
■■■■■■■■■ 

fife#' - • • 

= -J T^ia- 

- -= - - z 

—Mi—1, - - ----- mi* 
IB— 

:..u.:: 

jg|mg|g|g 

I 
WSBSm 

!r-H?jSH^^»iSSg5S5a8aiS«i«£a?g5SS5»k 

hhbMmh 

.Mi 

' 

anon 



nfrTf*0?*h <*fUk 
n*XC HTt^K *eK 

©A'Yi'4*!1'1 >Y to 

^T'rrAeVr^' 

\^Si*cer 
~~A. Tr» t? VoY*2 

W'Vl'TAfilVM T 

‘ii *71 fC M’C 1' 

\r«.t ice * 

W^\'-c4+« 

**AK rttUK 

rrMHOYf 
^ e -6JC6M&7 *-?**€ ?ASJL> M *f€? 

^ ^ ■ i f^Mn. , „.•: 

^oYmoY€tfJ^^K 
^6-txok ~t* e VS^(<Z*a 

«*r^ix* ts£J 
a. CiMWURM, 

;/fc itiM.i , I. . 

— ^ M^H6f6?neveT86WS 
; t ^ e r* JMiT' «neV ih (?t«. 

Arnnc *ra| C Mf £1 6tw mh b^jy 



V 

<tb n!v*oY'rr*nc r«* 

C^MPI 

FHO^nfO fflHTHC M ►*«?*- 

/ca Ri 6f 
i4oYMeTM6rffJ 

, wj-cenoY rf P ° 4“4 ** ,t>4 

*•»#' nro<^Hf THC«iB?Mei • 
■ YPfAo»<-» 

£20. 7 
H4£ 
N£5 
tM£9 

1998 





The Didache 



Hermeneia 
— A Critical 
and Historical 
Commentary 
on the Bible 

Old Testament Editorial Board 

Frank Moore Cross, Harvard University, chairman 

Klaus Baltzer, University of Munich 

Paul D. Hanson, Harvard University 

S. Dean McBride Jr., Union Theological Seminary in Virgi 

Peter Machinist, Harvard University 

Susan Niditch, Amherst College 

Christopher R. Seitz, Yale University 

Roland E. Murphy, O. Carm., emeritus 

New Testament Editorial Board 

Helmut Koester, Harvard University, chairman 

Harold W. Attridge, Yale University 

Adela Yarbro Collins, University of Chicago 

Eldon Jay Epp, Case Western Reserve University 

James M. Robinson, Claremont Graduate School 



The Didache 

A Commentary 

by Kurt Niederwimmer 

Translation by Linda M. Maloney 

Edited by Harold W. Attridge 

Fortress 
Press Minneapolis 



The Didache 
A Commentary on the Didache 

Copyright © 1998 Augsburg Fortress 
This book is a translation of Die Didache, Kommentar 
zu den Apostolischen Vatern, published 1989 by 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, Gottingen. Copyright © 
1989 by Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht; 2d ed., 1993. 

English translation copyright © 1998 Augsburg 
Fortress. All rights reserved. Except for brief 
quotations in critical articles or reviews, no part of 
this book may be reproduced in any manner without 
prior written permission from the publisher. Write to: 
Permissions, Augsburg Fortress, Box 1209, 

Minneapolis, MN 55440. 

Scripture quotations from the Revised Standard 
Version of the Bible are copyright © 1946, 1952, 1971 
by the Division of Christian Education of the 
National Council of the Churches of Christ in the 
USA and are used by permission. 

Scripture quotations from the New Revised Standard 
Version of the Bible are copyright © 1989 by the 
Division of Christian Education of the National 
Council of the Churches of Christ in the U.S.A. and 
are used by permission. 

Cover and interior design by Kenneth Hiebert 
Typesetting and page composition by 
The HK Scriptorium 

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data 

Niederwimmer, Kurt. 

[Didache. English] 

The Didache : a commentary / by Kurt 

Niederwimmer ; translation by Linda M. Maloney ; 

edited by Harold W. Attridge. 

p. cm. — (Hermeneia — a critical and historical 

commentary on the Bible) 

Includes bibliographical references and indexes. 

ISBN 0-8006-6027-7 (alk. paper) 

1. Didache. I. Attridge, Harold W. II. Title. 

III. Series. 

BS2940.T5N54 1998 

270.1—dc21 98-28758 

CIP 

The paper used in this publication meets the mini¬ 
mum requirements of American National Standard 
for Information Sciences—Permanence of paper for 
Printed Library Materials, ANSI Z329.48-1984. 

Manufactured in the U.S.A. AF 1-6027 

NOV 1 6 1996 

02 01 00 99 98 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 



/ 



The Author 

Kurt Niederwimmer was born in Vienna, Austria, in 

1929. He took his doctoral degree in 1956 with a 

dissertation on Ignatius, bishop of Antioch in the early 

second century, Grundzuge der Theologie des Ignatius von 

Antiochien, and completed his Habilitationsschrift in 

1962. From 1973 to 1997 he held the chair in New 

Testament on the faculty of the Evangelisch-theologische 

Fakultat at the University of Vienna. His research 

interests have included the study of the New Testament 

and the early church as well as hermeneutical and 

philosophical issues of New Testament interpretation. In 

addition to his commentary on the Didache, his publica¬ 

tions include Der Begriff der Freiheit im Neuen Testament 

(TBT 11; Berlin: Topelmann, 1966); Askese und Myste- 

rium. Uber Ehe, Ehescheidung und Eheverzicht in den 

Anfangen des christlichen Glaubens (FRLANT 113; 

Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1975), and his 

collected essays: Quaestiones theologicae. Gesammelte 

Aufsatze (ed. Wilhelm Pratscher and Markus Ohler; 

BZNW 90; Berlin, New York: De Gruyter, 1998). 



Contents 
The Didache 

x Excursuses 

Foreword to Hermeneia xi 

Preface xiii 

Preface to the Second Edition xv 

Reference Codes xvii 

1. Abbreviations xvii 

2. Short Titles xx 

3. Sigla in the Translation xxvi 

Editor's Note xxvii 

Introduction 1 

1. Structure and Genre 

a. Structure 1 

b. Genre 1 

2. Attestation of the Didache 

a. Reference in Ancient Canonical Lists 4 

b. Quotations in Early Church Literature 6 

c. Use of the Didache in Later Church Orders 13 

d. The Didache in Byzantine Authors 

of the Twelfth-Fourteenth Centuries 17 

3. The Direct Tradition 

a. The Bryennios Manuscript (H) 19 

b. Papyrus Oxyrhynchus 1782 (P) 21 

4. The Versions 

a. The Coptic Fragment: Br. Mus. Or. 9271 (Copt.) 24 

b. The Ethiopic Version (Eth.) 26 

c. Appendix: The Georgian Version (Georg.) 27 

5. The Indirect Tradition: 

/ Apostolic Constitutions 7.1.2-32.4 28 

6. The Relationship of the Didache to the “Two Ways” Tractate 

a. The Findings 30 

b. Further Details on the Hypothesis 

of an Independent “Ways” Tractate 35 

7. Reconstruction of the Origin of the Didache 

a. The Sources and Their Redaction 

by the Didachist 42 

b. Time and Place of Writing 52 
Commentary 

_The Title 56 

■ 1.1-6.3 
I. Baptismal Catechesis: 

The Tractate on the Two Ways 

1.1 1. Statement of the Theme 59 

2. The Way of Life 59 

1.2-3a a. The Fundamental Commandment and 

Introduction to Its Performance 64 

b. The sectio evangelica 68 

1.3b-4a The Commandment of Love of Enemies 73 

1.4b-5a The Renunciation of Violence 78 

1.5b—2.1 Almsgiving and Transition 81 

vii 



2.2-7 c. A List of Prohibitions 88 

3.1-6 d. The “Teknon” Sayings 94 

3.7-10 e. The “Anawim” Sayings 100 

4.1-11 f. Rules for Life in Society 103 

4.12-14 g. Epilogue on the “Way of Life” 112 

3. The Way of Death 

5.1a a. Introduction 114 

5. lb-2 b. Catalog of Vices 115 

5.2 [end] c. Final Admonition 119 

6.1-3 4. Epilogue and Appendix 120 

■ 7.1-10.7 
II.The Liturgy 

7.1-4 1. On Baptism 125 

la. Addition: On Fasting and Prayer 

8.1 a. How to Fast 131 

8.2-3 b. How to Pray 134 

2. On the Eucharist 139 

9.1-5 a. Prayers for the Full Meal 144 

10.1-7 b. Prayer of Thanksgiving (Eucharist) 155 

■ 11.1-15.4 
III. The Church Order 169 

11.1-2 1. Transition 171 

11.3-12 2. On the Reception of Itinerant Apostles and Prophets 173 

11.3 a. Introduction 173 

11.4-6 b. On Itinerant Apostles 175 

11.7-12 c. On Itinerant Prophets 178 

12.1-5 3. First Appendix: On the Reception of Other 

Traveling Brothers and Sisters 183 

12.1 a. Reception and Testing of New Arrivals 183 

12.2 b. Travelers Passing Through 185 

12.3-5 c. Persons Newly Arrived Who Desire to Remain 186 

13.1-7 4. Second Appendix: On the Duty to Support Prophets 

Who Desire to Remain in the Community, and Duties 

toward Teachers 188 

13.1-2 a. Fundamental Principles 188 

13.3-7 b. Directions for the Distribution 191 

14.1-3 5. On Confession and Reconciliation 194 

15.1-2 6. On the Election of Bishops and Deacons 200 

15.3-4 7. On Church Discipline 203 

@ 16.1-8 
IV. Eschatological Conclusion 207 

16.1-2 1. Eschatological Parenesis 214 

16.3-8 2. The Apocalypse 217 

16.3-4a a. The Appearance of False Prophets and the 

Collapse of the Christian Community 217 



16.4b-d b. The Appearance of the Antichrist 219 

16.5 c. The Great Apostasy and the Preservation 

of the Faithful 221 

16.6-7 d. The Revelation of the Three Signs of Truth 223 

16.8 e. The Arrival of the Kyrios 226 

Afterword 228 

Bibliography 

1. Editions and Commentaries 233 

2. Editions of Writings Related to the Didache 234 

3. Jewish Literature 235 

4. Other Christian Literature 236 

5. Gnostic Literature 236 

6. Greco-Roman Literature 236 

7. Secondary Literature 238 

Select Bibliography from the Second Edition 252 

Indices 

1. Passages 255 

2. Authors 280 

3. Subjects 287 

/ 

IX 



Excursuses The “Two Ways” 59 

Relationship to the Synoptics 75 

Hermas and the Didache 81 

The Text of 2.5 91 

The Ideal of “Accept Whatever Comes” 102 

Common Possessions 108 

An Original Parenetic Epilogue * 120 

Types of Water 128 

Jewish Fasting Practices 132 

The Text of the Lord’s Prayer 136 

Text of the Prayer 150 

The Difficulties of 10.6 161 

The Addition in the Coptic Version 165 

The Crux of 11.11 180 

Using Christ to Make a Living 187 

The “Teacher” 189 

The Didachist and Judaism 192 

Kara^e/j-a 221 

The Lost Conclusion 226 

x 



Foreword 

June 1992 

The name Hermeneia, Greek eppripeia, has been chosen as the title of the com¬ 

mentary series to which this volume belongs. The word Hermeneia has a rich back¬ 

ground in the history of biblical interpretation as a term used in the ancient 

Greek-speaking world for the detailed, systematic exposition of a scriptural work. 

It is hoped that the series, like its name, will carry forward this old and venerable 

tradition. A second, entirely practical reason for selecting the name lies in the 

desire to avoid a long descriptive title and its inevitable acronym, or worse, an 

unpronounceable abbreviation. 

The series is designed to be a critical and historical commentary to the Bible 

without arbitrary limits in size or scope. It will utilize the full range of philological 

and historical tools, including textual criticism (often slighted in modern commen¬ 

taries), the methods of the history of tradition (including genre and prosodic 

analysis), and the history of religion. 

Hermeneia is designed for the serious student of the Bible. It will make full use 

of ancient Semitic and classical languages; at the same time, English translations 

of all comparative materials—Greek, Latin, Canaanite, or Akkadian—will be sup¬ 

plied alongside the citation of the source in its original language. Insofar as pos¬ 

sible, the aim is to provide the student or scholar with full critical discussion of 

each problem of interpretation and with the primary data upon which the discus¬ 

sion is based. 

Hermeneia is designed to be international and interconfessional in the selection 

of authors; its editorial boards were formed with this end in view. Occasionally the 

series will offer translations of distinguished commentaries which originally 

appeared in languages other than English. Published volumes of the series will be 

revised continually, and eventually, new commentaries will replace older works in 

brder to preserve the currency of the series. Commentaries are also being 

assigned for important literary works in the categories of apocryphal and pseud- 

epigraphical works relating to the Old and New Testaments, including some of 

Essene or Gnostic authorship. 

The editors of Hermeneia impose no systematic-theological perspective upon the 

series (directly, or indirectly by selection of authors). It is expected that authors 

will struggle to lay bare the ancient meaning of a biblical work or pericope. In this 

way the text’s human relevance should become transparent, as is always the case in 

competent historical discourse. However, the series eschews for itself homiletical 

translation of the Bible. 

The editors are heavily indebted to Augsburg Fortress for its energy and 

courage in taking up an expensive, long-term project, the rewards of which will 

accrue chiefly to the field of biblical scholarship. 

The editor responsible for this volume is Harold W. Attridge of Yale University. 

Frank Moore Cross Helmut Koester 

For the Old Testament For the New Testament 

Editorial Board Editorial Board 

xi 



V 



Preface 

Vienna 

December 1988 

More than one hundred years ago, in 1873, Philotheos Bryennios discovered the 

text of the Didache in an eleventh-century manuscript version. In 1883 he edited 

the manuscript for publication. The special fascination of this particular writing 

has not diminished in over a century of research. 

The manuscript of the present commentary was completed in the spring of 

1987. Literature on the Didache appearing since that time, or accessible to me only 

after that date, could not be considered. As far as I can see, however, I have no 

reason to correct my positions. 

For individual references I have to thank my colleagues Georg Sauer and Alfred 

Raddatz in Vienna and Walter Potscher in Graz. The clean copy of the manuscript 

was admirably prepared by Irene Pernet. I owe special thanks to my colleague 

Wilhelm Pratscher, who bore the principal burden of proofreading the manu¬ 

script, and to whom readers are also indebted for the index. Finally, I am grateful 

to the “Word” society for their subvention of the publication costs. 

Kurt Niederwimmer 
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Preface to the Second Edition 

Vienna 

October 1992 

The text of the second edition, which became necessary rather soon after the first, 

remains unchanged. 

In this preface I would like to discuss briefly just one improvement, one addi¬ 

tion to the list of testimonies, namely, two citations from the Didache among the 

papyri from Tura. In the Commentary on the Psalms (227, 26-27) from Tura, 

ascribed (although not without debate) to Didymus of Alexandria, the Didache is 

mentioned, in connection with Ps 34:20, as a {3L(3Aog rr/g KaTrjx^oewg (“Book of 

Catechesis”). The text also cites the maxim eLpppevaetg paxopepovg (“you shall 

reconcile those who quarrel”) from Did 4.3 [Michael Gronewald, ed., Psalmen- 

kommentar (Tura Papyrus), Teil III: Kommentar zu Psalm 29-34 (Papyrologische 

Texte und Abhandlungen 8; Bonn: Habelt, 1969) 398]. Something similar occurs 

in the Commentary on Ecclesiastes, which is also ascribed, without any contention, to 

Didymus. At 78, 22, on Eccl 3:7a, appears the reference: ev rr) Atdaxv Trjg Kfarryj- 

X[)?]ctecog raw (xtwo[t]6Aup Aeyercu■ eipppevaecg paxopepovg [Michael Grone¬ 

wald, ed., Kommentar turn Ecclesiastes (Tura Papyrus, Teil II: Kommentar zu Eccl. 3-4, 

12 (Papyrologische Texte und Abhandlungen 22; Bonn: Habelt, 1977) 70]. I can¬ 

not here treat the context of these passages. In general, cf. Bart D. Ehrman, “The 

New Testament Canon of Didymus the Blind,” VC 37 (1983) 16-17 and 21, n 16; 

and Dieter Liihrmann, “Das Bruchstiick aus dem Hebraerevangelium bei Didymos 

von Alexandrien,” NovT 29 (1987) 276. 

The designation of the Didache as /3i/3Aog Trig xarr/x^crewg in fact recalls, as 

Liihrmann (p. 276) notes, the conceptuality of Athanasius, on which consult my 

treatment on p. 4. Ehrman comes to a different judgment. In his understanding 

Didymus cites the Didache as a canonical work, belonging to the New Testament. 

Only one more observation on the texts is worth making here: The second cita¬ 

tion makes it obvious that Didymus, or Pseudo-Didymus, knew the writing under 

the title of dcdaxv tup utcootoAup. 

So much for the two citations in the Tura papyri. I also call attention to the 

bibliographical supplement. In compiling that list I must thank my assistant 

Markus Ohler for his help. 

Kurt Niederwimmer 
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Introduction 

1. Structure and Genre 

a. Structure 

This document, which is approximately the length of 

Paul’s letter to the Galatians,1 consists of four clearly sep¬ 

arate sections. It begins (I) with a fairly long tractate that 

can be called the “Tractate on the Two Ways,” from its 

opening words (1.1—5.2). It concludes with an epilogue 

(6.1) and a short addition (6.2-3). In 7.1 the reader 

learns after the fact that the Sitz im Leben of this tractate 

is baptismal instruction. This part (which may according¬ 

ly be designated baptismal catechesis) is followed (II) by 

a lengthy section that announces itself as a ritual or set 

of instructions for action (liturgy) by its rubrical notes, 

7repl 8e rod fiamLapaToc, (“on baptism,” 7.1), and irepl 

8e rrjg ei)xapiOTtag (“on the Eucharist,” 9.1). Then fol¬ 

lows (III) a section whose content shows it to be a church 

order (11.1-15.4). The whole document concludes (IV) 

with an eschatological epilogue, consisting of a short 

eschatological parenesis (16.1-2) and a brief apocalypse 

(16.3-8).2 

The detailed outline of the writing is as follows: 

The Title 

I. Baptismal catechesis: The Tractate on the Two Ways 

(1.1-6.3) 

1. Statement of the theme (1.1) 

2. The way of life (1.2—4.14) 

a. The fundamental commandment and introduc¬ 

tion to its performance (1.2-3a) 

b. The sectio evangelica (1.3b—2.1) 

c. A list of prohibitions (2.2-7) 

d. The “teknon” sayings (3.1-6) 

e. The “anawim” sayings (3.7-10) 

f. Rules for life in society (4.1-11) 

g. Epilogue on the “way of life” (4.12-14) 

3. The way of death (5.1-2) 

a. Introduction (5.1a) 

b. Catalog of vices (5. lb-2) 

c. Final admonition (5.2c) 

4. Epilogue (6.1) and appendix (6.2-3) 

II. The liturgy (7.1—10.7) 

1. On baptism (7.1-4) 

la. Addition: On fasting and prayer (8.1-3) 

a. How to fast (8.1) 

b. How to pray (8.2-3) 

2. On the Eucharist (9.1—10.7) 

a. Prayers for the full meal (9.1-5) 

b. Prayer of thanksgiving (Eucharist) (10.1-7) 

III. The church order (11.1—15.4) 

1. Transition (11.1-2) 

2. On the reception of itinerant apostles and prophets 

(11.3-12) 

a. Introduction (11.3) 

b. On itinerant apostles (11.4-6) 

c. On itinerant prophets (11.7-12) 

3. First appendix: On the reception of other traveling 

brothers and sisters (12.1-5) 

a. Reception and testing of new arrivals (12.1) 

b. Travelers passing through (12.2) 

c. Persons newly arrived who desire to remain 

(12.3-5) 

4. Second appendix: On the duty to support prophets 

who desire to remain in the community, and duties 

toward teachers (13.1-7) 

a. Fundamental principles (13.1-2) 

b. Directions for action (13.3-7) 

5. On confession and reconciliation (14.1-3) 

6. On the election of bishops and deacons (15.1-2) 

7. On church discipline (15.3-4) 

IV. Eschatological conclusion (16.1-8) 

1. Eschatological parenesis (16.1-2) 

2. The apocalypse (16.3-8) 

a. The appearance of false prophets and the col¬ 

lapse of the Christian community (16.3-4a) 

b. The appearance of the Antichrist (16.4b-d) 

c. The great apostasy and the preservation of the 

faithful (16.5) 

d. The revelation of the three signs of the truth 

(16.6-7) 

e. The arrival of the Kyrios (16.8) 

b. Genre 

It is immediately apparent that the document is a generi- 

cally mixed composition. Each individual part (tractate 

on the “ways,” liturgy, church order in the narrower 

sense, apocalypse) belongs to a different literary genre 

1 Schaff, Church Manual, 23. Kyrios), another short passage on the judgment of 

2 The conclusion of the book in the Bryennios manu- the world must have followed. On this, also, see 

script has unfortunately been lost. More will be said below. 

about this below. After 16.8 (the arrival of the 
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and could stand alone.3 Indeed, this writing was com¬ 

posed by a compiler or redactor using very diverse 

extant materials. (We must inquire later about the partic¬ 

ular parts possibly attributable to the redactor himself.) 

The resultant whole cannot be easily classified. 

Ordinarily, scholars refer to it as a “church order,”4 

“community order,” “church manual,” or something sim¬ 

ilar.5 Karl Bihlmeyer, for instance, speaks of a “hand¬ 

book of religion”; Alfred Adam of a “church book.”6 In 

this book, the compiler (a church leader of the early 2d 

century) has produced an instruction, a rule, a kind of 

regula vitae christianae for his own sphere of influence; it 

is entirely aimed at practical needs and lacks any theoret¬ 

ical or even speculative exposition of Christian belief. 

The compiler is no “theologian.”' It would be foolish to 

attempt to derive the complete teaching or views of the 

Didachist from the Didache,8 The Didache is not a “theo¬ 

logical” work but a rule for ecclesiastical praxis, a hand¬ 

book of church morals, ritual, and discipline. 

The Didachist possessed no direct literary model from 

which to construct this work.9 The elements of church 

order in the Pastoral Epistles (1 and 2 Timothy and 

Titus) are certainly not sufficient to constitute a model, 

to say nothing of the fact that the Didachist could 

scarcely have been acquainted with the Pastorals.10 

Nonetheless, we should not overestimate our author’s 

originality. The construction of a rule for a church com¬ 

munity of limited size is predetermined by the nature of 

the task itself,11 and the literary form of such a docu¬ 

ment was also prescribed by presuppositions governing 

3 Cf. the brief analysis in Rordorf and Tuilier, 

Doctrine, 17-18. 

4 Most recently, again, Wengst, Didache, 18. 

5 Audet (Didache, 248, 436-41) differs, preferring (on 

the basis of an assumption of the apostolicity of the 

document) to distinguish the Didache quite sharply 

from the genre of later canonical literature. In this 

matter, however, Audet (pp. 249-53) permits his 

statements about the literary genre of the writing to 

be determined by the original title, as he himself 

has deduced it; this approach is questionable. Some 

reservations about the assumption that the writing 

is to be interpreted as a church order are also 

voiced by Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 21 n. 2. 

6 Bihlmeyer, Apostolischen Vater, xiii; Adam, 

“Herkunft,” 60-63. Stempel (“Lehrer,” 214-15) 

regards the Didache as a “religious pedagogical doc¬ 

ument.” This judgment corresponds to his thesis 

about the special role of the btbdtanaXoq in the 

community of the Didache (see below). The 

Didachist is regarded as one of these teachers. 

7 Cf. Wengst, Didache, 17. This is also emphasized by 

Kraft, Didache, 65; however, he makes the “author- 

editor” of the Didache a mere copyist (pp. 1-2). 

Proceeding on this basis, Schollgen now asserts that 

“theological problems play no role explicitly” 

(“Church Order,” 63). 

8 There are passing and sometimes implicit details 

that make clear what the teaching and views of the 

Didachist (or the Didachist’s sources) were; but it 

would be wrong to try to construct a “theology” of 

the Didachist from those details. The teaching and 

views of the Didachist cannot be reduced to what 

emerges, en passant and implicitly, from this writ¬ 

ing. The same is a fundamental objection to all 

attempts to determine the “theology” of the Didache 

and to distinguish it from others (e.g., Matthew’s or 

Paul’s); on this, see, e.g., Aono, Entwicklung, 

163-210, esp. 190-96 and 208-10. Such attempts 

violate the principle that forbids direct comparison 

of texts that indicate different levels of reflection. 

I Gunther Bornkamm differs (“Eschatology and 

Ecclesiology in the Gospel of Matthew,” in Gunther 

Bornkamm, Gerhard Barth, and Heinzjoachim 

Held, Tradition and Interpretation in Matthew [trans. 

Percy Scott; Philadelphia: Westminster, 1963] 17). 

Bornkamm establishes a parallel structure for 

Matthew’s Sermon on the Mount and the Didache 

(parenesis as Torah for admission, individual ques¬ 

tions regarding the life of worship and behavior in 

the church, eschatological outlook). “One may draw 

the conclusion that a settled ‘catechism pattern’ 

provided the basis for their composition and in the 

Didache this actually acquires the char acter of an 

ecclesiastical discipline” (ibid.). In a later essay 

(“Der Aufbau der Bergpredigt,” NTS 24 [1978/79] 

432) Bornkamm again refers to this question. Once 

more he discovers points of contact, but this time 

he gives stronger emphasis to the peculiarities of 

the Didache: “The Sermon on the Mount differs 

from the Didache, however, in that it lacks all those 

elements that give the latter its character as a 

church order” (ibid.). In my opinion, the points of 

structural contact are scarcely adequate to justify 

the assumption of a common catechetical schema, 

and in any case, the Didache cannot be understood 

on the basis of such a schema alone (as Bornkamm 

himself emphasizes). 

10 See below. 

II One may think of IQS and lQSa. In the pagan 

sphere, reference can be made to the stele from 

Philadelphia: SIG 3.985 (pp. 113-18). On this, see 

Weinreich, Privatheiligtums in Philadelphia, 1-68. 

The rules can be divided “into four sections: I. 
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Introduction 

such an enterprise. The “basic document” that the 

Didachist used as a source afforded a foundation of sorts 

for the construction of the Didache. Once the plan of 

producing a book of rules had been conceived, the very 

nature of the enterprise suggested that instructions for 

baptism and the Eucharist, as well as questions regard¬ 

ing order within the community, should be added. The 

eschatological conclusion, as a further additional ele¬ 

ment, may have been suggested by the model of the 

basic document.12 The whole composition is unpreten¬ 

tious as literature, nourished by praxis and intended for 

immediate application. There may have been a particu¬ 

lar occasion or cause that impelled the influential but 

unknown author to produce this compilation. We do 

not, however, know what that occasion may have been,13 

and we cannot reconstruct it from what we can learn of 

the author’s tendencies — except to say, in general 

terms, that the Didache was written in a time of transi¬ 

tion and its author is clearly making an effort to harmo¬ 

nize ancient and revered traditions of the church with 

new ecclesial necessities. The book does not claim to 

regulate the behavior of the entire church;14 it appears 

to have only local situations in view. Still, from the very 

fact that it preserves the archaic traditions of a particu¬ 

lar locality, this document is of great importance.15 

Reasons for the dedication, listing of the group of 

gods (lines 2-11); II. Prescriptions of a religious and 

moral nature (lines 12-50); III. Agdistis, guardian 

of the sanctuary, who also watches over the disposi¬ 

tion of the members of the cult (lines 51-60); IV. 

Concluding prayer to Zeus for a blessing (lines 

60-64)” (p. 4). 

12 I do not believe that chap. 16 of the Didache goes 

back to the “basic document,” but I think that this 

chapter may have replaced the epilogue of that doc- 

/ ument. On this, see below. 

IB See now the speculations of Wengst, Didache, 18. Of 

course, one may produce specific suggestions if one 

adopts the fictional hypothesis and a late dating of 

the document. Johnson (“Motive,” 107-22) distin¬ 

guishes three ipotives that are supposed to have led 

to the composition of the Didache: (1) the intention 

to write “a catechetical manual” (p. 108); (2) the 

intention to create a handbook “for a matured 

church” (ibid.); and (3) (this is Johnson’s special the¬ 

sis) to solve some problems left open by the evange¬ 

lists. The Didache thus becomes a commentary on 

the Gospels. It is, among other things, “a commen¬ 

tary on the gospels and other Christian books” 

(p. 110). The authority of the document is sup¬ 

ported by a recourse to the twelve apostles. In sum: 

the Didache appears “as an expansion of Matthew 

28:19-20. ... It purports to be the Lord’s teaching 

through the Twelve to the Gentiles. It tells how dis¬ 

ciples are to be made (catechetical section, chapters 

1-6), how they are to be baptized (chapter 7), and 

what the Lord has commanded them to observe 

(chapters 8-15), and finally it encourages them to 

wait for the end of the age (chapter 16)” (p. 122). 

14 One may not attempt to interpret the Didache on 

the basis of the two titles of the document as found 

in H. See below. 

15 Schollgen (“Church Order,” 43-64, and passim) 

now emphasizes the merely selective character of 

the Didache. According to Schollgen, the document 

“has a limited purpose in its composition and is, as 

a selective church order, a polemical text on particu¬ 

lar problems of community life” (p. 63). Behind this 

judgment lies an accurate insight, but one that 

should not be overdrawn. For example, I would not 

call the Didache a “polemical text.” 
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2. Attestation of the Didache 

a. References in Ancient Canonical Lists 

Before the discovery of the Bryennios manuscript, the 

existence of the Didache was known only from other wit¬ 

nesses. Among these, the attestations in the canonical 

lists play a special but not entirely unproblematic role. 

Eusebius’s canonical list (Hist. eccl. 3.25) first mentions 

the generally acknowledged writings of the New Testa¬ 

ment, the homologoumena (“recognized books”), followed 

by the group of antilegomena (“disputed books”), the lat¬ 

ter divided into two subgroups, the “antilegomena, yet 

familiar to most” (3.25.3) and the voda (“spurious,” 

3.25.4), including the Acts of Paul, the Shepherd (of 

Hermas), the Apocalypse of Peter, nai itpog TOVTOLg rj 

ipepopevr) Bapvafia emoToArj nai rwv airooToAuv ai 

Aejopeuac Aidax&i (“also the alleged Epistle of Barna¬ 

bas and the so-called Teachings of the Apostles”) — and 

finally the Johannine Apocalypse (which, however, 

Eusebius also lists among the homologoumena), as well as 

(with some reservations) the Gospel to the Hebrews, used 

primarily by Jewish Christians. As Eusebius notes, these 

are writings that are not included in the canon but are 

among the disputed books; nevertheless, they are 

acknowledged by a great many eKKAr)OLaoTU<oi (i.e., 

audpeg): ova evbca'drjKOvg pep ctAAct noti aPTcAeyope- 

vag, opug 5e itapa itAelaroLg rum eKKApocaoTiKccp 
ycPoiOKopepag (“not canonical but disputed, yet familiar 

to most churchmen,” Hist. eccl. 3.25.6). A clear distinc¬ 

tion is drawn between both groups of the antilegomena 

and the absolutely rejected heretical writings (3.25.6-7). 

Thus as far as our question is concerned we learn two 

things. Eusebius knows of a writing entitled tup aito- 

otoAup Aidaxoti (“Teachings of the Apostles”).1 The 

insertion of the phrase al Aejopepac (“so-called”) 

expresses his doubt either about the apostolicity of the 

writing or about the title of the document itself.2 3 At the 

same time we learn that, although this writing does not 

enjoy canonical recognition, it belongs to a group that 

follows the canonical writings, and as part of that group 

the document enjoys the respect of the eKnArjOiaoTiKOi 

audpegA Of course, this welcome news is rendered 

somewhat problematic. Is Eusebius really referring to 

our Didache (which I consider likely), or to the Greek 

tractate on the Two Ways whose Latin translation is 

retained for us in the Doctrina apostolorum (which I con¬ 

sider less likely)? The question remains open.4 

It is probable that the same document (i.e., our 

Didache) appears in the Thirty-ninth Easter Letter of 

Athanasius of Alexandria from the year 367, a document 

of great importance for the history of the biblical canon 

of the Greek church.5 After listing the canonical writings 

of the Old and New Testaments, Athanasius mentions 

erepa fiifiA'ia tovtccp e^cc&ev, ov navovipopeva pep, 

TeTVTtwpeva 8e itapa tup irarepav apaycPuoKeodai. 

rolg apn itpooepxopepoig nai fiovAopevoig Karr)- 

XelodaL top rrjg euae^eiag Aoyop (“other books not 

recognized as canonical, but recommended by our 

ancestors for reading by those who have recently entered 

and wish to learn the word of faith”) — that is, books 

that, although not included in the canon, nevertheless 

enjoy a certain regard as (we might say) books approved 

by the church and, accordingly, appropriate reading for 

1 Rufinus’s translation has the singular: Doctrina quae 

dicitur apostolorum (GCS 2.1.253), as does the Syriac 

version. The Armenian translation (from Syriac) 

reads: “those that are called Teachings” (cf. GCS 

2.1.252). 

2 Cf. the remarks of Audet, Didache, 83. 

3 Bihlmeyer (Apostolischen Vater, xvi) infers regarding 

the Didache that “it was thus counted by some as 

part of the New Testament canon.” Adolf von 

Harnack (“Prolegomena,” 6-7) had already said 

something similar. This judgment, however, is very 

questionable. It is a matter of dispute whether 

Clement of Alexandria cites our Didache as ypaipi); 

see below. 

4 It should be noted that Eusebius mentions the 

Aidaxai immediately after the letter of Barnabas. 

We will have to deal later with the tractate on the 

“Two Ways” (sometimes called the “basic docu¬ 

ment” underlying the Didache). In the following dis¬ 

cussion of the witnesses, we will presume this “basic 

document” hypothesis. 

Festal Letter 39 §11 (Preuschen, Analecta, 45). 

According to Barnard (“Later History,” 101) this 

reference is to the Two Ways tractate. Kraft is skep¬ 

tical: “Probably our document or something very 

similar to it is meant” (Didache, 73). 

The aitOKpvtpa are then clearly distinguished from 

these. 

The Coptic text can now be found in Athanasius, 

Lettres festales et pastorales en Copte (trans. and ed. 

L.-Theophile Lefort; CSCO 150-51; Louvain: 

Durbecq, 1955) 150.19-20. The Paris fragment (B. 

N. 151) of Codex B contains (p. 177), at the crucial 

point for our question, a text that Lefort (Lettres fes¬ 

tales, CSCO 151.37) renders as follows: “la DI <DA> 

SC ALIKE DES APOTRES, — je ne parle pas de celle 
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baptismal candidates.6 In this group are Wisdom of 

Solomon, Sirach, Esther, Judith, Tobit, kccl Aibax*) 

naXovnevr) mv airooToXuv (“and the ‘Teachings’ said to 

be ‘of the Apostles’”), and Hermas.7 This time our writ¬ 

ing is called Atbaxv tup otkootoXup. It is not clear what 

Athanasius means by the added KaXov^evr}; cf. the par¬ 

allel eTTLOToXcti KadoXiKai KaXovpevai tup dirooToXup 

(“catholic epistles said to be ‘of the apostles,’” §8).8 

There are additional references in later canonical lists. 

First is Ps.-Athanasius Synops. script, sacr. 76 (PG 28.432),9 

where our document appears as Atbocxv octtootoXup.10 

Then there is Indicium scriptorum canonicorum sexaginta,n 

where, among the apocryphal writings, in seventeenth 

place, we find IlepioboL nai 8lbaxai tup dirooToXup,n 

followed by Barnabas, Acts of Paul, Apocalypse of Paul, and 

so on. Finally, our writing appears under the title 

Atdaxv dirooToXup in the stichometry attributed to 

Patriarch Nicephoros of Constantinople13 in sixth place 

in the list of the New Testament apocrypha,14 with the 

stich number 200.15 These numbers are “for the most 

part round, sometimes very much rounded figures.”16 

According to Zahn,17 the figure given for the Didache by 

the stichometry of Nicephoros is much too low.18 

Rordorf and Tuilier, who give the number of stichoi in 

Codex Hierosolymitanus 54 as 204,19 see the information 

in the stichometry of Nicephoros as evidence that the 

text of Cod. Hier. 54 goes back to a “prototype from 

Christian antiquity.”20 

One may doubt that the information given by 

Eusebius and Athanasius really refers to our Didache, and 

/ 

8 
9 

10 

11 

qui passe pour corriger le Deuteronome (the 

DIDASCALIA OF THE APOSTLES - I am not 

referring to the one that serves to correct Deuter¬ 

onomy).” According to the Coptic version the writ¬ 

ing was called r) bibaoKaXcKT] rap otkootoXuip, but 

that is certainly corrupt (perhaps a conflation of 

dibaxv and bcbaoKaXia). Nothing at all sensible 

can be made of the strange addition (“je ne parle 

pas de celle . . .”). It seems to me very questionable 

that the scribe (the codex probably comes from the 

9th-10th century: cf. Lefort, Lettresfestates, CSCO 

150.viii) knew the Didache at all. Thus for our pur¬ 

poses the Coptic text is of no value. 

Cf. Audet’s remarks, Didache, 85. 

For the synopsis, see Quasten, Patrology, 3.39; and 

esp. Zahn, Gpschichte, 2.302-18, according to which 

the synopsis is a compilation, and the passage that 

describes the antilegomena and apocrypha is older 

and was incorporated by the compiler; in fact, the 

text depends on a list that is closely related to that 

of Nicephoros (see below). “The compilation cer¬ 

tainly did not originate before the sixth century; it 

may have been later” (Zahn, Geschichte, 2.315). 

Trj<; veaq iraXiP AiadriKriq avriXeyogieva raOra. 

IlepioboL nerpov, IlepioboL 'luavvov, IlepLoboL 

0a pa, EvceyyeXcop Kara Oapa, Acbaxp diroaro- 

Xcop, KXppepna, a>p pereippaadpaap eicXeyepra 

rot. aXrjdecsTepa ku'l deoicpevora. Tavra ra a.pa- 

yLPoxjKopepa (“These are the disputed books of the 

new covenant: The periodoi [travels] of Peter, the 

periodoi of John, the periodoi of Thomas, the Gospel 

according to Thomas, the Teachings of the 

Apostles, the Clementines, parts of which may be 

considered more faithful and inspired by God. 

These are the books that are read”). 

See Preuschen, Analecta, 2.69; Zahn, Geschichte, 

2.289-93. This is a list transmitted by a number of 

manuscripts. The idea of sixty canonical books 

Zahn finds attested (pp. 292-93) as early as the 7th 

century by Antiochus, a monk of Sabas (PG 

89.1428). 

12 It is doubtful what one should understand by this 

title. The expression ireploboq is reminiscent of the 

apostolic “Acts.” 

13 In Preuschen, Analecta, 2.64. On this, see Zahn, 

Geschichte, 2.295-301: the stichometry (which, in the 

more extensive recension, constitutes the conclu¬ 

sion to the chronography) is not part of the original 

text of Nicephoros, but is (according to Zahn, 

Geschichte, 2.297) “a redaction of it undertaken in 

about 850.” 

14 It is preceded by the periodoi of Paul, Peter, John, 

and Thomas, and the Gospel of Thomas, and is fol¬ 

lowed by the thirty-two (books?) of Clement, etc. 

15 ALbaxv amoToXap arix■ a'. 

16 Zahn, Geschichte, 2.403. 

17 Cf. Zahn’s overall assessment of the numbers in the 

stichometry of “Nicephoros,” Geschichte, 2.403. 

18 Geschichte, 2.403. Cf. Ehrhard, Altchristliche 

Litteratur, 44. Audet (Didache, 111) attempted (with 

some provisos) to make use of the information in 

the stichometry to promote his hypothesis that the 

Didache was formed in stages (see below). 

Accordingly, the number of stichoi would refer only 

to the first edition. 

19 Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 109 n. 3. The num¬ 

bers of stichoi in the stichometry of Nicephoros 

probably refer (according to Rordorf and Tuilier, 

Doctrine, 110) to an uncial text. 

20 Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 109. 
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one could posit that ultimately they are speaking of the 

tractate on the Two Ways (which was also transmitted 

separately in antiquity) in one of its recensions.21 Simi¬ 

larly, the information in Rufinus cannot be applied with 

certainty to particular writings. In the translation in 

Eusebius’s church history (Hist. eccl. 3.25.4), the Greek 

source is represented by Doctrina quae dicitur apostolorum 

(“The Teaching called ‘of the Apostles,’” GCS 2.1.253). 

In the canonical list in Expositio symboli 36 (CChrSL 

20.171)22 Rufinus mentions among the alii libri . . . qui 

non canonici, sed ecclesiastici a maioribus appellati sunt 

(“other books . . . which by most are called not canoni¬ 

cal, but ecclesiastical”)23 in the New Testament series 

libellus qui dicitur Pastoris sive Hermae, et his qui appellatur 

Duae viae, vel Indicium secundum Petrum (“little book 

called ‘The Pastor’ or ‘of Hermas,’ and the one called 

‘Two Ways,’ or ‘Sentences according to Peter’”).24 

Whether by Duae viae and Iudicium secundum Petrum 

Rufinus is referring to two different writings25 or only 

one26 is uncertain.27 I consider it very improbable that 

he identifies all three writings (referring thereby to our 

Didache).28 Instead, the more likely conclusion is that 

with Doctrina apostolorum Rufinus refers to Qur Didache, 

and with Duae viae to the independent tractate on the 

Two Ways.29 The reference of the title Iudicium secundum 

Petrum is a question that can remain open. 

b. Quotations in Early Church Literature 

Of the instances of quotations from the Didache in the 

literature of the early church that have been pointed out 

in the course of time, only a few are conclusive. More¬ 

over, some of them are rendered questionable by the 

fact that they belong to the “two ways” section of the 

book, so that it is uncertain whether the citation in ques¬ 

tion can really be traced to our Didache, rather than to 

the independent tractate on the “ways” that is one of the 

sources of our document. 

(1) This ambiguity is true of the very first citation 

21 This doubt could also apply to Ps.-Athanasius. The 

Indiculus probably indicates no knowledge at all of 

the writing he mentions. By contrast, the informa¬ 

tion in the stichometry of Nicephoros very probably 

refers to our Didache. 

22 On this, see Stenzel, “Bibelkanon,” 43-61. 

23 On the libri ecclesiastici of the NT in Rufinus, cf. 

Stenzel, “Bibelkanon,” 57-60. This refers to the 

“books that are read in the churches” (p. 57). 

24 Variae lectiones: Iudicium petri: Iudicium petrum (cf. 

the text-critical information, CChrSL 2.171). 

Rufinus continues: Quae omnia legi quidem in ecclesiis 

voluerunt, non tamen proferri ad auctoritatem ex his 

fidei confirmandam. Ceteras vero scripturas apochryphas 

nominarunt, quas in ecclesia legi noluerunt (“All of 

which they wished to be read in the churches, not, 

however, in order to thereby support the faith. But 

they mention other, apocryphal writings which they 

did not want read in the church”). 

25 Jerome mentions a writing called Iudicium (Liber de 

viris inluslribus 1, ed. Ernest C. Richardson [TU 

14.1a; Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1896] 7). Stenzel (“Bibel¬ 

kanon,” 58-60) attempts to show that Duae viae and 

Iudicium secundum Petrum are two different writings. 

He interprets vel as the equivalent of et (with Zahn). 

Stenzel (“Bibelkanon,” 58) wishes to think of the 

Duae viae as referring to the first six chapters of the 

Didache, “disseminated as a special edition.” For the 

Iudicium, Stenzel refers to the information in 

Jerome and regards the writing mentioned there as 

having been lost. 

26 This would then be a reference to the Apostolic 

Church Order (= Canons of the Apostles)', cf. Ehrhard, 

Altchristliche Litteratur, 44-45; Bardenhewer, 

Geschichte, 2.260 (as probable). Barnard (“Later 

History,” 101) suggests that the reference is to the 

Two Ways tractate. 

27 Skeptical are Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 108 n. 5. 

Audet (Didache, 85-86, n. 2) thinks of reading the 

vel as well as the preceding sive as indications of an 

alternative title, which would lead to an identifica¬ 

tion of the Duae viae with the Iudicium. But Audet 

refuses to decide whether this writing is also identi¬ 

cal with the Didache. 

28 Thus already Bryennios, AcOaxV, k,6 ' and ke:'. Cf. 

also the suggestions of Harnack, “Prolegomena,” 

21-24; and Schaff, Church Manual, 137. 

29 Cf. Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 108-9. 

30 There are no examples from the time before 

Clement. The parallel between Did. 1.2 and Justin 

1 Apol. 16.6 (Goodspeed, Apologeten, 37) — top 

iroLr]oa.VTa oe (“the one who made you”) — proves 

nothing about Justin’s knowledge of the Didache, as 

Franz Xaver Funk thought (“Zur Apostellehre und 

apostolischen Kirchenordnung,” ThQ 69 [1887] 

357-59). Justin’s knowledge of the Didache was 

asserted particularly by Taylor (Teaching 98, 113, 

116); he even (116) wanted to see some relationship 

in their theologies. On Did. 1.3 and Justin 1 Apol. 

15.9 (Goodspeed, Apologeten, 35), see below. 

According to M. A. Smith (“Did Justin Know the 

Didache?” StPatr 7.1 [TU 92; Berlin: Akademie- 

Verlag, 1966) 287-90]), Justin’s account in 1 Apol. 

61-65 appears to depend on Did. 7-14. But the par- 
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worth serious consideration,30 which has played a certain 

role in research on the Didache as well, Clement of 

Alexandria Strom. 1.20, 100.4 (GCS 23.64). The context is 

Clement’s polemic against the claims of Greek philoso¬ 

phy, which arrogated to itself the teachings of the Old 

Testament. We would call it intellectual plagiarism. 

Clement writes: epiraAtP ovp adutel 6 ocperepLoapepoq 

ra (3ap(3apop Kai cog Idea avxup, rr)v eavrov bo^av 

av^wp Kai \f/ei'bopepoq rpp aApdecap. ovroq “KAeTTTpq” 

vtto rrjq ypcaprjq elpprat. (prjoi yovv “vie, pr) yivov \pev- 

orriq- obpyeZ yap to \pevopa irpoq tt)p kAottyip" (“On 

the other hand, therefore, whoever appropriates what 

belongs to the barbarians, and boasts it is his own, does 

wrong by increasing his own glory and falsifying the 

truth. It is this kind of person scripture calls a ‘thief.’ 

Therefore it is said, ‘Son, be not a liar, for falsehood 

leads to theft’”). The text Clement cites corresponds, 

with slight variations,31 to the text of Did. 3.5. Or is this 

a quotation from the independent “ways” tractate?32 

Clement does not name the document he is quoting. 

There is also disagreement about the value Clement 

assigns to the work. As a rule, vtto Tr)q ypatprjq is inter¬ 

preted to mean that the quoted text has the status of 

(sacred) Scripture.33 Thus Clement would be calling the 

Didache ypatpr) — on the assumption that it is the 

Didache, and not, for example, the independent tractate 

on the “ways” in one of its versions, that is being quoted. 

As early as 1913, Otto Stahlin raised some doubts about 

this opinion.34 He thought that ypaq>Y) referred to John 

10:8, irdpreq ooot rjAdop (irpo epbv) nAemac eioip Kai 

Arjorai (“all who came [before me] are thieves and ban¬ 

dits”), and that the following <pr]oi simply means “so it 

says, so it has been handed down,”35 but that there is no 

intention to qualify the subsequent quotation as 

“Scripture.”36 

It has repeatedly been suggested that Clement of 

Alexandria quotes the Didache in other places besides 

Strom. 1.20, 100.4, or at least indicates that he is famil¬ 

iar with it.37 

(a) Some passages in which Clement quotes a series 

of prohibitions recall Did. 2.2: ov ipopevoecq, oi) 

poixtvoeiq, oil Tcaibovdoprjoeiq, ov KAei/zecq, ov 

i//€vbopapTvprjoeiq (“thou shalt not kill, thou shalt 

not commit adultery, thou shalt not corrupt boys, 

thou shalt not steal, thou shalt not bear false witness,” 

Protr. 10.108.5 [GCS 13.77]); ov iroppevoecq, ov pot- 

Xevoetq, ov TTaiboipdoprioeiq (“thou shalt not engage 

in harlotry, thou shalt not commit adultery, thou shalt 

not corrupt boys,” Paed. 2.10, 89.1 [GCS 13.211]); ov 

poix^vaecq, ovk eibwAoAarppoeLq, ov Traiboipdopr)- 

oecq, ov KAe\pecq, ov \f/evbopapTvppoeiq (“thou shalt 

not commit adultery, thou shalt not worship idols, 

thou shalt not corrupt boys, thou shalt not steal, thou 

shalt not bear false witness,” 3.12, 89.1 [GCS 13.285); 

to pep “ov pocx^voecq” Kai “ov Tracbo<p$oprio6Lq” 

Kai ooa eiq eypparecap ovp(3aAAeTaL (“the com¬ 

mands ‘thou shalt not commit adultery,’ and ‘thou 

shalt not corrupt boys,’ and all the commandments 

enjoining purity,” Strom. 3.4, 36.5 [GCS 23.212]). 

