
widely differ from parallel texts in the Synoptics. We shall confine
ourselves to pointing out, in the briefest possible manner, some of
the passages which are persistent in their variations, or recall
Ssimilar Passages in the Memoirs of Justin, The first of these s
the injunction in Hom. iii. 55 . « et your yea be yea, your nay

it Df Westcott quotes this reading, which is supported by the Codices LS
bmﬂt:cus, and t‘:lhcﬁ. The Codex Alexandrinus and. a majority of other
MSS. IL’:ﬂd for rois f§iME mabnrais << oo pabnrais avrod,” which 1s closer to the
passage in the Homily, [t is fair that this should be pointed out.

* On the Canon, P 252, note 1. 3 Hom. xix, 20,
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nay, for whatsoever is more than these cometh of the evil one.”
The same saying is repeated in Hom. xix. with the sole addition
of “and.” We subjoin the Greek of these, together with that of
the Gospel and Justin with which the Homilies agree . —

Home. 1, 55. "Eorw iy T val val 70 ob oiF
Hom. xix. 2. "Rorw budv 7 vai val xal 79 ob of.
Apol., 1. 16. "Borw 3¢ vp@v 7o val val xal 7o o of.
Matt. v. 37. “Eorw 8¢ 6 Aoyos tudr  val vai o ofl,

As we have already discussed this passage,” we need not repeat our
remarks here. That it comes from a source different from
our Gospels is rendered still more probable by the quotation
in Hom. xix. 2 being preceded by another which has no parallel
in our Gospels. “And elsewhere he said : ‘He who sowed
the bad seed is the devil’ (‘O 8¢ & xakdv oméppa omeipas érTiv o
SudfBoAos?) ; and again: ‘Give no pretext to the evil one’ (My
ddre wpbpacwv T wovypy). But in exhorting he prescribes : ¢ Let
your yea be yea,”” etc. The first of these phrases differs markedly
from our Gospels ; the second is not in them at all ; the third,
which we are considering, differs likewise in an important degree
in common with Justin’s quotation, and there is every reason for
supposing that the whole were derived from the same unknown
source.

In the same Homily (xix. 2) there occurs also a passage
which exhibits variations likewise found in Justin, which we have
already examined,’ and now merely point out : * Begone into the
darkness without, which the Father hath prepared for the devil
and his angels.”™* The quotation in Justin (Dl 76) agrees
exactly with this, with the exception that Justin has Zaravg instead
of SuafBéAy, which is not important, whilst the agreement in the
marked variation from the parallel in the first Gospel establishes
the probability of a common source different from ours.

We have also alreadys referred to the passage in Hom. xvii. 4:
“No one knew (éyvw) the Father but the Son, even as no one
knoweth the son but the Father and those to whom the Son 1s
minded to reveal him.” This quotation differs from Matt. x1. 27
in form, in language, and in meaning; but agrees with Justin’s
reading of the same text, and, as we have shown, the use of the
aorist here, and the transposition of the order, were characteristics
of the Gospels used by Gnostics and other parties in the early
Church ; and the passage, with these variations, was regarded by
them as the basis of some of their leading doctrines.® That the

1 P, 226, n. I, p. 235 . * Cf. Matt. xiii. 39.
3 P, 226, n. 4, p- 235 f. ¢ Hom. xix. 23 cf. Matt. xxv. 41.
5 P. 252 fi.

6 Irenweus, Adv. Her., iv. 6, §§ 1, 3, 75 cf. p. 254 f.
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vanation 1s not accidental, but a deliberate quotation from a
written source, 1s proved by this, and by the circumstance that the
author of the Aomilies repeatedly quotes it elsewhere in the same
form.” It is unreasonable to suppose that the quotations in these
fHomihes are so systematically and consistently erroneous, and not
only can they not, from their actual variations, be legitimately
referred to the Synoptics exclusively, but, considering all the
circumstances, the only natural conclusion is that they are derived
from a source different from our Gospels.
Another passage occurs in Hom. iii. 50: “ Wherefore ye do err,
not knowing the true things of the Scriptures ; and on this account
ye are ignorant of the power of God.” This is compared with

Mark xii. 24: “Do ye not therefore err, not knowing the
Scriptures nor the power of God ?”

HoM. 111. 50. MARK XII. 24.

Awa ToiTo wAavaofe, un €ldores T4 00 6 Tobro whavdche un €lddres
aAnf7) v ypaddv, of elvexew dyvoeiTe | Tas Ypagas undé Ty otvauww Tob
™ dlvauw Toi Ocob. Oeob ;

¥

The very same quotation is made both in Hom. ii. 51 and
xvill. 20, and in each case in which the passage 1s introduced it is
In connection with the assertion that there are true and false
Scriptures, and that, as there are in the Scriptures some true sayings
and some false, Jesus, by these words, showed to those who erred
by reason of the false the cause of their error. There can scarcely
be a doubt that the author of the Homilies quotes this passage from
a Gospel different from ours, and this is demonstrated by the
important variation from our text, by its consistent repetition,
and by the context in which it stands. 4

Upon each occasion, also, that the author of the Homilies
quotes the foregoing passage he likewise quotes another saying of
Jesus which is foreign to our Gospels : “ Be ye approved money-
changers,” viverfe Tpame(itar Ookipor3  The sentence is thrice
quoted without variation, and each time, together with the pre-
ceding passage, it refers to the necessity of discrimination between
true and false sayings in the Scriptures, as, for instance : “ And

cter said : If, therefore, of the Scriptures some are true and some
are false, our Teacher rightly said : ¢ Be ye approved money-
changers,’ as in the Scriptures there are some approved sayings and
OME Spunious.” This is one of the best known of the apocryphal
Saymngs of Jesus, and it is quoted by nearly all the Fathers,s by

* Hom. xviii. %0, 7, 8. E3, 20,

= W 4 M%j{t. xxij_._ 29, which is stil] more remote.,
P Hom. ii. 51, 1. 50, xviii. 20, Y Hom. ii. g1.
28 .-f,r'fqrr. Lﬂfng‘rf-, 1. 35_1: cf. 37 ; Clem. Al, Strom., i, 28, S 177 7 of. §. 4,
315, vi. 10, § 81, vii I5, § go; Origen, in Joan. T X1X., vol. V., P. 289 ;
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