Striking here is iraiboipdopelp, which is absent from 

allels are not so extensive as to cause us to think of 

a genuine literary dependence. [Ed. For the sugges¬ 

tion that Ignatius of Antioch was familiar at least 

with the traditions underlying the Didache, and per¬ 

haps with an early form of the text itself, cf. Clayton 

N. Jefford, “Did Ignatius of Antioch Know the 

Didache?” injefford, Context, 330-51.] 

31 Didache Clement of Alexandria 

tckvov pov, vie 

pr) yivov pevorrig pr) yivov JevoTrp~ 

eireibri odr^yei to if/evopa odriyei yap to \[/evopa 

elg tt}V kAottt)v . . . irpog tt)v kAottyiv . . . 

32 According to Muilenburg, Literary Relations, 33-34, 

Clement is citing a Jewish apocryphon that under¬ 

lies Did. 3.1-6. Cf. Robinson, Didache, 62; idem, 

“Barnabas and the Didache,” 242; Vokes, Riddle, 76. 

33 Thus first of all Bryennios, AibaxT], tty'; then 

Harnack, “Prolegomena,” 15; idem, Apostellehre, 22; 

Jacquier, Doctrine, 110 n. 4; Schaff, Church Manual, 

114 (“an inspired book in a wider sense”); cf. 121; 

Hemmer, Doctrine, xviii; Knopf, Lehre, 15; Rordorf 

and Tuilier, Doctrine, 97 n. 6. 

34 Otto Stahlin, “Zu dem Didachezitat bei Clemens 

Alexandrinus,” ZNW 14 (1913) 271-72. 

35 Stahlin, 272. 

36 This in turn was disputed by John E. L. Oulton, 

“Clement of Alexandria and the Didache,” JTS 41 

(1940) 177-79, but not cogently. 

37 For an expansive treatment, see Francis R. M. 

Hitchcock, “Did Clement of Alexandria Know the 

Didache}" JTS 24 (1923) 397-401. The only material 

that can really be considered is that cited by Giet, 

L’Enigme, 36 n. 96; and Rordorf and Tuilier, 

Doctrine, 125 n. 1. 
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the biblical Decalogues but is found in the series in 

Did. 2.2. Cf. also Barn. 19.4 (a “ways” tractate). 

(b) In Strom. 5.5, 31.1 (GCS 23.346) we read: JIaXlp 

av bvo odovg vrcoTidepevov rod evayyeXiov kcci tow 

airooToXuv opoiug roig Trpo<pr)Tcuc; airaoc Kai rqp 

liev KCiXovvTctv “oTevrjv Kai Te’dXcppeppv” tt)v Kara 

rag evroXag Kai a-Kayopevoeig TrepceoTaXpep-qp, 

tt)v be evavTiav Tqp eig driruXeiap ipepovoav 

“irXaTeiav Kai evpvxupov” ktX. (“But again, the 

gospel supposes two ways, as do the apostles, and 

similarly all the prophets; and they call that one ‘nar¬ 

row and confined’ that is circumscribed according to 

the commandments and prohibitions, and the oppo¬ 

site one, which leads to perdition, [they call] ‘broad 

and roomy’ ...” [with a subsequent reference to the 

fable of Prodicus: 31.2]). Rordorf and Tuilier 

{Doctrine, 125 n. 1) conclude from the expression Kai 

tup ockootoXup opoiug rolg -apoipqTaig anaaL that 

Clement is probably thinking of our Didache. This is 

not very persuasive. 

(c) Finally, there is the liturgical expression ovTog 

(6) top oIpop, to aipa rqg ap^eXov Tfjg Aaflib, 

eKX^ag (“you pour out this wine, the blood of the 

vine of David,” Quis dives salv. 29.4 [GCS 32.179]; cf. 

Did. 9.2). The Didache and Clement, however, may be 

independently quoting the same liturgical tradition. 

For the fragment from the Nicetas catena in Mon. Gr. 

36, fol. 107v., cf. the remarks in GCS 32.xxvii-xxviii. 

Problematic as a witness is Origen De princ. 3.2.7 

(GCS 5.255): Propterea docet nos scriptura divina omnia 

quae accidunt nobis tamquam a deo illata suscipere, scientes 

quod sine deo nihil fit (“that is why divine Scripture 

teaches us to receive everything that happens to us as 

coming from God, knowing that without God nothing 

comes to be”). The text recalls Did. 3.10 (especially in 

the final phrase).38 But in light of the sententious char¬ 

acter of the expression, this cannot be a quotation, and 

Origen must simply intend to introduce appropriate 

biblical passages such as Job 1:13-22 (to which he has 

referred just before) or Matt 10:29 (which he cites after¬ 

ward). Moreover, the text of Did. 3.10 is almost identical 

to that of Barn. 19.6c, and both come from the “ways” 

tractate.39 Similarly, one can scarcely claim the equally 

sententious expressions in Dorotheus Archimandrita 

Doctr. 13.1 (PG 88.1761B) and Ep. 3 (PG 88.1840C) as 

witnesses for the Didache.40 Finally (with an extreme 

stretch), there could be a play on Did. 1.4 in Johannes 

Climacus Scala paradisi gradus 26 (PG 88.1029A): 

evaefiuv pep, to iravTi aiTovvTi bibovac, evcrefieoTepup 

be Kai tu pr) a'novPTL. To be airo too atpovTog prj 

a-KaiTeip bwapevovg paXtora, Taxer tup aira&up Kai 

popup Ibiov KafieorrjKep*1 (“It is characteristic of the 

pious to ‘give to everyone who asks,’ but of the more 

pious still to ‘give to one who does not ask.’ Not to 

38 Hemmer (Doctrine, xviii) and Schaff {Church 

Manual, 116) take this to be a quotation. 

39 Of course, we cannot exclude the possibility that 

Origen is quoting unconsciously. 

40 Still more remote is Dionysius of Alexandria (?) in 

John of Damascus Sacra parallela 33 {PG 96.320A). 

41 The contacts between Origen Horn. 6.2 in Iudic. 

(Origenis, Opera Omnia, vol. 11: In Libros Josuae 

Judicum et I Samuelis Homiliae [ed. C. H. E. 

Lommatzsch; Berlin: Haude and Spener, 1841] 258) 

and Did. 9.2 do not rest on literary dependence 

(thus Hemmer, Doctrine, xviii; Schaff, Church 

Manual, 116) but on the common language of the 

liturgy. According to Adam (“Herkunft,” 48) the Ps.- 

Clementine Epistula ad Virgines is dependent on the 

Didache. Adam thinks that Ps.-Clement Ep. ad virg. 

1.11.8 (Hugo Duensing, “Die dem Klemens von 

Rom zugeschriebenen Briefe iiber die Jungfrau- 

lichkeit,” ZKG 63 [1950/51] 176) is a “deliberate 

challenge to Did. 11.11.” This can scarcely be cor¬ 

rect. On the question of the key word Xfirarep-Kopoq 

(making a business of Christ) and the suggestions 

about quotations of the Didache connected with it, 

see below at Did. 12.5. Franz Xaver Funk, in turn (in 

an untitled note on the Didache, ThQ 74 [1892] 522) 

indicated a passage in the Latin Passio bead Phileae 

episcopi de civitate Thmui (3 end): dicit enim sacra et 

divina scriptura: Diliges Dominum Deum tuum qui te 

fecit [“for the sacred and divine scripture says: You 

shall love the Lord your God who made you”] 

(Herbert Musurillo, ed., The Acts of the Christian 

Martyrs [Oxford: Clarendon, 1972; repr. 1979] 346). 

Meanwhile, a Greek version of the Acts has been 

found in P. Bodm. XX (Musurillo, Acts, xlvi-xlvii), 

which unfortunately has a gap just at the parallel 

passage. But lines 14 (end) and 15 (beginning) 

could have read (in Martin’s conjecture): ayairr)- 

oecq kp top ftp oq oe \ kiroLqaev (“you shall love the 

Lord your God who made you”). Cf. Musurillo, Acts, 

338. The Greek text stems from the beginning of 

the 4th century (Musurillo, Acts, xlvii). The quota¬ 

tion is from Deut 6:5, but with an expansion {qui te 

fecit [“who made you”]), the sense of which also 

appears in Did. 1.2. The same addition is also found 

in Justin 1 Apol. 16.6 (cf. n. 30 above). Here, as 

there, we cannot conclude that it is derived from 
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Introduction 

refuse one who takes something away, when one is able 

to do so, is perhaps characteristic of those who have no 

emotion, and them alone.”) 

Almost certainly the liturgical texts can be eliminated 

from the list of witnesses: (Ps.-)Athanasius De virg. 13 

recalls motifs from Did. 9.3-4;42 Serapion of Thmuis 

Euchologion 13.13 recalls Did. 9.4;43 P. Der Balizeh, fol. 

IIv., lines 3-11, is reminiscent of Did. 9.2, 4, and perhaps 

also 10.5.44 It is true that they illustrate individual 

expressions from the Didachistic prayers in a most fortu¬ 

nate way, but it is difficult to suppose that they are 

dependent on the Didache. The agreements must, rather, 

rest on common liturgical tradition. 

(2) The Latin witnesses begin with an interesting 

example, Ps.-Cyprian De aleat. 4 (CSEL 3.3.96): et in doc- 

trinis apostolorum: si quisfrater delinquit in ecclesia et non 

paret [v.l. apparet] legi, hie nec colligatur [v.l. colligitur], 

donee paenitentiam agat, et non recipiatur, ne inquinetur et 

inpediatur oratio vestra (“and in the teachings of the apos¬ 

tles: if a brother offends in the church and disobeys the 

law, let him not be considered until he does penance, 

nor received, lest he defile and obstruct your prayer”).45 

The text recalls Did. 14.2 or 15.3.46 That the unknown 

author of the writings of Ps.-Cyprian47 really quotes the 

Didache is suggested by the specific naming of the writ¬ 

ing.48 The passage involves a free quotation that mixes 

14.2 with 15.3.49 This quotation is a welcome proof of 

the existence of a Latin translation of the Didache (and 

not merely of the tractate on the “ways”) around 300 (in 

Africa?), as well as of the title it bore: lldoctrinae apostolo- 

rum.”50 

Table 1 

Did. 14.2 Did. 15.3 De aleat. 

Iraq 5e exon* tt]v apipi,- /cal iravrl aGToxovvTi si quisprater 

fioAictv 

pera tov eralpov avrov Kara, tov erepov delinquit 

— — in ecclesia 

- - et non paret legi, 

pi] ovveAdera vp.lv ppdelq AaAelrco pr]5e hie nec colligatur 

euq ov dcaWayacnv 

7Tap VptilV aKOVCTO}, 

eoq ov peTavopot). donee paenitentiam 

- - agat, 

- - et non recipiatur. 

Iva pi] KOLvaiHj - ne inquinetur et 

i] dvola vpoiv. 

inpediatur 

oratio vestra. 

the Didache. See Altaner, “Doctrina,” 337-38. 

42 Eduard von der Goltz, ed., Ps.Athanasius, De virgini- 

tate: Aoyoq ouTppiaq npoq vqv ttapdevov (de virgini- 

tate): Eine echte Schrift des Athanasius (TU, n.s. 14.2a; 

Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1905) 47. According to MacLean, 

“Introduction,” xxvi; Hemmer, Doctrine, xix; 

Muilenburg, Literary Relations, 39; and Vokes, 

Riddle, 73-74, and frequently elsewhere, this set of 

parallels indicates familiarity with the Didache. 

Adam (“Herkunft,” 34) believes that Did. 9.3-4 was 

used as a table prayer. 

43 Serapion, Euchologion, in Funk, Didascalia, 2.174. 

Dependence on the Didache is postulated by 

MacLean, “Introduction,” xxvi; Creed, “Didache,” 

374; Vokes, Riddle, 73-74 and frequently elsewhere; 

van Haelst, “Nouvelle reconstitution,” 451. 

44 Roberts and Capelle, Euchologium, 26. Also in van 

Haelst, “Nouvelle reconstitution,” 449, who also 

(pp. 449, 451) thinks there are citations from the 

Didache. Cf. also Cyprian Ep. 63.13 (CSEL 3.2.712) 

and 69.5 (CSEL 3.2.754). 

45 The quotation is marked in the editions. 

46 Cf. the synopsis in table 1.1 do not think that the 

text also recalls Did. 4.14 (so Harnack, 

“Prolegomena,” 20-21; Rordorf and Tuilier, 

Doctrine, 80). 

47 On this document, earlier much disputed, cf. 

Bardenhewer, Geschichte, 2.49-99; Hugo Koch, “Zur 

Schrift adversus aleatores,” in Festgabe von 

Fachgenossen und Freunden Karl Midler zum siebzigsten 

Geburtstag dargebracht (Tubingen: Mohr, 1922) 

58-67; Altaner and Stuiber, Patrologie, 177: “a vul¬ 

gar Latin sermon against dice-players. . . . The 

author may have been a Catholic bishop in Africa 

writing around 300.” 

48 The text extract is contained within a series of quo¬ 

tations. Chap. 4 first cites texts from the Pastorals, 

then introduces a quotation from 1 Cor 5:11 with et 

iterum (“and again”); there follows, alio loco (“else¬ 

where”), a quotation of unknown origin; then, after 

the introductory words in doctrinis apostolorum (“in 

the teachings of the apostles”), comes our quotation 

from the Didache. Then follows et apostolus iterum 

dicit (“and again the apostle says”), with a quotation 

from 1 Cor 5:13. The conclusion is a corollary refer¬ 

ring to the multorum testium unitas et consonans 

monitio (“single and harmonious admonition of a 

multitude of witnesses”). The conclusion: doctrina 

apostolorum (“teachings of the apostles”) was regard¬ 

ed by the author (probably without much reflec¬ 

tion) as an apostolic writing having apostolic 

authority. 

49 This free and mixed quotation has no consequences 

for the text of the Didache itself. 

50 Altaner (“Doctrina,” 340) also supports the position 
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In 1914 Richard Reitzenstein edited Ps.-Cyprian’s De 

centesima, sexagesima, tricesima,51 which may go back to an 

anonymous North African of the fourth century.52 Chap¬ 

ter 14 (p. 79, lines 132-35) reads: et alio in loco scriptura 

haec testatur et admonet dicens: ‘Si potes quidem, fili, omnia 

praecepta domini facere, eris consummatus; sin autem, vel duo 

praecepta, amare53 dominum ex totis praecordiis et similem 

tibi quasi (te ipsum)’ (“and at another place this scripture 

bears witness and admonishes, with the words, ‘If you 

are able, son, to do all the commandments of the Lord, 

you will be perfect; but if only one or two command¬ 

ments, love the Lord with all your heart and those like 

you as [yourself]’”). This could be a citation of Did. 6.254 

(as Reitzenstein already indicated).55 Interesting in that 

case (but not to be overvalued) would be the qualifica¬ 

tion of the source as “scriptura.”56 

The Gesta apud Zenophilum57 is problematic: quosdam 

diligo super animam meam (“certain ones I love more than 

my soul,” CSEL 26.192)58 is supposed to be a reflection 

of Did. 2.7, ovc; de ayotTrqaeiq vnep rqv \pu\W oov 

(“others you shall love more than your soul”). But it is 

equally possible that the text of the Two Ways tractate is 

being quoted — if this is a quotation at all.59 When 

Optatus of Mileve Contra Parmen. 1.21 (CSEL 26.23) 

writes denique inter cetera praecepta etiam haec tria iussio 

divina prohibuit: non occides, non ibis post deos alienos, et in 

capitibus mandatorum: non facies scisma (“finally, among 

other commandments, these three also the divine order 

prohibits: you shall not kill, you shall not run after other 

gods, and in the chapters of commandments: you shall 

not cause schism”), the last expression, taken by itself, 

suggests a play on 1 Cor 1:10; however, there is a greater 

similarity to Did. 4.3, ou ttotryaeig axtapa (“you shall not 

cause division”) — a text that comes from the Two Ways 

tractate; cf. Barn. 19.12 (where the text is the same), and 

Doctrina apostolorum: non facies dissensiones (“you shall not 

cause dissensions”).60 It is thus quite possible here that 

the Latin text of the independent tractate on the Two 

Ways is being quoted.61 In that case, would capita manda¬ 

torum (“chapters of commandments”)62 be one of its 

names? It should be noted that the quotation reappears 

in 3.7 (CSEL 26.88-89): non sacrificabis idolis idem deus 

locutus est et: non facies scisma et. . . (“you shall not sacri¬ 

fice to idols, as God has said, and: you shall not cause 

schism, and . . .”), and it is striking that the quotation 

that recalls the “ways” tractate is introduced by deus locu- 

51 

52 

that a Latin translation of the Didache (14.2 cer¬ 

tainly, 15.3 possibly) is being quoted. 

Richard Reitzenstein, ed., “Ps.-Cyprian, De centesima, 53 

de sexagesima, de tricesima: Eine fruhchristliche 

Schrift von den dreierlei Fruchten des Lebens,” 54 

ZNW 15 (1914) 60-90 (the edition at 74-90). Cf. PL 

Sup 1.53-67 (with text-critical notes by Donatien de 

Bruyne). 

Reitzenstein thought of a gnosticizing author, who 

may just as well have belonged to the great church 

(“Fruhchristliche Schrift,” 68). Donatien de Bruyne 

(“Un traite gnostique sur les trois recompenses,” 

ZNW 15 [1914] 280-84) considered the 3d century 55 

a possibility (dependence on Cyprian). Hugo Koch 56 

(“Die ps.-cyprianische Schrift De centesima, sexages¬ 

ima, tricesima in ihrer Abhangigkeit von Cyprian,” 

ZNW 31 [1932] 248-72) attempted to demonstrate 

literary dependence on Cyprian (North Africa, 4th 57 

century). Jean Danielou (“Le traite de centesima, 

sexagesima, tricesima et le Judeo-Christianisme 58 

Latin avant Tertullien,” VC 25 [1971] 171-81) pos¬ 

ited an African tractate of Jewish-Christian encratite 

provenance from the end of the 2d century. To the 

contrary, cf. the arguments of A. R Orban (“Die 

Frage der ersten Zeugnisse des Christenlateins,” VC 59 

30 [1976] 214-38), who dates the writing between 

251/257 and 383. Altaner and Stuiber (Palrologie, 

178) opt for North Africa, probably 4th century; see 

also Quasten, Patrology, 2.372. 

“Ama or amabis?” Reitzenstein, “Fruhchristliche 

Schrift,” 79. 

De centesima: 

Si potes quidem, fili, 

Did. 6.2 

et, pep yap bvvaaai 

paorctaaL 

6\ov top £vyOP TOV 

Kvpiov, 

reAetog cat] ■ 
el 6’ ov dvpaoac 

o dvprj, tovto TcoleL. 

omnia praecepta domini facere, 

eris consummatus', 

sin autem, 

vel duo praecepta . . . [etc.] 

Reitzenstein, “Fruhchristliche Schrift,” 79. 

The quotation of the Golden Rule in its negative 

form at 42 (ibid., 86, lines 340-41) does not go back 

to the Didache (nor to the Two Ways tractate). See 

below, at Did. 1.2. 

Bardenhewer, Geschichte, 3.494. According to 

Altaner, “Doctrina,” 338, it should be dated ca. 320. 

Item alia recitata: “Fratri Forti Sabinus in domino aeter- 

nam salutem! quae sit caritas, iuxta omnes collegas cer- 

tus sum peculiariter; tamen secundum dei voluntatem, 

qui dixit: quosdam diligo super animam meam, 

Silvanum te coluisse certus sum.” 

Funk held for dependence on the Didache 

(“Didache,” 603; cf. the same passage in the revision 

of this article in idem, Abhandlungen, 2.109). 
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Introduction 

tus est (“God said”). Nevertheless, one must avoid any 

overhasty conclusions about the tractate — or the 

Didache.63 

The extent to which Lactantius can be adduced for 

knowledge of the Two Ways tractate (or even the 

Didache?) is not clear to me. In Divin. inst. 6.3.1 

(CSEL 19.485) we read: Duae sunt viae per quas 

humanam vitam progredi necesse est, una quae in caelum 

ferat, altera quae ad inferos deprimat: quas et poetae in 

carminibus et philosophi in disputationibus suis indux- 

erunt (“There are two ways by which it is necessary for 

human life to go, one that leads to heaven, another 

which leads down to hell: as also the poets have 

shown in their songs, and the philosophers in their 

disputations”). The “ways” motif controls the entire 

section that follows (6.3-4 = 19.485-94). It should be 

compared especially with Inst, epitome 54 (59)-62 (67) 

(CSEL 19.734-50).64 One cannot deny a certain rela¬ 

tionship with the tractate in the motifs (partly also in 

the structure). Is literary dependence present? I note 

one striking detail: non sit asper in filium neque in 

servum: meminerit quod et ipse patrem habeat ac dominum 

(“be not harsh to your son nor to your slave: remem¬ 

ber that you also have a father and Lord,” Inst. epit. 

59[64].3 = CSEL 19.744). Compare Did./Doctr. 4.10 

and Barn. 19.7. From a literary point of view, how¬ 

ever, the passages in Commodian Instructiones 1.22.15 

(CSEL 15.28) and Carmen apologeticum 699 (CSEL 

15.160) can scarcely be traced to the Two Ways trac¬ 

tate.65 

Epistula Titi is a problematic witness:66 praeconante pru- 

dentia gestafutura hoc est quod mandat semper dicens: Fuge 

filiole, omnem malum et ab omne simile illi (“while wisdom 

announces the future, this is what it always orders: 

Avoid, my child, every evil and everything that resem¬ 

bles it”). One is reminded of Did. 3.1 or Doctr. 3.1,67 so 

that here again, if there really is a quotation from one of 

the two documents (the Didache or the independent trac¬ 

tate on the Two Ways),68 it is entirely possible that the 

Latin text of the Two Ways tractate is being quoted.69 

At the same time, we find apparent instances (not of 

references to the Two Ways tractate, but only to our 

Didache) in Augustine. In his commentary on the Psalms, 

he quotes four times the striking sentence about “sweat¬ 

ing alms” that appears in Did. 1.6: De alio enim dictum est: 

Omni petenti te da; et de alio dictum est: Desudet eleemosyna 

Altaner (“Doctrina,” 338) opted for the Latin trans¬ 

lation of the “ways” tractate and regarded “depen¬ 

dence on Doctr. 2.7” as “very probable.” “It is not 

essential for our question that in the Acta Zenophili a 

superabundant love of neighbor is acclaimed of 

God, while in the Doctrina the same command is 

given to human beings by the apostles, and so by 

God” (ibid.). The Latin Doctrina reads: quosdam 

amabis super animam tuam (“certain ones you will 

love more than your own soul”). The version in 

Barnabas (19.5) is more remote in this instance. 

60 The Canons of the Apostles and Apostolic Constitutions 

have the plural oxio^ara. 

61 Funk considered a Didache citation possible 

(“Didache,” 602; cf. idem, Abhandlungen, 2.109). 

Altaner (“Doctrina,” 338) differs: he chose the 

Latin translation of the tractate on the “ways.” 

Altaner explained the shift from dissensiones to 

scisma in terms of the occasion for the writing 

(Optatus was polemicizing against the Donatist 

schism). 

62 Such a title would not be ill suited to the Two Ways 

tractate. 

63 For the contrary position, see Funk, “Didache,” 602; 

idem, Abhandlungen, 2.109. 

64 On this see Willy Rordorf, “An Aspect of the Judeo- 

Christian Ethic: The Two Ways,” in Draper, 

Research, 148-64 (ET of “Un chapitre d’ethique 

judeo-chretienne: les deux voies,” RechSR 60 [1972] 

109-28). 

65 Altaner (“Doctrina,” 337) sees no dependence of 

Lactantius or Commodian on the tractate. 

66 Donatien de Bruyne, ed., “Epistula Titi, discipuli 

Pauli, de dispositione sanctimonii,” RBen 37 (1925) 

47-72, lines 261-315. This writing probably comes 

from the 5th century and may have been written in 

Spain, under the influence of the Priscillianist 

movement. It is transmitted in several isolated mss. 

(University of Wurzburg, 8th century), which de 

Bruyne published. Cf. Adolf von Harnack, “Der 

apokryphe Brief des Paulusschiilers Titus ‘De dispo¬ 

sitione sanctimonii,’” SPAW.PH (1925) 180-213; 

Aurelio de Santos Otero, “The Pseudo-Titus 

Epistle,” in NTApoc, 2.53-74. Harnack (“Der 

apokryphe Brief,” 195) pointed out the possibility 

of a quotation from the Didache. 

67 There is no parallel in Barnabas. 

68 Of course, there could also be reference to a text of 

related content from Sirach; the mention of pruden- 

tia may in itself indicate something of the sort: de 

Santos Otero, “The Pseudo-Titus Epistle,” NTApoc, 

2.53 n. 1. 

69 The text of Doctrina apostolorum creates some diffi¬ 

culties in this passage. The Munich ms. has: Fill, fuge 
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in manu tua, donee invenias iustum, cui earn tradas (“For in 

another [place] it is said: Give to all who ask of you; and 

in another it is said: Let your charitable gift sweat in 

your hands until you know to whom you are giving it,” 

Enar. in Ps. on Ps 102:12 [CChrSL 40.1462]); Sicut enim 

de illo qui te quaerit dictum est: Omni petenti te, da, sic de illo 

quern tu debes quaerere dictum est: Sudet eleemosyna in manu 

tua, donee invenias iustum cui earn tradas (“For as it is said 

of the one who asks you: Give to all who ask you, and of 

the one of whom you should inquire it is said: Let your 

charitable gift sweat in your hands until you know to 

whom you are giving it,” Enar. in Ps. on Ps 103:3, 10 

[CChrSL 40.1509]); utrumque dictum est,fratres mei, el: 

Omni petenti te da, modo lectum est; et alio loco scriptura 

dicit: Sudet eleemosyna in manu tua, quousque invenias ius¬ 

tum cui earn tradas. . . . Omni enim petenti te da: sed alius est 

quern tu debes quaerere; Sudet eleemosyna in manu tua 

quousque invenias iustum cui des (“and again it is said, my 

brothers, also: Give to all who ask you, as we just read; 

and another place in Scripture says: Let your charitable 

gift sweat in your hands until you find a just person to 

whom to give it. . . . give to all who ask you, but there is 

another whom you should seek; Let your charitable gift 

sweat in your hand until you find a just person to whom 

to give it,” Enar. in Ps. on Ps 146:17 [CChrSL 

40.2135]).70 The quotation then appears in post- 

Augustinian authors (Cassiodorus Expositio in Psalterium 

40 [PL 70.295D]; 103 [PL 70.733 B]; Gregory the Great 

Regula Pastoralis 3.20 [PL 77.84D]) and relatively often 

in the medieval Christian literature of the West (see fur¬ 

ther on this in the commentary, at Did. 1.6). It is interest¬ 

ing that Augustine once explicitly refers to the sentence 

as “scriptura.”71 We are confronted with the following 

alternative:72 either we really have here the Latin transla¬ 

tion of a Greek alternate translation of Sir 12:1 (thus 

Audet, Didache, 275-80) — which would eliminate 

Augustine (and his followers with him) as witness(es) to 

knowledge of the Didache; or the saying comes from the 

Didache, as Altaner maintained.73 In that case, Altaner 

(in light of the Augustinian view of Scripture) must sup¬ 

pose that the bishop of Hippo “did not derive [his 

words] from a Latin Didache available to him,” but “the 

sentence, perhaps circulating as a familiar quotation, 

would have reached Augustine by a route unknown to 

us.”74 Nevertheless, in this way Augustine would become 

a witness (although indirectly) for the existence of a 

Latin translation of the Didache in the fourth/fifth cen¬ 

tury.75 The quotations from the subsequent period 

would then be dependent, directly or indirectly, on 

Augustine.76 

(3) Finally, there are the Syrian witnesses. Among 

those in question77 are the Messalianic Liber graduum,78 

which may attest to knowledge and use of the Didache.79 

The insertions of the Golden Rule at 7.1 (1. 146); 15.16 

(1. 375); 30.26 (11. 922-23) are not significant. Similarly, 

13.1 (1. 307), iustitia autem nullos habet inimicos (“for jus¬ 

tice has no enemies”) need not be traced to Did. 1.3. 

More important is 7.20 (1. 183), Quare non ieiunamus bis 

in hebdomade, sicut iustis scriptum est? . . . Et cur (1. 186) 

non oramus ter in die et mane et vespere, sicut iustis scriptum 

est (“Why should we not fast twice a week, as it is written 

for the just? . . . And why should we not pray three times 

ab homine malo, et homine simulatore (“Child, flee 

from the evil person, and what resembles a human 

being”). This not only represents a false interpreta¬ 

tion of the Greek ttav irovppov (“every evil”) as 

homo malus (“evil person”), but the last word of the 

Munich ms. is problematic: sim is clear, but the rest 

is in rasura (f3); fl read either simili illi (thus 

Schlecht, Doctrina XII Apostolorum, 50) or simili illius 

(thus Leo Wohleb, Die lateinische Ubersetzung der 

Didache kritisch und sprachlich untersucht [SGK A 7.1; 

Paderborn: Schoningh, 1913; repr. New York: 

Johnson, 1967] 26). Altaner (“Doctrina,” 339) sup¬ 

poses that the Epistle of Ps.-Titus had a better Latin 

text at its disposal than f, and therefore he emends 

— following the Epistle — simile illi. Altaner sees the 

reference to prudentia as an indication that the 

source of the Epistle of Ps.-Titus was probably the 

70 

71 

72 

73 

74 

Two Ways tractate. To the contrary, however, cf. de 

Santos Otero (n. 68 above). 

Didache 

' Idpuodra 

77 eXeppoovvr] oov 

elq rdq \clpdq oov, 

pexpcq &v yvtiq, 

rive daq 

Augustine 

(De-)sudet 

eleemosyna 

in manu tua 

donee (quousque) invenias 

iustum 

cui earn tradas (cui des). 

Cassiodorus and Gregory the Great also write scrip¬ 

tum est and de quo [or quod] scriptum est. 

See the remarks below on Did. 1.6. 

This is the older opinion represented by Altaner, 

“Doctrina,” 340-41. 

Altaner, “Doctrina,” 341. He does not wish to 

exclude the possibility that Augustine, according to 

this, did in fact know the Didache or the Doctrina. 
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a day, both morning and evening, as it is written for the 

just”). The Liber graduum seems here to be making a play 

on Did. 8.1 and/or 8.3, and to cite the Didache as 

“Scripture.”80 Also striking is 2.2 (1. 27), Qui te percusserit 

in maxilla tua, admove ei alteram et ora pro ipso et esto perfec- 

tus (“If anyone strikes you on the cheek, turn the other 

to him and pray for him and be perfect”), as well as 

22.15 (1. 671), qui te percusserit in maxilla tua, admove ei 

aliam et eris perfectus (“If anyone strikes you on the cheek, 

turn the other to him and you will be perfect”). The 

Liber graduum quotes the Synoptic logion with an addi¬ 

tion similar to that in the Didache (nai ear) reXecoq). We 

must regard this either as a peculiarity of the Syriac text 

tradition (while taking note of the fact that the Liber 

graduum customarily quotes the Diatesseron), or — and 

this I consider more probable — as representing depen¬ 

dence on the Didache,81 In addition, there is 16.4 (1. 395), 

Dixit autem tibi: Dilige fratrem tuum plus quam teipsum (“He 

also says to you: Love your brother more than yourself”); 

cf. Did. 2.7, and note that the Liber graduum introduces 

the saying as dictum domini (“a saying of the Lord”). 

Finally, 13.2 (1. 307), sacerdotes honorat eorumque verbis obe- 

dit, eos adit (“give honor to priests and obey their words 

that they speak to you”); cf. Did. 4.1(?); and sacerdotibus 

suis primit/as omnium proventuum suorum et primitias 

alveorum praestat et primogenita omnium, quae possidet (“let 

him give to his priests the firstfruits of all his produce 

and the firstfruits of the vats and the firstborn of all that 

he possesses”); cf. Did. 13.3-7. Adam maintained, “The 

accumulation of quotations from the Didache in this con¬ 

text can only be understood as the use of a written 

source, and it must have been a Syriac version.”82 I do 

not share Adam’s certainty, but I do not consider it 

impossible that the author of the Liber graduum knew 

and used a Syriac version of the Didache. Thus in this 

case we would have to say that there was a (lost) Syriac 

translation of the Didache, the origins of which would 

have to lie at least as far back as the fifth century.83 

c. Use of the Didache in Later Church Orders 

In the previous discussion I have not referred to specific 

texts in canonist and monastic literature to which a liter¬ 

ary association with the Didache has been attributed 

(sometimes on the basis of evidence, sometimes prob¬ 

lematically, and sometimes unjustly). In this section I 

will consider those texts. 

The so-called Apostolic Church Order or Canons of the 

Holy Apostles (= Can.)84 chaps. 4-13 parallels Did. 

1.1-4.885 (i.e., the “way of life” in the “two ways” sec¬ 

tion, but without its conclusion).86 Something similar 

is true of the Epitome, which is related to the Canons 

(and in which the conclusion of the “way of life” is 

retained).87 It is rather certain, however, that these two 

writings are not dependent on the Didache (as is 

He was then.thinking of the reversal of the fifth 

and sixth commandments in Augustine, and tried 82 

to establish a connection with Doctr. 2.2. 83 

75 Cf. what was said above regarding Ps.-Cyprian De 

aleat. 

76 Cf. Altaner’s suggestions in “Doctrina,” 342. 

77 The Syriac version of the Didascalia apostolorum 

rests on a Greek original. Something analogous is 

true of Ps.-Clement Epistula ad virgines, but in this 

case it is rather improbable that the writer knows 

and cites the Didache. See n. 41 above. 

78 Mihaly Kmosko, ed., Liber graduum (Patrologia 

Syriaca 1.3; Paris: Didot, 1926). The writing proba¬ 

bly comes from Messalianic circles. 

79 On what follows, cf. Kmosko, Liber graduum, clxvii, 

and at the individual passages mentioned. In addi¬ 

tion, see Adam, “Herkunft,” 49-50 (examples and 

discussion). 

80 That the prescriptions of the Didache are here 

adapted to Messalianic doctrine is a topic for anoth¬ 

er day. 

81 Or is this an accidental parallel arising out of the 

teaching of the Liber graduum about the “perfect?} 

Adam, “Herkunft,” 49. 

For Adam’s hypothesis of a Syriac original, see 

below. We should also note in passing that there are 

supposed parallels to the Didache, or material from 

the “ways” tractate, in Chinese Nestorian texts: Joan 

H. Walker, “An Argument from the Chinese for the 

Antiochene Origin of the Didache,” StPatr 8.2 (TU 

93; Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1966) 44-50. 

84 The text is found in Theodor Schermann, Die all- 

gemeine Kirchenordnung fruhchristliche Liturgien und 

kirchliche Uberlieferung, vol. 1: Die allgemeine Kirchen¬ 

ordnung des zweiten Jahrhunderts (SGKA Sup 3.1; 

Paderborn: Schoningh, 1914; repr. New York: 

Johnson, 1968) 12ff. Cf. Bardenhewer, Geschichte, 

2.256-62; Altaner and Stuiber, Patrologie, 254-55; 

Quasten, Patrology, 2.119-20. This document proba¬ 

bly stems from Egypt at the beginning of the 4th 

century. 

85 Canons lacks the sectio evangelica: Did. 1.3b—2.1. 

86 But there is a parallel to Did. 4.13b in Can. 14.3. 

87 Schermann, Elfapostelmoral, text at pp. 16-18. An 
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already evident from the absence of the sectio evangeli- 

ca, Did. 1.3b-2.1). Instead, the two documents go back 

to a particular recension of the Two Ways tractate, 

which was also available to the author of the Didache 

(but in a different recension). In the same way, it is 

probable that other parallel texts rest not on the 

Didache but on recensions of the Two Ways tractate. 

These include passages from Ps.-Athanasius Syntagma 

doctrinae,88 from Fides CCCXVIII patrum,89 and (paral¬ 

lel to the “two ways” section) from the Arabic Life of 

Shenoute.90 The generically similar Fragmenta 

Anastasiana and Sentences derive from other sources.91 

We should probably include in the group of texts 

dependent on the Two Ways tractate (with some reser¬ 

vation) the Rule of Benedict 4 (CSEL 752.31-32), where 

Benedict draws on the Rule of the Master. Whether the 

latter (and with it, then, the Rule of Benedict) is depen¬ 

dent in a literary sense, or only through oral tradition, 

on the beginning of the Two Ways tractate, I cannot 

analogy to the sectio is also lacking in the Epitome. 

88 Cf. PG 28.836A-845B. Pierre Batiffol later edited 

this text: “Le Syntagma Doctrinae dit de Saint 

Athanase,” in idem, ed., Studia Patristica (Etudes 

d’ancienne litterature chretienne, fasc. 2; Paris: 

Leroux, 1890) 119-60. 

89 Cf. PG 28.1637A-1644B. There is another edition 

by Pierre Batiffol, “Canones Nicaeni pseude- 

pigraphi,” Revue archeologique 3d ser. 6 (1885) 

134-41. The variants are often considerable. I quote 

the text from Batiffol, but include the parallels in 

PG. There is a Coptic version: Eugene Revillout, Le 

concile de Nicee d ’apr'es les textes coptes et les diverses 

collections canoniques (2 vols.; Paris: Maisonneuve, 

1881-98) 1.33-50 (text) and 2.475-92 (French 

translation). I was unfortunately unable to obtain 

Pierre Batiffol, Didascalia CCCXVIII patrum pseude- 

pigrapha e graecis codicibus rec. Petrus Batiffol, coptico 

contulit Henricus Hyvernat (Paris, 1887). 

90 On Shenoute, cf. Johannes Leipoldt, Schenute von 

Atripe und die Entstehung des nationaldgyptischen 

Christentums (TU 25.1; Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1903); 

Bardenhewer, Geschichte, 4.98-100; Altaner and 

Stuiber, Patrologie, 268-69; Quasten, Patrology, 

3.185-87. The originally Coptic Vita, now retained 

in Arabic, is in Emile Amelineau, Memoires publies 

par les membres de la Mission archeologique J'rangaise au 

Caire, 1885-1886, vol. 4: Monuments pour servir a 

I’histoire de I’Egypte chretienne aux IVs et Ve siecles 

(Paris: Leroux, 1888); chap. 6: Vie de Schnoudi 

(Arabic and French) 289-478. In the first part of 

the text there is a version of the Two Ways tractate 

(pp. 291-93 in Amelineau’s edition). Cf. also H. 

Benigni, “Didache coptica: ‘Duarum viarum’ recen- 

sio coptica monastica, Shenudii homiliis attributa, 

per arabicam versionem superstes,” Bessarione 3 

(1898) 311-29, and Leipoldt, Schenute von Atripe, 

14-15 (“naturally not original at this point,” p. 15). 

For a German translation, see Ludwig E. Iselin, Eine 

bisher unbekannte Version des ersten Teiles der 

“Apostellehre, ” gefunden und besprochen von L. E. Iselin, 

ubersetzt von A. Heusler (TU 13.1b; Leipzig: Hinrichs, 

1895) 6ff. [Ed. An English translation is now avail¬ 

able in Cyprian Davis, O.S.B., “The Didache and 

Early Monasticism in the East and West,” injefford. 

Context, 352-67.] 

91 The so-called Fragmenta Anastasiana (Funk, 

Didascalia, 2.51-71), by contrast, derive from the 

Apostolic Constitutions (see below). For the 

“Sentences” of Isaac Syrus (M. Besson, “Un recueil 

de sentences attribue a Isaac le Syrien,” Oriens 

Christianus 1 [1901] 46-60, 288-98), see below. 

92 The question of the relationship between the Rule 

of Benedict and the Didache has often been discussed: 

Schlecht, Doctrina, 86-91; Edward C. Butler, “The 

Rule of St. Benedict," JTS 11 (1910) 279-88; JTS 12 

(1911) 261-68; Heinrich Boehmer, “Hat Benedikt 

von Nursia die Didache gekannt?” ZNW 12 (1911) 

287. Adalbert de Vogue [La Regie de Saint Benoit IV 

[SC 184; Paris: Cerf, 1971] 131-33) surmises, proba¬ 

bly correctly, that there is a connection between 

Rule of Benedict 4 by way of the Rule of the Master to 

the tradition of the Two Ways tractate. Rordorf 

(“Two Ways,” 163) sees dependence not only in 

chap. 4 but also in the prologue. 

93 Adam (“Herkunft,” 47) suggests Berea-Aleppo. 

94 For fragments of the Greek text, see J. Vernon 

Bartlet, “Fragments of the Didascalia Apostolorum in 

Greek,"JTS 18 (1917) 301-9. The Syriac version is 

now found in Voobus, Didascalia, 1, chaps. 1-10, 

edited text (Scriptores Syri 175; CSCO 401; 

Louvain: Secretariat du Corpus SCO, 1979), and 

English translation (Scriptores Syri 176; CSCO 402; 

Louvain: Secretariat du Corpus SCO, 1979) 2, 

chaps. 11-26, edited text (Scriptores Syri 179; 

CSCO 407; Louvain: Secretariat du Corpus SCO, 

1979), and English translation (Scriptores Syri 180; 

CSCO 408; Louvain: Secretariat du Corpus SCO, 

1979). The Syriac version exists in two recensions, 

which Voobus has studied: Didascalia, CSCO 

402.33*-34*. The remnants of the Latin version 

have been newly edited by Erik Tidner: Didascalia 
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Introduction 

say.92 At any rate, the Latin translation of the Two 

Ways tractate was known in the West as late as the 

eleventh century. (On this, see below.) 

The case of the Didciscalia apostolorum is different. It 

may have been written in Syria93 in the third century, 

perhaps even before 250.94 I consider it possible that the 

unknown author of the Didascalia apostolorum knew our 

Didache and occasionally made use of it (without citing it 

as a source),95 although this is not certain.96 The follow¬ 

ing passages are those that deserve primary considera¬ 

tion:97 

Did. 1.3d 

vpelg be (puAelre 

rovg fjLioovvToiq 

vpag 

Kal ovx e£ere 

ex’dpov 

Didasc. (Syriac) 

1 (402.12) 

And again, he says 

in the Gospel: 

“Love those who 

hate you, and pray over 

those who curse you, 

and you shall have 

no enemy.” 

Didasc. (Latin) 

2.28-31 (75.4) 

Nam iterum in 

evangelio dicit: 

Diligite odientes vos 

et orate pro 

maledicentibus 

vos et inimicum 

nullum habebitis. 

The connection with the Didache occurs through the 

agreement in the first line (against the Gospel text) and 

primarily through the unusual last line of the quoted 

passage.98 One is strongly tempted to think that this is a 

quotation "from the Didache; otherwise one would have to 

suppose that the two documents are both dependent on 

an apocryphal gospel tradition. 

Did. 1.5c 

oval 

ra AapPavovn 

ei pev yap xpciav 

Aapfiavei tiq, 

aduoQ earar 

o be pi] xpelav ex^v Indeed, everyone of 

those who receive 

bdaeu b'uir)v, shall give an account 

to the Lord God [in 

the day of judgment], 

IvarL eAafle Kal how he (used what he) 

eig tl. received. 

Didasc. (Syriac) 

17(408.161) 

Indeed, woe from God 

to those who have, 

and receive in 

falsehood.100 

Didasc. (Latin) 

37.25-29 (75.63) 

Vae autem his, qui 

habent et cum dolo 

accipiunt99 

aut qui possunt sibi 

iuvare et [accipiunt].101 

Unusquisque vero de 

accipientibus 

dabit rationem 

domino deo 

in die [iudicii], 

quare acceperit. 

The assumption that this is a quotation from the 

Didache is again possible, even though not absolutely cer¬ 

tain (it could be a free quotation). In addition, one may 

not suppress the fact that the wording of the Didascalia 

apostolorum in two passages is closer to Hermas Man. 2.5 

than to the Didache: cum dolo accipiunt (“receive deceitful¬ 

ly”)102 recalls the passage in Hermas, ol be ev vnoKpioeL 

\aptj36tPOPTeg, and the expression unusquisque . . . dabit 

rationem domino deo is reminiscent of Hermas Man. 2.5: 

airobwoovoLP Xoyop r<£ tied) (“they will render an 

account to God”). At the same time, there can be no 

stringent proof of dependency on Hermas.103 

Apostolorum, Canonum Ecclesiasticorum, Traditionis 

Apostolicae versiones latinae (TU 75; Berlin: 

Akademie-Verlag, 1963). The Latin text of 

Didascalia is on pp. 2-102. As indirect witness we 

may mention (with major reservations) Constitutions 

1-6, where the Greek text of the Didascalia is writ¬ 

ten out with alterations. Cf. Funk, Didascalia, 1. For 

the Ethiopic and Arabic tradition, cf. Altaner and 

Stuiber, Palrologie, 85. See also Bardenhewer, 

Geschichte, 2.304-12; Altaner and Stuiber, Patrologie, 

84-85; Quasten, Patrology, 2.147-52; Voobus, 

Didascalia, CSCO 402.23*-33*. 

95 Funk, Abhandlungen, 2.125-27, 136-37; Connolly, 

“Use of the Didache," 147-57; Muilenburg, Literary 

Relations, 36-38; Vokes, Riddle, 67-71; Adam, 

“Herkunft,” 47 (Didascalia is here said to be a delib¬ 

erate rewriting of the Didache): Barnard, “Later 

History,” 101-2, etc. Giet (L’Enigme, 143-45) takes a 

different position. 

96 In the following remarks, the text from Canons of the 

Apostles that was inserted in later recensions of the 

Syriac Didascalia at the end of chap. 3 will be left 

out of account. On this text, see Voobus, Didascalia, 

CSCO 402.40*-41*. 

97 In what follows, I will cite the English translation of 

the Syriac Didascalia by Voobus, and the Latin 

Didascalia from Tidner. 

98 See below, commentary on 1.3. 

99 Cf. n. 100 below. 

100 The same expression is also found in 17 (408.162); 

cf. the Latin version at 38.18 (75.64): Qui autem 

habet (et accipit) in hypocrisim. 

101 There is nothing corresponding to this line in the 

Syriac text, but see Const. 4.3.2 (Funk, Didascalia, 

L221). 

102 Const. 4.3.2 has Oirni. rolq exovocv Kal ev viroKploeu 

Aap(3dvovoiv. 

103 Connolly (“Use of the Didache,” 149) rightly refers 

especially to the fact that what we find in the 

Didache and the Didascalia (but not in Hermas) is a 

“woe.” 
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Did. 1.5c 

paKaptoq 6 bibovq 

Kara rqv evroXpv 

bcdyog yap ecmv. 

Didasc. (Syriac) 

17 (408,162) 

But the one who gives 

simply to everyone, 

does well to give, 

and is justified. 

Didasc. (Latin) 

38.23-25 (75.64) 

Qui ergo dat simpliciter 

omnibus, 

bene dat, sicut est illi, 

et est innocens.104 

Again, one is not compelled to conclude that this is an 

instance of dependence on the Didache. Cf. also Hermas 

Man. 2.6a, 6 ovv bibovq oc&tioq eonv (“the one, there¬ 

fore, who gives is innocent”). 

From among other parallels that have been suggested 

(cf. especially Connolly’s work), the following should 

be mentioned. 

• The quotation of the Golden Rule in Didasc. 

(Syriac) 1 (402.11); (Latin) 2.12-13 (75.4) need not 

(and does not) come from Did. 1.2. 

• Did. 2.4 (= Barn. 19.7), ovk eor\ biyvwpupv ovbe 

bLyXccoooq (“thou shalt not be double-minded or 

double-tongued”), may be compared to Didasc. 

(Syriac) 4 (402.48), where it is said (of the bishop): 

“And let him not be double-minded or double- 

tongued” {Const. 2.6.1 ptr] bLypufioq, pri bLyXwoaoq 

[“neither double-minded nor double-tongued”]). 

The expression in Didache and Barnabas comes 

from the Two Ways tractate. If one presumes that 

the Didascalia apostolorum knows and uses the 

Didache, this expression could, of course, be taken 

from the Didache as well. 

• Further, Did. 3.8: Connolly (“Use of the Didache,” 

150-51) points especially to the addition of bed 

TtavToq (“at all times”) to the quotation from Isa 

66:2. (Other references he proposes are rather inci¬ 

dental.) This should be compared with Didasc. 

(Latin) 10.7-8 (75.17): et trementem verba mea semper 

(“and tremble ever at my words?”). The Syriac ver¬ 

sion, in contrast, reads (at 4 = 402.44-45) “that 

tremble at my sayings?” and thus lacks the 5tdi Ttav- 

roq. In Const. 2.1.5, biOCKavToq is probably the 

primitive text, even though it is absent from part of 

the manuscript tradition.105 Connolly assumes 

(probably correctly) that it was also in the original 

Greek text of the Didascalia, and concludes from 

this (questionably, in my opinion) that the passage 

comes from the Didache. This addition, however, is 

also found in Syntagma doctrinae and Fides patrum, 

which can scarcely be dependent on the Didache. In 

addition, bid iravToq is absent from the compila¬ 

tion of passages from the Didache in Const. 7.8.3. 

The quotation from Isaiah must have circulated in 

two versions (with and without bta itavToq). (It is 

true, however, that Josef Ziegler’s edition of the 

LXX, Isaias [Vetus Testamentum graecum 14; 

Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 19833] indi¬ 

cates no variants in this connection.) 

• Didasc. (Syriac) 21 (408.191-92) prescribes fasting 

on Wednesdays and Fridays. I consider it improba¬ 

ble that it is dependent on Did. 8.1 for this. 

• Didasc. (Syriac) 9 (402.100) speaks of the sacrifices 

of the old covenant, now replaced by the offerings 

of the bishops, “for they are your high priests.” Cf. 

the Latin version, 25.20-21 (75.41): Isti enim primi 

sacerdotes vestri; cf. Did. 13.3. The echo is surprising, 

but the meaning is different. In the Didache, the 

prophets are understood to be the Christian high 

priests, while in the Didascalia apostolorum (as in 

Tertullian De bapt. 17.1 [CChrSL 1.291]) these are 

the bishops. The idea that the bishops have taken 

the place of the high priests of the Old Testament 

must certainly have seemed reasonable, even with¬ 

out literary models. 

• Finally, there is also aiqpelov eKTrerdaeccq (“sign of 

extension”) in Did. 16.6, which is recalled by Didasc. 

(Latin) 49.8 (75.80): apex vero signum est extensionis 

ligni (“the crowning sign indeed is the extension of 

the wood”). (The Syriac version, 26 [408.225] does 

not have “sign,” which Connolly attempts to explain 

[“Use of the Didache,” 153].) I am not persuaded 

that there is a literary connection here. 

In conclusion, the widespread conviction that the 

author of the Didascalia apostolorum silently used our 

Didache as a source has some points in its favor, but it is 

not secure. If one grants that the author of the Dida¬ 

scalia apostolorum did know our Didache, one may (apart 

from the acceptance of some occasional quotations) go 

one step farther and suppose that this author garnered 

104 Earlier there is a macarism: “And truly blessed is 

everyone who is able to help himself” (17; 

[408.161]); Nam vere beatus est, qui potest invare se 

(37.22-23; [75.63]). 

105 See Funk, Patres apostolici, 1.33. 

106 In Funk’s edition, Didascalia, 1.386-423. 

107 Bryennios pointed this out already in the editio 

princeps {Aibaxq, Ae'-Af'). 
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from the Didache the idea and inspiration for creating a 

new “church order” of his own. 

Although in the case of the Didascalia apostolorum one 

can only suspect, but not prove with certainty, that the 

Didache was used, the case is completely different with 

the so-called Apostolic Constitutions. Here, for the first 

time, we arrive at a matter that is of eminent importance 

for the textual and tradition history of the Didache, and 

that has been respected accordingly from the beginning 

of research on the Didache, namely, the author of the 

seventh book of the Constitutions, in 7.1.2-32.4106 — thus 

at the beginning of this particular book — silently copied 

out the entire text of the Didache.101 In doing so, the 

author continually commented on the text of the source, 

while also paraphrasing and altering it. In this way, 

Constitutions 7 became not only a witness to knowledge 

of the Didache around 300 (although, unfortunately, we 

cannot determine with certainty where the Constitutions 

were written:108 Constantinople or Syria are possibili¬ 

ties).109 Beyond this, Constitutions 7 (which in chaps. 

1-32 are nothing but an expanded and reorganized edi¬ 

tion of the Didache)110 thus becomes a valuable textual 

witness to the indirect tradition — of which I will have 

more to say below.111 

Finally, ye should make reference to the Ethiopic 

Church Order,112 in which is embedded a fragment of the 

Didache (namely, 11.3-13.7, and afterward 8.1-2). I will 

have to speak later of the importance of this text for the 

constitutio textus of the Didache. This text may have 

entered the Ethiopic Church Order in the fourth century, 

but it is difficult to determine what reasons may have 

occasioned its introduction.113 

Let us attempt to summarize the results. The Didache 

was used as a source by later authors or compilers of 

canonistic works; this is true first of all of the compiler 

we find at work in the seventh book of the Apostolic 

Constitutions; it is true to a much lesser degree of the 

unknown redactor of the Ethiopic Church Order, who 

introduced a small portion of the Didache into that work. 

Both documents point to the fourth century. Whether 

the Didache was used even earlier in a similar way cannot 

be determined with certainty. It is possible that this is 

true for the unknown author of the Didascalia apostolo¬ 

rum, which comes from the third century. In contrast, 

the apparent connections between the Didache and 

Canons of the Apostles, the Epitome, Syntagma doctrinae, 

Fides patrum, and Life of Shenoute (and in some ways also 

to the Rule of the Master and the Rule of Benedict) can be 

otherwise explained; they all go back to a common 

source, the tractate that researchers refer to as the “Two 

Ways.” 

d.The Didache in Byzantine Authors of the 
Twelfth-Fourteenth Centuries 

John Zonaras (first half of the 12th century)114 mentions 

the Didache in his commentary on Athanasius, “Festal 

Letter” 39 (.PG 138.564C),115 but in a way that forces us 

to conclude that he no longer had the document itself 

before him: Mera be ye rr\v dnap'idpr\oiP, <pr)OLV [i.e., 

Athanasius], otl eanv erepa fiifiAia tovtop e&dep, ov 

KapoPL&peva pep, avaylpucfKopeva be, anpa Aeyec 

elpcn ttjp ocxpiap Ecpax, ’Ecrdrip, Iov8r)d, kocl Tw^rt, 

koll dcdaxpv KaAovpeppp tuip dnooroAwp AeyovoiP 

elpca rag bid tov KArjpeprog ovyypaipeioag tcop ano- 

otoAwp biara^eig, ag rj Aeyopepp eurr) ovpobog apa- 

yipwoneo'dai ov ovyxupei, cog podevdeioag nai 

cpdapeLoag into alperudop (“After the enumeration, he 

[i.e., Athanasius] says that there are other books apart 

from these which are not canonized, but are read, and 

he says that they are the Wisdom of Sirach, Esther, 

108 This is quite apart from the question whether the 

whole work can be attributed to a single author. 

This could scarcely be true of 8.47. 

109 For the Apostolic Constitutions in general, cf. Funk, 

Didascalia, l.xv-lii; Bardenhewer, Geschichte, 

4.262-75; Altaner and Stuiber, Patrologie, 255-56. 

Eunomian origins are asserted by Gunter Wagner, 

“Zur Herkunft der Apostolischen Konstitutionen,” 

in Melanges liturgiques offerts au R. P. Dom Bernard 

Botte O.S.B. de I’Abbaye du Mont Cesar a Voccasion du 

cinquantieme anniversaire de son ordination sacerdotale 

(4 Juin 1972) (Louvain: Abbaye du Mont Cesar, 

1972)525-37. 

110 In books 1-6 (as mentioned above), the Didascalia 

apostolorum is copied. For the sources of book 8, see 

Bardenhewer, Geschichte, 4.266. 

111 For the Fragmenta Anastasiana and Isaac of Syria, 

see below. 

112 Bardenhewer, Geschichte, 4.274-75. 

113 See below. 

114 Cf. Beck, Literatur, 655-56. J. Pitra (in Beck, 656): 

Facile omnium juris byzantini magistrorum princeps 

(“Easily the prince of all the masters of Byzantine 

law”). 

115 The commentary on the canons “could scarcely 
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Judith, and Tobit, and they say that the so-called 

Teaching of the Apostles consists of the ordinances of 

the apostles collected in writing by Clement. The so- 

called sixth council did not permit these to be read, on 

the grounds that they had been adulterated and cor¬ 

rupted by heretics”). The expression bcbaxp KaXovpepp 

tup atrooToXup comes entirely from Athanasius. It 

appears, however, that Zonaras is not acquainted with 

the writing itself.116 Instead, he knows and cites the 

opinion according to which what Athanasius calls the 

Didache is identical to the apostolic “Constitutions."117 

Matthew Blastares118 also refers, in his Syntagma alpha- 

beticum119 at B, chap. 11 (PG 144.1141B), to Athanasius’s 

canonical list and mentions the Didache among other 

extracanonical writings including Wisdom, Sirach, 

Esther, Judith, Tobit, top IIoLpepa, Kal rpp Acbaxpp 

tup ayiup airooToXuP' Tavrpp be Kal r\ <y' ovpobog 

rj^errjoep, ug bebrjXuTai (“The Shepherd, and the 

Teaching of the Holy Apostles, which the sixth council 

set aside, as already indicated”). Blastares also confuses 

the Didache with the Apostolic Constitutions,120 and there¬ 

fore had no direct knowledge of the Didache. Nicephoros 

Callistos Xanthopolous (died ca. 1335 or 1312),121 in his 

Ecclesiastica historia 2.46 (PG 145.888B), counts the 

Didache among the pod a (“illegtimate books”): ’Ep 

potiocg Kal rj Bappafia tpepopepr) eiuoToXr], Kal al 

Xeyopepat tup (xitootoAup btbaxoti (“Among the illegit¬ 

imate books are the Epistle attributed to Barnabas and 

the so-called Teachings of the Apostles”), followed then 

by the Gospel to the Hebrews. It is very questionable that 

he still knew the Didache from having actually seen it. 

have been completed before 1159” (Beck, Literatur, 

656). 

116 Harnack, “Prolegomena,”10; Schaff, Church Manual, 

118 n. §; Hemmer, Doctrine, xxii; Audet, Didache, 90. 

117 It would be difficult to infer from this that this con¬ 

fusion is based on knowledge that one document is 

the source of the other. 

118 Beck, Literatur, 786-87. 

119 Written in 1335, this is “an alphabetical handbook 

of canon law” (Beck, Literatur, 786). 

120 What Zonaras supposed, Blastares promulgates “as 

established truth” (Harnack, “Prolegomena,” 10). 

121 Beck, Literatur, 705-6. 
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Introduction 

3. The Direct Tradition 

a.The Bryennios Manuscript (H) 

Sometimes in antiquity the Didache (as we have seen in 

the preceding sections) was altogether forgotten (as in 

the West), and sometimes (as in the East) only a rather 

indirect knowledge of it was retained; its confusion with 

the Apostolic Constitutions shows that the writing itself 

was no longer familiar.1 Therefore it was a first-class sen¬ 

sation when, at the end of the nineteenth century, an 

(almost) complete text of the Didache surfaced in a 

Byzantine manuscript — a text that attracted the interest 

of researchers at its first publication and introduced a 

new era in the history of the Didache's influence. The 

discoverer of the manuscript was the Byzantine metro¬ 

politan Philotheos Bryennios. 

Bryennios,2 born in Constantinople in 1833, studied 

theology in East and West, and then became a teacher in 

the theological schools of the Byzantine Church. In 1875 

he became metropolitan of Serrae in Macedonia, and in 

1877 transferred to Nicomedia. In 1873 he found, in the 

library of the Monastery of the Holy Sepulchre 

(“Jerusalem Monastery”) in Constantinople, a parch¬ 

ment manuscript of 120 leaves, bound in leather. It 

turned out to be a manuscript collection dated by the 

scribe, who calls himself Aewp vordpLoq Kai dXe'irrjq 

(“Leon the notary and sinner”),3 in colophon folio 120a. 

He completed the manuscript on Tuesday, 11 June 1056 

(of our reckoning). The manuscript is written in a care¬ 

ful and handsome minuscule script.4 Only one hand is 

discernible, and obvious mistakes in orthography are 

relatively few. 

This manuscript contains: 

1. Ps.-Chrysostom Synopsis Veteris et Novi Testamenti 

(cf. PG 56.313-86): fol. la-38b5 

2. Epistle of Barnabas: fol. 39a-51b 

3. 1 Clement: fol. 51b-70a 

4. 2 Clement: fol. 70a-76a 

5. A list of the opopara tup (3l/3ALccp nap efSpaiocq 

(“names of the books of the Hebrews”), with the 

Hebrew and Aramaic titles in Greek transcription, 

followed by the Greek title of the respective book: 

fol. 76a6 

6. Didache: fol. 76a-80b 

7. The letter of Maria of Cassoboloi to Ignatius of 

Antioch: fol. 81a-82a 

8. Twelve letters of Ignatius (recensio longior): fol. 

82a-120a; the text of the letters of Ignatius is fol¬ 

lowed by the colophon (see above) 

Finally, there is: 

9. a discussion of the genealogy of Jesus: fol. 

120a-120b. 

The text of the Didache is thus found in folios 76a- 

80b. Bryennios published the Didache text in 1883, ten 

years after the discovery of the manuscript.7 The whole 

manuscript was transferred in 1887 to the Greek patriar¬ 

chate of Jerusalem, where it remains today (under the 

signature Kd>8. na:rp. 54).8 

The Didache text begins at folio 67a, line 20, with the 

superscription: bidaxp tcoe 5u>5ei<a dnoaroXup (“teach¬ 

ing of the twelve apostles”). A “second” superscription 

begins at line 21 (preceded by an initial A): Aibaxp 

Kvpiov 8cd tup 5w5ei<a dnooToXup rolq e&peocp (“the 

Lord’s teaching through the twelve apostles to the 

nations”). The text then continues on the same line with 

odoi 8vo (“two ways”). 

The end of the Didache text is not contained in H. The 

situation9 is this. The scribe filled each page with 23 

lines of text, but folio 80b breaks off in the middle of 

1 The reason for this is probably that this once highly 

respected writing was not included within the 

canon. On this, cf. the remarks of Rordorf and 

Tuilier, Doctrine, 11-12. 

2 See the autobiographical note in Schaff, Church 

Manual, 289-96. 

3 The name “Leon,” however, is uncertain. Cf. the 

photograph of the colophon in Schaff, Church 

Manual, 6. 

4 Details in Bryennios, Ai5a\f ce'-ccf 

5 For this synopsis, cf. Bardenhewer, Geschichte, 3.352; 

Altaner and Stuiber, Patrologie, 328; Quasten, 

Patrology, 3.472. 

6 On this, cf. Jean-Paul Audet, “A Hebrew-Aramaic 

List of Books of the Old Testament in Greek 

Transcription,”/TS, n.s. 1 (1950) 135-54; Charles 

C. Torrey, “Ein griechisch transkribiertes und inter- 

pretiertes hebraisch-aramaisches Verzeichnis der 

Bucher des Alten Testaments aus dem 1. 

Jahrhundert n. Chr. (aus dem Englischen iibersetzt 

und mit Anmerkungen versehen von Otto 

EiBfeldt),” ThLZ 77 (1952) 249-54. 

7 Editio princeps: Bryennios, AidaxV- 

8 There is a photocopy in the appendix to Harris, 

Teaching. 

9 On this whole subject, see Audet, Didache, 73-74. 
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line 16, with the words eiravoi Tan* vetpeAtiv tov ovpavov 

(“coming upon the clouds of heaven”), after which the 

scribe sets a period; the remaining half line and the fol¬ 

lowing seven lines are left blank. (The next document, 

the letter of Maria of Cassoboloi, begins on the next 

page.)10 There is no notation after the words quoted to 

indicate that the copyist considered the text complete at 

tov ovpavov.11 One must conclude that the copyist by no 

means thought that the text of the Didache ended with 

the words tov ovpavov, but apparently the source only 

went as far as these words. Therefore, seeing correctly 

that the conclusion of the Didache was no longer avail¬ 

able, the scribe left the remaining lines on the page 

empty — hoping, perhaps, that the end of the writing 

could at some point be added on the basis of a different 

source. That the document does not end with the words 

endvo) mv vecpeAdiv tov ovpavov is obvious from the 

structure of the Didache apocalypse (16.3-8), as well as 

from the paraphrasing conclusions to this section in the 

Apostolic Constitutions and the Georgian version.12 

Moreover, in my opinion one should not draw any con¬ 

clusions about the format and type of writing in the 

source on the basis of the seven and a half empty lines 

left by the copyist,13 as Audet has done.14 The scribe sim¬ 

ply left the rest of the page empty, based on the correct 

supposition that the conclusion of the document he was 

copying was missing, but without knowing for certain 

how much text had been lost. The entire procedure also 

shows that the copyist was a thoughtful worker who did 

not simply make a mechanical copy of the source. 

The Bryennios manuscript offers us the only complete 

text of the Didache (except for the final lines) that we 

have thus far. That alone gives it special value. But what 

about the quality of the text in H?15 Here judgments 

diverge widely. Erik Peterson considers the Bryennios 

text to be a late recension of the Didache, and thinks that 

the high regard in which it is traditionally held is a fun¬ 

damental fault in scholarship.16 If Peterson were right, 

we could neither make an edition of the Didache nor 

write a serious commentary on it. To give expression, by 

way of example, to the counterposition, we note the 

completely different judgment of Rordorf and Tuilier.17 

They consider the Didache text of H to be one that rests 

on a source from the fourth or fifth century.18 That is 

possible, but it still would say nothing decisive about the 

quality of the H text. A real decision about that would 

be possible only if we possessed a greater wealth of alter¬ 

native manuscript material for the Didache than we have 

in our hands at this time. The few lines in P. Oxy. 1782, 

the versions, and the indirect tradition give us a picture 

of the rather severe instability of the textual tradition of 

the Didache (understandable for a writing whose trans¬ 

mission was not protected by canonical validity), but 

they do not permit us to make a definitive judgment 

about the value of the form of text found in H. 

If we examine that text without permitting ourselves 

to be overcome by pessimism or optimism, the results 

are ambivalent. On the one hand, it appears that H has 

been distorted by some later glosses and interpolations 

(although these are only brief expressions or passages: 

cf. at 1.4a; 2.5b; 10.5; 13.4), but that its text can also be 

corrected in some places with a greater or lesser degree 

10 This long blank space is contrary to the scribe’s 

practice elsewhere: cf. Audet, Didache, 73-74. 

11 For the usage in this regard, see Audet, Didache, 74. 

12 On this, see below. 

13 Audet concludes (Didache, 75) to a separate Didache 

codex that was available to the copyist. 

14 Audet, Didache, 75-78. He believes it was a minia¬ 

ture codex with uncial script. 

15 The text of 1 and 2 Clement, the letters of Ignatius, 

and Barnabas appear to be the result of revision. Of 

course, that in itself says nothing about the text of 

the Didache-, see Audet, Didache, 25-26. 

16 Peterson, “Probleme,” passim. Peterson thought that 

the H text went back to a late recension (perhaps 

stemming from ascetic circles [150, 181, and pas¬ 

sim], and more precisely from Novatianist circles 

[162-63]). What we find in H is not the text of the 

Didache but a subsequent revision of the text. “Our 

editions of the Didache, and our Didache exegesis, 

prevent us from recognizing the total insecurity of 

the manuscript tradition. It is still customary to 

explain the text as if we had, in the manuscript dis¬ 

covered by Bryennios, something like the authentic 

version of the Didache. In reality, it appears to me 

that the Bryennios text represents a late recension of 

the Didache" (181). “We can only describe the apori- 

ae, but cannot communicate the original text” (182). 

17 Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 102-10. 

18 Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 104-7. Audet 

{Didache, 32) had made a similar estimation before¬ 

hand. 

19 For this whole question, see Niederwimmer, 

“Textprobleme,” 114-30. Wengst, in his edition, 

offers a text that deviates rather sharply from H. 

20 See below, at 9.3-4; and Niederwimmer, 

“Textprobleme,” 125. 

20 



Introduction 

of assurance (cf. at 1.3d; 2.7b; 3.4c; 5.1 end; 9.3a and 4a; 

10.3 end; 10.4a; 12.1a). On the other hand, the absence 

of the interpolation after 10.7 (myron [oil] prayer) shows 

that H goes back to a text that, at least in this passage, is 

better than the textual tradition of the Coptic or the 

source for the Apostolic Constitutions.19 All this suggests 

that the H tradition should neither be damned nor sim¬ 

ply passed on as the authentic text of the Didache. The 

Bryennios manuscript seems to me to present a Didache 

text that must remain subject at every point to inquiries 

of a text-critical nature, but one should not feel com¬ 

pelled to the desperate conclusion that what we have 

before us is a late and tendentiously falsified recension 

of the original writing. There are demonstrable changes 

in individual passages, and they may be suspected else¬ 

where; but that the H text is the result of a thorough, 

tendentious recension is not demonstrable. A final judg¬ 

ment would be possible only if the textual basis of the 

Didache could be expanded. Everything we can say about 

the original home of the archetype of H can be reduced 

to the inference that, at Did. 9.3-4, it inserted the 

expression uXotopcx (fragment), which was characteristic 

of the liturgical language of Egypt; from this in turn one 

can infer that the archetype of H originated in Egypt.20 

/ 

b. Papyrus Oxyrhynchus 1782 (P) 

In 1922 B. P. Grenfell and A. S. Hunt edited21 two frag¬ 

mentary parchment leaves of a miniature codex22 from 

the end of the fourth century.23 These leaves (hereafter 

“P”) are now to be found in the Ashmolean Museum in 

Oxford. The pages, which are worn and badly discolored 

in places, especially at the edges, are 5.5 cm. by 4.5 cm. 

(fol. 1) and 5.7 cm. by 4.8 cm. (fol. 2), and are written on 

both sides. Folio 1 recto has seven short lines, while 

folios 1 verso and 2 recto and verso have eight short 

lines each.24 Folio 1 contains the Greek text of Did. 1.3c, 

ovx'c KCtt Ta edvr\ tovto ttolovou> . . . (“do not even the 

nations do that . . .”) to 1.4a, airooxov twv aapKe[i]KWV 

eitifivixeiuv (“avoid the fleshly and bodily passions”). 

Folio 2 contains Did. 2.7b, eXey^eig irepl <Xv be irpooev- 

%ti] . . . (“some . . . for whom you shall pray . . .”), to 3.2a, 

r\ opyr) 7rpoq tov ipovov (“anger [leads to] murder”). 

These two leaves must come from the same book, which 

originally contained the whole text of the Didache (and 

perhaps more besides). The leaves are covered with 

irregular uncials written in brownish ink.25 “That the 

writer was a person of no great culture is clear also from 

his spelling and division of words (e.g., eiui)vp.6L(j)v, 

u/x|etq).”26 In folio 2 recto, line 20, after the word oov, 

the copyist has completed the line with wedge-shaped 

symbols written alternately in red ink and in the usual 

bl own (nine of these are still visible, but the symbols 

must have extended to the end of the line). In the follow¬ 

ing line (21) there are three repeatedly interrupted hori¬ 

zontal lines (the first and third in red ink); in the 

middle, and extending beyond the lines, one can discern 

the symbol 4 written in the ordinary brown ink.27 It is 

natural to assume that the copyist wished to designate 

the beginning of a new section in line 21 (probably on 

the basis of the source) by means of the horizontal lines 

there,28 while the symbols in line 20 serve to show that 

no text is missing at this point.29 

21 Papyri, no. 1782, pp. 12-15. 

22 For miniature codices of this type, see Grenfell and 

Hunt, Papyri, 12; Audet, Didache, 26 n. 2; Leiv 

Amundsen, “Christian Papyri from the Oslo 

Collection,” SO 24 (1945) 126-28; Eric G. Turner, 

The Typology of the Early Codex (Haney Foundation 

Series 18; Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania 

Press, 1977) 22, 29-30. 

23 “It may perhaps date from the fourth century rather 

than the fifth” (Grenfell and Hunt, Papyri, 12-13). 

24 See immediately below for the signum dispositions in 

fol. 2 recto. 

25 The letters in fol. 1 recto are somewhat larger than 

those on the other pages. 

26 Grenfell and Hunt, Papyri, 13. 

27 It is also possible to discern a brownish horizontal 

line and (above and below it) two red horizontal 

lines between lines 19 and 20. One gets the impres¬ 

sion that these horizontal lines were inserted by the 

copyist at a later time. 

28 Audet differs (Didache, 55). He does not presume a 

signum dispositions here: “It is much more natural to 

suppose a projected addition, omitted after the fact 

for one reason or another.” 

29 The new section would begin just where we also 

place the beginning of a new chapter. I find it ques- 
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We need not mince words regarding the significance 

of these two leaves for the manuscript tradition of the 

Didache. They are some 650 years older than the 

Bryennios manuscript and represent the oldest manu¬ 

script witness to date for the Didache text. One should 

also keep in mind that these two leaves come from 

approximately the time when the compiler of the 

Apostolic Constitutions was copying the Didache into 

book 7. 

The text presented by P is important, in the first 

instance, as evidence for the so-called interpolatio Chris¬ 

tiana (“Christian interpolation”) or sectio evangelica 

(“gospel section”). In folio 1, P gives us, of all things, a 

bit of text from the very passage that is sometimes 

regarded (wrongly, I believe) as a later gloss.30 

Otherwise, the deviations from the H text (in the brief 

passage contained in P) are numerous enough to 

strengthen the thesis stated above concerning the insta¬ 

bility of the text of the Didache. In table 2, I illustrate 

this situation by setting the P text alongside the H text 

(whereby the order of lines is retained only in the pre¬ 

sentation of the P text).31 

Table 2 

H P 

(1.3c) ovx'l kolI ra e§vrj 

to avro 

(fol. lr.) ovxc eai Ta e 

i)pp TOVTO 

(3d) iroiovoLv; vnelq 

be dyanare 

TTOLOVtJiP Vp 

ecg be <pcAeLT 

Tovq ixtoovvrac; 

v/jidg kocl 

ovx 

5 e Tovg ptoov 

Tag vpag eat 

ovx e£ere ex 

exftpov (fol. lv.) 

10 

1 Ppop aeov 

e tl pe 5et not 

ovPTa puoat 

oov to irpa 7r[p]co 

top 7raPTw 

(1.4) airexov 7W aitooxov tu>v 

oapKLKUP eai oupaTiKUP oapKe[i]Kuv e 

eindupLuiP' 15 Tndvpeiwp 

(2.7b) .. . eAey^ecg-irepi be (fol. 2r.) eAey^eLg irepi w 

(in' 7rpooev^p' ovg 

be ayairpoetg 

vnrep Tpp pvxw 

oov 

(3.1) TCKVOV pOV 

tpevye curb 

iraPTog 

iropppov KCti 

air6 itavroc; opoiov 

(3.2) pp yLvov opyLAog- 

66x776i yap 

r\ opyp irpog 

top ipovov. . . 

be -Kpoaev^et ovg 

be ayairpoetg 

virep Tpp pvxp 

20 oov > > >*?• > > 

T6KP0P pOV 

ipevye airo 

(fol. 2v.) PairoJI iraPTog 

25 Trpayparog 

TTOPTjpOV Kai 

tv- opoiov avrov 

pp 7eipov opyeu 

Aog eiretbp obp 

yet 17 opyp irpog 

top ipopop 

I will discuss only the most important textual 

variants.32 At some points, P appears to have the better 

text: in line 2, P reads tovto (as does Apostolic Con¬ 

stitutions) against to avro in H. The reading in P and 

Apostolic Constitutions is preferable; H apparently assimi¬ 

lates to Matt 5:46 or Luke 6:33. In lines 4-5, P reads 

yuAelre (again with the Apostolic Constitutions), which is 

preferable to H’s dycardTe. One may ask whether H 

again reveals an influence from the Synoptic Gospels 

(Matt 5:44/Luke 6:27). In lines 13-15, P has an older 

variant of the interpolation that has entered the text of 

the Didache at this point.33 H shows what is already a 

later form (apart from aTreyov, which is preferable). In 

lines 16-17, P reads irepi wv <5e (as do the Canons of the 

Apostles and the Epitome), probably rightly (against H's 

7repl 5e cor’).34 The P text also reveals a series of sec¬ 

ondary elements, however: lines 8-12 are certainly a 

later addition to the interpolation in Did. 1.4. I will have 

more to say below about the successive expansions the 

Didache text underwent at this point. In lines 24-26, P 

has (as a clarification) airo rravToq repaypctToq rrovrjpov 

instead of H’s d7r6 rravToq irovripov (which is also 

secured by Canons of the Apostles; Apostolic Constitutions 

reads died iravroq Kaxov, as does the Epitome). The 

tionable whether one can read the symbol in the 33 See at Did. 1.4 below. 

middle of line 21 as a numeral (as Hans Lietzmann 34 Barnabas, Doctrina apostolorum, and Apostolic 

supposes: “Notizen,” ZNW 21 [1922] 238). Constitutions do not offer a witness here. 

30 On this, see below. 

31 For P I cite the text of the editio princeps, but with 

an altered numbering of the lines at the end. 

32 See also Audet, Didache, 28; Niederwimmer, 

“Textprobleme,” 122-23. 
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trend toward clarification appears also in Doctrina apos- 

tolorum: ab homine malo. Both these clarifications are tex- 

tually secondary, but that in P is at least correct in its 

tendency. In lines 26-27, P omits drirb navToq. In lines 

29-30, P’s eireLdr) 6617761 (against H, Canons, Epitome 

odrjyel 7dp) is probably a later assimilation to Did. 3.4, 

5, 6. 

P apparently rests on an archetype different from that 

of H. Neither of the two forms of the text is always supe¬ 

rior to the other. It is interesting that P (perhaps on the 

basis of its source) appears to indicate the first signs of a 

division of the Didache into chapters, as is suggested by 

the signum dispositionis in line 21. 

/ 
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4. The Versions 

a.The Coptic Fragment: Br. Mus. Or. 9271 (Copt.) 

In the spring of 1923 there appeared in Cairo a papyrus 

sheet of unusual size and style of writing, written on 

both sides in Coptic (with a lavish waste of space). L.- 

Theophile Lefort examined it but chose not to acquire 

it. The sheet ultimately came into the possession of the 

British Museum, where it remains, designated Or. 9271. 

The editio princeps was by G. Horner.1 Carl Schmidt 

was able to prepare a better edition based on a photo¬ 

graph, followed by an inspection of the original.2 Finally, 

Lefort offered a new edition of the Coptic text with an 

extensive introduction and notes, as well as a French 

translation in separate volume.3 

This papyrus leaf, which when Lefort first inspected it 

was still in good condition, apparently suffered by being 

transported to Europe.4 It appears to come from a 

papyrus scroll, and could have been the last part of it. 

The sheet has a remarkably large format: 44 cm. long, 

28.5 cm. high. It is written on both sides but with a 

strange arrangement. The recto (horizontal strands) con¬ 

tains two columns. Column 1 has 29 lines measuring 

21.5 cm. by 17 cm. Column 2 has 32 lines5 measuring 23 

cm. by 12 cm. Between the two columns is a space of 

2-4 cm.; the left margin (where it is best preserved) is 

2.5 cm., and between the right edge of column 2 and the 

edge of the sheet there is a space of 11 cm. The verso 

(vertical strands) contains only one column; this (col. 3) 

has only 18 lines measuring 12.5 cm. by 11 cm. The text 

breaks off about halfway down the page,6 and in the 

middle of a sentence. The whole right side is blank (leav¬ 

ing about 29 cm. to the right edge).7 

It seems that the scribe changed his calamus (and 

ink?) at line 14 of column 1. Beginning with line 14, he 

writes in somewhat larger letters.8 Nevertheless, the 

whole text is certainly from the same hand. The scribe 

frequently uses the apostrophe as a signum dispositions.9 

At the end of column 1, the scribe has filled out the line 

with five symbols. The manuscript probably comes from 

the fifth century. Horner adds: “the Greek authorities at 

the British Museum would put it even as early as A.D. 

400.”10 Schmidt did not want to go that far.11 

We find here the Coptic text of Did. 10.3b—12.2a. 

From what has been said, it is clear that this cannot be a 

section of a complete manuscript of the Didache, but 

only a more or less casual excerpt.12 How should we 

1 “New Papyrus Fragment,” 225-31. On p. 225, 

Horner gives a brief description of the sheet, and, 

on pp. 226-29, the Coptic text with notes; at 

pp. 230-31 there is an English translation. 

2 “Koptische Didache-Fragment,” 81-99. Schmidt pre¬ 

sents a description of the papyrus with notes (81- 

83), an edition of the Coptic text with German 

translation and notes (84-89), and additional dis¬ 

cussion (90-99). 

3 Peres apostoliques, introduction on pp. ix-xv; Coptic 

text with notes on pp. 32-34 (though it should be 

noted that Lefort has normalized the orthography 

of the original); on pp. 25-28 Lefort presented a 

French translation with notes. [Ed. Most recently 

see F. Stanley Jones and Paul A. Mirecki, “Con¬ 

siderations on the Coptic Papyrus of the Didache 

(British Library Oriental Manuscript 9271),” in 

Jefford, Context, 47-87.] 

4 On this, and on the whole history of its discovery as 

outlined above, cf. Lefort, Peres apostoliques, ix-x. 

5 Column 2 begins one line above col. 1 and ends one 

line lower. 

6 There remain about 13-14 cm. between the end of 

the text and the bottom of the sheet. 

7 Audet (Didache, 31) gives some strong arguments 

for thinking that text has been lost from what is 

now col. 1. Schmidt (“Koptische Didache- 

Fragment,” 81) differs. In lines 25 and 26 it is possi¬ 

ble that one can really discern fragments of letters 

on the outer edge, which would mean that there 

was a column before col. 1. 

8 Most of the letters are now about 3-4 mm. tall. <f 

clearly reaches above and below the line, f slighdy 

above, y extends slightly above and below the line, 

as does e in some cases. 

9 For the supposed initial letters in col. 1, line 27 

(Horner), see the correction by Audet, Didache, 

30-31 n. 4. The e in strs is really not an initial, 

but only (like other es) somewhat enlarged. 

10 “New Papyrus Fragment,” 225. Rordorf and Tuilier, 

Doctrine, 112: end of the 4th or beginning of the 

5th century. Cf. also Wengst, Didache, 11. 

11 “Koptische Didache-Fragment,” 82. 

12 “Mr. Bell of the British Museum suggests that the 

papyrus may be a casual extract” (Horner, “New 

Papyrus Fragment,” 225). 

13 “Koptische Didache-Fragment,” 82. 

14 Peres apostoliques, xii. 

15 Adam (“Herkunft,” 26) has proposed the hypothesis 

that this is the project for a translation (from Syriac, 

he thinks): “the pages with the completed transla¬ 

tion were, in turn, to serve as a source for copyists, 

and could then be thrown away; therefore they 

could be written on waste scraps.” This is highly 
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interpret this? Schmidt thought it was a “scribal exer¬ 

cise” written on a “scrap of waste papyrus.”13 Lefort pre¬ 

sents the matter thus: “it is clear, as I. Bell remarked at 

the outset, that we have to do with an excerptum; proba¬ 

bly someone, for a reason unknown to us, transcribed 

this passage from the Didache on the end of a roll that 

was otherwise free of writing.”14 Why the scribe begins 

in the middle of the text (10.3b) and stops with equal 

abruptness (12.2a) is completely unclear. The manu¬ 

script presents more puzzles than the editors admit.15 

The location of this fragment within the linguistic his¬ 

tory of the text is also problematic.16 Schmidt supposed 

that there was a Greek source.17 Lefort proposes the 

hypothesis that the orthographic oddities of the text 

may be explained if it was a Fayyumic version of a 

Sahidic source.18 Quite different is the opinion of Paul 

E. Kahle Jr., who writes, concerning the dialect of the 

text: “It was merely a later development of Middle 

Egyptian proper under Fayyumic or Bohairic influence, 

and was superseded by Fayyumic in the second half of 

the fifth century.”19 “The manuscript of the Didache is 

probably the latest text in this dialect, being written 

about the beginning of the fifth century.”20 In my view, 

it remains an open question whether, in Or. 9271, we 

have a section from a Coptic source or an ad hoc transla¬ 

tion from a Greek text.21 

The text form presented by the Coptic is remarkable 

in many places.22 On the whole, it does not offer a better 

text than H. I consider the famous prayer for the stinoufi 

(col. 1, 11. 15-20) to be a later addition to the Didache 

/ 

improbable. I tend to think rather (with Schmidt) 

that this is a writing exercise. 

16 The page was presumably discovered in the neigh¬ 

borhood of Oxyrhynchus, in the nome of 

Cynopolis. See Horner, “New Papyrus Fragment,” 

225. 

17 “Koptische Didache-Fragment,” 93. 

18 Lefort, Peres apostoliques, xiii-xiv. That a relatively 

early Sahidic translation of the Didache existed is an 

acceptable hypothesis, but the demonstration 

Lefort proposes is fragile. The text from the Pacho- 

miana that he adduces at p. xiii n. 5 (Ernest A. W. 

Budge, Coptic Apocrypha in the Dialect of Upper Egypt 

[London: British Museum, 1913] no. VI: “The 

Instructions of Apa Pachomius, the Archimandrite,” 

Br. Mus. Or. 7024, fol. 18a [p. 146, with English 

translation at p. 352]: “My son, listen. Make thyself 

wise, and receive the instruction of truth[?]. There 

are two ways [which thou canst follow]”) is not a wit¬ 

ness for the Didache, and is not even decisive for a 

literary dependence on the Two Ways tractate. The 

Arabic “Vita of Apa Shenute” (see above) next 

adduced by Lefort (Peres apostoliques, xiii n. 6) 

simply presumes the existence of a Coptic (Sahidic?) 

version of the Two Ways tractate, but not a Sahidic 

version of the Didache, as Lefort thinks. On the 

whole question, cf. also the cautious opinion of 

Audet, Didache, 29 n. 1, and 32. 

19 Kahle, Bala’izah, 1.225. For Kahle, also, the ques¬ 

tion of purpose in writing remains open, as long as 

P. Mich. 3520 and 3521 have not been published 

(Kahle, Bala’izah, 224-25). Kahle offers an analysis 

of the dialect used in the Coptic Didache fragment 

at 225-26. 

20 Kahle, Bala’izah, 226. He continues, “If the dialect 

existed originally as a separate dialect, we should 

expect it to have been current outside the Fayyum 

in the Nile valley north of Oxyrhynchus. It certainly 

must have been the spoken language in that neigh¬ 

bourhood during the early Coptic period before it 

was superseded by Fayyumic” (Bala’izah, 226-27). 

Of course, one should compare what Kahle has 

said, self-critically, in the addenda (Kahle, Bala’izah, 

2.888-89) on the topic of dialects and their influ¬ 

ence. 

21 Adam differs (“Herkunft,” 26-38). He attempts to 

give foundation to the idea that this is a translation 

not from the Greek but from a Syriac source. I 

would like to set aside the question whether the 

individual arguments Adam presents are com¬ 

pelling. This deserves a separate investigation. In at 

least two cases I am very skeptical about the attempt 

to trace this text to a Syriac original: in Did. 11.11 

(the supposed crux interpretum), the Coptic has its 

own text (col. 2,11. 30-32; on this, see below). Adam 

supposes that the striking ■napahoaiq goes back to 

Syriac (“Herkunft,” 30). But it is a much more 

probable assumption that the Coptic text is corrupt 

at this point (due to misunderstanding of the Greek 

source?). Adam understands the disputed term 

ctMoyqi (col. 1,11. 16 and 18) as a translation of 

Syriac ■ or , which at this point would 

mean “agape celebration” (“Herkunft,” 31-32). In 

contrast, see my explanation at 11.11 

22 On what follows, see Niederwimmer, 

“Textprobleme,” passim, and the individual pas¬ 

sages in the commentary. Audet (Didache, 33-34) 

offers a complete collation of the Coptic with H. I 

will restrict myself to a few characteristics. [Ed. See 

now also Boudewijn Dehandschutter, “The Text of 

the Didache: Some Comments on the Edition of 

Klaus Wengst,” in Jefford, Context, 37-46.] 
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text.23 Since we also find a similar passage in Const. 7.27, 

both go back to a recension of the Greek text of the 

Didache that already had an interpolation at this point 

(even though the Greek source of the Coptic makes, on 

the whole, a very different impression).24 I believe the 

repeated “Amens” (after 10.4, 5, 6a) to be liturgical addi¬ 

tions.25 The omission of dexdrjrw w? Kvptoq in 11.4 (also 

in Ethiopic) is a corruption of the text; the famous crux 

at 11.11 was already misunderstood by the Coptic (or its 

source), perhaps deliberately; what we find here in the 

Coptic is a corrupted text. Characteristic of this textual 

corruption is also 10.6: the Coptic presupposes eXderw 

6 Kvpioq [instead of H’s x«ptg] koll TtapeXdeTw 6 noopoq 

ovroq. apr/p [H lacks “Amen”], woappa tw olkw Aavi8 

[instead of ra dew Aavi8 in H] ... 6 Kvpcoq rjXdep 

[instead of papavador appp as in H]. But there are 

some passages in which the Coptic appears to be in the 

right when differing from H.26 In particular: in 10.4 we 

should probably read nepl itavTwv with the Coptic 

(against irpo tuxptwp in H). The role of the Coptic text of 

the Didache can be compared with that of the so-called D 

text of the New Testament: in the Coptic, we must distin¬ 

guish a few ancient readings from numerous later addi¬ 

tions and alterations.27 

b.The Ethiopic Version (Eth.) 

From the existence of part of the Didache tradition in 

the Ethiopian language (of which I will speak presently), 

we may conclude that there was a complete translation 

of the Didache into Ethiopic, drawing on either Greek or 

Coptic; the date of this translation cannot be given with 

certainty. The translation as a whole has been lost, but 

parts of it (namely, Did. 8.1-2 and 11.3—13.7) have been 

preserved — not, however, as an independent writing, 

but (without designation of the source) as an insertion 

in the Ethiopian church order.28 In canons 49-52 there 

is an insertion, within which, in canon 52, a piece of the 

Didache appears, namely, Did. 11.3—13.7 (Horner, 54,20— 

55,24). This is followed immediately by Did. 8.1-2 

(Horner, 55,25ff.).29 We need not introduce a discussion 

here of how these portions of the Didache (and in reverse 

order) came to be included in the text of the Ethiopian 

church order.30 What is interesting is that the insertion 

of the Didache text occurs only in the Ethiopian version 

of the church order, not in the Arabic of the Canones 

ecclesiastici, and not in the Sahidic version of the 

Egyptian collection of laws. According to Audet’s 

exhaustive investigations, the insertion (from the 

Didascalia and) from the Didache (both said to have been 

inserted by the same interpolator) must have happened 

soon after 350.31 “The fragment of the version of the 

Didache that Horner made known by his publication, in 

1904, of the Ethiopic recension of the Apostolic Canons is 

an independent witness, detached from the rest of the 

tradition at a date that cannot be much later than the 

middle of the fourth century.”32 

The significance of the Ethiopic version for the estab¬ 

lishment of the text of the Didache is small.33 This ver¬ 

sion reveals a slight attraction to paraphrase, and the 

textual variants “are of unequal weight.”34 For example, 

in 11.4 8exdr)Tw wq Kvpcoq is omitted in Ethiopic and in 

Coptic; 11.6 is entirely omitted; in 11.10 rrjp ctXpdeiap 

23 On this, see below, pp. 165-67. 

24 On this, see below. 

25 Schmidt (“Koptische Didache-Fragment,” 93-96) 

concluded that the Didache text underwent redac¬ 

tion in Egypt. 

26 In this connection, we should note 10.3 only in pass¬ 

ing, because 'Irjaov, which the Coptic correctly 

offers, has been omitted from H only by a scribal 

error. The same is true of 10.4, where H reads 

bwaroq el ov [«c] r) bo^a, which Bryennios had 

already improved to bovaroq el• ooi f) bo^a, and this 

is confirmed by the Coptic. Also, the rrpog u/udq in 

12.1, which is wrongly omitted by H in 12.1 (the 

correct text is in Coptic, Ethiopic, Georgian, and 

Apostolic Constitutions), is absent only because of a 

copyist’s mistake. 

27 Audet (Didache, 32) assesses the text of the Coptic 

fragment thus: it represents an individual form of 

the text that probably goes back to a Sahidic source, 

the text of which Audet wishes to place in the first 

half of the 4th century, and perhaps even in the 3d 

century. 

28 Cf. George W. Horner, The Statutes of the Apostles or 

Canones Ecclesiastici (London: Williams and 

Norgate, 1904) 54-55 and 193-94. 

29 For the English translation of Did. 11.3—13.7, see 

his pp. 193,7-194,23; of Did. 8.1-2: pp. 194,24-28. 

Hugo Duensing gives a German translation in 

Adam, “Herkunft,” 36-37. 

30 The complicated process of tradition is discussed at 

length by Audet, Didache, 34-45; he also presents 

hypotheses about the origins of canons (49-52). 

31 Audet, Didache, 41-42. Audet attempted to explain 

(Didache, 42) how, in particular, the interpolation of 

the Didache was supposed to have occurred. 

32 Audet, Didache, 43. Horner (“New Papyrus 
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is missing; in 12.3 kcll <payera is omitted, as is xpt- 

anavoq in 12.4; 13.2 is also entirely missing; 8.2 lacks 

auTov after evayyeAiw and the conclusion of the verse 

as well. There are major additions in 11.8 and 12.3, 

lesser in 12.4 (after rex^W add /tat ovk epyaperat), in 

13.6 (after eAaiov add /cat peAiroq), and in 13.7 (after 

evToXpv add tou nvpiov). There are characteristic alter¬ 

ations in 11.5 (where the stay of the traveling apostles 

may be extended to three days, if necessary), in 11.7, and 

in 11.11 (where the Ethiopic shows that the author no 

longer understood the Greek source). In 11.12 apyvpux 

is replaced by xpuaop (cf. 13.7), and in 13.6 the prophets 

are replaced by the poor. The Ethiopic text is important 

in three passages: it secures el prj in 11.5 and irpoq vpaq 

in 12.1 (together with the Coptic and Apostolic 

Constitutions), and it shows that the gloss in 13.4 must be 

old (although the Ethiopic presupposes toj tttwxv)- 

c. Appendix:The Georgian Version (Georg.) 

We thus come to a somewhat dubious chapter in the 

Didache text tradition. In 1923, in Constantinople, a 

young Georgian named Simon Pheikrishvili copied the 

Georgian text of the Didache from a manuscript that 

contained, besides the Didache in Georgian, a number of 

other text^ in Georgian and Armenian. The manuscript 

from which he copied was, unfortunately, destroyed, but 

we are told that it was supposed to have come from the 

first half of the nineteenth century. G. Peradse saw 

Pheikrishvili’s copy in Paris, copied it, and collated it 

with the Greek text of the Didache as found in Harnack’s 

large (German) edition.35 This collation is all that we 

possess of the Georgian version of the Didache,36 Peradse 

(“Lehre,” 112-14) made some daring suggestions about 

the age of the Georgian version,37 but there is little rea¬ 

son to rely on them.38 In reality, we are faced here with a 

very late, modern translation; nothing more in detail 

can be said about it. Nevertheless, Rordorf and Tuilier 

{Doctrine, 115 n. 2) wish to suppose that the vanished 

Constantinople manuscript goes directly back to H. I do 

not think that is probable. Against it are the readings of 

the Georgian in 3.4 (beginning with avra fiAe-neiv rj 

anoveiv, against H, which contains only the first two 

words) and in 12.1 (-/rag be epxopevoq ivpdq upaq, with 

Coptic, Ethiopic, Apostolic Constitutions, against 7rag be 

epxopevoq in H).39 Instead, the Georgian version proba¬ 

bly goes back to a recension of the Greek text that is 

closely related to that of H. 

From Peradse’s collation, we can observe the follow¬ 

ing. The Georgian presents a complete text of the 

Didache (lacking only 1.5-6 and 13.5-7); the text is 

inclined to paraphrasing additions (beginning even with 

the title); after 16.8 there is a brief and partly quite plau¬ 

sible conclusion of the whole book (whereas the conclu¬ 

sion is lacking in H: see above). I consider it excessive to 

omit the Georgian altogether from consideration in 

determining the reconstruction of the text, as Rordorf 

and Tuilier do. Nevertheless, in light of its late and dubi¬ 

ous tradition, the Georgian version is not to be regarded 

as an equal witness. One may adduce it only in individ¬ 

ual cases, and then with reservations. 

Fragment,” xxxvi-xxxvii) gives a description of the 

mss. of the Ethiopian church order. The variants in 

the Ethiopic mss. for this portion of the text are list¬ 

ed by Horner, “New Papyrus Fragment,” 401-2, and 

reproduced by Audet, Didache, 44-45, who gives a 

collation of the deviations from H; cf. also Vokes, 

Riddle, 15-16. In the following remarks I will discuss 

only those variants that are especially characteristic. 

33 There is a characterization of the versio ethiopica 

also in Audet, Didache, 71-72. 

34 Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 115. 

35 Peradse, “Lehre,” 111-16 (with the collation on pp. 

115-16). 
36 In 1932 Peradse was convinced that there were still 

a number of mss. of the Didache in Tbilisi (“Lehre,” 

112). 

37 In the colophon there is mention of “a certain 

Jeremias from Orhai,” who is supposed to have 

translated the Didache from a Greek source. Cf. 

Peradse, “Lehre,” 113. Peradse considers the 

colophon an interpolation, but wishes to retain the 

core of the information contained in it (p. 113 n. 5). 

He identifies the translator with Bishop Jeremias 

the Iberian, who was a contemporary of the 

Council of Ephesus (p. 114). 

38 Cf. Audet, Didache, 46-47. 

39 It is possible that one could also adduce the conclu¬ 

sion of the Georgian version. On the whole, it does 

not look like an ad hoc invention of the copyist (or 

his source), even though the talk about “holy right¬ 

eousness” sounds strange in the framework of the 

Didache. The translator of the Georgian may, in any 

case, have possessed a complete copy of the Didache. 

27 



5. The Indirect Tradition: Apostolic Constitutions 

7.1.2-32.4 

I already noted (in §2c) that the unknown compiler of 

the Apostolic Constitutions copied the whole of the 

Didache in the first, major part of book 7, making some 

changes in the text of the source and sometimes para¬ 

phrasing. The extent of this dependency is visible in the 

edition by Funk.1 In 7.1.1-2 the compiler placed before 

the “Two Ways” tractate of the Didache a proemium of 

scriptural citations, in order then to begin quoting the 

source in 7.1.2. This quotation extends to 32.4.2 

The “Constitutor’s” way of working can be illustrated 

by the following selected examples:3 (1) The Constitutor 

interpreted the text continuously, by giving examples 

from the Old and New Testament, very frequently by 

citations from both testaments, and finally by interpreta¬ 

tions from his own pen as well. The whole document, at 

times, reads like a commentary on the text of the 

Didache. The glossing interpretation of the text is, how¬ 

ever, uneven. Thus the compiler has included the quota¬ 

tion from the “way of death” almost without addition 

(7.18). (2) Passages of the source are occasionally omit¬ 

ted, for example, Did. 1.5b-6 or 6.2 (the latter probably 

because the compiler no longer understood the source, 

or better, because he did not accept the motive 

expressed there).4 In the same way, it is no accident that 

eAdem nai notpeX&eTu 6 noopoq ovroq is absent 

(whereas “maranatha” and “hosanna,” both sanctified by 

biblical texts, have been retained): 7.26.5. (3) There are 

characteristic additions to the text, for example, in 7.16, 

where the compiler adds to the household code in his 

source a section about the fiaoLXevq and the apxoureq; 

also typical is the Christianizing addition at the end of 

the “way of life” (7.17.2) or the augmentation of the bap¬ 

tismal fast (7.22.4-5) and the weekly fast (7.23.2-3). The 

meal prayers are liturgically expanded (7.25-26), and 

the compiler interprets the prohibition in Did. 9.5 in a 

casuistical manner (7.25.5-6). (4) Above all, however, the 

compiler repeatedly adapts the text, without comment, 

to his own situation. Thus the admonition rrepl tov /3a7r- 

TtopotToq is, for him, directed to bishops and presbyters 

(7.22.1); the permission to improvise the prayers of 

thanksgiving freely is given not, as in Did. 10.7, to the 

prophets, but to the presbyters (7.26.6); so also with 

regard to the firstfruits, the priests take the place of the 

prophets (7.29.1 and 3). While Didache 15 speaks of the 

choice of bishops and deacons, the Apostolic Constitutions 

has an ordo triplex in 7.31, and the discussion in Didache 

11 and 12, which was long since anachronistic for the 

Apostolic Constitutions, is sharply curtailed (7.28).5 There 

is an important addition at 7.22.2: baptism is preceded 

by the anointing with eXaiov and followed by the anoint¬ 

ing with myron. In my opinion, the Apostolic Constitutions 

found the famous myron prayer (7.27) in the source;6 that 

it is not the Constitutor’s own work (except for possible 

stylization) is evident from the parallel in Coptic.7 

In reconstructing the text, the Apostolic Constitutions 

should be adduced as an indirect but constant witness. 

That the recension behind the source of the Apostolic 

Constitutions is different from the H recension is seen 

from the myrrh prayer. We should warn against an over¬ 

valuation of the Apostolic Constitutions (as happens, e.g., 

with Peterson).8 On the one hand, we should note that 

the Apostolic Constitutions was already dependent on a 

text containing the interpolated myrrh prayer; on the 

other hand, we should continually be aware that the 

compiler of the Constitutions alters the source without 

misgivings whenever he thinks it necessary (e.g., in the 

sense of the motives sketched above). 

1 Didascalia, 1.386-423. Previously in Bryennios, 

AibaXT), X£'-p'; then in Harnack, “Prolegomena,” 

178-92; and Harris, Teaching, 25ff. I am following 

the text of Funk’s edition. 

2 It is very improbable that 32.5 belongs with it; it 

probably comes directly from the pen of the 

“Constitutor,” who repeatedly compiles scriptural 

citations. It is at least possible that some elements 

of the conclusion of the Didache are concealed in 

32.4b; that conclusion is missing from H. At any 

rate, the Constitutor still possessed a complete copy 

of the Didache. 

3 For more detail, see Harnack, “Prolegomena,” 

173-78. There is some information also in Giet, 

L’Enigme, 136-39. 

4 Harnack, “Prolegomena,”176: The Constitutor 

rejects a Christianity of the perfecti. In fact, he also 

removed the corresponding passage in 7.2.4. 

5 In Const. 7.28.5 the Constitutor suffered a lapse. 

While he otherwise omits what the source says 

about the prophets, we find here 7tpotprirrig aXr]Pi- 

pog. See Harnack, “Prolegomena,” 174, 177. 

6 See below the excursus on the addition in the 

Coptic version, pp. 165-67. 

7 See below. 

8 “Probleme,” 158-66, and passim. 
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The so-called Fragmenta Anastasiana9 go back not to 

the Didache but to the Apostolic Constitutions. 

Interesting for us are the following passages: 9 (p. 

61,10 in Funk: Anastasius Quaestiones 64), where Const. 

7.23 (depending on Didache 8) is quoted with alter¬ 

ations and omissions; also 12 (pp. 63-67, more pre¬ 

cisely, in Funk 64,5—67,19; Anastasius Quaestiones 15), 

where the Two Ways section appears; the section 

comes from Const. 7.1.2-18 (dependent on Didache 

1-6), but Anastasius has radically shortened the 

source.10 The Fragmenta Anastasiana do not enter into 

consideration for the critical reconstruction of the 

text of the Didache. 

The same is true of the Sentences edited by M. 

Besson and attributed (in one of the two mss.) to one 

“Isaac the Syrian.”11 These Sentences12 are preserved in 

two manuscripts: Vaticanus graecus 375, 14th century, 

fol. 157r. ff., which attributes the text to a Syrian 

anchorite named Isaac,13 and Palatinus graecus 146, 

15th century, fol. 44r. ff. Besson thought of the 

Nestorian bishop and ascetic Mar Isaac (Isaac of 

Nineveh), who died about the end of the seventh cen¬ 

tury.14 The text begins with Avo 68oi eiotv, ccycarr]- 

TOi, TtpO TTpOOWTTOV rjpLWV [TTOictL (XVTOCL] TOV d(XV(XTOV 

nai rrjq fcorjg (“There are before us, beloved, two 

ways. [What are they?] Of death and of life,” Besson, 

p. 49, 4-5), but then does not continue with any allu¬ 

sions to the Two Ways tractate. These appear only at 

pp. 51, 10—54,1, where (with extensive additions, 

omissions, and some rearrangements) elements from 

the “way of life” are found. Moreover, analysis shows 

that the Sentences are dependent either on the 

Apostolic Constitutions 715 or (more probably) on an 

extract from the Apostolic Constitutions similar to that 

used by the Fragmenta Anastasiana.16 Thus, like the 

latter, they may be eliminated from consideration for 

the reconstruction of the text of the Didache. 

9 Edited by Funk, Didascalia, 2.51-71; there is an 

introduction to the text in Funk, Didascalia, 2.viii-xi. 

10 Cf. the remarks in Funk, Didascalia, 2.67. 

11 Cf. M. Besson, “Un recueil des sentences attribue a 

Isaac le Syrien,” OrChr 1 (1901) 46-60, 288-98. 

12 Besson (“Recueil,” 46) characterizes this work as “a 

compilation of moral maxims apparently for reli¬ 

gious.” 

13 The text, found only in Vatic., reads: Ke<paXaca 5lu- 

<popct tov ooipov Tcarpoq r)/xut' loaocK tov Evpov Koci 

avaxoJprjTov eeXeXeypeva tov ayLov luavvov tov 

XpvoooTopov did(popa kcci iravv aipeXipa 

(“Altogether various and useful chapters of our wise 

father and anchorite Isaac the Syrian, selected by 

Saint John Chrysostom”). 

14 For Isaac of Nineveh, cf. Altaner and Stuiber, 

Patrologie, 350. “His literary legacy, which was very 

extensive, must be severely limited . . . because of 

confusion with other authors of the same name” 

(ibid.). In the information on the literary works of 

Isaac of Nineveh the title of the present work does 

not appear; see Besson, “Recueil,” 46. Altaner and 

Stuiber (Patrologie, 350) do not discuss the Sentences 

edited by Besson. 

15 Besson’s proposal (“Recueil,” 47) that there are also 

occasional contacts with Barnabas (19.1) and 

Doctrina (6.5) is without foundation. Dix (“Didache,” 

242-50) thought that the author of the Sentences 

was dependent on the Didache. “The author of the 

‘Maxims’ may well have known A. C. VII itself, but 

he clearly had independent knowledge of its Didache 

also” (p. 245 n. 1). In saying this, Dix is thinking of 

an old recension of the Didache. To the contrary, see 

Richard H. Connolly, “Didache and Diatessaron,” 

JTS 34 (1933) 346: Isaac is dependent on the 

Apostolic Constitutions. See Audet, Didache, 51 n. 2; 

Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 123-24 n. 3. 

16 Giet (L’Enigme, 141) supports (with good reason) 

the opinion that the Sentences do not go back direct¬ 

ly to the Apostolic Constitutions, but to an extract 

from it similar to that used by the Fragmenta 

Anastasiana. See L’Enigme, 141 n. 16. 
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6. The Relationship of the Didache 

to the "Two Ways" Tractate 

a.The Findings 

The Didache begins, in chaps. 1-6 (more precisely, in 

1.1—6.1), with a tractate on the two ways the human 

being can go: the way to (eternal) life, or the way to 

(eternal) death. There are numerous parallels to this 

motif of the two ways in the literature of popular philos¬ 

ophy and religion.1 But there are also (and this is what 

interests us here) striking parallels to the Didache trac¬ 

tate itself in the literature of earliest Christianity that 

must stand in a close literary relationship to the Didache. 

The only question is, What is that relationship? The writ¬ 

ings in question are (1) the Epistle of Barnabas 18-20,2 

(2) the Doctrina apostolorum, (3) the first part of the so- 

called Apostolic Church Order or Canons of the Apostles 

(more precisely, chaps. 4-13),3 and the related Epitome, 

(4) part of the Arabic Life of Shenoute, and finally (5) sec¬ 

tions in Ps.-Athanasius Syntagma doctrinae (ed. Batiffol), 

or the related Fides patrum (PC 28.1637-1643C, more 

precisely 1639C-1643C). If (3) and (5) are each counted 

as two, and the Didache added, we have altogether eight 

different but somehow related recensions of the Two 

Ways tractate before us.4 

1. While the Didache begins with a version of the Two 

Ways tractate, the analogous tractate in the Epistle of 

Barnabas is near the end of the document (chaps. 

18-21). Almost the whole of the material included in 

these chapters of the Epistle of Barnabas recurs in the 

Didache, with the exception that in Barnabas 18 and 

19.1-2 the material is only about half equivalent; at 20.1 

Barnabas has a somewhat different introduction, but 

beginning with the catalog of vices, the sections are 

again equivalent, with but few exceptions, and from 20.2 

onward even their order is the same.5 There is a strong 

likelihood of literary relationship. But how should we 

think of it? Is the Didache dependent on Barnabas,6 or 

Barnabas on the Didache?7 If the Didache were dependent 

1 On this, see below. 

2 I will later express the opinion that parts of the Two 

Ways tractate are also concealed in chap. 21. 

3 On the traces of the tractate in chap. 14, see below. 

4 The number increases if we include Const. 7.1.2-19 

or the parallels in the Fragmenta Anastasiana and in 

Isaac of Syria (see above). To count them would, 

however, distort the picture, because the Apostolic 

Constitutions is dependent on the Didache, and the 

Fragmenta Anastasiana and Isaac of Syria are directly 

or indirectly dependent on the Apostolic Consti¬ 

tutions. 

5 The absence of the “teknon sayings” (Did. 3.1-6) in 

Barnabas is striking. The omission of the sectio evan- 

gelica (Did. 1.3b—2.1) should in my opinion be con¬ 

sidered in another context. 

6 Thus Bryennios, Aibaxf ith'-c'. Other early advo¬ 

cates of this position are listed in Ehrhard, 

Altchristliche Litteratur, 49-50. Later advocates were 

Robinson (Didache, esp. 69-70), supposing that the 

Two Ways tractate stems from Barnabas, and that 

the Didache is dependent on Barnabas; also, in 

detail, Muilenburg (Literary Relations, 130), who 

considers Barnabas to be the originator of the Two 

Ways tractate, and attempts to show (pp. 140-58) 

that the Didache is dependent on Barnabas. Thus the 9 

compiler of the Didache may be using a Jewish apoc- 

ryphon in 3.1-6 (p. 149; there was a similar sugges¬ 

tion earlier by Robinson, Didache, 62). Arguments 

along the same line appear in Francis C. Burkitt, 

“Barnabas and the Didache," JTS 33 (1932) 25-27; 

cf. also Connolly, “Relation,” 237-53; idem, “Bar¬ 

nabas and the Didache,” 166-67; idem, “Streeter on 

the Didache,” 374, 376-77. Cf. then the new version 

of Robinson’s work in idem, “Barnabas and the 

Didache,” 119-20, 146, 238-40; Vokes, Riddle, 

27-51 (p. 44: “There seems no legitimate reason for 

denying that the ‘Two Ways’ is the original composi¬ 

tion of Barnabas, used by the Didache"). John 

Lawson (A Theological and Historical Introduction to 

the Apostolic Fathers [New York: Macmillan, 1961] 75) 

“inclines to the view that Barnabas adopted ‘The 

Two Ways’ from a Jewish source, and that the writer 

of Didache took it over from him.” 

7 E.g., Zahn, Geschichte, 3.310-12; Schaff, Church 

Manual, 20, 121 (but Schaff also suggests the possi¬ 

bility of a common source); etc. Other early advo¬ 

cates of this hypothesis are listed in Ehrhard, 

Altchristliche Litteratur, 49-50. Funk, in turn, wrote 

frequently in favor of this hypothesis; cf. Funk, 

Abhandlungen, 2.109-11, 117-24, 131-34; idem, 

“Didache unci Barnabasbrief,” ThQ 87 (1905) 

161-79; later Bosio, Padri apostolici, 1.3. 

8 Also striking is the agreement of Barn. 18.1c with 

Doctr. 1.1b against Did. 1.1, quite apart from the 

mutual absence of the sectio evangelica in Barnabas 

and Doctrina apostolorum. 

Muilenburg (Literary Relation, 161-64) differs, see¬ 

ing further contacts between Didache and Barnabas 

outside the Two Ways tractate. But the parallels he 

adduces are quite far-fetched. Cf. also the list in 

Vokes, Riddle, 27-28. (Of course, the strength of 

proof in the individual passages is very differently 

evaluated by Vokes himself.) In my opinion, how- 
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on Barnabas (or vice versa), one would expect that liter¬ 

ary relationships would be evident elsewhere, not merely 

within the limited field of the tractate de duabus viis. But 

the literary relationship between the two documents is 

strikingly restricted to that tractate.8 Outside the Two 

Ways tractate there is no demonstrable contact between 

Barnabas and the Didache (because the only parallel 

worth considering,9 Barn. 4:.9/Did. 16.2, can rest on 

common oral tradition: see below, in the commentary at 

16.2). This in itself makes the model of a common 

dependence of Barnabas and the Didache on a third 

entity the most plausible solution. Further indications of 

the existence of such a source will appear in the course 

of the following presentation. 

2. Much closer to the Didache text of the tractate on 

the Two Ways than Barnabas is the text of the Doctrina 

apostolorum. There are two manuscripts of this writing 

(thus far found only in Latin): one is complete (Cod. lat. 

Monac. 6264,10 11th century, in the Bavarian 

Staatsbibliothek in Munich, fol. 102b-103b) and was 

edited by Joseph Schlecht.11 The other is incomplete, 

containing the text only as far as 2.612 (Cod. Mellic. 

597,13 9th century [?], Melk, Stiftsbibliothek, fol. 115b). 

It was most recently edited by Kurt Niederwimmer.14 

The two manuscripts appear to go back to a common 

archetype. Doctrina apostolorum follows the Two Ways 

tractate of the Didache very differently from the way 

Barnabas does. It is sometimes so close that, at first, it 

was thought that Doctrina apostolorum was the (or a) 

Latin translation of the Didache, or at least of its first sec¬ 

tion.15 This opinion is very improbable, however, not 

only because of the deviations of Doctrina apostolorum 

from the Didache parallels, which remain striking,16 but 

primarily because Doctrina apostolorum contains only the 

Two Ways tractate (and omits from it the sectio evan- 

gelica). Again, it is the more probable supposition that 

Doctrina apostolorum and Didache 1-6 are dependent on a 

/ 

10 

11 

12 

13 
14 

ever, the only passage that can be seriously consid¬ 

ered is Barn. 4.9/Did. 16.2. 

Formerly labeled frising 64. 

Schlecht, Doctrina, 101-4. In an appendix, Schlecht 

included photographic plates of the ms. which he 

discovered in 1900. 

The ms. ends with Nec conten ... on the last page of 

the codex. The rest of the codex has been lost. 

(Vokes is incorrect in writing, “Von Gebhardt’s frag¬ 

ment is merely a short extract” [Riddle, 17].) 

Naturally, there is no parallel text to Did. 1.3b—2.1 

in Codex Mellicensis, any more than in Codex 

Monacensis. That is, however, not a gap in the tradi¬ 

tion; it appears that the sectio evangelica was never 

part of the Doctrina apostolorum. 

Formerly labeled Q 52 or 914. 

Kurt Niederwimmer, “Doctrina apostolorum (Cod. 

Mellic. 597),” in Hans Christoph Schmidt-Lauber, 

ed., Theologia scientia eminens practica; F. Zerbst zum 

70. Geburtstag (Vienna, Freiburg, and Basel: Herder, 

1979) 266-72. For the history of the discovery of 

the Melk fragment of the Doctrina apostolorum (B. 

Pez or O. von Gebhardt and F. X. Funk) and a 

description of the ms., see pp. 266-67. In research 

on the Didache, Codex Monacensis bears the symbol 

f (f1 for corrections by a first hand, f2 for correc¬ 

tions by a second hand, fs for corrections by a third 

hand); Codex Mellicensis bears the symbol g (g1 for 

corrections by a first hand). Important for the lan¬ 

guage and text of the two mss. is Leo Wohleb, Die 

lateinische Ubersetzung der Didache kritisch und sprach- 

lich untersucht (SGKA 7.1; Paderborn: Schoningh, 

1913; repr. New York: Johnson, 1967). 

Thus, e.g., Funk; cf. his Abhandlungen, 2.109; 

Streeter, “Much-Belaboured Didache,” 360-74, in 

which he writes that Doctrina apostolorum is nothing 

but the Latin version of the Didache, although the 

translator simply omitted chaps. 7-16 because of 

the changed state of canon law (p. 374). This may 

be the writing to which Rufinus refers as “Duae 

viae.” For Muilenburg and Vokes, see below. 

Examples: at 1.1 after viae duae sunt add in saeculo; 

and after mortis add lucis et tenebrarum, in his consti- 

tuti sunt angeli duo, unus aequitatis, alter iniquitatis 

(for this, cf. Barn. 18.1c). At the end of 1.3: interpre- 

tatio autem horum verborum haec est fits well before 

2.2: Non moechaberis . . . , while the Didachist’s 

bevrepu be evroX-q r-qg bibaxqg [Did. 2.1) is obvi¬ 

ously secondary. At 4.8c omnibus enim ... is proba¬ 

bly in the right place, and was removed by the 

Didachist to avoid a repetition (1.5). Especially strik¬ 

ing are the differences between the Didache and 

Doctrina apostolorum in the catalog of vices in the 

“way of death” (5.1). The hypothesis of multiple ver¬ 

sions is badly hampered by the absence of the sectio 

evangelica in Doctrina apostolorum. These indications 

speak clearly against the idea that Doctrina apostolo¬ 

rum is only the Latin translation of the Didache. On 

the double conclusion of Doctrina apostolorum, see 

below. 
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common tradition. In that case, Doctrina apostolorum 

appears to be an independent writing, or better, the 

Latin translation (made in antiquity) of a Greek original 

containing nothing but the Two Ways tractate.17 The 

Greek original has been lost.18 Whether the Greek origi¬ 

nal was already entitled 5l8qlxV airooToAon', or 

whether that title was first given to the Latin translation 

(as [de] doctrina apostolorum)19 is a point deserving fur¬ 

ther consideration.20 

3. The Two Ways tractate in the so-called Apostolic 

Church Order or Canons of the Apostles (Can. 4.1—13.4 or 

14)21 would be related to the text of the Didache in some¬ 

what similar fashion, if it were not that the tractate is 

here attributed to the words of individual apostles (cer¬ 

tainly a later stylization of the material).22 Remarkably 

enough, however, the quotation from the Two Ways trac¬ 

tate extends at first only as far as 13.4 (cf. Did. 4.8), ttoow 

paAAov ev roiq ^vr\Tolq. The rest of the “way of life” 

(with the exception of Did. 4.13b, for which see immedi¬ 

ately below), and the whole “way of death” have not 

been incorporated into the canon. (Something from the 

epilogue to the tractate, which is absent in the Didache, 

could be concealed in 14.3a: see below. The expression 

in 14.3b, pvAa^ecq a TrapeAafieq juqre Trpoodelq ppre 

vipaipwv [“You shall keep what you have received, with¬ 

out adding or subtracting anything”] is reminiscent of 

Did. 4.13.) It is tempting to see the text as dependent on 

the Didache,23 the more so as Can. 12.3 includes the 

expression t)%lu>0€P not dodrjvou TrvevpaTiKRV TpcHppv 

K<xi ttotop kocl focx)v a'iWVLOV (“He graced you with spiri- 

17 Those (e.g., Muilenburg) who derive the Two Ways 

tractate from Barnabas, and consider Doctrina apos¬ 

tolorum the Latin translation of the Didache, typi¬ 

cally get into serious difficulties. They must explain 

not only the (in this case) “epitomatic” character of 

Doctrina apostolorum, but also its occasional resem¬ 

blance to Barnabas (against the Didache). But how? 

“The Latin version of the Teaching of the Twelve 

Apostles shows clear traces of familiarity with the 

Epistle of Barnabas” (Muilenburg, Literary Relations, 

27; cf. 45). This, and the homiletic context of the 

tradition, “supports the belief that the Latin version 

is in actuality a homiletical extract and not a true 

copy or translation of an original Two Ways 

Teaching” (ibid., 42). Cf. 45: “The homiletic charac¬ 

ter of the Latin version. . . .” Cf. earlier Robinson, 

Didache, 73-83; and thereafter Vokes, Riddle, 17-21, 

and passim (the Latin version is simply a homiletic 

extract and corrected the Didache by using 

Barnabas). 

18 For the type of Latin translation, see the general 

opinion of Giet, L’Enigme, 118. But his supposition 

that there were two stages of translation remains 

arbitrary. 

19 Doctrina apostolorum g: de doctrina apostolorum f. The 

title in g may be the more original. 

20 For more on this, see below. 

21 On this writing, see above. 

22 Can. 4 (John) = Did. 1.1-1,2b. 

Can. 5 (Matthew) = Did. 1.2c; 3a. 

Can. 6 (Peter) = Did. 2.2-7. 

Can. 7 (Andrew) = Did. 3.1-2. 

Can. 8 (Philip) = Did. 3.3a. (This canon inserts a 

rather long excursus on the key word emBopiot.) 

Can. 9 (Simon) = Did. 3.3b. 

Can. 10 (James) = Did. 3.4. 

Can. 11 (Nathanael) = Did. 3.5-10. 

Can. 12 (Thomas) = Did. 4.1-2. (This canon again 

inserts a short excursus.) 

Can. 13 (Cephas [!]) = Did. 4.3-8. 

On Can. 14 (Bartholomew), see below. 

The rest of the text is also attributed to apostles, 

but the material is no longer taken from the Two 

Ways tractate. On the list of apostles, see below. 

23 Thus Bryennios, Aibaxp, and o' (dependent on 

Barnabas, Didache, Apostolic Constitutions, and oth¬ 

ers); Schaff, Church Manual, 19, 127-32 (dependent 

on Didache); Vokes, Riddle, 72, and passim (depen¬ 

dent on Didache and Barnabas); Barnard, “Later 

Flistory,” 103-4 (Duae viae, Barnabas, and Didache); 

for Harnack and Wengst, see below. 

24 pplp be exotpioa TrvevpaTiKpv Tpoippp kocl ttotop 

kcu fapp aiuPLOP bia too Troabog oov. Did. 10.3c 

and Canons, would show that its author also knows 

the second part of the Didache, and this would sup¬ 

port the idea of literary dependence in the first 

part. Cf. Harnack, “Prolegomena,” 210-11 n. 34. 

(Harnack supported, on pp. 210-11, the opinion 

that the Canons of the Apostles was dependent on the 

Didache and Barnabas.) Of course, Harnack wished 

to establish dependence not only on Did. 10.3 but 

also on 13.1-2. In Apostellehre, 31-32, he attempted 

to understand the whole complex in light of his 

hypothesis of a basic document (see below), and this 

led him to a singular variant on this hypothesis. 

Against the thesis that Can. 12.3 rests on Did. 10.3 + 

13.1-2, see Ehrhard, Altchristliche Litteratur, 57. 

25 Kraft (Didache, 10) complicates the matter: “Most 

witnesses also include brief verbal parallels to 

Didache 10.3b and 13.1/2 (?) in the expansion which 

follows the admonitions of Didache 4.2, but this 

material is not extensive enough to encourage the 

belief that our full Didache was used for the Two 

Ways of CO [= Apostolic Church Order]. Rather, CO 
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tual food and drink and eternal life”), which is reminis¬ 

cent of Did. 10.3.24 One must admit that this is a relative¬ 

ly strong argument. Still, while noting that this is a 

liturgical expression that the Canons did not necessarily 

derive from the Didache, 1 wish to maintain the hypothe¬ 

sis that the text also received the tractate not directly 

from the Didache but from a tradition common to it and 

to the author of the Didache.25 The same will apply, con¬ 

sequently, to the Epitome, which stands in a literary rela¬ 

tionship to the Canons 26 Here again, the material of the 

tractate is attributed to apostles (eleven in number),27 

and this time the whole “way of life” is written out (but 

the “way of death” is again absent).28 In making a deci¬ 

sion about dependence on an independent Two Ways 

tractate, one should not be led astray by the expression 

p^Lwoe oe 8C avrov bo’dpvac TrvevpartKpv rpoippv nod 

fapv aiuviov (Epit. 9), which appears again here, some¬ 

what shortened.29 

In his investigation of the relations existing here, 

Wengst reached a different result.30 He discusses 

(Didache, 10) the deviations between Epitome 9 and 

Canons 12, referring first to the passage c/cfrjr. be . . . 

ktA. (I add the Didache parallels): 

Epit. 9 

'EK^rpoecq 

be ainov 

Can. 12.2 

'EK$r]Tr)06iq 

be to npoouarov avrov 

Kad' rpj.epai' 

Kai rovq Xocirovq Kai rovq XoLiroiiq 

dyiovq ayLovq 

Did. 4.2 

'EK$r)Tr)oeiq 

be Kad' ppepav 

Ta npoouira rav 

dylav 

Wengst thinks that the deviations between Epitome 

and the Canons derive from an additional use of the 

Didache or its Two Ways tractate. The text of the 

Canons is said to be a combination of the “Moral 

Teaching of the Twelve Apostles” and the Didache. 

But Barn. 19.10 offers something similar: 

Kai €nt;r)Tr)06Lq 

nad' enaoTiqv ppepav 

to. irpoouTra rcov ayLuv 

In my opinion, it is not the text of the Canons but that 

of Epitome that requires explanation. It rests simply on 

an abbreviation of the source of its version of the 

Two Ways tractate. Wengst supposes that there is a 

similar phenomenon a little later: 

seems to have added excerpts from at least 

Barnabas and possibly the Didache to the Dctr-like 

form of the Two Ways on which it is based.” 

26 On this document, see below. 

27 Epit. 1 (John) = Did. 1.1-2b. 

Epit. 2 (Matthew) = Did. 1.2c. 

Epit. 3 (Peter) = Did. 2.2-7. 

Epit. 4 (Andrew) = Did. 3.1-2. 

Epit. 5 (Philip) = Did. 3.3a (without the excursus 

found at this point in the Canons). 

Epit. 6 (Simon) = Did. 3.3b. 

Epit. 7 (James) = Did. 3.4. 

Epit. 8 (Nathanael) = Did. 3.5-10. 

Epit. 9 (Thomas) = Did. 4.1-2. 

Epit. 10 (Cephas [!]) = Did. 4.3-4, 6, 8. 

Epit. 11 (Bartholomew) = Did. 4.9, 14a, 13a, 14b, 12, 

13b, 14c [sic]. 

For this list of eleven apostles, cf. Giet, L’Enigme, 

122-23; and idem, “La Didache: Enseignement des 

douze Apotres?” Melto 3 (1967) 223-36. It is clear 

(1) that the distribution of the material among the 

apostles is a subsequent stylization; it is also clear 

(2) that this stylization must go back to a revision of 

the Two Ways tractate, on which both Canons and 

Epitome are dependent; the origins of the list of 

eleven aposdes (despite Giet’s investigation) 

requires a new analysis; (3) that the text attributed 

to Bartholomew is different, because Epitome con¬ 

tains the whole “way of life” (without the piece 

found in Did. 4.5, 7, 10-11), while Canons breaks off 

at Did. 4.8 and then follows immediately with the 

epilogue of the tractate (as I suspect; see above); 

(4) that the two writings (Canons and Epitome) pres¬ 

ent only the way of life from the Two Ways tractate 

(and in Canons it is already abbreviated) is connect¬ 

ed with this naive stylization in terms of utterances 

of the eleven: the text breaks off when the list has 

been exhausted (cf. Giet, “Enseignement,” 235). 

Wengst’s opinion is somewhat different (Didache, 

10): “The way of death is also omitted, probably as 

a result of the division of the material among the 

eleven apostles, who preach the way of life, not the 

way of death.” There is still another proposal in 

Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 119 n. 1. 

28 That in Epitome the stylization of the material of 

Did. 3.1-6 in “teknon sayings” is lacking is not some¬ 

thing that I consider a sign of greater originality 

with respect to the Canons (where it is present). I 

think that it was available to the author of the 

Epitome, but that it was removed in the course of the 

development of the fiction. 

29 Schermann attributed excessive significance to what 

he called the “X recension” of the two ways, and 

turned the genealogy of the tradition on its head 

(Elfapostelmoral, 18-23, 80-88). 

30 Wengst, Didache, 7-14, esp. 10-11. 
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Epit. 9 (end) 

O yap KvpLoq 

ijfiuae ae 

bdavrov 

bodf/va l 

■nvevpaTiKrjv 

rpoippv 

Kai farjv aluviov 

Can. 12.3 

EL yap 6 Kvpiog 

8l ' avTov 

r]fcccoev aoi 

bodrjvai 

TTVeVpaT IKT)V 

Tpo<pr)v 

Kal KOTOV 

Kai far)v aluvcov 

Did. 10.3 (end) 

i)plv be 

eyapLoa 

■KvevpaTLKpv 

Tpo<pi)v 

Kal KOTOV 

Kal farjv alwviov 

This is the passage already mentioned above. 

According to Wengst, the added Kal itotov in Canon 

12 should suggest that the Canons is additionally 

dependent on the Didache (Didache, 11). But if the 

Didache is already supposed to be in use (which I, 

nota bene, do not believe), it is much more inviting to 

suppose that both versions (Canons and Epitome) used 

the Didache, or (better) that their common source 

used the Didache,31 and that Kal kotov in the Epitome 

has (for unknown reasons) been omitted. The two 

conditions for supposing independence of the Canons 

from the Didache, as proposed by Wengst (Didache, 

11) are that the Didachist “reproduced his source 

word for word” and the Canons used “exactly the 

same source as the Didachist.” In my opinion, these 

should be distinguished. The Didachist was fairly 

faithful in copying his source, but I do not believe 

that he used exactly the same source as did the 

Canons. What he had as a source was similar to that 

used by the Canons, because the relationship between 

the Didache and the Canons is not so exclusive as 

Wengst’s reasoning implies.32 This is evident espe¬ 

cially in the passages where the Canons (and Epitome) 

agree with Barnabas against the Didache. (These will 

be discussed below.)33 In my opinion, this phenome¬ 

non suggests a different genealogical relationship 

among these writings. In sum, despite Wengst’s objec¬ 

tions, I wish to maintain the hypothesis that the 

Canons was not influenced by the Didache. 

(4) In the Arabic Life of Shenoute of Atripe34 the intro¬ 

duction to the speech of Visa (in Amelineau, 291, 11. 6ff.) 

is followed by a didactic section having the character of 

a set of rules: in content, it is nothing but a (fairly late) 

version of the Two Ways tractate. We are no longer sur¬ 

prised to discover that the sectio evangelica is missing. 

Otherwise, the tractate reappears with numerous alter¬ 

ations, including the 65og tou davarov (which, however, 

is treated very cursorily).35 It is interesting that the shap¬ 

ing of the material into teknon sayings does not begin 

with the section corresponding to Did. 3.1-6, but 

already in that corresponding to Did. 2.6 (and extends 

past Did. 3.6). There can probably be no question of the 

author’s knowing the whole Didache.36 

(5) Finally, I should mention two texts with a mutual 

literary relationship: Ps.-Athanasius Syntagma doctrinae 

(ed. Batiffol), and Fides patrum (ed. Batiffol; also PG 

28.1637-43).37 As regards the Fides patrum, the quota¬ 

tions or allusions to the Two Ways tractate begin only in 

the second part of the writing, from chap. 3 (Batiffol), 

equivalent to PG 28.1639C. The literary relationship of 

the two writings to one another seems to be best under¬ 

stood if we suppose that the Fides patrum (in its second 

part) draws either on the Syntagma doctrinae38 or on a 

source common to both.39 This whole question (includ- 

31 It is true that Wengst himself (Didache, 11) raises the 

objection that this could also be a tradition “from 

which the compiler acquired knowledge by other 

means as well.” But for him this objection is not 

conclusive in light of the considerations that follow. 

32 Wengst himself (Didache, 10 n. 24) mentions “four 

exceptions,” where the Canons and Epitome agree 

against the Didache. 

33 Wengst supposes (Didache, 10 n. 23) that the Canons 

used Barnabas, but does not wish to explain Can. 

12.1 (dyaKpoeLc; aq Kopr]v 6<pi)aAp.ov oou; cf. Epit. 9 

and Barn. 19.9) by dependence on Barnabas. In¬ 

stead, he explains it as showing dependence on the 

Two Ways tractate, because according to Wengst the 

Canons is dependent on Barnabas, but Epitome is not. 

34 See above. 

35 Striking here is the absence of the material con¬ 

tained in Did. 4.9-14. 

36 H. Benigni attempted to derive the material from 

the Didache, but from a recension of the writing 

that would have been available to the Canons as well 

(“Didache copdca: ‘Duarum viarum’ recensio cop- 

tica monastica, Shenudii homiliis attributa, per 

arabicam versionem superstes,” Bessarione 3 [1898] 

326). According to Vokes (Riddle, 72) the use of the 

Two Ways tractate stems from the Didache, with the 

author assimilating Did. 1.2 to Barnabas and the 

Gospels. Barnard (“Later History,” 104-5) writes 

that Didache and the Canons may have been used in 

addition to the Two Ways tractate. “The ‘Two Ways’ 

known to Schnudi was probably the Greek Original 

of the Doctrina” (p. 105). 

37 On these two writings, see above. 

38 Cf. Connolly, “Use of the Didache,” 156; Vokes, 

Riddle, 72; Barnard, “Later History,” 105. 

39 Thus Harnack, Apostellehre, 28. Pierre Batiffol writes 
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ing the relationship of the Coptic version of the Fides 

patrum to the other documents) requires a new investiga¬ 

tion. Quotations from the Two Ways tractate are distrib¬ 

uted throughout both documents: 

Synt. doctr. 1.4 = Fides patr. 3 (1639C): cf. Did. 1.2. 

Synt. doctr. 1.5 = Fides patr. 3 (1639C): cf. Did. 2.2. 

Synt. doctr. 1.9 = Fides patr. 4 (1639D): cf. Did. 2.4; 

3.5, 6. 

Synt. doctr. 2.4 = Fides patr. 5 (1640A): cf. Did. 2.2. 

Synt. doctr. 2.5 = Fides patr. 5 (1640A): cf. Did. 3.4. 

Synt. doctr. 3.1 = Fides patr. 7 (1641B): cf. Did. 3.5. 

Synt. doctr. 4.1 = Fides patr. 8 (1641D):40 cf. Did. 3.8. 

Add to these Fides patr. 3 (1639C): cf. Did. 6.1 (lacking 

a parallel in Syntagma doctrinae). All these passages have 

their parallels only in the Two Ways tractate of the 

Didache,41 and quotations from the sectio evangelica are 

(of course) absent.42 All other parallels, which would 

indicate knowledge of later passages in the Didache (and 

thus knowledge of the Didache itself) are questionable: 

Synt. doctr. 2.10 (cf. Fides patr. 6 [1640B]) knows of fast¬ 

ing on Wednesdays and Fridays, but it cannot be proved 

that the passage is borrowed from Did. 8.1. Synt. doctr. 

3.2, eav rexvotq M ^XwaiV duayKa^ovrat npayptaTev- 

eofioti (cf. Fides patr. 7 [164 IB]), can, but need not, stem 

from Did. 42.4. Synt. doctr. 3.10 (cf. Fides patr. 7 [1641C]) 

can scarcely come from Did. 13.3, no more than Synt. 

doctr 6.4 (cf. Fides patr. 10 [1642D]) can come from Did. 

12.4. For Synt. doctr. 6.6 (cf. Fides patr. 10 [1642D]) as 

well, dependence on Did. 13.3 cannot be demonstrated 

with certainty.43 The result is that these two writings 

have a secure relationship only to the Two Ways sec¬ 

tion.44 The corresponding items probably do not go 

back to the Didache,45 but to the independent Two Ways 

tractate in one of its forms.46 

b. Further Details on the Hypothesis of an Independent 

"Ways" Tractate 

In the preceding section, we have discussed the relation¬ 

ship between the Two Ways portion of the Didache and 

similar passages in Barnabas, Doctrina apostolorum, the 

Canons of the Apostles, Epitome, the Life of Shenoute, 

Syntagma doctrinae, and Fides patrum. We could not 

emerge from this without positing the idea of an inde¬ 

pendent tractate de duabus viis, a tractate handed on in 

different versions and used as a source in various ways. 

This model of interpretation (sometimes called the 

“basic document hypothesis”) appeared early in the his¬ 

tory of Didache research, was presented in the widest 

variety of versions, and dominates research today 

(although the more precise genealogical relationships 

are differently described).47 I cannot enter into detail on 

these kinds of differences and nuances here. I will 

restrict myself to a description of what, in light of the 

history of research, appears to me most probable. 

that the two versions of the Fides patrum (Greek and 

Coptic) go back, independently of one another, to 

the same source, from which the Syntagma doctrinae 

also derives (“Le Syntagma Doctrinae dit de Saint 

Athanase,” in idem, ed., Studia Patristica [Etudes 

d’ancienne litterature chretienne, fasc. 2; Paris: 

Leroux, 1890] 135). 

40 Synt. doctr. 4.1 and Fides patr. 8 (1641D) read (with 

Didache and against Barnabas, Canons, Epitome', 

Doctrina apostolorum: omnia verba) dca ttarrog. One 

would strike this expression in Didache if it were not 

found in Syntagma doctrinae and Fides patrum. Const. 

2.1.5 probably reads thus (it is uncertain whether 

the source, the Didascalia apostolorum, also had this 

reading); in 7.8.3 (from the Didache), 8loc -navroq is 

absent. 

41 In fact, in Syntagma doctrinae only from the begin¬ 

ning of the Two Ways tractate (analogous to Didache 

1-3). 
42 Differently Dix (“Didache,” 247), who sees Did. 1.5a 

quoted in Synt. doctr. 3.8-9. 

43 Dependence of Syntagma doctrinae and Fides patrum 

on the Didache is advocated by Edgar Hennecke, 

“Die Grundschrift der Didache und ihre Recensi- 

onen,” ZNW 2 (1901) 59 n. 3, and passim; Muilen- 

burg, Literary Relations, 39; Vokes, Riddle, 72-73 

(with complicated demonstrations); Dix, “Didache,” 

246-47; Barnard, “Later History,” 105, suggested 

both dependence on the Duae viae and on the 

Didache and Canons. 

44 Goodspeed, “Doctrina,” 233. 

45 Giet (L’Enigme, 146-47, 150) differs, and gives a 

complicated and quite arbitrary hypothesis. 

46 Interesting is Synt. doctr. 1.6, a reminiscence of the 

James clauses; cf. Fides patr. 3 (1639C). 

47 This model of interpretation stems from the very 

earliest period of research. Ehrhard (Altchristliche 

Litteratur, 53) formulated it this way: “The first part, 

the description of the two ways, is Jewish in origin 

and may have been formulated even before Christ 

as a catechism for proselytes.” (The description of 

the source as a catechism for proselytes is not, how¬ 

ever, shared by all defenders of this hypothesis.) On 

p. 54, Ehrhard also names the earliest representa¬ 

tives of this opinion. Its principal founder (after 

some precursors) was Taylor, “Early Jewish Manual 
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1. The different versions of the tractate go back to an 

originally Jewish basic model, which began as a pre- 

Christian, Jewish tractate on the Two Ways48 and whose 

original wording can no longer be restored in detail on 

the basis of the related material.49 One of these versions 

also served the Didachist as a source. In any case, this 

hypothesis enables us to place the temporal origins of 

the Jewish tractate in the first century; the preliminary 

literary forms are still older and go back to pre-Christian 

times.50 

2. The Jewish character of the original Two Ways trac¬ 

tate was noted very early51 and in recent times has been 

given additional support as a result of the discovery of 

the Qumran texts, especially the analogy to IQS 3.18— 

4.26. It is characteristic of the special form in which the 

motif of the “ways” appears in the tractate that the near¬ 

est parallels are to be found in Jewish and Jewish- 

Christian texts: IQS 3.18—4.26; T. Ash. 1:3-5; Ps.-Clem. 

Horn. 7.3.3-5 (GCS 1.117-18); 7.1-2 (GCS 1.119). I will 

say more in detail about this below. In explicating the 

details of the tractate as a whole, one encounters an Old 

Testament-Jewish milieu at every turn; in the earlier pas- 

of Two Ways,” in Teaching, 18-23. The model was 

then developed primarily by Harnack (Apostellehre, 

14, 25-34), although he originally had a different 

opinion. While other scholars were critical, the 

model received a particularly sustained attack in the 

early period from Franz Xaver Funk (“Zur Apostel¬ 

lehre und apostolischen Kirchenordnung,” ThQ_ 69 

[1887] 281-89; idem, Abhandlungen, 2.137-41). For 

the deliberations on this question until 1900, see 

Ehrhard, Altchristliche Litteratur, 53-58. Important 

opponents of the hypothesis of a basic document at 

a later period were Robinson (Didache, 70-83, 120, 

146), Muilenburg (Literary Relations, 41-44, and 

passim), and Vokes (Riddle, 31-51, and frequently). 

Later adherents of the basic document hypothesis 

included, e.g., Drews, “Untersuchungen,” 54, and 

passim; J. Vernon Bartlet, “The Didache Recon¬ 

sidered, ”JTS 22 [1921] 243-46; MacLean, “Intro¬ 

duction,” viii ff.; Creed, “Didache,” 377-79. In 

recent research there are Goodspeed, “Doctrina,” 

230-47; Altaner, “Doctrina,” 335-42; Richardson, 

“Teaching,” 161-79, esp. 162; Audet, Didache, 

122-63; Basil C. Butler, “The ‘Two Ways’ in the 

Didache,’’/TS, n.s. 12 (1961) 27-38; Kraft, Didache, 

4-16; Barnard, “Later History,” 97-99; Adam, 

“Herkunft,” 53-54; Giet, L’Enigme, 39-55, and pas¬ 

sim; Suggs, “Two Ways Tradition,” 62-63; Rordorf 

and Tuilier, Doctrine, 22-34, esp. 28; Wengst, 

Didache, 20-23. 

48 Nevertheless, the interpretative model also has 

some variants that accept the Two Ways tractate as 

very probably an independent source for the 

Didache, but regard the hypothesis of the originally 

Jewish character of the source document as not com¬ 

pelling, or reject it outright: Hennecke, “Grund- 

schrift,” 61; Goodspeed, “Doctrina,” 236-37. These 

objections have been eliminated by IQS 3.18—4.26, 

because there we find a preliminary Jewish form 

constituting a literary analogy to the Two Ways 

tractate. 

49 I consider Harnack’s attempt to restore the source 

(Apostellehre, 57-65) a failure. The attempts by Klaus 

Wengst (Tradition und Theologie des Barnabasbrief 

[AKG 42; Berlin and New York: de Gruyter, 1971] 

65-66) are also problematic. 

50 We may also suppose an oral tradition of the Two 

Ways teaching before and alongside the literary 

tradition, but it cannot be reconstructed. What we 

have to trace here is the reconstruction of the liter¬ 

ary tradition. In this connection it is appropriate to 

recall the attempts of Alfred Seeberg (cf. Der Kate- 

chismus der Urchristenheit [TB 26; 1903, repr. 

Munich: Kaiser, 1966]; Die beiden Wege und das 

Aposteldekret [Leipzig: Deichert, 1906]; Die Didache 

des Judentums und der Urchristenheit [Leipzig: 

Deichert, 1908). Seeberg made a number of 

attempts to reconstruct an orally transmitted, origi¬ 

nally Jewish catechism schema (sometimes called 

“proselyte catechism”: Wege, 47 n. 3) with a more or 

less fixed body of teaching. He posited that this 

was, in turn, taken over by the Christian tradition 

(with appropriate modifications). He also asso¬ 

ciated the Two Ways teaching with this schema in 

various ways: it was to be understood as part of this 

catechetical schema. For an evaluation and critique 

of Seeberg’s overall conception, see Ferdinand 

Hahn’s introduction to the reprinting of Der 

Katechismus (esp. xxi-xxii and xxiv-v). As far as our 

subject is concerned, we may say that it is very 

doubtful whether there ever was such a generally 

circulating and more or less fixed catechism schema 

in Judaism, containing various teachings including 

the Two Ways doctrine, and the attempt to bring 

this into a relationship with the Two Ways teaching 

(or ultimately the whole Didache) remains corre¬ 

spondingly dubious (quite apart from the question¬ 

able character of many details in the whole 

description). In a broader sense, the proposals of 

Gottlieb Klein in Der alteste christliche Katechismus 

und die judische Propaganda-Literatur (Berlin: Reimer, 

1909) belong here. Klein constructed a separate, 

orally transmitted tradition, part of which was the 

“Ur-Didache.” 

51 Harris (Teaching, 91) and Muilenburg (Literary 
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sages especially, parallels to Ps. -Phocylides play a certain 

role.52 In the teknon sayings (which, however, I consider 

an outgrowth of the original tractate) we encounter 

Jewish sapiential thought. At no point does the original 

tractate speak of Jesus53 (the sectio evangelica of the 

Didache is excluded). Nowhere do we encounter the 

christological or soteriological kerygma of passion, res¬ 

urrection, and return.54 Finally, it is characteristic that 

the typically Christian text of Did. 1.3b—2.1 is absent 

from the Two Ways tractate in Barnabas, Doctrina apos- 

tolorum, the Canons of the Apostles, Epitome, Life of 

Shenoute, Syntagma doctrinae, and Fides patrum.55 That is, 

as far as the source, the Two Ways tractate, is concerned, 

we are dealing in the first instance with a purely Jewish 

text. It probably belonged within the broader context of 

the community rules of Jewish religious communities 

(as did IQS, lQSa in Qumran).56 The often expressed 

idea that the document was a “proselyte catechism”57 is 

Relations, 107-8) objected that chaps. 7-16 also 

have a strongly Jewish coloration. But such ajudg- 

ment overlooks a characteristic difference: the Two 

Ways tractate is Jewish in substance, and was later 

superficially Christianized; chaps. 7-16 are not a 

unit, but are shaped on the whole by Jewish- 

Christian tradition that was then redacted by the 

author. 

52 The text of Sib. Or. 2.56-148, parallel to Ps.-Phocyl. 

5-79, in the ms. group p, entered the Sibylline 

Oracles only at a late period (when there were addi¬ 

tions and expansions during the Christian era): see 

van der Horst, Sentences, 84-85; Nikolaus Walter, 

“Pseudo Phokylides,” in Ernst Vogt and Nikolaus 

/ Walter, Poetische Schriften (JSHRZ 4, 3; Giitersloh: 

Mohn, 1983) 186-87. I will therefore cite the paral¬ 

lels in parentheses. The discovery of the Didache 

“constituted a turning-point in the research on Ps- 

Phoc.” (van der Horst, Sentences, 14). It should be 

noted marginally that the parallels in the moral 

instructions of the Philadelphia stele (11. 12-50; cf. 

SIG 3.985, pp. 116-18; and the table in Weinreich, 

Privatheiligtum in Philadelphia, 59) should not con¬ 

fuse the assessment of the Jewish character of the 

Two Ways tractate. In addition, it appears to me 

that Jewish influence on the section of the stele in 

question cannot be excluded. 

53 Kyrios {Did. 4.1) probably refers to Jesus, but that is 

not the oldest text of the tractate. See below at 4.1c, 

and the following footnote. 

54 The double love commandment (Doctr. 1.2; Did. 1.2; 

Can. 4.2-3; Epit. 1), typically lacking in Barnabas, 

probably goes back to the later Christianizing of the 

Jewish source. On this, see below. Does the passage 

about the Spirit in Doctr. 4.10 and Did. 4.10 (cf. 

Barn. 19.7c) presuppose Christian editing? I think it 

does. Doctr. 4.1c; Did. 4.1c; Can. 12.1 is uncertain. 

(The corresponding parallel in Epit. 9 is Chris¬ 

tianized, but it is a subsequent clarification.) 

Uncertain also is Did. 4.1b par. In both cases, I sup¬ 

pose that there has been some Christianizing. !E'v 

eKKArjoia in Did. 4.14 is probably an addition by the 

Didachist (and is absent in Barnabas, Doctrina apos- 

tolorum, and Epitome). We see that the Jewish source 

has been revised (hesitantly at first, and then more 

extensively). 

55 In the Apostolic Constitutions it is traceable to the 

Didache. The three principal arguments for suppos¬ 

ing an originally altogether Jewish source (the 

numerous parallels in the Jewish milieu, the 

absence of anything specifically Christian, and the 

absence of the sectio evangelica in the parallel texts) 

were listed already by Ehrhard, Altchristliche 

Litteratur, 54. 

56 Suggs (“Two Ways Tradition,” 68) says that IQS 

3.18—4.26 is “a kind of homiletic exhortation con¬ 

cerned with group identity,” and that T. Ash. 2 is a 

“school discourse in the interest of ethical instruc¬ 

tion.” The Sitz im Leben of the Two Ways teaching 

in Barnabas seems identical with that of the analo¬ 

gous teaching in IQS, “an instrument of group 

identity. ... an initiatory setting.” The same is said 

to be true also of the Doctrina apostolorum (p. 71). 

The Two Ways tractate in the Didache is also said to 

be initiatory (p. 72). “In early Christianity the Two 

Spirits/Ways form had its primary (but not exclu¬ 

sive) Sitz in relation to initiation” (p. 72). Klaus 

Berger wishes to assign Didache 1-6 (i.e., the Two 

Ways tractate) to the genre of npoTpenTLKoq Aoyoq. 

Typical of this genre, according to Berger 

(“Hellenistische Gattungen,” 1139), is also chap. 6. 

“The frame corresponds to that of a protreptikos, 

and its filling out with a ‘way of life’ is parenesis 

(hypothetikos)." 

57 Cf. n. 47 above. In addition: Harnack, Apostellehre, 

14, 29-30; Drews, “Untersuchungen,” 54 (there is “a 

Jewish proselyte catechism at the basis” of the “Ur- 

Didache,” and Paul knew it in a similarly “Chris¬ 

tianized form”). The proposals in Adam, 

“Herkunft,” again go especially far: “The Two Ways 

teaching could have originated in the Judaism of 

Adiabene as a handbook for the instruction of cate¬ 

chumens” (pp. 53-54). At p. 53 n. 97, Adam sug¬ 

gests that the Ananias known from Josephus Ant. 
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Table 3 Table 3a 

Can. 12.1 (cf. Epit. 9) Barn. 19.9, 10 Did. 4.1 (cf. Doctr. 4.1) Can. 14 Barn. 21.2c-4, 6a 

tov XaXovvra ooi tov XaXovvToq oot \ 

tov Xoyov TOV $€OU tov Xoyov tov Beov& (1) oog an Kaupog eon 

Kal itapaiTLov oot Kac ovk hxere (2c) exere 

ytvopevov rfjq farjq eiq ovq epya^eode pev eavTtcv, 

Kal bovra oot ped’ eavTuv, eiq ovq epya^eade to 

Tpv ev Kvpiu KaXov 

otppayiba pr) eKX'nrpTe pr) eXXeltrr\Te. 

dyaTnjoetq1 ayairrjoeLg ev ppbevL, 

<hq Koppv cog KOpr]V TOV e^ovoLav eav exVTe. 

dipfiaXpov oov, d<p$aApov oov (2) Eyyvq yap (3) eyyvq 

7ravra tov XaXovvra r) ppepa KvpLov rj ppepa, 

oot tov Xoyov 4 ev f] ovvaTcoXelTai ev T) avvartoXelTat 

Kvpiov. - Ttavra ovv r<5 irovripw- ttavTa Tbi Ttovr)pq- 

pvri<rdf)ori be2 pvpoxdpa-Q ppepav pvr\o'df)0"Q r/|€i yap 6 Kvptoq. eyyvq 6 Kvpcoq 

avrov Kpioeoiq Kal 6 pi<rdbq avrov. Kal b pioftoq avrov. 

vvktci kal ppepav,3 WKToq nai ppepaq WKToq Kai rjpepaq. (3) (4) ctl Kal £tl epoirdi vpaq- 

Ttpfioetq* avrov Tipr/oeiq be ocvtov 'Eavrav yivea'&e vopofterai, eavrav ylveode vopoderai 

uq TOV5 KVpLOV. coq KVpLOV. dya&ol, 

eavrav ylveode ovpfiovXoi eavruiv pev ere ovpfiovXoi 

1 Epitome adds avrov. 

2 Epitome omits be. 

3 Epitome: WKToq k. ppepaq. 

4 Epitome adds be. 

5 Epitome omits tov. 

6 Doctrina: domini dei. 

ayadol, 

deobibaKTOL- 

[ywAdijcig a rrapeXafieq 

ppre itpoa§elq 

ppre ixpaipav 

Cf. Epit. 11 (end)] 

TTLOTOL . . . 

(6a) ylveode be fteobibaKTOi . 

Cf. Barn. 19.11b; 

Did. 4.13b; 

Doctr. 4.13b. 

dubious.58 In its original form the tractate may have had 

the function of a community rule for Jewish enthusiasts 

who gathered in the house of study59 and who encour¬ 

aged each other to mutual social support.60 Never¬ 

theless, some things point to a mission among the 

Gentiles.61 The complete absence of any ritual prescrip¬ 

tions is very striking. They were either erased by the 

Christian revisers, or (and this may be more probable) 

they had no place in the group’s moral catechism.62 

3. The original form of the Jewish tractate of which 

we have been speaking has disappeared, but it lived on 

(in a variety of modifications) in ancient Christian 

literature. The first Christians (probably Jewish Chris¬ 

tians at the outset) adopted this text and arrogated it to 

20.34-96 was its author. For Adam, the basic docu¬ 

ment of chaps. 1-6 of the Didache was, in any case, a 

Jewish proselyte catechism from Adiabene (p. 54, 

and frequently). 

58 The cautions in Rordorf and Tuilier (Doctrine, 31 n. 

5) are correct. Cf. earlier Wilhelm Michaelis, 

“o5og,” TDNT 5 (1967) 92, 99, and frequently; 

Wibbing, Tugend- und Lasterkataloge, 5-7. 

59 Wengst (Barnabasbrief 67) supposed that “the Two 

Ways teaching, like the traditions used in Barnabas 

in chaps. 2-16, may have had its Sitz im Leben in a 

school setting.” 

60 Cf. at 4.8 below. 

61 Cf. 2.2. 

62 P. Savi introduced the idea that the substance of the 

final part of the Didache (chap. 16) also came from 

the source, i.e., from the Jewish Two Ways text {La 

dottrina degli apostoli: Ricerche critiche sulV origine del 

testo con una nota intorno all’ eucaristia [1893] 55-56 

[not available to me; I quote from Ehrhard]; cf. 

Ehrhard, Altchristliche Litteratur, 51 and n. 1, as well 

as 55). This idea was frequently accepted later 

(sometimes with variations). I consider it, too, to be 

false. For this question, see the remarks below at 

16.1. I also believe that, in the course of its Chris¬ 

tianizing, the tractate acquired an (originally brief) 

eschatological epilogue. But this epilogue had its 

own history, and in any case Didache 16 does not 

come from it, but has replaced it. 

63 Goodspeed (“Doctrina,” 234) says, with reference to 

the tractate, “The evidence for its literary influence 

is much greater than is that for the influence of 

Didache.” 

64 Barnabas often has the corresponding parallels in a 

different sequence. In Barnabas, the teknon sayings 

found in the Canons and known also to the Epitome 
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themselves, and from then on it has had a historical 

impact within Christian literature.63 Whether that his¬ 

tory can still be clarified in all its details is a difficult 

question. 

One of the fundamental problems that emerges in 

this connection is as follows: the Canons of the 

Apostles/Epitome to a large extent parallel Didache/ 

Doctrina apostolorum against Barnabas.64 Nonetheless, 

the proemium to the Canons65 (xccipere uioi ktA.) 

recalls Barn. 1.1 (omitted in Didache/Doctrina)/6 Can. 

4.2, nai 5o^aaecq top XvTpwoapevov oe en -davarov 

(“You will glorify the one who has redeemed you 

from death”),67 recalls Barn. 19.2 (against Didache/ 

Doctrina, where the expression is missing);68 Can. 12.1 

(Epit. 9) contains a text that deviates from Didache/ 

Doctrina, wherein the characteristic expression cog 

Kopr\p d(pda\p,ov oov (“as the pupil of your eye”) 

again recalls Barnabas (19.9): cf. table 3. Finally, Can. 

14 (omitted in Epitome) matches Barn. 21.2c-4, 6a 

against Didache and Doctrina (cf. table 3a). 

It would be difficult to persuade oneself that Can. 

14 stems directly from Barnabas. The text in the 

Canons has a more immediate application;69 it seems 

more likely that the epilogues in Canon 14 and 

Barnabas 21 are traceable to a common source. The 

text of the Canons is probably based on the end of 

one of the recensions of the Two Ways tractate, and a 

similar recension was read by Barnabas (without 

<pvXa^etq ktA., which was not at the end of this 

author’s source, or in that used by the Canons);70 but 

Barnabas made changes and expansions. Similarly, the 

agreements between the Canons (and once Epitome as 

well) and Barnabas against Didache/Doctrina men¬ 

tioned above can scarcely be traced to a use of Bar¬ 

nabas as an additional source by the Canons, or by it 

and Epitome, or by their common source. In view of 

Can. 12.1 (Epit. 9) it is impossible to understand why 

Barnabas, of all documents, should have been used at 

this point.71 The problem, rather, is evidently that the 

Canons (and the Epitome) move largely in tandem with 

Didache/Doctrina, in both matter and structure, but in 

the rare cases mentioned above the Canons (and, in 

one instance, Epitome as well) corresponds to 

Barnabas against Didache and Doctrina. In my opinion, 

that suggests the idea that the text of the tractate for 

all four (or five) witnesses (Barnabas, Didache, 

Doctrina, the Canons, and the Epitome, or the common 

source of the last two) should ultimately be traced to 

a common primitive form (B), which was copied 

are missing (although it is true that the teknon apos¬ 

trophe is also lacking in the Epitome). That the “way 

of death” is absent from the Canons and Epitome 

(and the Canons also lacks the conclusion of the 

“way of life”) does not disprove the hypothesis of a 

close relationship between Didache/Doctrina apos¬ 

tolorum and the Canons/Epitome. The reasons for 

these omissions have been discussed above. In addi¬ 

tion, the fact that in Epit. 10-11 the material found 

in Didache 4 is in a different order does not destroy 

the above hypothesis. 

65 It was especially Hennecke (“Grundschrift,” 62-69) 

who pointed out the combination Barnabas/Canons 

against Didache/Doctrina, although he arrives at a 

different stemma by this process than I do. 

66 The corresponding material is also lacking in the 

Epitome. In addition, cf. the suggestions by Good- 

speed, “DocUina,” 232-33. According to Good- 

speed, the opening greeting in the Canons goes 

back to Barnabas. That is not true, however, of the 

remainder of the document. 

67 This expression is missing from the Epitome. 

68 That Canons, after rov itOLr\actVT<x oe, also adds e| 

oXrjq oov Kapoiaq (as does Epitome), something that 

is paralleled neither in Didache and Doctrina apostolo¬ 

rum nor in Barnabas, says nothing about the depen¬ 

dency relationships. It is a biblical reminiscence 

(very similar to Synt. doctr. 1.4 or Fides patr. 3: cf. PC, 

28.1639C). 

69 Hennecke, “Grundschrift,” 65. 

70 Didache and Doctrina apostolorum have the text in 

4.13, which I believe to be its original location. The 

redactor of the Epitome followed his source up to 

the text corresponding to Did. 4.13, and accordingly 

had (pvXa^rj be ktX. as a sensible conclusion. The 

Canons at first did not have this passage, because 

the quotation from the Two Ways tractate broke off 

for the present, at the text corresponding to Did. 

4.8. Therefore, Canons transferred an appropriate 

text to the conclusion of the epilogue. 

71 Wengst (Didache, 10 n. 23) supposes that the Canons 

knew Barnabas, while Epitome was independent of 

Barnabas. Hence the parallels in Can. 12.1 /Epit. 9 

(cf. Barn. 19.9) would come not from Barnabas but 
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directly by Barnabas,72 whereas the rest are dependent 

on an archetype (C) derived from (B), and, more pre¬ 

cisely, Didache and Doctrina are taken from a sub¬ 

archetype (C1), and the Canons and Epitome from 

another sub-archetype (C2). Using this model (for 

which, see the hypothetical stemma in table 4) as a 

working hypothesis, one can incorporate the observa¬ 

tions already made above. 

If these observations are accurate, we should pic¬ 

ture the genealogy of the Two Ways tractate more or 

less as follows: 

(a) In the beginning was a Jewish “primitive form” 

(A) that has been lost.73 Even this “primitive form” 

was not a unified composition, however, but rather a 

compilation.74 

(b) Dependent on (A) was the first Christian recen¬ 

sion (B). The Christianizing of the material in this 

first recension was probably very superficial; still, the 

redactor probably added an eschatological epilogue 

with Christian character (to replace the original, 

Jewish eschatological epilogue). Materially, this 

epilogue still forms the basis of Canon 14 and Barna¬ 

bas 21. 

(c) Dependent on this first recension is Barnabas 

18-21. The author of Barnabas sometimes copied his 

source very freely and (with some exceptions) repre¬ 

sented the order of the source less perfectly than did 

some later derivations.75 In addition, Barnabas has 

incorporated the Two Ways tractate at the end of his 

text. The introductory xatpere viol ktA. was proba¬ 

bly also something he took from his source, and he 

Table 4 

Syntagma 
doctrinae 

Anastasiana Syria 

Epitome 

from a recension of the Two Ways tractate. But is it 

not more plausible to explain the parallels between 

Canons/Epitome/Barnabas against Didache and 

Canons/Barnabas against Didache in the same way? 

72 While, at the same time (with some exceptions), he 

altered and rearranged the sequence. 

73 The reference is to the “primitive form” of the Two 

Ways tractate whose existence we have deduced, 

and to which can be traced, either directly or indi¬ 

rectly, all the filiated documents to be named. One 

can also go behind “A” to a “pattern” that would 

include IQS 3.18—4.26 and T. Ash. 1-5. Cf. 

Barnard, “Later History,” 107; Suggs, “Two Ways 

Tradition,” 62-63. 

74 It would have consisted of (1) an introduction with 

fundamental rule, (2) a list of prohibitions, (3) the 

anawim sayings, and (4) sayings regarding social 

relationships, including a household code; all these 

sections would have been redacted to form a “way 

of life,” and to them was added (5) a vice list that 

was formed into the “way of death.” The whole was 

concluded (6) with an eschatological epilogue. The 

teknon sayings were added in Christian times, even 

though materially (apart from a few additions) they 

would have been Jewish in origin. In a clever analy¬ 

sis, Audet (Didache; 308-20) has attempted to sketch 

a different primitive form. 

75 The alternative supposition that it was only the 

redactor of C who put the text in the order we find 

in Didache, etc., is not as good. The sections of the 

Two Ways tractate as they are sequenced in the 

Didache belong to different genres; that kind of 

order would scarcely be created at a subsequent 

time. On this, cf. the suggestions of Audet, Didache, 

320. Differing is, e.g., Kraft (Didache, 12), who is 

inclined to think “that the Doctrina-Didache form 
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has displaced this sentence to the beginning of his 

entire work. 

(d) More important for the subsequent history was 

a second Christian recension of the tractate (C). It 

intervened much more strongly in the tradition. This 

redactor (1) transformed the traditional basic com¬ 

mandment into a double love commandment;76 (2) 

added the teknon sayings; (3) made an additional, 

minor expansion of the text. Dependent on (C) is a 

sub-archetype (C1), characterized by the alteration of 

the eschatological epilogue. Dependent in turn on 

(C1) are the Doctrina apostolorum77 and the Didache. 

The author of the Doctrina appears to have repro¬ 

duced his source with overall fidelity. Doctr. 6.6 was 

first added in the Latin text tradition. The redactor 

of the Didache dealt quite differently with the source; 

this will be discussed more fully below.78 

(e) A later recension (C2) proceeded to put the 

material of the Two Ways tractate in the mouths of 

the (eleven) apostles: that is, it stylized the whole doc¬ 

ument as apostolic teaching. In the process, the text 

of the “way of death” was eliminated. Dependent on 

this recension (but independent of one another) are 

the Canons of the Apostles and the Epitome-, Epit. 11 

contains the conclusion of the “way of life,” which is 

missing from the Canons, while — in contrary fashion 

— the Canons has substantially preserved the old 

eschatological material in chap. 14, which is missing 

from the Epitome. (We need not discuss the further 

differences between the Canons and the Epitome 

here.) 

(f) Finally, the material of the Two Ways tractate 

(meanwhile long since part of Christian tradition) 

migrated, not accidentally, into particular segments of 

monastic literature (Life of Shenoute, Syntagma doctri- 

nae) and the Fides patrum. I do not presume to give 

information on the more precise genealogical context 

of these texts (apart from the fact that I judge them 

to be late filiations from recension C). 

Of course, the presentation attempted here remains 

purely hypothetical.79 It serves merely as a working 

hypothesis. What seems to me fundamentally important 

is only that we should posit an independent, originally 

Jewish source document that existed in a variety of 

recensions. In one of those recensions, it was available as 

a source for the Didachist. 

The fate suffered by the Two Ways tractate in its 

Latin translation in the West is striking. A version of 

the tractate in Latin survived in the West into the 

eleventh century (under the title [De] doctrina apostolo¬ 

rum). We cannot deal here with the influence of this 

version on Latin church literature.80 It is probable 

that the tractate was even used by Boniface in connec¬ 

tion with prebaptismal catechesis. A new investiga¬ 

tion of the history of our tractate in the Latin church 

might be desirable.81 

of especially the Way of Life has been extensively 

reworked with respect to sequence.” Cf. also 

Wengst, Didache, 21 n. 77, and further at 92 n. 2; 

idem, Barnabasbrief 59ff. 

76 This probably already reveals Christian motivation; 

see below, on Did. 1.2. 

77 More precisely the Greek original, the Latin transla¬ 

tion of which we have in Doctrina apostolorum. 

78 Literarily dependent on the Didache is the Apostolic 

Constitutions, on which depend Fragmenta Anasta- 

siana and Isaac of Syria, directly or indirectly. 

79 Cf. the agreements and disagreements with this 

presentation in Giet, L’Enigme, passim (see merely 

the stemma, p. 152); and Wengst, Didache, 7-14, 

20-23; cf. the stemma on p. 22. 

80 Schlecht, Doctrina, 43, 75-91 (but under the false 

assumption that the two Latin mss. f and g are Latin 

versions of the Didache); further Rordorf and 

Tuilier, Doctrine, 206. 

81 The more precise relationship between our tractate 

and the Rule of the Master and the Rule of Benedict 

would need to be investigated again in this connec¬ 

tion. On this, see above, p. 14 n. 92. 
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7. Reconstruction of the Origin of the Didache 

a. The Sources and Their Redaction by the Didachist 

The following reflections presume that the Didache rep¬ 

resents an original writing in Greek. Adam, who thought 

it possible to detect a Syrian text stage, was unwilling to 

decide whether the Didache was originally written in 

Greek or Syriac, or whether the document had existed 

from the beginning in two versions (Greek and Syriac).1 

These proposals have (I think rightly) met with no 

assent. We may reckon with an early Syriac version of the 

Didache (although it has disappeared),2 but the original 

text of the Didache could scarcely have been anything but 

Greek, and any Syriac version could only have been a 

subsequent translation. These considerations are the 

starting point for the question of the Didache's origins, 

which remains to be discussed below.3 How should we 

picture this more precisely? 

I do not share Audet’s opinion4 that we should imag¬ 

ine three stages or levels in the composition of the 

work:5 one and the same (apostolic) author (Audet, 

Didache, 119-20)6 would first have completed 1.1—11.2,7 

and then added 11.3-16.88 in a second pha^e.9 Finally, a 

contemporary (apostolic? cf. Audet, Didache, 120) inter¬ 

polator altered the work. To this interpolator we owe the 

passages 1.3b—2.1 (except for 1.4a), as well as 6.2-3; 

7.2-4; and 13.3, 5-7.10 In my opinion, not only the early 

point of origin (in apostolic times) is false in this concep¬ 

tion, but also (and this is of special interest to us in this 

section) the model of the evolution of the work in stages 

at the hand of one and the same author (to whom is 

added the interpolator).11 In contrast, the initiative of 

Richardson, Mattioli, Giet, Rordorf and Tuilier, and 

Wengst appears to me correct in principle. These schol¬ 

ars draw a fundamental distinction (although differing 

in details) between a predidachistic tradition and 

didachistic redaction, and they make an attempt to 

deduce the history of the writing’s origins.12 It appears 

to me only that the notion of a double redaction shared 

1 “Herkunft,” 35. 

2 See above, §2. 

3 I am not persuaded by Adam’s historical location of 

the Didache. Adam points (I think correctly) to the 

region of Syria, but wishes to locate the addressees 

of the writing more precisely in eastern Syria, in 

Adiabene. He adduces a series of varied arguments 

to support this position. For him, the history of the 

Didache's origins is connected to the primitive histo¬ 

ry of the church in eastern Syria. The Didache thus 

appears as “the church book for the recently mis- 

sionized communities in eastern Syria” (“Herkunft,” 

60). “We may suggest that the Didache, in its original 

form, was written in Pella between 90 and 100, for 

the purpose of serving the young east Syrian com¬ 

munities as a guideline for structuring their congre¬ 

gations. In this conclusion, the limitation of the 

purpose is a thesis with a high degree of probabili¬ 

ty; the temporal location ranks as a well-grounded 

hypothesis; but the determination of the place of 

writing remains in the realm of hypothetical sugges¬ 

tion” (p. 70). In reality, however, the precise loca¬ 

tion of the addressees in Adiabene is entirely 

arbitrary. The same is true of the hypothesis that 

the document was written in Pella. 

4 Audet, Didache, 104-20. 

5 The idea that the Didache was composed in a series 

of stages is quite old. J. Vernon Bartlet (“The 

Didache Reconsidered,”JTS 22 [1921] 246-49) sug¬ 

gested that the Didache had progressed through two 

editions, an editio princeps and an editio altera, emen- 

data et glossata. In his Church-Life and Church-Order 

during the First Four Centuries with Special Reference to 

the Early Eastern Church-Orders (ed. Cecil J. Cadoux; 

Oxford: Blackwell, 1943) 35-36, 53-54, Bartlet fur¬ 

ther developed this suggestion. A survey of the 

assignment of passages to three stages of develop¬ 

ment (according to Bartlet’s picture of the growth 

of the Didache) was given by C. J. Cadoux in Bartlet, 

Church-Order, 55. With a great deal of fantasy, Greiff 

(.Pascharituale, 139, and frequently elsewhere) sup¬ 

ports three versions of this writing, one of them a 

church order (chaps. 1-16), another a ritual book 

(chaps. 1-10). 

6 “Apostle” is used in the broader sense, not as one of 

the Twelve. 

7 Apart from the interpolations that Audet attributes 

to a later hand. More on this immediately below. To 

be more precise, the first level would have con¬ 

tained 1.1-3a; 2.2—5.2; 7.1; 8.1-11.2. 

8 Again without the later interpolations, thus more 

precisely 11.3—13.2 and 14.1—16.8. 

9 The gospel to which the Didache refers in the sec¬ 

ond part would have been written between the first 

and second phases. 

10 Audet thus distinguishes between D 1 and D 2 (the 

same author), and the interpolator. He counts 1.4a; 

7.1b; and 13.4 as subsequent glosses. 

11 Against Audet’s presentation are Nautin, 

“Composition,” 193-95 (with argumentation that is 

sometimes questionable, but on the whole persua¬ 

sive); and Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 19. Kraft’s 

proposal is immeasurably more complicated. He 

investigates the “stages of development” behind the 
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by Giet and Rordorf and Tuilier is unnecessary;13 I see 

no reason for poshing it.14 In my opinion, the positing 

of a single redaction is sufficient to solve the existing 

problems.15 The resulting picture is as follows: At the 

beginning of the second century (more will be said 

below about the temporal location), a Christian author 

living in an originally Jewish-Christian milieu created, by 

compilation, a kind of book of rules that is our Didache. 

Thus we should make a basic distinction between the 

sources (literary sources and oral traditions) and the 

redactor or compiler of the book.16 (Of course, the later 

glosses are not part of the history of the book’s origins, 

but belong to the story of its textual transmission.) The 

sources available to the Didachist were as follows: 

Didache. The result is that the book becomes a com¬ 

plicated literary conglomerate (Kraft, Didache, 

63-65), and the author appears merely as an editor, 

that is, simply an arranger at a particular stage of 

development. Kraft speaks (Didache, 1-2) very 

instructively of the genre of “evolved literature” to 

which the Didache is said to belong, and rightly 

describes the author of the Didache as an “author- 

editor.” Nevertheless, it seems to me that Kraft 

underestimates the literary contribution of the 

Didachist to the writing. 

12 Richardson (“Teaching,” 164-66) develops a kind of 

two-source theory: the compiler had two older liter¬ 

ary sources, the Two Ways tractate and a church 

order. Richardson does not attempt to make a more 

precise assignment of chaps. 7-15 to the source or 

the redaction, but he considers chap. 16 probably 

redactional (as well as the sectio evangelica). Mattioli 

distinguishes between the work of the Didachist 

and his sources, namely: the Two Ways tractate with 

an apocalyptic appendix, NT material, and the 

eucharistic prayers (Richardson, “Teaching,” 33, 

and passim). For Wengst and Schollgen, see imme¬ 

diately below. 

13 Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 49, 63, 92-94: an 

unknown author (= the first redactor) took over the 

Two Ways tractate and altered it through additions 

(1.3b—2.1 and 6.2-3), forming chaps. 1-6. The same 

redactor also took over chaps. 7-10, archaic liturgi¬ 

cal traditions from the Syrian church (7.2-3, 4b are 

from the hand of the redactor). It was probably the 

same author (= the first redactor) who also created 

chaps. 11-13, for which he also had old tradition at 

his disposal. Chaps. 14-15 could not be from the 

same author, however, because they presume a dif¬ 

ferent set of canonical preconditions. These chap¬ 

ters should be traced to a second redactor, and this 

may also be true of chap. 16 (where again old tradi¬ 

tion has been reworked). Chaps. 14-16 consequent¬ 

ly come from a later period. The Didachist also 

appears in Giet’s work (L’Enigme, passim) as a redac¬ 

tor in possession of a variety of old source materi¬ 

als. But Giet recognizes postdidachist materials in 

addition. Chap. 15 is a later addition (p. 243), and 

chap. 16 may also stem from the same postdidachist 

author (Giet, L’Enigme, 256). 

14 I have arrived at a different position from that of 

Rordorf and Tuilier because I (unlike them) do not 

regard chaps. 11-13 as a literary unit. As indicated 

in the discussion below, I consider 11.4-12 to be a 

predidachistic tradition, and chaps. 11-13 not to be 

a literary unit; instead, I believe that chaps. 12-15 

constitute both a tradition-historical and literary 

unit. The consequence of this is that I can avoid the 

awkward positing of a second redaction. 

15 A single redaction is also posited by Richardson and 

Mattioli (see n. 12 above). That these two authors 

differ somewhat in their estimation of the state of 

the sources, and so differ also from my opinion, is a 

separate issue. The positing of a double redaction is 

now rejected also by Wengst (Didache, 17 n. 57; cf. 

20-23). Still, Wengst differs from my opinion in 

that he regards chaps. 11-15 as a literary unit (p. 

23). Against Rordorf and Tuilier’s hypothesis, see 

now also Schollgen, “Church Order,” 67-69. 

16 Cf. Wengst, Didache, 20-23. Schollgen (“Church 

Order,” 64-67) now offers a separate opinion. He 

opposes “arbitrariness” in “division of sources” (p. 

65) and prefers to recognize only old pieces of tra¬ 

dition that were worked together by the author. 

Of course, one comes to a completely different 

conclusion if one regards the Didache as a deliberate 

literary fiction. This is the opinion of some English- 

speaking scholars. The forerunner was Robinson, 

who, in “Problem,” 339-56, undertook a first foray 

in this direction. The thesis was further developed 

in his Donnellan Lectures in 1920 (Didache, esp. 

43-68). Part of the subsequent edition of this book 

appeared as “Barnabas and the Didache,” 113-46, 

225-48. For Robinson, the Didache is the camou¬ 

flage of a later author who artificially placed him¬ 

self in the apostolic period and imitated (using 

copious amounts of NT material) and faked apos- 

tolicity. (The material in the Two Ways part is said 

to come from the Epistle of Barnabas.) The liturgical 

formulae and the canonical situation that is presup¬ 

posed are, correspondingly, the products of fantasy. 

Cf. further Richard H. Connolly, “The Didache and 

Montanism,” DRev 55 (1937) 339-47 (the Didache as 

a proto-Montanist work); Middleton, “Eucharistic 

Prayers,” 259, 267; William Telfer, “The ‘Plot’ of 

the Didache," JTS 45 (1944) 141-42 (the author 
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• a superficially Christianized, originally Jewish docu¬ 

ment de duabus viis; 

• a (written or oral) archaic liturgical tradition con¬ 

cerning baptism and Eucharist;17 

• a (probably written) also archaic tradition concern¬ 

ing the reception of itinerant charismatics;18 and 

finally: 

• a brief apocalyptic description of the events of the 

end time.19 

This material the Didachist compiled to form a whole 

(the Didachist is the compiler), expanded it by means of 

insertions, and interpreted it (the Didachist is the redac¬ 

tor). Particularly in the final section (before the apoca¬ 

lypse, i.e., in chaps. 12-15) the Didachist expanded the 

work with text from his own pen (the Didachist is, to a 

modest degree, also an independent author). He had 

two principal tendencies: on the one hand, he wished to 

create a book of rules for his communities; on the other 

hand, at the same time he did not wish to create some¬ 

thing of his own but to hand on the traditions of his 

church (which amounted primarily to Jewish-Christian 

traditions).20 That it was necessary, in the process, to 

augment the tradition to accommodate the changes that 

had taken place in the situation of the churches, or, as 

far as the Two Ways section is concerned, expressly to 

bring the tradition to the level of specifically Christian 

eschatological awareness, is another issue.21 

In what follows, I will show (1) how the Didachist dealt 

with his sources in detail, and (2) what can be said about 

the possible New Testament sources of the Didache. 

1. The Didachist placed the Two Ways tractate at the 

beginning of his book, commencing the citation at 1.1 

without any introduction or preparation. The quotation 

of this source extends from 1.1 to 6.1;22 nevertheless, the 

Didachist (as redactor) made additions to the tractate 

that gave it a new meaning: 

• He reinterpreted the older tractate as a baptismal 

catechesis (ravra rcaura irpoei'KOvreq, ^a-KTcoare 

in 7.1 is redactional). 

• He more strongly Christianized the tractate, which 

had already been superficially Christianized, by 

inserting in 1.3b-6 (in the so-called sectio evangelica) 

typically Christian passages from the Jesus tradition 

as well as other traditions available to him (the quo¬ 

tation in 1.6 is also an addition by the Didachist to 

an existing tradition);23 all of which places the Two 

fabricated his writing “to be the work of the apos¬ 

tolic council of Jerusalem,” 142). The thesis is sys¬ 

tematically developed by Vokes, Riddle, passim: the 

author of the Didache is said to be a moderate 

Montanist, and his work “is an attempt to express 

Montanism in apostolic terms” (p. 144). “The 

Didache is Montanism dressed up in an ill-fitting 

New Testament garb” (p. 172). (Vokes, however, 

later lost faith in his Montanism thesis: Rordorf, 

“Two Ways,” 150 n. 18.) In the tradition of the fic¬ 

tion hypothesis is also Layton, in his study of the 

sectio evangelica (“Sources,” 343-83). The following 

objections may be raised against the fiction hypoth¬ 

esis: (1) It is usually combined with the supposition 

that Didache 1-6 depends on Barnabas 18-20; this 

supposition is false, however, as shown above. (2) 

The liturgical parts of the Didache are ancient and 

are not fictional; they differ even in their language 

from the diction of the Didachist. (3) In chaps. 

11-16 there are two different layers, one predida- 

chist and one redactional; this alone destroys the 

fiction hypothesis. 

17 This is the common opinion today, e.g.: Voobus, 

Liturgical Traditions, passim, esp. 169-70; Rordorf 

and Tuilier, Doctrine, 92-93; Wengst, Didache, 23. 

18 I believe I have shown (“Itinerant Radicalism,” 

323-27) that there is predidachistic tradition in 

11.4-12, which was partly modified by the Didachist 

in chaps. 12-13. See below. Now to the contrary: 

Wengst, Didache, 23 n. 83. 

19 I am inclined to trace 16.3-8 also to a written 

source. Wengst, Didache, 23: “Chapter 16 contains a 

little apocalypse that, at least in its individual com¬ 

ponents, is altogether traditional. Whether it was 

found by the Didachist as a complete whole or 

whether he himself put it together is a question that 

must remain open.” 

20 Stempel (“Lehrer,” 214-15) sees the Didachist as 

bibaanaXoq. De Halleux (“Ministers,” 319) desires 

to see in the Didachist a noncharismatic bcbdoKCt- 

Xoq, and emphasizes (certainly correctly) his atti¬ 

tude of fidelity to tradition. 

21 Unlike the representatives of the fiction hypothesis, 

I do indeed believe that both the sources and the 

redaction of the Didache reflect real situations. 

22 It is possible that at 5.1 the redactor altered the 

source by rearranging part of it. 

23 Also redactional is Kara rr)v cvtoXt)v in 1.5, and ev 

CKKXrioLq in 4.14 is probably didachistic redaction 

as well. 

24 This problem did not exist for the Two Ways trac¬ 

tate. The underlying tradition considers the 

demands of the Jewish catechism as obviously cap¬ 

able of being fulfilled. They have no eschatological 

character. 
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Ways tractate in an entirely different light: it is now 

clear to the readers that they are confronted not 

only with a rigorous Jewish or Jewish-Christian 

moral catechism, but beyond that with what could 

be called (in our terms) the eschatological demands 

of Jesus — although, certainly, the problem of the 

possibility of fulfilling such demands immediately 

arises here as well.24 The Didachist solves the prob¬ 

lem with the aid of the concept of reXeiog (/cat, ear) 

reAeioq in 1.4 is his addition to the sayings tradi¬ 

tion), which recurs in 6.2 (again from the pen of the 

Didachist):25 the fulfillment of Jesus’ paradoxical 

demands is a matter for the reXecoq (“perfect”).26 

The insertion of the sectio evangelica, however, 

caused the Didachist to make another alteration. 

Now the introduction in 1.2 and the additions in 

1.3b-6 are seen to be (or we must understand them 

to be) 7rpcorrj evroXx), and he causes the further text 

of the tractate to follow from 2.2, calling it explicit¬ 

ly bevrepa evroXr] rrjq Sidaxvs (2.1 is redactional). 

With this, the significance of the sectio evangelica for 

the understanding of the whole is once again 

underscored. One cannot call this division into 

7rpcoTi7 and bevrepa evroXx] an especially skillful 

arrangement, but it should be sufficiently clear 

what the Didachist intended to achieve by it. 

At the end of the text available to him, the 

Didachist made another redactional intervention: 

the tractate ended (as we can-now see from Doctrina 

apostolorum) with a parenetic epilogue, including an 

eschatological prospect; the Didachist retained only 

the beginning (5.2 [end], and 6.1), eliminating the 

rest, or that part that he could not use, and replac¬ 

ing it with an appendix from his own pen (6.2-3). 

As a result, 6.2 (as I have already shown) acquires a 

function with respect to the interpretation that the 

Didachist gives to the demands of the sectio; 6.3, in 

contrast, touches a special problem that was not in 

the source but that the Didachist wanted to cover. 

So much for the redactional interventions in the 

reproduction of the tractate. It is difficult to decide 

whether the Didachist made other interventions. The 

double love commandment in 1.2, as well as 4.1b, 4.1c, 

and the conclusion of 4.10 probably belong to the predi- 

dachistic recension of the tractate. 

In 7.1 the Didachist begins to reproduce the liturgical 

tradition of his church (7.1-10.7). It is possible that he 

already had a fixed, written “agenda” as a source. What 

is clear is that he expanded his tradition by commenting 

on it. The detailed assignment of the text to tradition or 

redaction, however, is not always easy. The baptismal for¬ 

mula and the rule for baptismal fasting (7.4a) are taken 

from the tradition; I am inclined also to regard the 

rubric (7repi be rod fia'KTiop.a.Toq, ovm /So:7mcm76 in 

7.1a) as a quotation from the source (if we really can 

suppose that a written source was in use). I have already 

noted that 7.1b (ravra 7tavra 'Kpoentovreq, ^airrioare, 

“Having said all of these things, baptize”) is redactional. 

I consider vv. 2-3 redactional as well. The Didachist 

here interprets and corrects the Jewish-Christian 

demand of his tradition, according to which baptism 

should be done ev vbarc Jioim (“in living water”). 

Probably redactional also is 7.4b.27 What the Didachist 

writes in 8.1 about fasting in general certainly stems 

from tradition. The same is true of 8.2-3, where only 

the reference to the gospel in 8.2 (cog eneAevoev 6 

Kvpcoq ev rw evayyeXtoo avrov, “As the Lord command¬ 

ed in his gospel”) is the work of the Didachist. We will 

encounter other, similar references to the “gospel” later. 

The table prayers (9.2-4) certainly come from tradition; 

and if one may suppose a written source, the rubrics 

(9.1, 2a, 3a) must stem from it. In contrast, I consider 

9.5 redactional. In /cat yap rrepl rovrov elprjKev o 

Kvpcoq (“For also concerning this the Lord has said”), 

the Didachist betrays his presence (cf. 1.6); v. 5a can also 

be traced to him. The prayers after the meal (10.1-7) are 

certainly another old liturgical tradition, but it is diffi¬ 

cult to determine where the end point comes. Probably 

25 See the respective passages in the commentary. cal source (in 7.1, ravra iravra irpoeurovreq is 

26 Willy Rordorf, in particular, has instructively shown redactional). Redactional also are 7.2-3 and 7.4b. 

that the Didachist desires to establish a connection Cf. Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 92-93. 

between the sectio evangelica and his remarks in 6.2: 

cf. “Tradition apostolique,” 108-9, and Rordorf and 

Tuilier, Doctrine, 32-33. 

27 Rordorf, “Baptism,” 212-22: 6.3 (except for the 

concession) and 7.1 belong to the Didache’s liturgi- 
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the tradition extends to 10.6 (inclusive), and only 10.7 

again belongs to the Didachistic redaction. But we will 

have to treat this difficult question below. 

The analysis is easier in the “canon law” part of the 

Didache. I believe that this part is based on an old tradi¬ 

tion (which I now think was written) that forms the core 

of it (11.4-12) and in which the Didachist may have 

intervened redactionally in v. 11. Everything else is from 

his pen (11.1-2, 3; 12.1—15.4),28 with only 13.4 to be 

bracketed as a later gloss. Here the Didachist seeks 

throughout to apply the motifs of his old tradition to the 

new situation in which he finds himself; here, and here 

alone, does the Didachist emerge in lengthy passages as 

a genuine “author.”29 

Finally, the Didachist desired to close his writing with 

an eschatological conclusion. I infer that the special 

impulse to do this grew out of the conclusion of the 

“basic document,” the Two Ways tractate. There is such 

an eschatological conclusion now in chap. 16, but it is 

immediately obvious that 16.3-8, which represent a little 

apocalypse, are a separate unit. I believe that here, too, 

the Didachist is quoting an older tradition (probably 

written). Thus I consider 16.3-6, 8 the quotation of an 

old, predidachistic apocalypse, and 16.7 an addition by 

the didachistic redaction.30 An assessment of 16.1-2 is 

more difficult. In any case, the Didachist is not formulat¬ 

ing with entire freedom here either: the logion in 16.1 

derives ultimately from the Jesus tradition, and the 

admonition in 16.2 has parallels elsewhere, although 

one need not suppose that there was a written source. 

To sum up: (1) Traceable to the Didachist are: the 

additions to the sectio evangelica (nai eaij reXecoq 1.4; 

Kara tt)p evToXpv 1.5; and the quotation without 

introduction in 1.6); also the transition in 2.1; per¬ 

haps ev €KK\r]OL(X in 4.14, but in any case 6.2-3 (as 

didachistic conclusion to the Two Ways tractate). Also 

from the Didachist are raura irdvra rrpoeLTrovTeq, 

(3airTicroLT6 in 7.1b; 7.2-3; 7.4b; the reference to the 

gospel in 8.2b; 9.5 and 10.7; the transition in 11.1-2; 

the superscription in 11.3 (with reference to the 

gospel); from the subsequent piece of tradition, possi¬ 

bly bebompaopevoq dXr)$iv6q in 11.11 (or the entire 

verse?). Didachistic are also 12.1—15.4 (without 13.4) 

and 16.7. In addition, there are passages formulated 

by the Didachist, even though based on tradition. (2) 

Characteristic of the Didachist’s language31 are expres¬ 

sions like Tcpooexeiv oar6 (6.3; 12.5); bibovac Kara 

rpv evToXrjv (1.5; 13.5, 7); reXeioq elvai (1.4; 6.2); 

bvvaodat (6.2, 3; 7.2); also typical of him are the 

expressions he uses to introduce quotations (includ¬ 

ing those from Scripture): ctAAd: kol'l irepi tovtou be 

elpprai (1.6); nod yap trepi tovtov elpRKev 6 Kvpioq 

(9.5); ctAA’ <bq eppedp (16.7). (3) The redactor is a tra¬ 

ditionalist. He makes an effort to recur to traditions, 

but is equally anxious to apply the traditions (here I 

am referring to liturgy and law) to the circumstances 

of his own time; the Jewish-Christian moral catechism 

in chaps. 1-6 is “eschatologized” (sit venia verbo) by 

additions. (4) The constant effort to secure what is 

said by recourse to the ypa<pr\ or to the Kvpcoq (who 

speaks in the “gospel”) is striking: 1.6; 8.2; 9.5; 11.3; 

14.3; 15.3, 4; 16.7.32 

In all this, the redactional activity of the Didachist is 

evident. It is clear what he has in mind, and what he 

intends to accomplish. There is, however, still a question 

to be discussed in this connection, one we previously set 

aside: that of the possible use of New Testament texts in 

the Didache. We now turn to this issue. 

2. The question of the possible use of New Testament 

texts in the Didache is especially complicated.33 Are any 

28 To the contrary now Wengst, Didache, 23. 

29 Characteristic for him is the reference to the 

“gospel” in 15.3 and 4. 

30 The scriptural proof (cf. also 1.6 and 14.3, both 

didachistic) is redactional. 

31 In Muilenburg, Literary Relations, 137-39, some cor¬ 

rect information is combined with a great deal that 

is misleading. 

32 The OT is cited explicitly, in the form of a reflective 

quotation, only twice in the Didache (cf. Hagner, 

Use, 25). Both quotations are attributable to the 

redactor: 14.3 = Mai 1:11, 14; 16.7 = Zech 14.5. A 

possible third citation is 1.6, although it is uncertain 

what text is cited. See below, ad loc. 

Ehrhard, Altchristliche Litteratur, 58-60; Harnack, 

“Prolegomena,” 69-81; Schaff, Church Manual, 

78-94; Lake, “Didache,” 24-36; Robinson, 

“Problem,” 340-42; idem, Didache, 48-68; idem, 

“Barnabas and the Didache,” 227-38; MacLean, 

“Introduction,” xx-xxii; Greiff, Pascharituale, 

163-94; Muilenburg, Literary Relations, 73-75; 

Middleton, “Eucharistic Prayers,” 249, 266; Vokes, 

Riddle, 93-119; Goodspeed, “Doctrina,” 231, and 

frequently; Erwin R. Goodenough, “John a 
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New Testament texts used, and if so, which? At an early 

stage attention was drawn primarily to quotations from 

the Gospel of Matthew, or mixed texts from Matthew 

and Luke.34 In addition, dependence on the Gospel of 

John has occasionally been suggested.35 There have also 

been suspicions of literary dependence on individual 

Primitive GospelJBL 64 (1945) 174-75; Johnson, 

Motive, 112, and passim; Massaux, Influence, 

3.144- 82; Moule, “Note,” 240-43; Richardson, 

“Teaching,” 163-66; Koester, Synoptische Uberliefe- 

rung, 159-60, and passim; Audet, Didache, 166-86; 

Glover, “Quotations,” 12-29; Bosio, Padri apostolici, 

10-11; Lucien Cerfaux, “La multiplication des pains 

dans la liturgie de la Didache,” Bib 40 (1959) 

943-58; Barnard, “Later History,” 99 n. 2; Layton, 

“Sources,” 343-72; Hagner, Use, 280; Eduard 

Schweizer, Matthaus und seine Gemeinde (SBS 71; 

Stuttgart: KBW, 1974) 140-41, 164-65; Aono, 

Entwicklung 174-89; Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 

83-91; Rordorf, “Transmission textuelle,” 499-513; 

Kloppenborg, “Matthaean Tradition,” 54-67; 

Wengst, Didache, 24-31. 

34 For early scholarship: Ehrhard, Altchristliche 

Litteratur, 58-60.1 mention only selected works 

from more recent scholarship. The question is treat¬ 

ed at length by Massaux, Influence, 3.145: in all four 

passages where the key word evayyeXion occurs 

(8.2; 11.3; 15.3, 4), it reveals “a definite literary con¬ 

tact” with the Gospel of Matthew (3.145). “Gospel” 

in the Didache means the Gospel of Matthew (which 

does not exclude the possibility that the author also 

knows and makes use of Lukan and other NT mate¬ 

rials); but “the gospel” as such for this author is 

Matthew. Cf. also 3.176, 179. Massaux (Influence, 

3.144- 76) attempts to demonstrate in detail that the 

Didache is, in fact, literarily dependent on Matthew 

in a great many places. According to Massaux 

{Influence, 3.180), the way in which the Didache 

quotes the First Gospel recalls Justin’s manner of 

citation. For Massaux, the Didache as a whole seems 

“like a catechetical summary of the First Gospel” 

{Influence, 3.179, 180). See further Bosio, Padri apos¬ 

tolici, 11; Johnson, “Motive,” 112, and passim: the 

Didache is dependent on Matthew and Luke (and 

Acts as well). “Matthew was his favorite” (p. 112); 

the mixtures of Matthew and Luke are explained by 

quotation from memory (p. 112 n. 14). Richardson 

(“Teaching,” 163, 165-66) distinguishes between 

sources and redaction; in the sectio evangelica and 

chap. 16 (redactional) the Didachist reveals “a wide 

knowledge of New Testament Scripture” (p. 165). 

“He conflates Matthew with Luke and cites, among 

other things, Barnabas and Hermas" (ibid.). “The 

rest of the work reveals only a knowledge of 

Matthew’s Gospel” (ibid.). Barnard, “Later History,” 

99 n. 2: the Didache “depends on the Matthaean 

stream of the Gospel tradition.” Eduard Schweizer 

considers “that. . . the Gospel of Matthew or an 

extract from it was available to the author of the 

Didache, although changes brought about by oral 

use in the Didache community are to be reckoned 

with. These changes could have been affected also 

by the Old Testament, Jewish apocalyptic ideas, or 

other Jesus logia” {Matthaus und seine Gemeinde, 141 

n. 12); cf. 164-65: “The dependence on Matthew or 

his tradition is unmistakable.” Inspired by Schweizer 

(but not completely identical with the opinions dis¬ 

cussed above) is the hypothesis of Aono, 

Entwicklung, 164-89: the Didache is not directly (lit¬ 

erarily) but indirectly dependent on Matthew. Aono 

{Entwicklung 186) supposes “that the author of the 

Didache probably did not even have a written copy 

of the Gospel of Matthew before him, but he knew 

the quoted phrases by heart because they were 

repeated again and again in the community, literal¬ 

ly or with variations; it is not impossible that the 

wording of Ps 36:11 or the recollection of Jewish 

sayings or of an older form of a dominical saying 

may have influenced the reformulation of the words 

as found in Matthew, and that the baptismal formu¬ 

la and Our Father are written in the form in which 

they were used in the community’s liturgy, which is 

to say in a liturgy with a Matthean stamp.” Aono 

himself {Entwicklung 186-87) sees the difficulty cre¬ 

ated for this hypothesis by the unique character of 

Did. 1.3-5 (where there are echoes not only of 

Matthew but clearly of Luke as well), but he thinks 

he can resolve it by a hypothesis of addition: Did. 

1.3-5 may reflect a “collection of dominical say¬ 

ings,” formed “primarily from Matthew” but 

enriched by Lukan elements (p. 187). Wengst 

{Didache, 19) now thinks of the Gospel of Matthew, 

and it alone (“the compiler of the Didache knew 

only one written gospel, probably that of 

Matthew”); see further pp. 24-31, but note also that 

Wengst regards the sectio evangelica as an interpola¬ 

tion. 

35 The older discussion is in Greiff, Pascharituale, 

163-94. From more recent research, cf. Erwin R. 

Goodenough, “John a Primitive Gospel,"JBL 64 

(1945) 174-75; Moule, “Note,” 240-43. It is one of 

the curiosities of Didache scholarship that the con¬ 

trary has also been posited, namely, dependence of 

the Gospel of John on the Didache. See Greiff, 

Pascharituale, 184-94. 
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Pauline letters and other New Testament writings.36 The 

advocates of the fictional hypothesis have obviously 

been most prominent in positing dependence on New 

Testament writings. According to them, the author of 

the Didache — with the intention of faking a location 

within apostolic times — used a generous quantity of 

New Testament material and also imitated New 

Testament expressions.37 

Two initial observations are in order, and they are 

fundamental to the whole discussion: (1) If there are any 

New Testament allusions or quotations in the Didache at 

all, they are found without exception in the last stage of 

the document, in the work of the redactor.38 In the 

Didache’s sources (Two Ways tractate, agenda, church 

order, but with all probability in the apocalypse as well) 

there is no literary dependence on New Testament 

texts.39 This circumstance is adequately explained by the 

age of the sources in question. (2) It is uncertain 

whether the redactor made a literary use of New 

Testament texts. This question will be discussed below. 

Still, it is characteristic that the only texts that deserve 

serious consideration are from the Synoptiq tradition, 

more specifically the Gospels of Matthew and Luke. 

There are no genuinely demonstrable allusions in the 

Didache to the Gospel of John, and one may well ques¬ 

tion whether the author of the Didache knew that Gospel 

at all. The Didache lives in an entirely different linguistic 

universe, and that is true not only of its sources40 but of 

its redactor as well. In this context we should add imme¬ 

diately that there is no echo of the corpus Paulinum in 

the Didache either.41 One may not assume that the 

Christians of the Didache communities knew nothing at 

all of the apostle to the Gentiles, but it would be diffi¬ 

cult to suppose that they had access to the corpus 

Paulinum (even though their Antiochene contemporary, 

Ignatius, did). Just as there is no specific reference in 

the Didache to the Gospel of John, so also there is none 

to the Pauline tradition, and obviously, therefore, no 

36 For example, MacLean, (“Introduction,” xx-xxii) 

mentions Matthew, Luke, Acts, and perhaps 1 

Corinthians, the Thessalonian correspondence, 1 

Peter, and 1 John. Muilenburg (Literary Relations, 

73-75) lists the sources that he thinks have been 

compiled in the Didache-, cf. the later remarks at pp. 

91-96. The compiler certainly used Matthew and 

Luke. “Other N. T. traces in the Teaching are 

numerous, but. . . they are more obscure and 

vague than those just referred to” (p. 94). Cf. p. 96: 

“the abundant use made of the N. T.” Goodspeed 

(“Doctrina,” 231, and frequently) posits, for the sec- 

tio evangelica, dependence on Matthew, Luke, 1 

Peter, and Hermas. For Massaux and Richardson, 

see n. 34 above. 

37 Robinson, “Problem,” 340-56; idem, Didache, 

48-68; idem, “Barnabas and the Didache,” 227-38; 

Middleton, “Eucharistic Prayers,” 259, 266; Vokes, 

Riddle, 95-115, and passim. Vokes found reflections 

of the “language” and “subject-matter” of the New 

Testament writings everywhere (cf. p. 95). “The 

Didache knew nearly all of our New Testament, not 

as ‘oral tradition,’ but as written documents” (p. 

115). In a later essay (“The Didache and the Canon 

of the New Testament,” StEv 3.2 [TU 88; Berlin: 

Akademie-Verlag, 1964] 427-36) Vokes attempted 

to found his late dating of the writing (with the sup¬ 

position that the Didache quotes the Gospels) in 

terms of canonical criticism. Cf. from recent 

research also Layton, “Sources,” 343-72 (according 

to whom the sectio evangelica depends on Matthew, 

Luke, and Hermas). 

38 Something analogous is true, strikingly enough, of 

the two or three quotations from the OT. All explic¬ 

it quotations are from the Didachist, i.e., they 

belong to the last stage of the writing. 

39 I must admit that this assessment is insecure with 

regard to the concluding apocalypse (16.3-8); how¬ 

ever, I wish to maintain it for this section as well. 

On this issue, see the commentary. 

40 From time to time connections have been posited 

between the table prayers (Didache 9-10) and 

Johannine expressions (esp. from John 17): on this, 

see below at 9.1. Of these parallels, the only ones 

that deserve serious consideration are yvopi^Eiv in 

Did. 9.2, 3; 10.2 (John 17:26; cf. 15:15); the motif of 

ev yevEodai in Did. 9.4 (cf. John 17:11, 21-22; and 

perhaps also 11:52); the address ttcxtep ay le in Did. 

10.2 (cf. John 17:11); the saving of the church card 

iravToq Trovr)pov in Did. 10.5 (cf. John 17:15); the 

motif of TcXciuiOLq in Did. 10.5 (cf. John 17:23). 

One should note in all this that these contacts all 

rest only on individual expressions that are found 

here and there in different contexts. That there are 

contacts at all is probably explained by the fact that 

John 17 (and the other parallels mentioned as well) 

has been penetrated by motifs from eucharistic lan¬ 

guage (cf. Voobus, Liturgical Traditions, 128 n. 98). 

That is all. By contrast, precisely those things that 

are specifically Johannine are absent from the 

Didache. 

41 Audet (Didache, 340-43) expressed the suggestion 

that Paul (the reference is actually to the deutero- 

Pauline letters) was dependent in some way on the 
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polemic engagement.42 The only New Testament contact 

the Didache shows is with the Synoptic tradition.43 This 

is a remarkable circumstance. Together with the Jewish- 

Christian character of its sources, this gives the Didache 

its unique aspect. 

If we attempt to make this latter relationship more 

precise, we may also begin with the judgment that the 

sources of the Didache reveal no literary dependence on 

the Synoptic Gospels (and it is only the Synoptic 

Gospels, more precisely Matthew and Luke, that can be 

considered at all, in light of what has already been said). 

Dependence could, at most, be present in the insertions 

and expansions produced by redaction. But is that the 

case? 

We begin the discussion with an analysis of the four 

instances of evayyeAcov in the Didache.44 Like Koester,45 

I will first list the passages: 

8.2: cog eneAevoev 6 Kvpioq bv m evayyeALcc avrov, 

ouTo) Trpooevxcotie . . . (the Lord’s Prayer fol¬ 

lows); 

11.3: irepi be twv (xttootoAup Kai Trpocprjmu Kara to 

boypa tov evayyeAiov ovtui itocrjoaTe (followed 

by rules for behavior toward itinerant teachers); 

/ 

15.3: eXeyx^Te be aAAriAovq pi) ev opyfj, ctAAd ev 

eippvr), cog e'xere ev tu> evayy eA'up. 

15.4: rag <5e evyotq vpwv ncd rag eAeppoovvaq Kai 

naoaq rag irpa^ecq ovtu> iroipaaTe, cog exere ev 

rco evayyeAlco too Kvpiov rjpcov.46 

What is immediately obvious is the symmetry of the 

diction: 

ev tu> evayyeALcc avrov (8.2) 

ev tw evayyeAltp (15.3) 

ev tco evayyeAltp tov Kvpiov rjptiv (15.4) 

cog eKeAevoev 6 Kvpcoq (8.2) 

Kara to boypa tov evayyeAiov (11.3) 

ovtw irpooevxtode (8.2) 

ourco TroipaaTe (11.3) 

ourco TTOLTIOaTe (15.4). 

All these formulations express the same concept, and it 

should be obvious that all of the texts can be traced to 

one and the same author, namely, the redactor. 

Thus we must maintain, first of all, that all the exam¬ 

ples of the key word “gospel” belong to the redactional 

layer of the Didache, as Koester had already noted.47 It 

“instruction for the poor.” On this claim, see my 

remarks below at 4.1. 

42 Johnson (“Motive,” 114) writes somewhat different¬ 

ly: “The Twelve are the Didache's heroes, not Paul. 

The Didache is not necessarily anti-Pauline, but it is 

certainly non-Pauline.” Still, Johnson sees a possibil¬ 

ity that one could find an anti-Pauline polemic in 

Did. 6.3 (pp. 114-15). In these suggestions, only one 

thing is correct: the Didache has no recognizable 

relationship to Paul, or in any case no polemical 

relationship. See also Andreas Lindemann, Paulus 

im altesten Christentum (BHTh 58; Tubingen: Mohr, 

1979) 174-77, esp. the summary on p. 177. 

Lindemann considers it probable that the Didachist 

“knows nothing of Paul” and founds this on the sup¬ 

position “that the Pauline tradition appears to have 

been completely unknown in Syria toward the end 

of the first century.” That is no more than a suppo¬ 

sition. Lindemann concludes correctly with the 

observation, “it [would be] wrong to reproach the 

Didache for its neglect of Pauline elements, or to see 

it as representative of an anti-Pauline church estab¬ 

lishment” (p. 177). Cf. also Aono, Entwicklung, 

163-64. Aono posits the location of the Didache 

“outside the sphere of Pauline influence” (p. 209). 

Of course, he attempts to understand the “theolo¬ 

gy” of the Didachist and to perceive its omissions. 

This approach is highly problematic; see above, §lb. 

43 It would be wrong to see here an analogy to the 

Gospel of Thomas, for we must immediately add that, 

of all things, Gnosticism plays no part at all in the 

Didache. The communities addressed were neither 

threatened by Gnosticism nor are there latent gnos¬ 

tic or even gnosticizing motifs in its sources or 

redactor. Gnosticism is not a problem for the 

Didache. 

44 For the whole, see Koester, Synoptische Uberlieferung 

6-12, esp. 10-11. 

45 Synoptische Uberlieferung 10. 

46 A fifth passage is clearly to be understood as the 

quotation of a dominical saying, even though the 

key word “gospel” is not used: 9.5: Kai yap Ttepi 

tovtov elpr)K6v 6 Kvptoq■ Mi) Score to ayiov roiq 

KVOi' 

47 Koester, Synoptische Uberlieferung 10. In accordance 

with his own conception, Audet (Didache, 112) want¬ 

ed to establish a difference between the use of 

“gospel” in D1 and D2. To the contrary, and correct¬ 

ly, Nautin, “Composition,” 195-96. For Audet, Did. 

11.2 does not quote a written gospel, but this is the 

case in the additions by D2 from 11.3 onward; here, 

according to Audet, a gospel similar to Matthew is 

being quoted. Cf. pp. 178-79, 442. 
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was the redactor who first introduced the key word 

“gospel” into his sources, or, to put it another way, this 

key word appears only in redactional passages.48 

Next, it is striking that (setting aside the question still 

to be discussed, whether “gospel” in the Didache refers to 

oral tradition or to a literary text) at no point does the 

content of “gospel” refer to the christological kerygma. In 

the Didache, “gospel” refers not to the missionary mes¬ 

sage of the epiphany, death, and resurrection of Jesus 

for our sake. The word always and exclusively refers to 

the words of the Lord as handed down,49 the Jesus tradi¬ 

tion in the Synoptic sense, or more precisely, the refer¬ 

ence is always solely to the words of Jesus.50 This, 

obviously, does not mean that the Didachist did not 

know the christological kerygma or did not accept it, but 

simply that the word “gospel” is connected, whether con¬ 

sciously or unconsciously, with the logia of the Lord as 

transmitted. They are the gospel of which the Didache 

speaks, and in this sense it is called to evayyeXcov too 

Kvpiov ppuiv (“the gospel of our Lord,” 15.4; cf. 8.2). 

Moreover, because the words of the Lord are obliga¬ 

tory norms (something that was a matter of course for 

all of primitive Christianity and for every period there¬ 

after), the didachistic concept of “gospel” has the charac¬ 

ter of a new (eschatological) commandment; one might 

almost say that it is a “new law of Christ.”51 The word of 

Jesus is a word that brings salvation — that is why it is 

“good news” — but it is also, and at the same time, the 

binding norm for Christian behavior, and to that extent 

the Lord “commands” in his gospel (cog eneXevoev 6 

Kvpcoq ev tw evayyeXiu avrov, 8.2), or the gospel 

reveals the binding commands that Christians must obey 

(hence: to boy pa too evayyeXcov, 11.3).52 Character¬ 

istic of him are also the occasions that cause the redac¬ 

tor to reflect on the gospel, the moments when it is time 

to establish clear and binding rules. From the gospel, 

one may derive the correct rules for daily prayer (8.2), 

for dealing with apostles and prophets (11.3), for con¬ 

duct within the community (15.3), and in general for 

prayer, almsgiving, and the whole of life (15.4).53 The 

gospel grounds the parenetical imperatives outco irpoo- 

eux^ode (8.2), outco TrocrjoaTe (11.3; 15.4), eXeyx^Te 

(15.3). Overall, “gospel” for the Didachist is, so to speak, 

the “regula Christi,”54 and indeed he writes: ev tu 

evayyeXito rou Kvpiov rjpuiv (15.4) and ev tco evayyeXiu 

avtov (8.2). Jesus’ words (= his gospel) regulate the life 

48 In my opinion, Did. 9.5 (see n. 46 above), which 

quotes a dominical saying without using the key 

word “gospel,” is also to be traced to the didachistic 

redaction. 

49 Koester, Synoptische Uberlieferung 11: “gospel” refers 

to the “rules and admonitions” of Jesus. 

50 Glover, “Quotations,” 28: there are no biographical 

details; the words “all refer to teaching.” Glover con¬ 

cludes from this that a sayings collection existed. 

On this, see below. 

51 That the Didachist understands the words of Jesus 

as eschatological admonitions is clear from the way in 

which he fixes and concretizes the Two Ways trac¬ 

tate by means of the sectio evangelica, but also from 

his tentative efforts to accommodate Jesus’ demands 

for perfection to the moral possibilities of the 

majority. 

52 One should not accuse the Didachist, in this con¬ 

nection, of confusing law and gospel. That would be 

a misunderstanding of the Didache. Paul himself 

never applies the dialectical relationship between 

law and gospel to the words and commands of 

Jesus. When he speaks of the law that kills, he 

means the law of the old covenant as it was misused 

by human beings. It would be meaningless — at least 

for Paul — to understand Jesus’ commands as “law” 

in this sense. Instead, for Paul, Jesus’ commands are 

the “law of Christ,” thus not “a law consisting of 

works,” but “a law of faith,” a “law of the Spirit,” the 

“law without legalism,” the law of the new eon that 

is no longer misused by the flesh, and that therefore 

no longer alienates. The Didachist did not indulge 

in reflections on the question of law, command¬ 

ments, and instruction comparable to those of Paul. 

But in equating “Jesus’ commands” as “absolutely 

binding” with “gospel” he cannot be criticized from 

the point of view of Pauline theology, unless it is 

falsely understood in modernist fashion. 

53 The question of admission to the meal is regulated 

in 9.5 by application of a dominical saying. 

54 Cf. Koester, Synoptische Uberlieferung, 11; Rordorf, 

“Tradition apostolique,” 108-10. This “rule” con¬ 

sists of the sum total of the traditional words of 

Jesus. The question then arises: What is the rela¬ 

tionship of the Didache as rule to the gospel as rule 

(even if the author of the Didache may not have 

posed this question to himself)? 

55 In this connection, one must attend (cf. Rordorf, 

“Tradition apostolique,” 110) to the multitude of 

things definitively regulated by words of Jesus: the 

life of the reAetot (1.3b-5.2), prayer (8.2), the exclu¬ 

sion of the unbaptized from the meal celebration 

(9.5), the way to treat apostles and prophets 

(11.3-12), discipline within the community (14.3), 
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and behavior of his followers.55 That is what “gospel” 

means in the Didache.56 

While the language of the Didache (in this case we 

should say the Didachist, or the redactor) is clear and 

consistent in itself, there remains the difficult problem 

of saying whether the Didachist simply understands the 

regula Domini that he calls eiiayyeXtov (and the readers’ 

knowledge of which he presumes) as oral tradition, or 

whether it already exists in a literary work — that is, 

whether the word “gospel” in this case already refers to 

an evangelium scriptum (a written gospel, or more than 

one). Unfortunately, this question cannot be answered 

with certainty. Three solutions deserve serious consider¬ 

ation. 

(a) All four passages refer to oral tradition (but can 

15.3-4 be understood in this way?), (b) EvayyeXiov 

refers to different things in the four passages: in 8.2, and 

perhaps in 11.3 as well, we are still dealing with the 

older usage (meaning the “living voice of the good 

news” [viva vox evangelii]); in contrast, evayyeXiov in 

15.3 and 4 (but also in 11.3?) already refers to a gospel 

in written form (evangelium scriptum): thus Koester.57 

Audet adopted a similar opinion, seeing in 8.2 and 9.5 

reference to an oral gospel, and in 11.3 and 15.3-4 to a 

written gospel.58 Rordorf and Tuilier employed this 

notion to distinguish a hypothetical second layer of 

redaction: only the second redactor could have under¬ 

stood evayyeXiov in 15.3-4 as evangelium scriptum,59 But 

not only is this hypothesis of a double redaction ques¬ 

tionable, in my opinion; the conceptual consistency of 

the clauses in which the key word “gospel” appears does 

not suggest such an idea. Finally, we cannot completely 

exclude (c), the possibility that the redactor means the 

same thing in all four passages, namely, a written 

gospel,60 known to him and his readers and, because it 

preserves the words of Jesus, serving as a norm of faith 

and life. Koester also accepted this construal for 15.3-4, 

and considered it possible for 11.3; even for 8.2 he did 

not wish to exclude it absolutely.61 (Nota bene: This 

understanding does not mean that the author also quotes 

this gospel.) If this position is accurate, we might have in 

Did. 8.2; 11.3; 15.3-4 the oldest instances of evayyeXiov 

meaning a written gospel or gospel book. But to which 

gospel would they refer? Could it be canonical 

Matthew?62 Or should we suppose that it means an apoc¬ 

ryphal gospel63 to which the Didachist refers and which 

he may quote in various places? In that case, one might 

think of an apocryphal collection of sayings of the same 

type as the Synoptic Sayings Source.64 That, however, is 

only a hypothesis. The jury is still out. 

3. By way of note, we should at least mention the 

question of the dependence of the Didache on 

Hermas. In research on the Didache, this question is 

usually discussed together with that of dependence 

and the expectation of the end (16.1-2). 

56 I should add that the term evayyeXiov appears reg¬ 

ularly only in the singular. This fact need not mean 

that the term intends — presuming a written gospel 

— to refer only to one individual gospel, but it does 

suggest the possibility of such an intention. 

57 Synoptische Uberlieferung 10-11. Cf. Koester’s very 

cautious judgment at pp. 203 and 240. 

58 At the time of D' there was not yet a written gospel 

in the milieu for which the author wrote (Audet, 

Didache, 173). The case is different with D2. In the 

meantime, such a written gospel was prepared and 

circulated in the milieu of the Didache (Audet, 

Didache, 176; cf. earlier at p. 114). D2 refers to this 

writing. This gospel was known to the Didache com¬ 

munities and accepted by them. This text was not, 

however, our Gospel of Matthew (pp. 178-83) but 

merely the written version of a tradition related to 

Matthew (p. 182). 

59 Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 88. Cf. earlier, 

Rordorf, “Remission des peches,” 293. 

60 Thus now also Wengst (Didache, 26), who thinks that 

the reference is probably to the Gospel of Matthew. 

“In the community of the Didachist the Gospel of 

Matthew was probably known as ‘the gospel’ or ‘the 

gospel of our Lord,’ and he used it for his own writ¬ 

ing” (p. 30). 

61 Cf. esp. Synoptische Uberlieferung, 203. 

62 The sectio evangelica, with its “Lukan” elements 

alongside the “Matthean,” need not refute this 

hypothesis, not even if (differently from Wengst) 

one considers the sectio to be authentic, because the 

author need not quote the written gospel that he 

knows. The elements of the Jesus tradition in the 

Didache (in the sectio and elsewhere) could stem 

from the oral tradition that still circulated alongside 

the written gospel that the communities now pos¬ 

sessed. Cf. the suggestions in Koester, Synoptische 

Uberlieferung, 240. 

63 Audet’s reflections tend in this direction (although 

only for D2), when he presupposes for this stage of 

the writing the knowledge of a gospel book that was 

related to Matthew but was not quoted word for 

word. Cf. n. 58 above. Cf. also the suggestions of 

Rordorf, “Remission des peches,” 293 and n. 4. 

64 Ultimately, the remarks of Glover (“Quotations”) 
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on Barnabas; we have already discussed the latter 

above. Regarding Hermas, the only passage worth 

serious consideration65 is Did. 1.5c (cf. Hermas Man. 

2.4-6).66 On this parallel, see the discussion below at 

1.15c, where I will show that dependence on Hermas 

is improbable.67 The agreements are more probably 

attributable to a common tradition. 

b.Time and Place ofWriting 

We should begin68 with a distinction between tradition 

and redaction. The predidachistic traditions, that is, in 

the narrower sense the sources of the Didache, have an 

altogether archaic character. This is true of the Two 

Ways tractate, the liturgical formulae, and with special 

clarity of the piece of tradition about the reception of 

itinerant charismatics; the only thing one might possibly 

doubt is whether the predidachistic apocalypse can be 

called “archaic” tradition. In general, one can say that 

the sources, that is, the predidachistic traditions, should 

probably be located in the first century c.e., most likely 

toward the end of the century. It is impossible to make 

any more precise determination. One should also con¬ 

sider that the predidachistic traditions are varied in 

character and stem from different strands of tradition. 

Characteristic of the Didachist is a mentality that 

holds fast to tradition while, at the same time, having a 

tendency to reconcile traditions with the changed cir¬ 

cumstances of a church undergoing a process of stabi¬ 

lization. This observation alone provides little 

information, however, with regard to a temporal loca¬ 

tion of the writing.69 In order to proceed farther, one 

could argue that the archaic elements that apparently 

speak in favor of an early origin of the Didache all belong 

to the work’s sources; thus the redactor cannot be locat¬ 

ed very early. On the contrary, the redactional sections 

do not reveal any great degree of church development; 

there are still itinerant prophets in the Didache's field of 

tradition, although some of them seem to be in the 

process of becoming resident (13.1). There is still no 

monarchical episcopate or ordo triplex (cf. the eirLOKonoL 

and biCCKOVoi in 15.1), and the relationship between the 

local clergy and the charismatics is not without conflict 

(15.1-2).70 Thus one cannot move too far into the sec¬ 

ond century, even if one keeps in mind that the develop¬ 

ment of canon law within the tradition of different 

regions of the church as a whole proceeded at widely 

tend in this direction (variants of Q?): “Out of my 

examination grew the convictions, first, that the 

Didache does not bear witness to our gospels, but 

quotes directly from sources used by Luke and 

Matthew; secondly, that Justin possessed the same 

sources, at least in part; thirdly, that the Didache 

may sometimes preserve our Lord’s sayings in a 

more authentic, or, at least, more primitive, form 

than that formed in either Luke or Matthew” (p. 

12). Glover posits as source “a collection of sayings” 

(p. 28). “At the least, then, it seems sound to say 

that Justin and the Didache are witnesses who should 

be examined alongside Luke and Matthew when the 

text of Q is discussed” (p. 29). Rordorf (“Remission 

des peches,” 293) also considers the possibility that 

(although only in 15.3-4) “gospel” may mean an 

apocryphal gospel of the Q type (and that it may 

also be quoted in other places?). For possible quota¬ 

tions, cf. the cautious questions on p. 293 n. 4. 

65 Harnack (Lehre, 18; and “Prolegomena,” 87) still 

referred to Didache 5/Hermas Man. 8.3-5. This is 

not obvious. Harnack originally (“Prolegomena,” 

66, 87) supposed dependence, but later he found it 

doubtful (Apostellehre, 13). The references in 

Connolly, “Streeter on the Didache,” 377-78, are 

very far-fetched. 

66 Dependence of the Didache on Hermas was posited 

by Bryennios, Aibayr), 7tS'; Zahn, Geschichte, 

3.315-18; Hennecke, “Grundschrift,” 71; Muilen- 

burg, Literary Relations, 33, 46, 167, and passim; 

Dix, “Didache,” 243-44; Robinson, “Barnabas and 

the Didache,” 233-38; Connolly, “Streeter on the 

Didache,” 372, 377-79; Vokes, Riddle, 48, 51-61, 

and passim; Richardson, “Teaching,” 163, 165: the 

Didachist (not his sources) is dependent on 

Barnabas and Hermas; Layton, “Sources,” 361-72. 

67 On the contrary, positing dependence of Hermas on 

the Didache are Harris, Teaching, 38; MacLean, 

“Introduction," xxiii (probable). 

68 Early scholarship is reviewed by Ehrhard, Altchrist- 

liche Litteratur, 62-65. Origins ca. 50 c.e. constitute 

the earlier limit, and origins in the 4th and 5th cen¬ 

tury are the late limit. (With regard to the latter, 

Ehrhard remarks that such opinions “can in any 

case only arouse a pathological interest” [p. 62].) 

69 Recourse to the witnesses does not bring us any far¬ 

ther: on the one hand, because the oldest testi¬ 

monies are not clear, as we have seen above, and on 

the other hand because we do not know how far 

behind the testimonies we may go. 

70 No certain argument can be derived from what is 

said about the evayyeXiov or the elements of 

Synoptic tradition found in the Didache, because 

these instances themselves are not absolutely clear 
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differing rates. In sum, the date of the Didache is a 

matter of judgment. An origin around 110 or 120 c.e. 

remains hypothetical,71 but there are as yet no com¬ 

pelling reasons to dismiss this hypothesis. 

Regarding provenance, we are completely in the 

dark.72 The strongly Jewish-Christian character of the 

Didache does not function as an argument. From that 

character — whether of the sources or of the redactor — 

one cannot deduce anything about location. On the one 

hand, it has occasionally been said that the Didache 

comes from Egypt,73 with support derived from the writ¬ 

ing’s early circulation in Egypt.74 A number of details 

also suggest an Egyptian origin.75 In any case, the liturgi¬ 

cal expression about bread on the mountains (9.4) can 

scarcely be used as a counterargument, because 9.4 is 

part of the sources of the Didache. Moreover, this expres¬ 

sion is also found in Egyptian liturgical sources.76 On the 

other hand, 7.2 does not favor Egypt but rather Syria or 

Palestine, and in fact that region is frequently claimed as 

the locus of the Didache. For Syria, or the borderland 

between Syria and Palestine,77 one can adduce primarily 

(is the “gospel” oral or written? canonical or apoc¬ 

ryphal? Are the Synoptic elements from oral tradi¬ 

tion?). I have spoken of this above. Nevertheless, 

these findings in themselves give some support to 

the hypothesis that the Didache should be located at 

the beginning of the 2d century. 

71 Examples of attempts at dating from the history of 

research include: Audet, Didache, 187-210: “contem¬ 

porary with the first gospel writings” (197); 

Hemmer, Doctrine, xxxv: 80-100; Funk, 

Abhandlungen, 2.112: perhaps 80-90; Kleist, Didache, 

6: “before the end of the first century”; Ehrhard, 

Altchristliche Litteratur, 65: probably “80-100, or pos¬ 

sibly 90-110 or 120”; Schaff, Church Manual, 122: 

between 90 and 100; Adam (“Herkunft,” 70) sug¬ 

gested that the primitive form of the Didache origi¬ 

nated between 90 and 100; Aono, Entwicklung, 207: 

“toward the end of the first century”; Vielhauer, 

Geschichte, 737: “beginning of the second century”; 

also MacLean, “Introduction,” xxxvi; and Wengst, 

Didache, 63; Barnard, “Later History,” 99 n. 2: 

100-130; Altaner and Stuiber, Patrologie, 81; and 

Quasten, Patrology, 1.37: 100-150; Bryennios, 

Atbaxv< K': between 120 and 160; Richardson, 

“Teaching,” 165: ca. 150; Kraft, Didache, 76: after 

150; Johnson, “Motive,” 108: between 150 and 175; 

Vokes, Riddle, 86 (cf. 87, 216): between 155 and 250; 

Robinson, Didache, 82: 3d century (“very probable”). 

72 From the early research: Ehrhard, Altchristliche 

Litteratur, 65-66. He observed correctly (p. 66): 

“But only Egypt or Syria-Palestine can be consid¬ 

ered.” Ehrhard himself decided for the latter. 

73 To begin with, Harnack (“Prolegomena,” 159-60, 

167-70) was the primary proponent of Egypt; later 

(Apostellehre, 25) he was less sure (“probably, but by 

no means . . . certain”); idem, Geschichte, 2.1.431 n. 

1: “No certain decision between Egypt and Syria- 

Palestine can be given.” Possibly Egypt: Middleton, 

“Eucharistic Prayers,” 267; probably Egypt: 

Richardson, “Teaching,” 165; cf. Glover, 

“Quotations,” 27; Kraft, Didache, 77: rather Egypt 

than Syria. 

74 Athanasius; P. Oxy. See above, §§2a, 3b. 

75 KActafia in 9.4 does indeed point to Egypt, but is 

this the original reading? Cf. the commentary at 

9.4. The correspondence of the doxology of the 

Lord’s Prayer in Did. 8.2 (end) and Matt 6:13 in 

parts of the Coptic translation is striking (see the 

commentary at 8.2). Is that, however, sufficient to 

allow us to argue for an Egyptian origin of the 

Didache? 

76 The expression is found in Serapion Euchologion 

13.13 (Funk, Didascalia, 2.174) and P. Der Balizeh 

IIv., 1. 4 (Roberts and Capelle, Euchologium, 26; and 

van Haelst, “Nouvelle reconstitution,” 449 — 

although there partly expanded, but the expansion 

is fairly certain). See below at Did. 9.4. No argument 

for or against a particular place of origin for the 

Didache can be made from this datum. 

77 Examples: Taylor, Teaching, 116: northern Palestine; 

Jacquier, Doctrine, 81: Palestine, particularly 

Jerusalem; Ehrhard, Altchristliche Litteratur, 66: 

Syria-Palestine; Dix, “Didache,” 249: Syria; 

Muilenburg, Literary Relations, 41: more likely Syria; 

Knopf, Lehre, 3: “rather Syria and Palestine . . . than 

Egypt”; Bardenhewer, Geschichte, 1.96: “Syria or 

Palestine” (more probable than Egypt); Altaner and 

Stuiber, Patrologie, 81: Syria-Palestine; Quasten, 

Patrology, 1.37: most probably Syria; Bosio, Padri 

apostolici, 14: probably Syria or Palestine; Vielhauer, 

Geschichte, 737: with great caution: Syria; Adam, 

“Herkunft,” 37-42, and passim: the book stems 

from Palestine, perhaps from Jewish Christians 

from Pella, but is directed to the newly missionized 

communities in eastern Syria, in Adiabene; Robert 

M. Grant, The Apostolic Fathers: A New Translation 

and Commentary, vol. 1: An Introduction (New York: 

Nelson, 1964) 75-76: Syria, probably not Antioch; 

Barnard, “Later History,” 99-100: Syria; Aono, 

Entwicklung, 208: probably Syria; Rordorf and 

Tuilier, Doctrine, 97-98: western Syria, rural 

regions; Wengst, Didache, 62: “a rural region in 

Syria.” 
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the fact that the redactor still knows the movement of 

Jesus’ disciples or its later offshoots (otherwise he would 

not have had to cite 11.4-12 and interpret it with chaps. 

12-13). It appears that in the communities of the 

Didache the offshoots of the Jesus-discipleship movement 

are still alive; such a thing is most naturally to be sought 

in Palestine or Syria. Such argumentation, placing the 

Didache in Syria-Palestine, is not very strong but has 

some things in its favor. In the question of a more pre¬ 

cise location, Did. 13.3-7 has sometimes played a role. 

Most recently, Georg Schollgen78 has attempted to show 

that an origin of the Didache in a rural area cannot be 

deduced from this passage. The Didache could certainly 

have come from an urban setting. I do not think, how¬ 

ever, that the major city of Antioch should be consid¬ 

ered as its location. 

78 “Die Didache — ein fruhes Zeugnis fiir Land- 

gemeinden?” ZNW 76 (1985) 140-43. Schollgen 

discusses the theme of the gift of firstfruits in the 

early period and gives instances from Rome and 

Caesarea. “Christians from town and even urban 

milieus without an agriculture of their own were 

apparently also in a position to produce the gift of 

firstfruits required for the support of the prophets 

and the clergy; these were probably acquired by pur¬ 

chase” (p. 142). He then continues, “Yet even if the 

gifts of firstfruits in v. 3 come from one’s own 

produce, this would say nothing against the origins 

of the Didache in an urban milieu” (ibid.). Note the 

following remarks about agriculture as the basis of 

the economy in the majority of the small cities of 

the empire (pp. 142-43). 
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The Title 

The twofold title borne by this document in H has con¬ 

fused scholars from the beginning. The short title (which 

stands in a separate line above the text in H) is didaxv 

tup dudeKGC onrooToXuv (“teaching [or doctrine] of the 

twelve apostles”).1 The long title is not placed in an indi¬ 

vidual line in H, but forms the beginning of the text:2 

Aidaxv xvpiov Sid tup dudeKa olttootoXuv role; edveoLP 

(“teaching of the Lord through the twelve apostles to the 

nations”). The text continues in the same line with 080I 

dvo (“two ways”).3 Much has been written about the ori¬ 

ginality of these two titles (is the long title the older and 

the short title only an abbreviation of it?)4 and their sig¬ 

nificance (especially as regards the interpretation and 

unique character of the book as a whole). It is probable, 

however, that neither title is original. 

On the basis of the witnesses that testify to the docu¬ 

ment5 it is much more likely that the original title was 

6l8olxV (or 8l5(XX^) tuv onrooToXuv (“teaching of the 

apostles”).6 (The reference to the “Twelve,”'as found also 

in the short title, would have been incorporated later.) 

Two difficulties then arise. First, the document itself 

nowhere lays explicit claim to apostolic authority;7 sec¬ 

ond, the witnesses are, in part, subject to the suspicion 

that they do not refer to the Didache at all but to versions 

of the Two Ways tractate. In fact, according to the wit¬ 

ness of Doctrina, the Two Ways tractate (at least in one 

version) bore the title (de) doctrina apostolorum (“[of the] 

teaching of the apostles”).8 There is very good reason 

to suppose that, at a relatively early period, this was the 

title of the Christianized Two Ways tractate,9 and that 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

It is written in minuscules (like the rest of the text), 

but framed by the symbol •" • . 

The first letter (A) is a large initial extending into 

the margin. 

The way in which the copyist presents the two titles 

may perhaps indicate that he regarded the short 

title as the title of the document itself. 

Cf. Harnack, “Prolegomena,” 24-37. 

TUP (XTTOOTOXUP (...) 
bibaxotl 

Doctrina (...) apostolorum 

Aibaxv ( . . . ) tup 

Eusebius Hist. eccl. 

3.25.4 (GCS 2.1.252) 

Rufinus ibid. (253) 

Athanasius Festal 

Letter 39 § 11 

(Preuschen, 

Analecta, 2.45) 

Ps.-Athanasius 

Synopsis scripturae 

sacrae 76 (PG 

28.432) 

Indicium scriptorum 

canonicorum sexa- 

gesima (Preuschen, 

Analecta, 2.69) 

Ps.-Nicephorus 

Stichometry 

(Preuschen, Analecta, 

2.64) 

Ps.-Cyprian De aleat. 

4 (CSEL 3.3.96). 

For the interpretation of the word bibaxv in this 

context, Adam (“Herkunft,” 60 n. 116) has referred 

to Friederich Preisigke, ed., Worterbuch der griechisch- 

en Papyrusurkunden (4 vols.; Berlin: Selbstverlag, 

1924-71) 1.371, where (at B 140, 16, p. ii) rj orpem- 

uTLKTj bibax'O is attested in the sense of “military 

order.” On this, see the discussion above (Intro¬ 

duction, § lb) on the genre of the document as 

dirooToXup 

AcbaxV onrooToXup 

TtepioboL Kai 

bibaxod tup cxttootoXup 

Acbaxv (xttootoXup 

doctrin(ae) apostolorum 

10 

11 

regula vitae christianae (“rule for the Christian life”). 

Vielhauer, Geschichte, 723-24. 

For the similar title of the Canons of the Apostles in 

some mss., see Audet, Didache, 94-95. 

MacLean, “Introduction,” xxxii n. 1 (probable); 

Goodspeed, “Doctrina,” 231; Koester, Synoptische 

Uberlieferung 218 (he suggests the possibility that 

the Christian Two Ways tractate bore the title 

“apostolic teaching” before it was incorporated into 

the Didache); Nautin, “Composition,” 213: the Duae 

viae in their Christian form bore the title bibaxp 

tup cotootoXup (doctrina apostolorum), and this tide 

was transferred to the Didache-, the long title would 

have been an addition by the copyist. The original 

Jewish Duae viae would simply have been called 

bibaxh- Barnard, “Later History,” 99-100: the 

Egyptian version of the tractate bore the title 

beboexv tup ccitootoXup; the Syriac version was enti¬ 

tled bebaxr) tup bubeKa cotootoXup, and from that 

the Didachist composed the long title. 

Did Barnabas know the Two Ways tractate under 

the title bibaxpt Cf. Barn. 18.1: peTafiupcp be Kal 

eiri erepap jpuolp kocl bcbaxVP (“Let us proceed to 

another insight and teaching”). 

Vielhauer (Geschichte, 725 n. 9) has disputed the 

idea that the title stems originally from the Two 

Ways tractate and was transferred from it to the 

Didache. For him, the short title (without bubeKOt) is 

older, but was applied to the Didache only at a later 

time (pp. 723-24). According to Wengst (Didache, 

15) the title was added later. Audet’s thesis (Didache, 

91-103, 247-54) combines some correct and some 

bizarre ideas. According to him, the Two Ways trac¬ 

tate (even before it was in Christian usage) had the 

title bibaxp evpiov (= YHWH) rolg eftpeoip. The 

author of D1 entitled his instructions: bibaxed tup 

(xttootoXup (but not referring to the Twelve). That 
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this title was then transferred to the Didache,10 either by 

the author of the document itself or in a subsequent 

process.11 No matter how one answers this last question, 

however, one should by no means understand the title 

5i5ctxV (or StSaxat) tuv aixooToXuiv as an indication of 

how the document is to be read. Even if it was imposed 

by the Didachist, it is a label after the fact, and its refer¬ 

ence to the dvrooroAot has no significance for the docu¬ 

ment itself.12 It would be utterly aberrant to derive an 

instruction for reading from the long title in H, and to 

see that title as an expression of the document’s own self 

understanding.13 The two titles in H both come from a 

later time14 and are irrelevant for the interpretation of 

the document.15 

was the original and proper title of the document. 

In the later tradition, this became 8i5axv nor ScoSe- 

KOt onrocrToXui'. A copyist inserted the phrase bid 

rtor 8d>8eKa anoaToXun1 into the original title of the 

Duae viae. Thus the long title came into being. The 

title bibaxR rav dirooroXon’ was transferred from 

the Didache to the Duae viae (as the Latin Doctrina 

shows). Nautin (“Composition,” 211-12) previously 

offered a critique of these ideas; see further 

Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 14-15. 

12 This is true, mutatis mutandis, for the title of the 

tractate, if it is supposed to have read bibaxv nor 

darooToXav. 

13 False, therefore, are the judgments, respectively, of 

Harnack, “Prolegomena,” 24-27, 30; and Knopf, 

Lehre, 3. Correct is that of Rordorf and Tuilier, 

Doctrine, 16-17: one should not be guided by either 

title in interpreting this work. 

14 The Georgian has a still longer title: “Teaching of 

the Twelve Apostles, Written in the Year 90 or 100 

after the Lord Christ: Teaching of the Lord, Con¬ 

veyed to Humanity through the Twelve Apostles.” 

15 By way of example, I list a number of positions on 

the question of the title. Schaff, Church Manual, 162 

(cf. as early as p. 14): the long title rests on Acts 

2:42 and Matt 28:19 and is probably original; Vokes, 

Riddle, 208: the title combines Matt 28:19-20 with 

Acts 2:41-42: “It seems evident that the two pas¬ 

sages at the end of Matthew and beginning of Acts 

explain the title and form of the Didache.” 

According to Bartlet (Church-Order, 53) the long title 

may possibly come from the editio altera et emendata, 

with possible influence from Matt 28:19. Johnson, 

“Motive,” 113-15: the author does not presume to 

write a gospel, but composes (among other things) 

a commentary, and supports his authority by pre¬ 

tending composition by the Twelve. Kleist, Didache, 

153 n. 1: the short title was written on the outside 

of the scroll. Rordorf, “Tradition apostolique,” 106: 

the short title refers to Acts 2:42, and the long title 

to Matt 28:19; cf. also Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 

15-16. 
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I. Baptismal Catechesis 
The Tractate on the Two Ways 1.1-63 

1. Statement of theTheme (1.1) 

1 
1 There are two ways, one to life and one to 

death, but the difference between the two 
ways is great. 

The document begins abruptly, without any particular 

introduction.1 The Didachist commences with a quota¬ 

tion from the original Jewish didactic document, “On 

the Two Ways,” which has already been superficially 

Christianized. In the macrocontext, however, he gives 

this writing a new overall meaning; for him, the tractate 

now serves (as 7.1 shows) as a model for instruction of 

baptismal candidates. In what follows (chaps. 1-6) is 

found what catechumens should be taught.2 

■ 1 The initial clause ('Odoi duo eloiv, plot rf/g farjg Kai 

pia tov davaTov, v. la) is a formulation of the theme of 

the tractate that follows. Human beings should know 

that they are faced with the alternative of two “ways,” 

one of which leads to life, the other to death.3 The fol¬ 

lowing clause, about the difference between the two 

(diacpopa de -koAAt) pera^u twv duo oduv, v. lb), under¬ 

scores the character of the decision. Human beings 

stand before a parting of the ways: each individual can 

choose only one of the two paths. There is no compro¬ 

mise. 

Excursus:The "Two Ways" 

The topos of the “two ways”4 was a widespread com¬ 

monplace of ancient (and not only ancient) moral 

philosophy. For popular Greek moral thought, cf. 

Hesiod Works and Days 287-92 (Rzach, 70);5 then the 

fable of Prodicus of Cheos retold by Xenophon Mem. 

2.1.21-34 (Marchant);6 in addition, see Theognis 

911-14 (Diehl and Young, 56); Plutarch Vita 

1 William Telfer (“The ‘Plot’ of the Didache,” JTS 45 

[1944] 149-50) thought that this document could 

not begin so abruptly; as it is now received, its 

beginning must be mutilated. Telfer (p. 150) recon¬ 

structs the supposed introductory text in very imag¬ 

inative fashion.' 

2 It remains obvious that the instruction provided in 

chaps. 1-6 is incomplete (in spite of the additions 

by the Didachist). Still, it appears that the Didachist, 

to whom systematic theological reflection is some¬ 

thing foreign, did not give any particular thought to 

this limitation. In any case, it would be wrong to try 

to restrict his confession of faith to the teachings in 

chaps. 1-6. 

3 (’0<5og) rrjg ftorjg an<l T°v davarov involve objective 

genitives. 

4 Knopf, Lehre, 4-5; Anton Vogtle, Die Tugend- und 

Lasterkataloge im Neuen Testament: Exegetisch, reli¬ 

gions- und formgeschichtlich untersucht (NTAbh 

16.4-5; Munster: Aschendorff, 1936) 113-20, 

196-98; Wibbing, Tugend- und Lasterkataloge, 33-42, 

61-64; Kamlah, Paranese, 149-50, 171-75; Suggs, 

“Two Ways Tradition,” passim; Wilhelm Michaelis, 

“65oq,” TDNT 5 (1967) 42-114; J. Bergman, “Zum 

Zwei-Wege Motiv,” SEA 41/42 (1976-77) 27-56; 

Norbert Brox, Der Glaube als Weg: Nach biblischen 

und altchristlichen Texten (Munich and Salzburg: 

Pustet, 1968); Bruno Snell, “Das Symbol des 

Weges,” in idem. Die Entdeckung des Geistes: Studien 

zur Entstehung des europaischen Denkens bei den 

Griechen (4th ed.; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & 

Ruprecht, 1975) 219-30. 

5 Tr)p pep rot Kanon/jra Kai iAabop eorup eAeadai 

pt]ib'u>3q- AeLp pep obog, paAa' b' eyyv{h paief 

rf/g 6’ apeTpg Ldpara deoi Tipoiidpoidep e&rjKap 

adaPQ’.TOL paKpoq be Kai opihog olpog eg avrpv 

Kai rprixvg to irpuTow enpp b'eig aKpop iKrjTaL, 

ppcbip dr) (Tiena TteAet, xaAeirrj step eouaa. 

(“Badness can be got easily and in shoals: the road 

to her is smooth, and she lives very near us. But 

between us and Goodness the gods have placed the 

sweat of our brows: long and steep is the path that 

leads to her, and it is rough at the first; but when a 

man has reached the top, then is she easy to reach, 

though before that she was hard”). The text is found 

within a longer admonition to exercise dike. 

6 To show that the KaAd re Kaya&a epya (“noble 

deeds”) can only be gained through effort, 

Xenophon’s Socrates (Mem. 2.1.20) cites the pas¬ 

sage from Hesiod, adding a quotation from 

Epicharmus and then referring (1.21-34) in his own 

words to the fable of Prodicus. Heracles is faced 

with the characteristic decision for veou. etre Tpp bi 

dperpg obop TpeipovTat eiri top /3lop e'Cre tt)p bid 
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Demosthenis 26.7 (Ziegler, 306); and so on.7 The paral¬ 

lels extend to Islamic8 and even Buddhist tradition.9 

This topos is also found in the Old Testament, 

explicitly in Ps 1:1-6 (1:6: oboq dLKaiup/obbq aoefSoiP, 

“the way of the righteous”/“the way of the impious”); 

Ps 139 (138):24; Prov 2:13; 4:18-19 (combined with 

the pairing of light and darkness); 11:20; 12:28 LXX 

(combined with faq/fiapaToq, “life/death”). But it 

may also lie behind expressions such as those in Deut 

11:26-28; 30:15-20; Jer 21:8 (oboq r-qq farjq/oboq too 

{hxvarov, “way of life’’/“way of death”); Ps 119 

(118):29-30, and others. In texts from early Judaism10 

see, e.g., 1 Enoch 94:1-5; 2 Enoch, long recension 

30:15 (Bonwetsch, 29): “And I showed him two ways, 

light and darkness”;11 shorter recension 42:10 

(Bonwetsch, 89).12 See the rabbinic material in Str-B 

1.461-62; 4.1080; Wilhelm Michaelis, “oboq," TDNT 5 

(1967) 58-60; cf. especially m. ’Abot 2.9; then b. Ber. 

28b; b. Hag. 3b (with parallels in each case): Str-B 

1.461; b. Men. 99b (Str-B 4.1080); Siphre Deut. 11.26 

§53 on 11:26 (cf. Str-B 1.461-62); Exod. Rab. 30.20 

on 21:1 (cf. Str-B 1.462); Deut. Rab.$A on 11:22 (cf. 

Str-B 1.462).13 It is important to note that in some 

areas of tradition in early Judaism the topos of the 

two ways was combined with a teaching about two 

spirits (or two angels).14 Both are found most clearly 

in T. Ash. 1:3-5. Cf. especially: Avo obovq ebuKep 6 

fieoq rolq vioiq tup dvdpuncuiv Kai bvo bcapovAia Kai 

bvo TTpa^etq Kai Stjo Tponovq (v.l. roixovq or itopovq) 

Kai bvo reAq (1:3, “God has granted two ways to the 

sons of men, two intentions and two behaviors and 

two manners”); 'OSoi bvo, KaXov Kai KaKOv (1:5, “Two 

ways, of good and evil”), with an eschatological con¬ 

clusion and the teaching about the two spirits that is 

associated with it:15 on rd re At) rtiv dvdpd) ttwp 

be'iKPvoi rqp biKatoovpqp avrup, ypapL^opreq rovq 

KaKiaq, e^eAdopra eiq qovxiap Kadijodac 

diropovvTa irorepap tup obup rpaixprai (“whether 

in life they will take the road through virtue or that 

through vice, going out to a quiet spot, he sat down 

perplexed as to which of the roads he should take,” 

1.21 [trans. Amy L. Bonnette, Xenophon, 

Memorabilia [Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 

1994] 39). In his aporia, the arete and kakia appear 

to him in female forms, each recommending her 

own way (22-25). For the literature, see Berger, 

“Hellenistische Gattungen,” 1089. Michaelis points 

out problems in the received interpretation of the 

fable (“oboq,” 43-46), even though he went too far 

in some details. For the later impact of the fable, cf. 

Berger, “Hellenistische Gattungen,” 1090; for 

Christian reception, Michaelis, “oboq,” 46 n. 12; cf. 

Justin 2 Apol. 11.3-8 (Goodspeed, 86-87); Cf. 

Clement of Alexandria Strom. 2.20, 107.4-5 (GCS3 

2.171-72); in 5.5.31.1-2 (GCS3 2.346), the Prodicus 

fable is associated with Matt 7:13-14 par. Lactantius 

writes of the two ways: quas et poetae in carminibus et 

philosophi in disputationibus suis induxerunt (“Which 

poets have introduced into their poems and philoso¬ 

phers into their disputations,” Divin. Inst. 6.3.1; 

CSEL 19.485). Basil mentions the fable in his Sermo 

de Leg. Libr. Gent. 4 (PG 31.573); in Horn, in Ps. 15 

(PG 29.221) he may be alluding to it. Berger 

(“Hellenistische Gattungen,” 1090 with citations) 

refers to the “series of allegorical agones, disputa¬ 

tions between two women appearing in a vision” 

that follow the Prodicus fable. 

7 Probably to be included in a broader sense are those 

passages that speak of the two ways that the soul has 

before it after death; cf. Plato Gorgias 524A (Burnet); 

Rep. 10.614C (Burnet); Diphilos the comic poet in 

Clement of Alexandria Strom. 5.14, 121.1 (GCS3 

2.407); cf. Eusebius Praeparatio Evangelica 13.13.47 

(GCS 8/2.219); Vergil Aeneid 6.540-43 (Hirtzel). 

hie locus est partis ubi se via findit in ambas: 

destera quae Ditis magni sub moenia tendit, 

hac iter Elysium nobis; at laeva malorum 

exercet poenas et ad impia Tartara mittit. 

(“Here is the place where the road parts in twain; 

there to the right, as it runs under the walls of great 

Dis, is our way to Elysium, but the left wreaks pun¬ 

ishment of the wicked and sends them on to pitiless 

Tartarus.”) The ideas in the “Book of the Two 

Ways” of the Egyptians are quite different. On that 

see I. Bergman, “Zum Zwei-Wege Motif,” SEA 41/42 

(1976-77)51-52. 

8 The conclusion of the opening sura of the Koran 

reads: 

“Guide us in the straight path, 

the path of those whom thou hast blessed, 

not of those against whom thou art wrathful, 

nor of those who are astray.” 

(Translation by Charles Arberry, The Koran Inter¬ 

preted [London: Allen & Unwin; New York: Macmil¬ 

lan, 1955] 1.) 

9 See the examples in Knopf, Lehre, 5. 

10 Sir. 33(36):7-15? On this, see Paul Winter, “Ben Sira 

and the Teaching of ‘Two Ways,”’ VT 5 (1955) 

315-18 (problematic). 

11 For this, cf. also the similar statements in Mek. Exod. 

on 14:29 (Lauterbach, 1.248) and Gen. Rab. 21.5 on 

3:22 (Str-B 1.461). 

12 The examples in Philo are a chapter in themselves: 

see, e.g., Deus. imm. 180; Plant. 37; Abr. 269; Vit. 

Mos. 2.138; Spec. leg. 4.108, Sittt) 656c;, q pep eiri 

KaKiap, rj b'67T aperqp ayovoa (“the road is divid¬ 

ed, one leads to vice and the other to virtue”), etc. 

The examples from Philo deserve a new study. To 
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1.1 

ayyeAovg Kvpiov Kai tov oarava.'Eav yap rerapay- 

pevr) 77 <PVXV dnrepxeraL, ^aaavi^eTat into tov 

■novppov TtvevpaTog, ov Kai ebovAevoev ev eTtudvpL- 

acg Kai epyoug novppoig- eav be f]ovxo>g ev xapa, 

eyvaptoe tov ayyeAov rrjg eipf]vr\g, fog) irapaKaAe- 

oeL avTov ev f’aij (6:4-6, “For the ultimate end of 

human beings displays their righteousness, since they 

are made known to the angels of the Lord and of 

Beliar. For when the evil soul departs, it is harassed 

by the evil spirit that it served through its desires and 

evil works. But if one departs peacefully with joy, he 

comes to know the angel of peace and enters eternal 

life”)-16 

In IQS 3.18—4.26 the two-ways schema (the way of 

light and the way of darkness: 3.20-21) is similarly 

combined with the teaching about the two spirits 

(two spirits are found in 3.18-19: “the spirits of truth 

and of wickedness,” and this is expanded in the subse¬ 

quent passage).17 The Qumran doctrine presents a 

certain parallel to the combination of the teaching 

about the two spirits or two angels with the two-ways 

schema in the Testament of Asher and in the Jewish 

source for the Two Ways tractate that interests us 

here. This combination still appears in the Christian 

recension in Barnabas and Doctrina apostolorumf® 

while the teaching about the two spirits is absent 

from the recension of the Two Ways tractate in the 

Didache19 (and in later recensions).20 In fact, the com- 

what extent was the fable of Prodicus here com¬ 

bined with OT tradition? How is the motif of the 

ways more closely connected with the motif of the 

jSaatAtKr) obog (the “royal road” to virtue)? 

13 The use of the image in the sense of a middle way 

between two extremes is something different. See 

examples in Str-B 1.462-63. 

14 Judaism may have received the impulse to the devel¬ 

opment of the teaching about the two spirits from 

Iranian tradition, but the religio-historical connec¬ 

tions cannot be traced here. Kamlah, in particular, 

has given an instructive treatment of this; cf. esp. 

Paranese, 163-68. There is a different version in 

Berger, Formgeschichte, 150-51. According to him, it 

is more likely that the conception of the two spirits 

or angels is derived from Greek tradition, and in par¬ 

ticular from the concept of the two women that 

appears as early as the Prodicus fable and experi¬ 

enced many further developments (cf. idem, “Helle- 

nistische Gattungen,” 1090-91). “I find the two 

women in Greek tradition transformed, in the 

Jewish and Christian field, into two angels, two pow¬ 

ers infused at birth, two types of spirits, or—as in 

Galatians 5—related to spirit. . . and flesh as two 

‘spheres.’ The occasion for me to make this sugges¬ 

tion is the fact that there is always a series of virtues 

and vices associated with each of the two figures. A 

connecting link between pagan andJewish-Christian 

forms of the tradition is the analogy in Silius Italicus 

Punica 15.20-21: It is said of virtus and voluptas that 

they are ‘per auras allapsae.’ It is also understandable 

from this tradition why this kind of catalog was com¬ 

bined, in Barnabas 18 and Didache 1, with the two 

ways, because the (divided) way motif is proper to 

this tradition. It is true that there are also two ways 

in the Old Testament, but without any connection 

with catalogs” (Formgeschichte, 150-51). The combi¬ 

nation of the two-ways schema with the conception 

of the two spirits would thus be—transformed— 

Greek or Hellenistic tradition; then the conjunction 

of both conceptions with parenetic catalogs would 

also be traceable to Greco-Hellenistic tradition. For 

convenience, I include here the passage from Silius 

Italicus Pun. 15.18-22 (Bauer, 108) that is important 

for Berger’s argumentation: 

Has, lauri residens iuvenis viridante sub umbra, 

Aedibus extremis volvebat pectore curas, 

Cum subito assistunt, dextra laevaque per auras 

Allapsae, haud paulum mortali maior imago, 

Hinc Virtus, illinc virtuti inimica Voluptas. 

(“These anxious thoughts filled the young man’s 

mind, as he sat beneath the green shadow of a 

baytree that grew behind the dwelling; and sud¬ 

denly two figures, far exceeding mortal stature, 

flew down from the sky and stood to right and left 

of him: Virtue was on the one side, and Pleasure, 

the enemy of Virtue, on the other.”) The verbal bat¬ 

tle between the two then follows, in vv. 32-120. 

15 For the two-spirits teaching in Testaments of the 12 

Patriarchs, and for the combination of that teaching 

with parenetic material (outside the context of the 

two-ways teaching), cf. Wibbing, Tugend- und 

Lasterkataloge, 35-39. 

16 When Philo (Sacr. AC 20-44, allegorizing Deut 

21:15-17) speaks of the two women he calls r)bovp 

(“pleasure”) and aperf) (“virtue”; the parallel in 

Sobr. 22-25 is less instructive), he has in mind of 

course the material of the Prodicus fable. 

17 In IQS 3-4 as well, parenetic catalogs are combined 

with the two-spirits doctrine and the two-ways 

schema (4.2-14). Between the virtue and vice cata¬ 

logs stands (in 4.6-8) an eschatological prospect. Cf. 

also the eschatological conclusion after the vice cat¬ 

alog (4.11-14). 

18 Barn. 18.1 and Doctr. 1.1. 

19 For the whole, cf. Audet, “Affinites litteraires,” 

219-38; Braun, Qumran, 2.185-89. We cannot dis¬ 

cuss Hermas Man. 5.1.2, 4; 6.1. 1; 1.3-4; 2.1 here. 

Does 1 John 1:6-7 belong here also? Cf. Wolfgang 

Nauck, Die Tradition und der Charakter des ersten 

Johannesbriefes (WUNT 3; Tubingen, Mohr, 1957) 

59-62. 

20 Audet (“Affinites litteraires,” 234-35) associates the 

Two Ways tractate and the exposition in IQS too 
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bination of the two-ways schema and the two-spirit 

teaching reflects distant contacts between the Jewish 

source of the Two Ways tractate and the Qumran 

doctrine. Note that these are distant contacts, and of 

course represent no material identity. Nevertheless, 

the literature that interests us here also, naturally, 

contains other examples of the two-ways schema that 

are not combined with the teaching on the two spirits 

or angels: cf. Matt 7:13-14 par.; 2 Pet 2:15.21 The two- 

ways motif also appears, not combined with the doc¬ 

trine of two spirits, in Sib. Or. 8.399-401: avrog obovg 

■Kpoeftr\Ka. bvo, fafjg Zavarov re, Kai yvuprj -KpoedriK 

uyadrjv fcci)v irpoeXeadac- avrol 8'eg davarov Kal 

7rup aldvcov r/iiav (“I myself proposed two ways, of 

life and death, and proposed to the judgment to 

choose good life. But they turned eagerly to death 

and eternal fire”).22 But Ps.-Clem. Horn. 7.3.3-5 (GCS2 

1.117-18) again reveals a distant analogy to the 

Qumran teaching on the two spirits, to the extent 

that there is reference to two apxovreg or pyepoveg, 

to the right and to the left, who apparently are placed 

as rulers over the respective ways. Still, the two-ways 

motif is only hinted at here. In contrast, the motif 

appears explicitly in 7.7.1-3 (GCS2 1.119)—although it 

is true that the two-spirits doctrine is again absent: 

ravrag tolvvv rag re dyaflag Kal KaKag -upd^eig 

elbag Tcpoprjvvu vp.lv ug obovg bvo. . . . (2) r) pev ovv 

tuv diroXXvpevuv o8og 7tAo’.rela pev Kal opaXurarr), 

aiToXXvovoa be avev too ttovov, rj be tuv au^opevoiv 

OTevq pev Kal rpayela, oalpvoa be npog tu> reAei 

rovg dua-KopevdevTag eraiTovag- (3) tovruv be tuv 

bvo obav irpOKade^erai dm aria Kal idorcg 

(“Knowing, then, these good and evil deeds, I make 

known unto you as it were two paths. . . . The path of 

the lost, then, is broad and very smooth — it ruins 

them without troubling them; but the path of the 

saved is narrow, rugged, and in the end it saves, not 

without much toil, those who have journeyed through 

it. And these two paths are presided over by unbelief 

and faith” [ANF 8.269]).23 

If we attempt to understand the concrete form in 

which the two-ways motif more specifically appears in 

the tradition that particularly interests us here, the 

result is a picture somewhat like this: the topos of the 

two ways (known already in the OT) was combined 

(and from the point of view of the material itself this 

is understandable and even conclusive) in certain tra¬ 

ditions of early Judaism and thus of Christianity with 

the doctrine of the two spirits or angels. We may set 

aside the question whether impulses from Iranian tra¬ 

dition or models from Greek or Hellenistic traditions 

were determinative. In any case, we must suppose 

that in certain streams of tradition within Judaism 

and early Christianity the two-ways doctrine was 

closely, despite the difference he also describes. 

Braun also (Qiimran, 2.188) sees the differences 

(the contrasting pair fart—davarog is the very one 

that is absent in IQS; the fact that the Didache does 

not speak of a light/darkness contrast, nor present 

the motif of the two angels, is another subject alto¬ 

gether). Nevertheless, Braun concludes that “IQS 

as direct or indirect source for the texts of the 

Fathers is not unthinkable” (ibid.). Instead of calling 

it a “source,” I would prefer to speak of a common 

tradition. That is more adequate to the idea of a 

variable editing and variable meaning acquired by 

insertion into different contexts. Incidentally, 

Wengst (Barnabasbrief 63) wished to attribute the 

tradition that recalls IQS 3-4 not to the original 

tractate but to a redactor of the archetype of 

Barnabas and Didache. This is improbable. 

21 1 Cor 4:17 obol = teaching (cf. Hans Conzelmann, 

1 Corinthians [Hermeneia; Philadelphia: Fortress 

Press, 1975] 92-93). 

22 It is true that Ps.-Phocylides offers numerous paral¬ 

lels to individual sayings in the tractate, but what is 

lacking is any explicit example of the two-ways 

motif. Hence there is no direct tradition-historical 

relationship to the tractate. For the history of 

research, see van der Horst, Sentences, 14-16, 23-24, 

42, 45. 

23 Note the framework: baptismal catechesis. In addi¬ 

tion, is there an influence from Matt 7:13-14 par.? 

24 According to Berger (“Hellenistische Gattungen,” 

1091) it is true in general that parenetic catalogs 

arose “through ekphrasis . . . and prosopopoeia . . . 

from the two fundamental ways.” Cf. pp. 1202-3. 

The catalogs of virtues and vices, in any case, origi¬ 

nate in the Hellenistic realm. 

25 Cf. Kamlah, Pardnese, 210; Suggs, “Two Ways 

Tradition,” 63-67, and the alternative proposals by 

Berger, “Hellenistische Gattungen,” 1090-91; idem, 

Formgeschichte, 150-51. 

26 Nota bene: IQS 3.18—4.26 naturally does not con¬ 

stitute the literary source of our Two Ways tractate, 

but represents a distant analogy. IQS 3.18—4.26 and 

T. Ash. 1.3-5 point to a particular literary type, a lit¬ 

erary “pattern” from which the Jewish-Christian 

Two Ways tractate with which we are dealing here 

also originated. 

27 Cf. above. Introduction, 6.b, esp. n. 47. 

28 For Rordorf (“Two Ways,” 153) the answer to the 

question of the origin of the tractate is posed hypo¬ 

thetically as follows: “the Old Testament ethical 

tradition attached to the Bundesformular [covenant 

formulary] has undergone, in certain circles of late 

Judaism (not in all), a clearly dualistic modification 

under Persian influence. . . . Christianity has inher- 
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1.1 

oriented to that of the two spirits; we should further 

suppose that both were given additional and concrete 

form within different types of parenesis.24 A conclud¬ 

ing eschatological warning was then added. From the 

combination of these elements (two ways, doctrine of 

the two spirits, forms of parenesis, eschatological epi¬ 

logue)25 arose, among other things, the tractate that 

was the earliest ancestor of Didache 1-6.26 Thus what 

appeared in this instance was only a particular devel¬ 

opment, a special type of the two-ways motif that, in a 

variety of other forms, continued to be influential 

alongside it and independent of it, both in Judaism 

and in early Christianity. It may be doubted whether 

one can fix the Sitz im Leben of the Jewish tradition 

underlying the tractate in contemporary instruction 

for proselytes.27 I would prefer to think of Jewish reli¬ 

gious societies of the “awakened,” for whom the trac¬ 

tate served as a community rule. The Christians then 

received the whole thing from Jewish tradition, 

altered it, and gave the tradition a new Sitz im 

Leben.29 

Hence the quotation of the Didache’s source begins 

immediately at Did. 1.1. It is a citation from one version 

of the Two Ways tractate. It can no longer be said with 

certainty whether this source spoke not only of the two 

ways but also of the two angels or spirits who are placed 

over those Ways (as we now find it, mutatis mutandis, in 

the version in Barnabas and Doctrina).29 It is probable, 

though. If that is the case, the Didachist would have 

omitted the motif of the angeli duo, perhaps because it 

plays no part in the exposition that follows.30 In the 

wake of this omission, then, anything about the “way of 

light and darkness” would also have dropped out.31 

What remains has the character of a sententious formu¬ 

lation: odoi 5vo etch, ptia rrjg farjc; Kal juta tov ftava- 

tov, 8latpopa 8e 7roAAr) ptera^v tuv 8vo o8u>v (“There 

are two ways, one of life and one of death, but there is a 

great difference between the two”). In the overall con¬ 

text of the Didache, the two-ways schema acquires an 

additional and concrete specification. The educational 

lecture is directed (as the structure of the book shows, 

and as one discovers after the fact in 7.1) to the catechu¬ 

mens, and the decision before which they are placed by 

the two-ways schema is now whether to become 

Christians. Accepting baptism is connected with the 

acceptance of a certain way of life, at the end of which is 

eschatological life (fcorj). The concept of fiaij now 

includes the salvation of the end time, mediated by 

Christ, and that of ’davaroq includes the final judgment. 

In this sense, the Didachist adopted the tradition and 

adapted it. 

ited both these currents, dualistic and non-dualis- 

tic.” Here I find dubious not only the concept of 

“dualism” but also the reference to the so-called 

covenant formulary. The attempt by Klaus Baltzer 

to find a “covenant formulary” also behind Bar¬ 

nabas and the Didache (Das Bundesformular [2d ed.; 

WMANT 4; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener 

Verlag, 1964] 128-37, ET of 1st ed.: The Covenant 

Formulary; in Old Testament, Jewish, and Early Chris¬ 

tian Writings [trans. David E. Green; Philadelphia: 

Fortress, 1975] 123-32) I consider unsuccessful. A 

critique of the derivation of the two-spirits teaching 

from IQS 3 from the covenant formulary was found 

as early as Kamlah, Paranese, 163 n. 1. Incidentally, 

Rordorf later (in Doctrine, 26, n. 3) issued a more 

critical judgment on Baltzer’s relevant observations. 

For the Sitz im Leben of the tractate tradition in the 

Christian realm, and for later changes in the Sitz im 

Leben, cf. Rordorf, “Two Ways,” 153-59. [Ed. On 

the development of the Two Ways tradition, see 

now John Kloppenborg, “The Transformation of 

Moral Exhortation in Didache 1-5,” in Jefford, 

Context, 88-109.] 

Obol bvo eioiv bibaxh^ Kai e|ovolaq, rj re tov 

<po]Toq Kal r) tov okotovc~ . . . e<p' qq pev yap eiotv 

TeraypevoL (purayayoi ayyeXoi tov deov, e<p' r)q 

be dyyeXot tov oarava (“There are two ways of 

teaching and power, one of light and one of dark¬ 

ness ... on one of which angels of God are sta¬ 

tioned as light-bearers; on the other are angels of 

Satan,” Barn. 18.1). Viae duae sunt in saeculo, uitae et 

mortis, lucis et tenebrarum, in his constituti sunt angeli 

duo, unus aequitatis, alter iniquitatis (“There are two 

ways in the world, one of light and one of darkness, 

and in these are stationed two angels, one of justice 

and one of iniquity,” Doctr. 1.1). Cf. IQS 3.18-19, 

and T. Ash. 6.4. 

The motif is also lacking in Canons and Epitome. 

Again in agreement with Canons and Epitome. Drews 

had already inferred (“Apostellehre,” 257) that the 

light/darkness motif and the expressions about the 

two angels were not absent from the source. 
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2. The Way of Life (1.2-4.14) 
a. The Fundamental Commandment (1.2) and 
Introduction to Its Performance (3a) 

2 The way to life is this: "First, you shall love 
God, who has created you; second, your 
neighbor as yourself. Whatever you do not 
want to happen to you, do not do to another." \ 

3a This is the teaching [that comes] from these 
words: 

■ 2 The superscription, 17 \uep ovv oboq Trjq fcorjg eoTLP 

avrr] (2a, “The way of life is this”), is followed by a kind 

of basic demand or summary of all commandments that, 

if kept, will lead to the attainment of life. The double 

love commandment appears as this kind of basic 

demand. It is constructed from Deut 6:5 and Lev 

19:18b,1 in the form 7TpuTov aya'Kpoeiq top debp top 

TroLrioaPTa. oe, Sevrepop top irApoiop oov tog oeavTOP2 

(2b, “You shall love first the God who created you, then 

your neighbor as yourself”). One should compare the 

double commandment in the Didache text with Mark 

12:30-31/Matt 22:37-39, where it is found on the lips of 

Jesus, and Luke 10:27, where it appears in the mouth of 

a Pop.LK.bq Tiq. The series 7tpwTOP—bevTepop is the same 

as in Matthew and Mark (but is absent in Luke).3 As 

found in Did. 1.2b, however, the form of the double com¬ 

mandment can scarcely come from one of the Synoptic 

Gospels (e.g., Matthew).4 The differences are too great.5 

First, the text of the Didache form is, in contrast to 

Deuteronomy and the Synoptics, significantly shortened. 

It is even shorter than Justin Dial. 93.2 (Goodspeed, 

208). In the quotation from Deut 6:5 the reference to 

“heart,” “soul,” and “power,” “mind,” or “strength” (xap- 

biot, 11/vxp, and bvpocpcq [or buxpoia and icrxug]) is 

absent. Instead of “the Lord your God” (Kvptop top deop 

oov) we find, against Deuteronomy, but also against the 

Synoptic tradition, “God who made you” (top deop top 

TroipouPTa ae).6 As the parallel in Barn. 19.2 shows 

(ciycnrrjoeLq top iroLrioaPTa oe), these characteristic 

expressions were already part of the text of the older 

version of the Two Ways tractate.7 Finally, the double 

commandment also stands alone in the Didache—unlike 

in the Synoptic tradition—without being inserted into a 

narrative framework.8 There is thus no dependence on 

Matthew (or any other Synoptic Gospel), but an inde¬ 

pendent tradition.9 It is obvious that the double com¬ 

mandment appears only in the (later) recension of the 

Two Ways tractate that was used for the Didache and the 

[Goodspeed, 37]) uses a similar expression in his 

quotation from Deut 6:5. In turn, Franz Xaver Funk 

(“Zur Apostellehre und apostolischen 

Kirchenordnung,” ThQ 69 [1887] 357-59) conclud¬ 

ed from this that Justin knew the Didache (see 

above, Introduction, §2b). Something analogous is 

true of the Passio beati Phileae 3 (end) (see above, 

Introduction, §2b). 

8 Koester, Synoptische Uberlieferung, 172. 

9 Koester, Synoptische Uberlieferung, 172. 

10 Koester, Synoptische Uberlieferung, 172. The result 

was that in Did. 2.7 and in the parallel versions (cf. 

Barn. 19.5) the commandment of love of neighbor 

appears a second time (p. 171). 

11 On this, cf. Gunther Bornkamm, “Das Doppelgebot 

der Liebe,” in Walther Eltester, ed., 

Neutestamentliche Studienfur R. Bultmann (2d ed.; 

BZNW 21; Berlin: Topelmann, 1954) 85-93, repr. 

in idem, Geschichte und Glaube (Gesammelte Aufsatze 

3-4) (2 vols.; BevTh 48; Munich: Kaiser, 1968-71) 

1.37-45; Christoph Burchard, “Das doppelte 

Liebesgebot in der frixhen christlichen Uberliefe- 

1 This is different from the recension of the tractate 

available for Barn. 19.1-12, where love of God and 

neighbor are commanded, but these are not joined 

to form a double commandment. Cf. Barn. 19.2 and 

5, and see further below. 

2 Canons, Epitome, Constitutions read eavrov, which 

Wengst (Didache, 66) also adopts for the Didache. 

The aeavrop in H could be an unconscious adapta¬ 

tion to the Gospel text. 

3 Matthew: atm? eorip 17 peyaAr) eat Ttpurq evToXr} 

(22:38); bevrepa be opoia aijrfj . . . (22:39); Mark: 

evroAi] -npusTT] ituptwp (12:28); and bevrepa avrp 

(12:31). 

4 Thus, e.g., Connolly, “Relation,” 245; Massaux, 

Influence, 3.147. 

5 See the synopsis in table 5. 

6 Cf. also Ps.-Menander, 65 (RieBler, 1055): “Do not 

despise God who created you.” 

7 Koester, Synoptische Uberlieferung, 172. The same 

expression (top ttoltjocxptoc avrovq) is also in Barn. 

20.2/Did. 5.2, but see the commentary on that pas¬ 

sage. It is striking that Justin also (2 Apol. 16.6 
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1.2-3a 

Table 5 

Deut 6:5 

Ka'i ayanpoetg 

Kvpiov tov Beov oov 

ei; oApg Tpg Kapblag oov 

Kal oApg rrjg fvxp£ aov 

Matt 22:37-39 

(37) ayanpoetg 

Kvptov tov Beov aov 

ev oAp Tyj Kapbla oov 

Kal ev oA\7 rr) pvxp crou 

teal ev oArj ttj btavola 

oov. 

Mark 12:29-31 

(29) 7Tpdrp eoTiv . . . 

(30) Kal ayanpoetg 

Kvptov tov fteov oov 

el; oApg rrjg Kapblag oov 

Kal ei; oApg Tpg fvxPS aov 

Kal e| oApg rrjg btavolag 

oov 

Luke 10:27 

ayanpoetg 

Kvptov tov Beov oov 

ei■ oApg [Trig] Kapdiag oov 

Kal ev oAp rr/ pvxp oov 

Kal ev oAp Tp laybt oov 

Did. 1.2 

npdrov 

ayanpoetg 

tov deov tov 

notpoavra oe 

Kal el; oApg rrjg bvvapedg 

oov 

Lev 19:18b: 

Kal ayairrioeLg 

tov nApolov oov 

dg oeavTov 

(38) avTii eorlv p peyaAp 

Kal npdrp evToAp. 

(39) bevrepa opola avrij- 

ayanpoetg 

tov nApolov oov 

dg oeavTov. 

Kal e£ oApg rpg loxvog 

oov. 

(31) bevrepa avrp- 

ayanpoetg 

tov nApolov oov 

dg oeavTov. 

Kal ev oAp Tfj btavolq 

oov, 

Kal 

tov nApolov oov 

dg oeavTov 

bevrepov 

tov -nApolov oov 

dg oeavTov. 

Justin 1 Apol. 16.6 (Goodspeed, 37): Meylorp evToAp eoTt• Kvptov 

tov Beov oov npooKvvpoetg Kal avrd pova Aarpevoeig ei; oApg Tpg 

Kapblag oov Kal elj oApg Tpg loxvog oov, Kvptov tov Beov tov notp- 

oavTa oe. 

Dial. 93.2 (Goodspeed, 208): ev bvolv evToAalg naoav btKatoob- 

vpv Kal evaefieiav nAppovodat- elol be avraf 'Ayanpoetg Kvptov 

tov fieov oov ei; oApg Tpg Kapblag oov Kal ei; oApg Tpg loxvog oov, 

Kal tov nApolov oov dg oeavrov. 

Canons of the Apostles and Epitome, and that is behind the 

Latin Doctrina (but not in the older recension on which 

Barnabas 18-20 builds). We must apparently imagine 

that the Two Ways tractate, in its introduction, originally 

spoke only of the commandment fo love God (Barn. 

19.2). At some point a redactor expanded the command 

to love God by adding the commandment to love one’s 

neighbor, and so constructed the double commandment, 

In doing so, he made the doubling explicit by inserting 

“first” and “second” (npdnov and bevrepov).™ Doctrina, 

Didache, Canons, and Epitome (each in its own way) rest 

on this recension. The sense in which even contempo¬ 

rary Judaism recognized something like a “double com¬ 

mandment” of love need not be discussed here.11 For 

rung,” in Eduard Lohse, Christoph Burchard, and 

B. Schaller, eds., Der Ruf Jesu und die Antwort der 

Gemeinde: Exegetische Untersuchungen Joachim Jeremias 

zum 70. Geburtstag gewidmet (Gottingen: 

Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1970) 39-62; Klaus 

Berger, Die Gesetzesauslegungjesu, vol. 1: Markus und 

Parallelen (WMANT 40; Neukirchen-Vluyn: 

Neukirchener Verlag, 1972) 136-65; Andreas 

Nissen, Gott und der Nachste im antiken Judentum: 

Untersuchungen zum Doppelgebot der Liebe (WUNT 15; 

Tubingen: Mohr, 1974) 230-44; Wolfgang Schrage, 

Ethik des Neuen Testaments (NTD Erganzungsreihe 4; 

Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1982) 69-72; 

Karl Kertelge, “Das Doppelgebot der Liebe im 

Markusevangelium,” in A Cause de TEvangile: Etudes 

sur les Synoptiques et les Actes offertes a P. Jacques 

Dupont, O.S.B., a Voccasion de son 70e anniversaire (LD 

123; Paris: Cerf, 1985) 303-22. The closest ex¬ 

amples are the Testaments of the 12 Patriarchs, esp. T. 

Sim. 5.2; T. Iss. 5.1-2; 7.6; T. Dan 5.1, 3; T. Zeb. 5.1; 

7i Jos. 11.1; T. Benj. 3.1, 3; 10.3. But for the charac¬ 

teristic restrictions in the Testaments see Nissen, Gott 

und der Nachste, 232-44. Approaching a double love 

commandment, at least, are the demands of the 

Essenes transmitted by Josephus in Bell. 2.139 (with 

npdrov and 67retro:) and Ant. 15.375. Philo knows a 

threefold love commandment: opotg Kal Kavoot 

TpLTTolg xpupevot, Td be (ptAodeu) Kal (ptAapem 

Kal (ptAavdpdnqi (“taking for their defining stan¬ 

dards these three, love of God, love of virtue, love 

of men,” Omn. prob. lib. 83; this is expanded in 84). 

Cf. also Spec. leg. 2.63, where he speaks of two prin¬ 

cipal commandments (toward God and human 

beings), although not of agape: eort b' dg enog 
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our passage I would like to posit that the characteristic 

formulation in Did. 1.2b (or its source) already points to 

Christian tradition.12 Probably favoring this understand¬ 

ing is also the combined quotation of Deut 6:5 and Lev 

19:18b that is lacking also in the Jewish “parallels,” 

although this quotation is not explicit in the Didache. 

■ 2c The insertion of the so-called Golden Rule, “what¬ 

ever you do not want to happen to you, do not do to 

another” (TtavTa. 8e octet eav ■deArjorjg ptr) yiveo&aL 

not,13 mi av ct'AAa pr) ttolcl), goes back to the same 

(later) recension of the Two Ways tractate. Here, as in 

most cases, it is formulated in the negative,14 whereas in 

Matt 7:12/Luke 6:31 it appears in a positive form.15 A lit¬ 

erary quotation (from Matthew, for example)16 cannot 

be demonstrated,17 nor is it probable, given the wide¬ 

spread popularity of the rule.18 In context, it is quite 

unlikely that the Golden Rule here represents the “third 

part of the principal commandment.”19 Instead, it is sim¬ 

ply an interpretation of the commandment to love the 

neighbor, and more precisely an interpretation of that 

characteristic “as yourself” (dg oeavrov) with which love 

of self is made the model and measure of love of neigh- 

eiirelp tup Kara pepoq apv&pTUP Xoyup xai boy- 

parup bvo ra clputoitu xetpaAaca, to re irpoq fteop 

bi evoefieiaq /cat ooiorproq /cat to 7tpoq av&pu'Kovq 

bta quXapdpuiriaq /cat bixatoovppq■ up exaTepop 

eiq iroXvoxtbeZq ibeaq /cat iraoaq eiracpeTaq Tep- 

peTaL (“But among the vast number of particular 

truths and principles there studied, there stand out 

practically high above the others two main heads: 

one of duty to God as shewn by piety and holiness, 

one of duty to men as shewn by humanity and jus¬ 

tice, each of them splitting up into multiform 

branches all highly laudable”). Cf. also Decal. 110, 

and for the whole, Nissen, Gott und der Nachste, 

498-502. 

12 Of course, I presume that the older version avail¬ 

able to Barnabas (in which the double command¬ 

ment is still lacking) stemmed from a Christian as 

well. 

13 Wengst (Didache, 66) reads (with Constitutions): /cat 

ttocp 6 pp deAecq yepeodau oot. 

14 Cf. Ep. Arist. 207 (SC 89, 196); Tob 4:15 BA; Philo 

Hyp. 1 in Eusebius Praep. ev. 8.7.6 (CCS 8/1.430); 

b. Sab. 31a; T. Naph. (Hebrew) 1.6 (Str-B 1.460); 

Christian examples: Acts 15:20, 29 D et al.; Ep. 

apost. 18 (29) (NTApoc, 1.259); Theophilus AdAuto- 

lycum 2.34 (PG 6.1108); Aristides Apol. 15.5 

(Goodspeed, 20); Gos. Thom. (Coptic) 6 (Leipoldt, 

27); cf. Greek P. Oxy. 654.5 (Fitzmyer, 528); Irenaeus 

Adv. haer. 3.12.14 (SC 211, 242, and 244, adopting 

the D text of Acts 15:20, 29); Clement of Alexandria 

Strom. 2.23, 139.2 (GCS3 2.190); Ps.-Clem. Rec. 8.56.7 

(CCS 2.253); Didasc. (Syriac) 1 (CSC 401.13; 

402.11), (Latin) 2.12-13 (TU 75.4); Ps.-Cyprian De 

Centes. 42 (Reitzenstein, 86.340-41); Lib. grad. 7.1 

(Kmosko, 146); 30.26 (922-23), etc. 

15 Cf. (1 Clem. 13.2); Clement of Alexandria Paed. 

3.12.88.1 (CCS3 1.284); Ps.-Clem. Horn. 7.4.3 (GCS 

1.118); 11.4.4(1.155); Lib. grad. 15.16 (Kmosko, 

375). 

16 Matt 7:12:7Tolptol ovp boa eap deXpre ipa ttoluolp 

vpip oL a.P'dpu'KOL (“Whatever you wish that people 

would do to you”); Did. 1.2: waPTa be ooa eap 

deXpopq (“everything that you wish”). 

17 Massaux (Influence, 3.147) differs, pointing out, 

among other things, that the regula aurea is found 

both in Matthew and in the Didache in connection 

with the motif of the two ways (cf. Matt 7:12 + 

7:13-14). Robinson (“Barnabas and the Didache," 

229-30) went still farther, seeing in Did. 1.2 a com¬ 

bination of the “Western” text of Acts 15:20, 29 

with Matt 7:12. 

18 Koester, Synoptische Uberlieferung, 168-70. On the 

regula aurea in general, see Leonidas J. Philippidis, 

Die “Goldene Regel” religionsgeschichtlich untersucht 

(Inaugural Dissertation Leipzig; Eisleben: Kloppel, 

1929); idem, Religionsivissenschaftliche Forschungs- 

berichte iiber die “goldene Regel” (Athens, n.p., 1933); 

Albrecht Dihle, Die goldene Regel (Studienhefte zur 

Altertumswissenschaft 7; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck 

& Ruprecht, 1962); Hans Werner Bartsch, “Tradi- 

tionsgeschichtliches zur ‘goldenen Regef und zum 

Aposteldekret,” ZNW 75 (1984) 128-32; Hans-Peter 

Mathys, “Goldene Regel I: Judentum,” TRE 13 

(1984) 570-73; and Roman Heiligenthal, “Goldene 

Regel II: Neues Testament und frtihen Christen- 

tum,” TRE 13 (1984) 573-75. For the relationship 

between negative and positive forms, see Dihle, Die 

goldene Regel, 10-11. 

19 Knopf, Lehre, 5. 

20 Audet (Didache, 262) compares this expression 

(unnecessarily) with lQpHab. 5.3: ”Q"tn 103. 

21 Doctrina reads interpretatio for bebaxp. 

22 Doctrina reverses these: non moechaberis (mechaberis 

f), non homicidium facies. 

23 This was a subsequent construction by the redactor 

of the source, for originally the list of prohibitions 

in 2.2-7 had nothing to do with the idea of an all- 

encompassing twofold basic commandment. In the 

explication, moreover, the double focus of the basic 

commandment (love of God and love of neighbor) 

does not appear. In the recension available to 

Barnabas, then, the construction with a double 
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bor. That means, however, that the fundamental com¬ 

mandment whose fulfillment leads “to life” is: 

1. Love God (demand) who created you (reason). 

2. Love your neighbor as yourself (demand), because 

your relationship to your neighbor rests on mutual 

avoidance of evil (reason). 

The summary may be secondary, but it is, in any case, 

well thought out. It clearly bears a didactic, catechetical 

character. 

■ 3a The quotation of the “basic commandment” was 

followed, in the source, by a kind of explication of this 

demand. It is indicated and introduced by the expression 

“This is the teaching20 [that comes] from these words” 

(tovtuv de 7W AoytiP rj dtdaxv21 avrr]). In the 

source, this was followed immediately by the text of 

2.2-7 (ov ipovevaeiq, ov ixoixevoeig ktA.),22 that is, by a 

list of prohibitions that, in the context of the source, had 

the function of expanding and concretizing the basic 

commandment through special commands.23 The text 

attested in H, Georgian (without 1.5-6), and indirectly in 

Constitutions (up to 5a) offers, before this, a rather long 

insertion (1.3b—2.1) that appears to be specifically 

Christian.24 Its great antiquity is demonstrated also by P 

(for 1.3c-4a).25 There would be further evidence if 1.3d 

and 5c were really attested by quotations in the Syrian 

Didascalia apostolorum l.26 The insertion at Did. 1.3b—2.1 

can be described as a “Christian interpolation” or “sectio 

evangelica.” The paired questions of the originality of 

the sectio and the source of its material are among the 

crucial problems of the Didache. 

/ 

commandment and an explication through a series 

of prohibitions is lacking. Rordorf (“Gebrauch des 

Dekalogs,” 432-34) has pointed out that in early 

Christian times there was a tradition of combining 

the Golden Rule with the second table of the 

Decalogue. The Didache is the oldest example of 

this, but we should also note that here the Didache is 

quoting an originally Jewish source. 

24 More precisely: the text fragment (fol. 1) begins 

with ovx'l xai . . . and ends with oapKetKuip 
e-ncdvixeiuiP. See above, Introduction, §3b. 

25 By contrast, 1.3b—2.1 is lacking in Barnabas, 

Doctrina apostolorum, Canons of the Apostles, Epitome, 

and there is nothing corresponding to it in the Life 

of Shenoute, Syntagma doctrinae, and Ficles patrum. 

26 (CSCO 401.41 and 402.12), Latin 2.28-31 (TU 

75.4); also Syriac 17 (407.177 and 408.161), Latin 

37.25-26 (75.63) and Syriac 17 (407.179 and 

408.162), Latin 38.23-25 (75.64): see above, 

Introduction, §5. 
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b. The sectio evangelica (1.3b-2.1) 

General 

Without any doubt, 1.3b—2.1 represents a subsequent 

interpolation in the text of the “basic document.” The 

text of the sectio is lacking, as we have just observed, in 

all the recensions of the Two Ways tractate except for 

that in the Apostolic Constitutions and its derivatives.1 The 

sectio is thus found only in the Didache and in writings 

that directly or indirectly derive from the Didache. From 

the point of view of content also, it is quite clear that the 

sectio can never have belonged to the original Jewish Two 

Ways tractate; here, in the sectio, we find characteristic 

motifs from Jesus’ preaching, elements of the Synoptic 

tradition that are otherwise completely absent from the 

Two Ways tractate. Add to this, finally, that 2.2 follows 

seamlessly after 1.3a. In 2.1 the redactor had to create a 

more or less successful transition, a subsequent connec¬ 

tion designed to restore the direct link in the source that 

had been destroyed. From this point of view it is sensible 

to describe 1.3b—2.1 as a Christian interpolation. 

The only question remaining is: Who functioned as 

interpolator? A whole group of interpreters assumes that 

this section represents a jbostdidachistic interpolation, 

that is, an insertion that belongs not to the original his¬ 

tory of the document but to the history of its transmis¬ 

sion.2 The contrary opinion holds that the sectio comes 

from the Didachist.3 In that case, what we have before us 

would not be an interpolation in the strict sense but a 

piece of redaction that was of special significance for 

the Didachist and his writing. A series of good argu¬ 

ments can be advanced for this second opinion. First, 

the sectio is well attested in the Didache tradition; it 

appears already in P (P witnesses to 1.3c-4a), which is 

the oldest text fragment of the Didache we possess; the 

Apostolic Constitutions also presumes a Didache text that 

already contained the sectio. There would be further evi¬ 

dence of this if 1.3d and 5c were really attested by quota¬ 

tions in the Didascalia apostolorum. It is true that these 

arguments are not sufficient by themselves, but an 

observation regarding the content may be brought for¬ 

ward in addition: Kara rrju evToXpv (1.5) is a typical 

redactional expression of the Didachist; dAAo: ku'l Ttepl 

tovtov de elprjTai, with a quotation following (1.6) also 

points to his hand; and finally, the significant expression 

Kai eat] TeXecoq (1.4) is taken up, as reAetoq eot], in 6.2, 

which is certainly redactional. Indeed, it is only at 6.2 

that a decisive light is shed on what the text of the sectio 

is meant to convey in the context of the whole docu¬ 

ment.4 In conclusion, 1.3b—2.1 goes back to the Dida¬ 

chist, who interrupts his source at this point and 

enriches it with a series of reminiscences drawn from 

the Synoptic tradition. It is therefore better to speak of 

the sectio evangelical That does not mean that the 

material of the sectio must have been an ad hoc invention 

of the Didachist. It may have existed, in whole or in part, 

1 Fragmenta Anastasiana (Funk, Didascalia, 2.64); 

something analogous is true of Isaac the Syrian (ed. 

Besson, 51-52). For these two documents, see 

above, Introduction, §5. 

2 Harnack, Apostellehre, 32-33; Streeter, “Much- 

Belaboured Didache," 369-70; Creed, “Didache,” 

374-79; Audet, Didache, 261-80. (For Audet the 

argument that the text of the sectio differs from its 

context by being couched in the second person sin¬ 

gular also plays a role. Against the attempt to draw 

literary-critical consequences from this, see Nautin, 

“Composition,” 199-200, and passim.) In addition, 

Vielhauer (Geschichte, 733) considers the sectio prob¬ 

ably a subsequent interpolation. Wengst (Didache, 

20, and passim) now also speaks in favor of interpo¬ 

lation. 

3 For example, Drews, “Apostellehre,” 258; MacLean, 

“Introduction,” ix (probably); Nautin, 

“Composition,” 200-201; Glover, “Quotations,” 12; 

Koester, Synoptische Uberlieferung, 220-26, 238-41 

(the interpolation stems from the compiler of the 

Didache, who is to be distinguished from the redac¬ 

tor of the material in the sectio). See Umberto 

Mattioli, La Didache dottrina dei dodici apostoli: 

Introduzione, traduzione e note (Rome: Edizione 

Paoline, 1969; 3d ed., 1980) 42-43, 130; Rordorf 

and Tuilier, Doctrine, 100, and frequently; Rordorf, 

“Transmission textuelle,” 513. The advocates of the 

fiction hypothesis have also argued for an origin 

with the Didachist (but with both correct insights 

and, in part, false presumptions, and sometimes 

with questionable argumentation): Muilenburg, 

Literary Relations, 44-47, 144; Dix, “Didache,” 

243-45 (at least for 1.3b, 4, and 5a); Robinson, 

Didache, 56-58; idem, “Barnabas and the Didache,” 

230-38; Connolly, “Streeter on the Didache,” 

364-79; Vokes, Riddle, 32-33, and passim. The 

authenticity of the section 1.3b—2.1 was important 

for the advocates of the fiction hypothesis, because 

here in particular it appeared possible to demon¬ 

strate that the Didache is dependent on the NT and 

Hermas. But the question of the origins of the sectio 

is to be kept separate from the question of its pos¬ 

sible sources. 

See below. 

The principal difficulty in accepting the authentic- 



1.3b—2.1 

Table 6 

Did. 1.3b-d 

(3b) evAoyelre 

rovq Karapuspevovq 

vplv 

Kal irpoaevxeade 

virep 

rav exdpav vpav, 

vparevere be 

virep tuv biUKOvrup vpaq. 

(3c) wota yap x«P<-C ear dyairdre 

rovq ayairupraq vpaq; 

oi)xt- Kal ra edpp 

TOVTO 1TOLOVOIV; 

(3d) vpelq be (prAelre 

rovq praovpraq vpaq, 

Kal ovx/e^ere eyidpov. 

Matt 5:44, 46-47 

(44) v . 

ayanare 
rovq exdpovq vpwv 

Kal irpoaevxeade 

virep rap biwKOVTuv vpaq (...) 

(46) eat' yap ayairpapre 

Toiiq dyairwpraq vpaq, 

Tiva ptodop eyere; 

ovxl Kal oi reAcorat 

to avro ttolovolp; 

(47) Kal ear doiraopode 

rovq abeA(povq vp&p popop, 

ri ireptaaop iroieire; 

ovx'l Kal oi edvtKol 

TO aVTO ttolovolp; 

[(44) dyairdre 

rovq exdpovq vpu>v ...] 

Luke 6:27-28, 32-33 

(27) .;. 

dyairdre 

rovq ex&povq vptip, 

KaAwq irotetTe 

roiq pioovotv vpaq, 

(28) evApyelre 

rovq Karapuipevovq 

vpaq, 

-irpooevxeade 

rrepl ru>p eirppea^oproip vpaq. 

(32) Kal el dyairdre 

rovq ayairapraq vpaq, 

iroia vplpxaprq earth 

Kal yap oi apapmAol 

rovq ayairupraq avrovq dyairaotP. 

(33) Kal yap eav ayadoirotfjre 

rovq dyadoiroiovvraq vpaq, 

iroia vplv xapiq eariv; 

Kal oi apapraAol 

ro avro rroiovoiv. 

[(27) dyairdre 

rovq exdpovq iipuiv, 

KaAuq irotelre roiq ptaovatp vpaq ...] 

P. Oxy. 1224, fol. 2r., col. 1 (Grenfell and Hunt, x) = K]at rr[p]oa- 

evxeade virep [tup ex$]par vpup. 

as fixed oral tradition or written source.6 The apparent 

occasion for the Didachist’s interpretation was the key 

phrase “love of neighbor,” which he—as a Christian—saw 

as being made concrete and fulfilled in terms of Jesus’ 

commandment of love of enemies. In this way the bap¬ 

tismal candidates are made acquainted at the very begin¬ 

ning with a unique characteristic of their new 

condition.7 

The sequence of the interpolation does not adhere to 

the dominical saying about love of enemies. The 

Didachist includes (on his own initiative, or because 

these things were already combined in his tradition?) the 

prohibition against resistance (v. 4b-d). This is followed 

in vv. 4e-5a, by way of transition, by the admonition to 

permit oneself to be robbed, and this in turn is followed, 

in v. 5b-d, by a parenetical statement about right giving. 

(There is a parallel in Hermas Man. 2.4-6.) All this con¬ 

cludes with a scriptural quotation (v. 6). The material of 

ity of the section was always its omission in the par¬ 

allel versions. But this is easily explained if one sup¬ 

poses that this section was not in the Two Ways 

tractate and was first introduced by the Didachist in 

his own text. That explains the literary evidence as 

a whole. 

The expressions of Koester (Synoptische 

Uberlieferung, 217-19) tend in the latter direction. 

Koester thus distinguishes between the compiler of 

the Didache and the redactor of the sectio (p. 218). 

“The motive for the insertion is clear ... it has 

Christianized this Jewish morality. This addition to 

the Duae viae is thus inspired by a desire to adapt it 

to Christians” (Nautin, “Composition,” 201). 

Similarly Rordorf, “Tradition apostolique,” 108. 

69 



Table 7 

Did. 1.4b-5a Matt 5:39-42 Luke 6:29-30 

(4b) eav Ttq oot (39b) aXX ooTLg oe (29a) TQ TV1TT0PTL 06 

da painopa pairi^ec 
eiri ttjv otayova eig trip de^idp otayopa elg Tr)p de^cdp ocayopa oov, 

OTpefop avTQ orpefop avra 7rapexc 

Kai rr}p dXXpp, Kai rr]p dXXrjP .. . Kai Tpp dXXr\p, 

Kai ear? TeXetog. 

(4c) edp dyyapevorj oe Tig (41) eai doTtg oe ayyapevoer 

piXiOP ep, pLXiop ep, 

viraye per avrov dvo. viraye per avrov dvo. 

(4d) eav aprj rtg (40) Kai ra deXovTi oot (29b) Kai airo tov atpovToq oov 

KpLdrjpac Kai 

to ifxaTtov oov, top xnapa oov Xa/3elp, TO uaTtov 

dog avra onpeq avTu Kai tov xtT&va 

Kai tov \tTuva' Kai TO LfJLaTLOV. pi] KaXvoijg. 

(4e) edp AdjSrj tic 

aiTO OOV TO oov, 

pr] d'KatTer 

oiide yap dvpaoat. 

(5a) iravTt (30) iravTi 

Ta airovPTL oe dldov (42) ra aiTovpri oe dog aiTovPTL oe didov, 

Kai top deXopra airo oov dapioaodal Kai airo tov atpovToq to. aa 

Kai fir) airaiTet. prj aTtooTpa(prfq pr) airatTet. 

the sectio is thus not homogeneous. Where does it come 

from?8 

The literary data have not been clearly analyzed to 

date. (1) The simplest assumption is that the Didache is 

dependent on our Synoptic Gospels, in this case 

Matthew and Luke. This position was advocated espe¬ 

cially (in the wake of some precursors)9 by Massaux.10 It 

is consistent with this position to suppose that Did. 1.5 

shows additional literary dependence on Hennas. This is 

supported, for example, by Muilenburg,* 11 Goodspeed,12 

and Richardson.13 The same position is upheld, of 

course, by representatives of the fiction hypothesis, 

Robinson,14 Connolly,15 and Vokes.16 Within this tradi¬ 

tion is also the attempt of Layton,17 but he investigated 

only the sectio evangelica. For him, the “compositor” of 

1.3b—2.1 was a very deliberate writer who took material 

from Matthew, Luke, and Hermas, and in v. 6 from the 

Old Testament as well,18 while making stylistic changes 

in his sources.19 In this the author of the interpolation 

was guided by an intention to make his text give an 

archaic, “apostolic” impression, corresponding to the fic¬ 

tionalized title with its claim to apostolic authority.20 

8 Cf. tables 6-8. These tables are adapted from 

Koester, Synoptische Uberlieferung, 220, 227, and 231. 

9 E.g., Funk, Patres apostolici, 1.4-59; Bigg and 

MacLean, Doctrine, 2. 

10 Influence, 3.144-82. This section is primarily depen¬ 

dent on Matthew, but there are additional influ¬ 

ences from the Gospel of Luke. Hagner (Use, 280) 

also held that the Didache had used the Gospel of 

Matthew. 15 

11 Literary Relations, 46,167. 16 

12 “Doctrina,” 231. Goodspeed sees material from 17 

Matthew 5, Luke 6, 1 Peter (!), and Hermas Man. 18 

2.4-6 redacted here. 

13 “Teaching,” 163, 165. 

14 Didache, 47-50; “Barnabas and the Didache,” 

230-38. The modifications and additions by the 

Didachist are supposed to serve to cloak this depen¬ 

dency (p. 230). Beyond this Robinson even consid¬ 

ered (p. 232) the possibility of influences from 1 

Pet 2:11; John 18:22; 19:3, and—with reservations— 

even 1 Cor 7:7 (p. 236). 

“Streeter on the Didache,” 367-70. 

Riddle, 51-61. 

“Sources,” 343-72. 

This, in turn, has consequences for one’s decision 

about what the “compositor” thought of Hermas: he 
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1.3b —2:1 

Table 8 

Did. 1.5 Hermas Man. 2.4-6 Luke 6:30 
(5a) iravri tco anovvii oe (4c) 7T OLO LV (30) navii anovvii oe 

bibov btbov bibov, 

Kai and tov aipovroq * 

koll fxrj aira'crer p,rj ana'nei. 

(5b) iraoi yap naoiv yap Doctr. 4.8 
deXei biboodat 6 debt; omnibus enim 
6 iraTrjp bibooflai deXei dominus 
€K TUP ibiUP eK tup IbLup dare vult 
XG:pLOpL(XT(0V. bupppaTup. de donis suis. 

(5c) paKapcoc; (6a) 

6 biboiiq 6 ovp biboiit; 

Kara rr)v ePToXpp' 

a-doioq yap eonp. ocduoq eoTLP ... 

oval Hermas 

tui XapfidpoPTv (5a) oi ovp XapfidpoPTec; (5c) oi be ep inroKpioei 

el \JL6V yap Xap/3aP0PTeg 

Xpeiap exup Xap/3dpei rig, 

aduoq carat • 6 be pi) xpctaf exup 

buoet biKrjv, dTTobuoovoiP Xoyop tu deu TLOOVOLP biK7]P. 

LparL eXafie Kai etg rt- Start eXafiop Kal elq tv 

Matt 5:25c-26 Luke 12:58c-59 

(5d) ev ovvoxxi (25c) . . . Kal elg (pvXaKrjp (58c) . . . Kai ... 

be yepppepoq pXpdijoy. ae jSaAet eiq (pvXaKi)p. 

eijeraodrioeTai. 

rrepl up enpal-e. (26) apr/p Xeyu aoi, (59) Xeyu ool, 

Kai oiiK e^eXevaerai oil pr) e^eX’drjc; oil pr) e^eXdrjq 

eKeldep, eKeWep, eKeidep, 

pexPiQ ov airobu euc~ dp axobuq €C0£ Kai TO eOX&TOV 

top eaxoiTOP KobpaPTpp. top eoxawp KobpaPTr/p. Xemop airobuq. 

Layton’s stylistic judgments are interesting, but whether 

they are sufficient to demonstrate literary dependence 

on Matthew, Luke, and Hernias21 is debatable.22 

(2) Among the older opinions that, in my view, have 

by no means been overcome by Layton is Glover’s 

hypothesis,23 assigning the passages in the Didache that 

may have regarded it as a canonical work (Layton, 

“Sources,” 362). 

19 “Rhetorical climax, chiasmus, Blessing-and-woe, 

refrain” (“Sources,” 370 n. 51; cf. the analyses on 

pp. 352-61). Layton explains the differences from 

the source texts as the consequence of stylistic 

metamorphosis. 

20 “Sources,” 371-72. 

21 Wengst (Didache, 19) expresses cautious agreement. 

22 Out of the question is the idea (previously advanced 

from time to time: cf. Dix, “Didache,” 242-50) that 

the Didachist was quoting the Diatessaron. To the 

contrary, see Connolly, “Didache and Diatessaron,” 

JTS 34 (1933) 347; Audet, Didache, 269-70; Koester, 

Synoptische Uberlieferung, 229-30; Layton, “Sources,” 

351. 

23 “Quotations,” 12-29. 
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recall the Synoptic material to a tradition parallel to Q. 

As regards the material in 1.3b-5a, this is interesting to 

the extent that virtually all the parallels24 point to the Q 

tradition.25 

(3) The already venerable hypothesis that posits an 

otherwise unknown apocryphal sayings collection as the 

basis for the interpolation goes a step farther: thus, first 

of all, Drews,26 who thought that this was a written 

source of dominical sayings bearing the title et'roAr); the 

material in vv. 1, 3, 4, 5a, and the core of v. 5b-d, as well 

as v. 6 would have been derived from that source. 

Koester’s reflections tend, to some degree, in a similar 

direction.27 He gave this text an extensive analysis and 

came to the very complicated conclusion that the inter¬ 

polator’s basic source was a “finished collection of say¬ 

ings”28 produced by an unknown redactor who used 

texts from Matthew and Luke (expanding and altering 

them) and inserted a piece of Jewish traditional material 

and a scriptural quotation, the derivation of which is 

problematic.29 This source was copied by the compiler 

(i.e., the Didachist).30 

(4) It is also possible, however, to set aside the idea of 

any written source and to consider the possibility of a 

purely oral tradition31 that would then—as far as the 

dominical sayings are concerned—constitute a parallel 

tradition to the canonical description. This is Audet’s 

position.32 It would then be possible in individual cases 

to find formulations that, under certain circumstances, 

might be older than the corresponding expressions in 

the Matthean and Lukan tradition. That represents 

more or less the opposite of Layton’s position. 

(5) The most recent attempt at an extended literary 

analysis is that of Rordorf.33 His results lie somewhere 

between those of Koester and Audet. Rordorf assesses34 

1.3b-4 and 1.5-6 as two passages that were brought 

together even before they were introduced into the Two 

Ways tractate. The core of 1.3b-4 is said to go back to 

old tradition, contemporary with our Synoptic Gospels 

but independent of them. The independence of the tra¬ 

ditions is said to be shown by expressions like edvr) in 

1.3 and btbovat pamopa in 1.4.35 In addition, according 

to Rordorf, 1.4 (apart from the expression nai aco/xcm- 

kwv) could go back to this old tradition. The original 

text of 1.3b-4 has, however, been amplified. Did. 1.5 is 

an old tradition that recalls Luke without quoting him, 

but 1.5 has grown in stages and was also amplified at a 

later time. Thus one must distinguish between the old 

(and partly augmented) tradition behind 1.3b-4 and 1.5 

and the later didachistic redaction. The old tradition 

was redacted by the Didachist, from whom come the 

commandment about fasting (1.3; see later at 8.1), the 

expressions nai eorj TeXetoq and ovbe yap bvvaaat (1.4; 

cf. 6.2), as well as the end of v. 5 (ev owoxv kt\.) and v. 

6. Important in Rordorf’s exposition are above all the 

references to archaic elements in the sectio and to later, 

didachistic redaction, by means of which the text as 

given was integrated into the macrocontext. In the 

nature of things, some details must remain debatable. 

24 It is true that the only parallel to Did. 1.4c is Matt 

5:41. One may at least ask whether the Matthean 

text also goes back to Q. 

25 The parallels to 1.5b-d are a subject in themselves. 

[Ed. For dependence on traditions related to Q, see 

now also Clayton N. Jefford, The Sayings of Jesus in 

the Teaching of the Twelve Apostles (VCSup 11; 

Leiden: Brill, 1989) 38-53; and Andre Tuilier, “La 

Didache et le probleme synoptique,” in Jefford, 

Context, 110-30.] 

26 “Untersuchungen,” 64-67. 

27 Synoptische Uberlieferung, 217-19. 

28 Synoptische Uberlieferung, 239. 

29 Cf. esp. the summary in Synoptische Uberlieferung, 

238-39. 

30 Aono (Entwicklung, 186-87) supposed for the sectio 

(differently from the rest of the Didache, in which 

the author was indirectly dependent on Matthew) 

dependence on a collection of dominical sayings 

substantially derived from Matthew but expanded 

from memory (and thus including some Lukan rem¬ 

iniscences). 

31 Wrege (Bergpredigt, 77 n. 1) points to the repetitions 

(Su pamopa in 1.4b; boq avrqi in 1.4d, and several 

instances of bibovat in 1.5). “This constant repeti¬ 

tion of one verb is part of the technique of oral tra¬ 

dition.” 

32 Audet, Didache, 166-69, 183-86, 264-65. Cf. “oral 

style” (p. 264). Still, the interpolator made some 

additions. Audet counts among these vyorevere be 

vttep 7w 5lo)k6ptg}v vpaq / Kai ovx e^ere 

exdpov/nai eoy reXetoq /ovbe yap bvvaoat (p. 

271, and passim). Regarding 1.5, Audet is uncertain 

about the extent of the interpolator’s intervention. 

Michael Mees (“Die Bedeutung der Sentenzen und 

ihrer auxesis fur die Formung der Jesusworte nach 



1.3b-4a 

(1) The Commandment of Love of Enemies (1.3b-4a) 

3b-d Bless those who curse you, and pray for your 
enemies, and fast for those who persecute you. 
For what grace do you expect if you (only) love 
those who love you? Do not even the nations do 
that? As for you, love those who hate you, and 
you will not have any enemy. 

[4a Avoid the fleshly and bodily passions.] 

■ 3b The commandment that introduces and, in a sense, 

dominates the sectio,36 to love one’s enemies (3b-d),37 

appears (without being expressly designated a saying of 

the Lord) in a form that is structurally independent, 

while its content recalls the Synoptic tradition (particu¬ 

larly the logia in Q): 

(3b) evXoyelre rovq Karaptopepovq vpiv,38 

kcu irpooeux^ode virep twv ex^pwv vptivf9 

vr)OTev6T€ be virep tuv bupKOVTtpv vpaq. 

(3c) iroia yap ear ayanrare rovq dyairavraq 

vpaq-40 

ovxl kozl ra e&vrj tovto41 -kolovolv 

/ 

Didache 1,3b—2,1,” VetChr 8 [1971] 55-76) comes in 

his own way to what is in principle a similar conclu¬ 

sion: the text as handed down does not stem from 

Matthew and Luke, but is a new version of motifs 

from the Jesus tradition composed according to the 

rhetorical laws of auxesis. 

35 “Transmission textuelle,” 499-500. 

34 “Transmission textuelle,” 509-10. 

35 The problem of the two variants was seen by Glover 

(“Quotations,” 14), as Rordorf notes (“Transmission 

textuelle,” 502). Glover drew his own conclusions 

from them. Regarding dcdovou pamopa, Rordorf 

refers to Wrege, Bergpredigt, 76 n. 2: “Did. 1.4, with 

its did oven pamcrpa, recalls Isa 50:6, and in any 

case is independent of Matthew.” 

36 Theissen (“Nonviolence,” 118 n. 5) draws attention 

to the special place of the commandment of love of 

enemies in the Matthean and Lukan compositions. 

“Something similar is true of the Didache (Did. 

1.3ff.). Love of enemies always has a prominent 

compositional placement.” 

37 Koester (Synoptische Uberlieferung 223-24) has cor¬ 

rectly pointed out that the logion first appears as a 

command to pray for enemies; this, then, represents 

a characteristic reformulation of the kind experi¬ 

enced by the tradition in the postapostolic period. 

Cf. Koester’s examples, p. 221. The Didache’s logion 

is, however, constructed in such a way that, while at 

first it commands prayer for enemies (evXoyeZre, 

irpoaevxeaPe), this is done in order to formulate 

the commandment to love ((pcAeZre) them. Thus (at 

least as far as the Didache is concerned) it cannot be 

said that Jesus’ original command was softened 

(Koester, Synoptische Uberlieferung, 224). On the 

commandment of love of enemies in the Synoptic 

tradition, cf. John Piper, “Love Your Enemies”: Jesus’ 

Love Command in the Synoptic Gospels and in the Early 

Christian Paraenesis: A History of the Tradition and 

Interpretation of Its Uses (SNTSMS 38; Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press, 1979); Luise 

Schottroff, “Gewaltverzicht und Feindesliebe in der 

urchristlichen Jesustradition,” in Georg Strecker, 

ed., Jesus Christus in Historie und Theologie: 

Neutestamentliche Festschrift fur Hans Conzelmann zum 

60. Geburtstag (Tubingen: Mohr, 1975) 197-221; 

Theissen, “Nonviolence,” 115-56; Fritz Neuge- 

bauer, “Die dargebotene Wange,” ThLZ 110 (1985) 

865-76. 

38 Karapaodai tlvl is Attic (in place of tivgl, as in 

Luke 6:28; cf. Mark 11:21; Jas 3:9): BDF §152(1); 

BDR, §152(1). 

39 Cf. Justin 1 Apol. 15.9 (Goodspeed, 35): EvxeoPe 

vnep tup exftpuv vpuv . . ., where the Didache text 

agrees with Justin against the Synoptics. Glover 

(“Quotations,” 14) referred to the connection as an 

indication of the possible use of Q material. The 

Didache text is, however, even more literally in 

agreement with P. Oxy. 1224. Georg Strecker (“Eine 

Evangelienharmonie bei Justin und Pseudo- 

klemens?” NTS 24 [1978] 310) explained the agree¬ 

ment between Justin and the Didache on the basis of 

a statement going back to the written gospel tradi¬ 

tion in Matthew and Luke, but freely quoted. 

40 Audet reads, with the Apostolic Constitutions, <piAr\TC 

rovq tpiAovvraq vpaq. 

41 H has to avTO, probably an assimilation to Matt 

5:46 (where a variant reading also offers tovto) and 

Luke 6:33. The correct text is in P (and Consti¬ 

tutions). 

73 



(3d) vpeiq 5e ipiXeire42 rovq paaodvraq v\uaq 

Kai ovx eijere ex^pov. 
Structurally, v. 3b is presented in three lines with par- 

allelismus membrorum, but one may suppose (see below) 

that, in the history of the tradition, the third line was 

added at a later time, and that the whole pericope is 

marked throughout by a system of paired lines in paral- 

lelismus membrorum. The introduction (v. 3b) offers an 

apparently paradoxical commandment—deliberately for¬ 

mulated, in fact, as a paradox—for which the reasons will 

be given in the lines to follow. The structure and content 

point to wisdom (hokmah) tradition. 

A saying similar to v. 3b was found in Q, from which it 

entered Matt 5:44/Luke 6:27-28. Jesus’ saying very 

quickly became proverbial among Christians, however; 

cf. Rom 12:14; P. Oxy. 1224, fol. 2r., col. 1 (Grenfell and 

Hunt, x);43 2 Clem. 13.4; Polycarp Phil. 12.3; and so on.44 

The paradox of Jesus’ eschatological proclamation is 

clearly evident. 'Ex&poq is the enemy who acts aggres¬ 

sively against me by cursing me; the “normal” reaction 

would be to return the curse. But no! For Jesus’ followers 

in such a situation, the commandment was: a blessing 

for the one who curses, and a prayer for the enemy!45 

The third line, “fast for those who persecute you,” 

vrjoTeveTe de inrep tu>v bmnovTuiv vpotq, has no parallel 

in the Synoptic tradition of this logion. From the point 

of view of tradition history it may be, and probably is, a 

later addition.46 It is parallel to the two preceding 

clauses (evXoyelre, ... nal npooevxeode). Fasting sup¬ 

ports and strengthens prayer: Polycarp Phil. 7.2; Act. 

Thom. 20, p.131; 145, p.253. What is intended in this 

passage is probably a special, private fast,47 which has 

the same petitionary character as prayer (cf. urjarevere 

virep . . .). Comparable for this subject could be such 

texts as 2 Sam 12:15-23; Esth 4:16; Didasc. (Syriac) 21 

(CSCO 407.209-10; 408.193-94). The point of this 

logion, however, is that the deed of love is to be done for 

the persecutor,48 This is the spirituality of the “Sermon on 

the Mount.”49 

The paradoxical commandment calls for foundation 

and explanation (v. 3c-d). These are offered in two 

forms: 

(a) “To love only one’s friends would be nothing spe¬ 

cial: the pagans do that, too!50 It is only the love of ene¬ 

mies that obtains special favor and a special reward,51 

that is, before God!” The content of the logion in v. 3c 

42 H has dyairdre. The correct text is in P and the 

Apostolic Constitutions. Was H influenced by Matt 

5:44 and Luke 6:27? 

43 For this, see NTApoc, 1.100. 

44 The variant irpooevxeoPe virep rav vpoiv 

(against Q) is also found in P. Oxy. 1224; Justin 

1 Apol. 15.9 (Goodspeed, 55); cf. also 1 Apol. 14.3 

(Goodspeed, 34); 96.3 (Goodspeed, 211); 133.6 

(Goodspeed, 256); Didasc. Syriac) 21 (CSCO 

407.209; 408.192): Pray for your enemies. Arthur 

Voobus considered “pray for your enemies” an 

archaic reading of Matt 5:44 (Studies in the History of 

the Gospel Text in Syriac [CSCO 128; Louvain: 

Secretariat du Corpus SCO, 1951] 137-38). He 

pointed not only to the passage in Justin but also to 

Passio Ignatii 8.5 (Funk and Diekamp, Patres aposto- 

lici, 2.374; Voobus’s citation is incorrect): et orare pro 

inimicis et persequentibus nos (“and to pray for ene¬ 

mies and those who persecute us’j; also Gregory 

Magna moralia 34.19 {PL 76.739A): Pro inimicis 

vestris orate (“pray for your enemies”); idem, Dial. 

4.44 {PL 77.404C); Missale Mozarabicum {PL 85.939): 

cuius (sc. Leocadiae) fiducialis oratio superbum conter- 

ruit inimicum (“whose trusting prayer terrified the 

haughty foe”). He also offers examples from the 

Syriac textual tradition (pp. 137-38). I suggest that 

in the beginning this was not a unique reading but 

a variant of the free oral tradition or something 

drawn from free citation. 

45 Karlmann Beyschlag describes Jesus’ command of 

love of enemies as the “most radical demand of 

Jesus for Christians in the first centuries” (“Zur 

Geschichte der Bergpredigt in der Alten Kirche,” 

ZThK 74 [1977] 314). 

46 Koester {Synoptische Uberlieferung 224) finds here 

“influence of church custom. . . . Undoubtedly, this 

reduction to a practical moral admonition is also a 

sign of a later time.” Does the description of this as 

a “reduction” really fit? Layton (“Sources,” 353) 

calls it “an extra-Synoptic addition by the composi¬ 

tor of the Didache passage.” Thus also Rordorf, 

“Transmission textuelle,” 501-2, 510 (the redactor). 

In fact, one cannot exclude the possibility that the 

passage is redactional. 

47 Audet, Didache, 265: the reference is to fasting from 

one evening to the next. 

48 Rordorf (“Transmission textuelle,” 502) sees the 

addition in light of 8.1 and the Syrian Didascalia 

and concludes that the reference is to Jeiuish perse¬ 

cutors, and that the fasting refers to the two fast 

days in 8.1. Cf. also Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 

144-45 n. 2. Cremer, Fastenansage, 77: “primarily 

the Jews”; 78: “By KarapupePOL, exPpo'i, and 

biunovreq the Didache means the Jews.” 
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corresponds to the Synoptics: Matt 5:46-47/Luke 

6:32-33 Q.5* 

(b) “Those who love the ones who hate them will ulti¬ 

mately have no enemies!” (v. 3d). The beginning of the 

logion recalls Matt 5:44/Luke 6:27 Q, but there is noth¬ 

ing corresponding to kocl ovx e|ere ex^pov in the 

Synoptic tradition.53 Parallel is Didasc. (Syriac) 1 (CSCO 

401.14; 402.12): “And again, He says in the Gospel: ‘Love 

those who hate you, and pray over those who curse you, and 

you shall have no enemy.' ”54 This passage in the Didascalia 

apostolorum may be dependent on the Didache.55 The 

exact meaning of the Didache passage is not clear.56 We 

may probably interpret it as: “Those who persist in lov¬ 

ing their enemies will ultimately paralyze their aggres¬ 

sion. Love destroys enmity.”57 

Excursus: Relationship to the Synoptics 

Concerning relationships to the Synoptic tradition: 

v. 3b recalls Luke 6:28; kcu irpooevxeode are common 

to Didache and Matt 5:44b against Luke 6:28 (rcpoaev- 

XeoOe); the concluding inrep tup 5lukoptup vpaq is 

found in Matt 5:44, but Matthew refers this expres¬ 

sion to Trpooevxeode, and Didache to ppareveTe, 

which is unique to Didache and absent from the 

Synoptic tradition. The expression icpooevxeaOe 

vnep tup cxdpup vpup is not in Matthew or Luke, but 

apparently in the fragment, already cited, from a say¬ 

ings collection as found in P. Oxy. 1224, fol. 2r., col. 1 

(Grenfell and Hunt, x).58 Verse 3c recalls Matt 

5:46-47/Luke 6:32-33, but the introductory rroLa 

yap is reminiscent only of the latter. 

Nevertheless, the Didache version is markedly shorter 

when measured against Matt 5:46-47/Luke 6:32-33. 

Finally, v. 3d recalls the beginning of the Synoptic 

logion (Matt 5:44/Luke 6:27). The Synoptic logion 

begins with the commandment of love of enemies, 

and the logion in the Didache ends with it. The last 

line, kcu oux c^ere exPpop, is again entirely without a 

Synoptic parallel. For the Didache we may entertain 

the hypothesis of a parallel oral tradition (without 

any literary connection), or (perhaps better) the 

49 In contrast, the reference to fasting for the sake of 

charity (suggested as an alternative by Knopf, Lehre, 

7; cf. Hermas Sim. 5.3.7-8; Aristides Apol. 15.9 

[Goodspeed, 21]; Origen Horn. 10.2 In Lev. 

[Lommatzsch, 9.372]; Didasc. [Syriac] 21 [end] 

[CSCO 407.217-18; 408.201]) is a misreading of 

this passage. 

50 The Didache has to: cJ)vq: Matt 5:46 oi reAupac, 

v. 47 oi efipLKoL; Luke 6:32-33 ol apapTuXoi. Glover 

(“Quotations,” 14) places high value on rd eppr] in 

the Didache version and suggests that here the 

Didache may have retained what is (from a tradition- 

historical point of view) the more original word. 

51 Xaptq, as in the parallels in Luke 6:32-35; 2 Clem. 

13.4; Ignatius Polycarp 2.1; cf. 1 Cor 9:16 K* D* F G; 

more remotely 1 Pet 2:19. 

52 In its form, the Didache version is notably shorter 

than the one in Matthew and Luke. 

53 Hemmer (Doctrine, xc) thought of a quotation from 

a lost gospel. According to Koester, Synoptische Uber- 

lieferung 221, it is probably “a concluding construc¬ 

tion added by the redactor to the logia in Did. 1.3.” 

Layton (“Sources,” 355) differs: “eal oux e£ere 

cxdpop seems to be the work of the compositor” 

(cf. already at p. 354). 

54 The Latin version: Nam iterum in evangelio dicit: 

Diligite odientes vos et orate pro maledicentibus vos et 

inimicum nullum habebitis (2.28-31; TU 75.4). For 

the agreements between the Didache and Didascalia 

apostolorum, see above, Introduction, §2c. In addi¬ 

tion, cf. also Lib. grad. 13.1 (Kmosko, 307); and 

above, Introduction, §2b. 

55 See above, Introduction, §2c. Something analogous 

is true of Liber grad. 13.1. Cf. above, Introduction, 

§2b. 

56 Audet (Didache, 265) wishes to understand it as 

future imperative. Worth considering as possible 

distant parallels are Prov 25:21-22; T. Benj. 5.1: 'Eap 

expire dyadqp biapoiap, tckpcl, kcu ol iropppol 

apppuTTOL eipripevovoiP vplp (“If you have a good 

attitude, children, even wicked men deal peacefully 

with you”). Also Aristides Apol. 15.5 (Goodspeed, 

20): rovq abiKoupraq aijTovq 'napanaXovoL nai 

irpompLXeZq aijTovq eavroZq ttolovol (“They exhort 

those who do them wrong and make them friendly 

to themselves”); Justin 1 Apol. 14.3 (Goodspeed, 34); 

Clement of Alexandria Strom. 2.19, 102.4 (GCS3, 

2.169): ex$PQ eirLKOvprjTeov, ipa pq peipt] ex- 

§poq' eiuKOupla yap evpoia pep aupbelrat, Auerac 

be ex’dpa (“One must take care of an enemy, so that 

he might not remain an enemy. For good will is 

linked to concern and enmity is thereby dissolved”). 

Cf. also 7.12.69.4 (GCS2, 3.50). 

57 This saying has nothing to do with the Stoic maxim 

that the wise person has no enemy. 

58 See n. 44 above. 
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suggestion of dependence on an apocryphal sayings 

collection.59 

At this point there have been a number of interpola¬ 

tions in the original text of the Didache (v. 4a). The 

text traditions are: 

P: aKOve t'i ae del iroiovvTa aaaai oov to irvevpa- 

ir[p]aTov irdvrav airoaxov Tav aapKe[i]Kav eircdv- 

peiav. 

H: airexov Tav aapKLKav Kai oapaTiKav eindv- 

pldv.60 

Constitutions: airexov Tav aapKLKav Kai KoapiKav 

eiridvpidv ,6] 

In my opinion, the history of the interpolation can 

be reconstructed as follows:62 (1) At an early time a 

glossator intervened in the traditional text, because 

he missed the motif of resistance to fleshly desires in 

the previous lines, and this was one of the fundamen¬ 

tal motifs of early Christian catechesis. Compare, for 

example, dyairrjTOt, irapaKaXd . . . airexeadai Tav 

aapKLKav eindvpidv aiTiveq orpaTevovTai Kara Tijq 

\pvxr\q (“Beloved, I urge you ... to abstain from the 

desires of the flesh that wage war agaiflst the soul,” 

1 Pet 2:11); apvqadpevoi tt)v dae/3elav Kai Taq 

KoapiKaq eindvpLaq (“renounce impiety and worldly 

passions,” Titus 2:12). I think, then, that this motif 

was introduced by means of a gloss (in some such 

form as *airexov rdv aapKLKav eindvpidv, “avoid 

fleshly passions”).63 

(2) The archetype of P (or the scribe of P itself?) 

inserted a further gloss. For this glossator, the admo¬ 

nition airexov run aapKLKav eindvpidv (which is 

rather casual) was not sufficient. He introduced it 

with a phrase intended to point out the significance 

of the subsequent clause. The result was: aKOve t'i ae 

del irotovvTa adaai oov to irvevpa■ irpdTOV iravTav 

airoaxov Tav oapKeiKdv eindvpeidv (“hear what you 

59 For Drews, see above. Koester (Synoptische Uberliefe- 

rung, 226) distinguishes among borrowings from 

Matthew and from Luke, “influence of free tradi¬ 

tion,” and (predidachistic) redaction. Layton 

(“Sources,” S52-53) makes v. 3b literarily dependent 

on Luke 6:28 and Matt 5:44, although the author 

has made deliberate stylistic alterations in the liter¬ 

ary source. According to Layton, the literary source 

for v. 3c-d is Luke 6:32 + Matt 5:46 + Matt 5:47b + 

Luke 6:27 + (Matt 5:48). For Layton’s conjecture 

about the conclusion of the logion, see below. For 

Rordorf’s analysis, see above and “Transmission 

textuelle,” 501-2, 509-10. 

60 Likewise Georgian. Bryennios (Aidaxv> 6) conjec¬ 

tures Kai KoapiKav (instead of Kai oapaTiKav). 

61 Instructive for the compilers’ ways of dealing with 

their source in this area is Isaac the Syrian, 51.2Iff. 

M. Besson, “Un recueil de sentences attribue a Isaac 

le Syrien,” OrChr 1 (1901) 46-60, 288-98: Airexov 

tuv aapKLKav Kai fiiaTiKdv eindvpiav Kai Tav 

pdovdv tov Koapov (“Abstain from desires of the 

flesh and of earthly life and from the pleasures of 

the world”). The text is derived, mediately, from 

Const. 7.2.4. See above, Introduction, §5. 

62 Cf. Niederwimmer, “Textprobleme,” 116-18. For 

the following explication, cf. also Audet, Didache, 

55-56, 265-66. He arrives at a conclusion that is 

effectively similar. Differing is, e.g., Rordorf, 

“Transmission textuelle,” 503-4, who sees v. 4a as 

by no means a subsequent interpolation, but instead 

counts it among the predidachistic material. 

Eirvdvplal aapKLKal (“fleshly passions”), as 

ein&vplai rfjq oapKoq (“passions arising from the 

flesh”), is to be understood in light of 1 Pet 2:11— 

3:17 or Gal 5:13-26. Did. 1.4a is said to be, in this 

sense, the introduction to 1.4b-e. This can scarcely 

be correct. Moreover, Rordorf (“Transmission 

textuelle,” 504, 510) also regards Kai. oapaTiKav as 

a subsequent clarification. Cf. also Rordorf and 

Tuilier, Doctrine, 145 n. 6. 

63 The singular is an accommodation to the clauses 

that follow. It is difficult to understand the content 

of the text from its context: cf. the previous note. 

Theissen (“Nonviolence,” 129) differs: 

“Renunciation of self-defense presupposes control 

of inward aggressive impulses.” Aono (Entwicklung, 

167) connects this clause with the expression eat] 

TeXeioq. 

64 The expression eirvdvplai a a pan Kai is striking. In 

4 Macc 1:31-32 there is reference to eindvpiai 

fvxiKai, distinguished from eindvplai oapaTiKai: 

oaippoovvri dr) to'ivvv eafiv eiriKpareia Tav 

eiridvpiav, rav de eiridvpiav al pev elaiv fvxrKa'i, 

al de oapaTiKai, Kai tovtuv aptpoTepav 

eiriKparelv 6 Xoyiapoq ipaivejai (“Temperance, as 

I understand it, is control over desires, and of 

desires some relate to the soul and others to the 

body, over both of which reason obviously holds 

sway”). 

65 EapKiKal and KoapiKai are synonymous. 

66 Layton (“Sources,” 375-78) makes a much more 

complicated (but hypothetical) reconstruction of 

the textual history of the gloss in v. 4a. I am simpli¬ 

fying here: the oldest text form had no gloss, and 

the interpolation may at first have been only mar¬ 

ginal, with its most extensive form *aKOve . . . irpa- 

tov . . . airexov Tav aapKLKav Kai KoapiKav 

eindvpiav. Layton then pictures the further devel¬ 

opment as follows: the marginal gloss was inserted 

into the text, with the eoeade . . . TeXeioi postulated 

by Layton at the end of 1.3 (see below) changed to 

singular and adapted to the grammatical structure 

of the gloss. The form airoaxov in P, instead of d7re- 

Xov, is a corruption of the text. The absence of Kai 
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must do to save your spirit: first of all avoid fleshly 

passions”)- This formulation is a distant echo of 1 Cor 

5:5. 

(3) At the same time, however, the text of the short¬ 

er gloss was handed on and clarified by additions. We 

find a form like this in H: onrexov tow oapiaKav ncti 

awpaTLKWV em&vpluv (“avoid fleshly and bodily pas- 

sions”),64 or in Constitutions: arrexov tup aapKUiuv 

k<xl KoopiKUV emi%p.La>v (“avoid fleshly and worldly 

passions”).65 Compare Titus 2:12; 2 Clem. 17.3. This 

passage is instructive for the question of the relia¬ 

bility of the text of H.66 For this, see above, Intro¬ 

duction, §3a. 

KoaptKuv in P is explained by homoioteleuton. In 

the archetype of H, it became a metathesis, koclk- 

aoptKUV [sic], which explains the H reading kox 

aupaTLKUv. At the same time, aKOve tl ae . . . -nav- 

toh> was excised and the phrase Kai ear] TeXecoq 

was transferred to the position now given by H. Cf. 

the stemma on p. 377. 

/ 
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(2) The Renunciation of Violence (1.4b-5a) 

4b-e If anyone strikes you on your right cheek, turn 
your other one to him too, and you will be per¬ 
fect. If someone presses you into one mile of 
service, go along with him two. If someone 
takes your cloak, give him your tunic as well. If 
someone takes away from you what is yours, do 
not demand it back —(since you cannot do so 

anyway). 
5a Give to everyone what he asks of you and do not 

ask for it back . . . 

The logion about love of enemies is continued in v. 4b-e 

and v. 5a with a sequence of four or five logia that also 

have contiguous parallels in the Synoptic tradition, 

where they are combined, as here, with the command¬ 

ment of love of enemies: 

(4b) eap Tiq ooi 5q5 pamapa eiq tt]p de^iap6' oiayova, 

OTpe\J/OP avrqj Kai ttjp aXXpp, 

koll earj reActoq. 
(4c) ear ayyapevarj ae tlq pLXiOP ev, 

throve pef axnov dvo. 

(4d) eap apt] Tiq to IpaTiOP aov, 

8oq avToi Kai top xiT^va- 
(4e) eap Xaj3rj Tiq a-no aov to oop, 

pr) ccTra'iTei• ov8e yap dvpaoai. 

(5a) iraPTi t<5 alTovPTi ae didov 

Kai pr) bcTra'iTei. 

The first four logia belong together, both formally and 

in content (cf. the fourfold eap . . . , OTpexpOP, viraye, 

8oq, pr) arra'iTei). The fifth logion is obviously a doublet 

of the fourth (or vice versa). Common to the logia of 

this pericope is the hyperbolic admonition to unre¬ 

stricted submission: If someone strikes you68 on the 

face—namely, on the right cheek69—do not strike back, 

but instead present the other cheek as well (v. 4b; cf. 

Matt 5:39b/Luke 6:29a Q).70 If someone forces you to 

do a menial task, namely, to accompany him or her for a 

mile,71 do not refuse; instead, go two miles (v. 4c; cf. 

Matt 5:41 [Q?]). If someone takes your cloak, do not 

resist; give your shirt, too (v. 4d; cf. Matt 5:40/Luke 

6:29b Q).72 If someone robs you of what is yours, let it 

be; do not ask for it back (vv. 4e-5a; cf., for v. 5a, Matt 

5:42/Luke 6:30 Q).73 The total abandonment of violence 

and of one’s right is documented in v. 4b by the fact that 

the person who has been insulted freely offers the 

aggressor another opportunity to mete out disgraceful 

treatment; in v. 4c and 4d the one oppressed or robbed 

gives the aggressor even more than was asked. In v. 4e 

and 5a, he or she refrains from making any demand for 

designed to collect a pledge). 

73 For the peculiar expression ovbe yap bvvaaac in v. 

4e, see below. Did Johannes Climacus quote Did. 

1.4? For this, see above. Introduction, §2b. 

74 This is true even though the key phrase “reign of 

God” is not found in the logia themselves. 

75 The Didachist (as we will see) calls attention in his 

own way to these connections by means of his own 

inserted Kai ear) reXetoq. See below. 

76 It is true that the same addition is found in Lib. 

grad. 2.2 (Kmosko, 27) and 22.15 (671)—dependent 

on the Didache? See above, Introduction, §2b(l). 

77 This addition is thus an interpretation. Kai ear) 

reXeioq in 1.4 recalls reXeioq ear) in 6.2, where the 

Didachist is also speaking (see below); cf. Rordorf 

and Tuilier, Doctrine, 32-33; and Rordorf, 

“Transmission textuelle,” 504-5, 510. It will become 

clearer in the context of 6.2 what the Didachist’s 

67 According to Dix (“Didache,” 242-43) be^cav was 

lacking in the original Didache text. Cf., to the con¬ 

trary, Connolly, “Didache and Diatessaron,”/71S 34 

(1933) 346-47; Koester, Synoptische Uberlieferung, 

227 n. 1, 229-30; Rordorf, “Transmission textuelle,” 

504 n. 10. 

68 Aibovai pamapa. tlvl as in John 18:22; 19:3. 

69 It is the right cheek in Didache and Matthew (against 

Luke), perhaps as a special challenge: “a blow on 

the right cheek is given with the back of the hand 

and is regarded as especially insulting” (Wrege, 

Bergpredigt, 75-76). 

70 For the third line, Kai ear) reXetoq, see below. 

71 For ayyapevetv, see BAGD, s.v.; Gerhard 

Schneider, “ayyapevw," EDNT 1 (1990) 12. 

72 Wrege, Bergpredigt, 76-77, and 77 n. 1: Luke and the 

Didache think of this as robbery (Matthew differs: 

this version contemplates a court proceeding 
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restitution. The Didache version of the dominical sayings 

expresses no fundamental motive different from that in 

the Q version: in the renunciation of a violent enforce¬ 

ment of one’s own right the law of a higher, although 

paradoxical, order becomes visible: the law of the reign 

of God.74 At the same time the attitude of those who are 

insulted, oppressed, and robbed (which is grotesque 

according to ordinary and customary standards) reveals 

the peculiar powerlessness of aggression. Those who live 

according to these precepts have removed themselves 

from the ordinary norms and rules of society and set 

themselves on a road that (as far as this world is con¬ 

cerned) leads to the discipleship of the cross and (in 

light of what is to come) to the reign of God.75 

Essentially (except for the possibly important variant 

dcbovca pamopa), v. 4b agrees with Matt 5:39b. The 

last line (Kai eaij reXeioq) falls outside the parallelis- 

mus membrorum and is, in my view, a redactional addi¬ 

tion, namely, a gloss by the Didachist,76 who thus 

attempts to interpret the existing tradition in a partic¬ 

ular direction.77 Verse 4c is almost identical to Matt 

5:41 (for which there is no Lukan parallel); however, 

the succession of the logia (4c/4d) is the reverse of 

that in Matthew (5:41/40). Verse 4d is again close to 

Luke (6:29b); the Matthean KpLdrjvou is lacking and 

the succession of garments is the reverse of that in 

Matthew: IpaTLOv—xltuv, which causes us to think of 

a robbery (differently from Matthew).78 Verses 4e and 

5a are doublets,79 and yet v. 5a is more strongly remi¬ 

niscent of the Synoptic tradition (and particularly 

Luke 6:30), while v. 4e only distantly resembles the 

Synoptic parallels. In v. 4e the expression ov5e yap 

bvvaaai (which has no parallel in the Synoptic tradi¬ 

tion) stands out. This little clause has confused inter¬ 

preters from the beginning.80 The most obvious 

interpretation is: “Let yourself be robbed, because 

you cannot really defend yourself, no matter what!” 

The clause, thus understood, would make obvious the 

more precise intention in the use of this phrase is. 

Koester (Synoptische Uberlieferung 222) finds no 

motive that could have impelled the compiler to 

make such an insertion. “But even if the compiler is 

/ identical with the redactor, what interest could he 

have had in introducing such a clause just here, in 

the middle of Did. 1.4, if not to replace, as quickly 

as possible, something in the source that had been 

overlooked, because it may have appeared impor¬ 

tant to him?’.’ (ibid.). Koester thus comes to a com¬ 

plicated hypothesis: the passage belongs to the 

source but is now in the wrong place; originally (in 

the form eoeade ovv vpelq reXeiOL according to 

Matt 5:48) it would have constituted the end of the 

logia series in 1.3. The redactor of the logion collec¬ 

tion (who is not the Didachist) would have omitted 

it there (replacing it with Kai oi>x eljere exdpou) 

and now inserted it, in the wrong place and with 

grammatical alterations. Layton has allowed himself 

to be persuaded by Koester’s inferences to go even 

farther: cf. “Sources,” 348-49, 354-55, 374-75. He 

emends v. 4e to <3<5e ydp bvvaoai (reAetog eivou), 

attributes the expression Kai ovx e|ere exdpov in v. 

3d to the compositor, and conjectures immediately 

after that phrase (following Matt 5:48) eoeode ovv 

vpeiq reXeLOi cog 6 rrarrip t/pcov 6 ovpavioq reAetog 

eoTLP (“you will be perfect as your heavenly Father 

is perfect”) vet simile. Layton (“Sources,” 375-76) 

associates the origin and placement of the present 

text, Kai ear/ reAetog, with the textual history of the 

gloss in v. 4a (see above). 

78 Koester’s analysis is in Synoptische Uberlieferung, 

226-38; Layton (“Sources,” 355-61) sees Matt 5:39b 

+ 4:41 + Luke 6:29 + Matt 5:40 + Matt 5:42 + Luke 

6:30 as having been used, from a literary point of 

view, and makes an effort to explain the differences 

from the sources as deliberate stylistic alterations. 

See Rordorf, “Transmission textuelle,” 504-5, 

509-10. 

79 Koester (Synoptische Uberlieferung, 228) argues that 

the redactor of the source has “separated [Luke 

6:30] into two commandments . . . presumably in 

order to introduce the admonitions about giving, 

which follow in Did. 1.5, with a dominical saying.” 

The clumsy repetition of pr/ arm ret is said (pp. 

228-29) to show that the author is not formulating 

freely (according to Koester, he is here dependent 

on the Synoptic tradition). There is a protest from 

Wrege, Bergpredigt, 78 n. 2: “But what Koester con¬ 

siders literary reworking is really a mnemonic tech¬ 

nique for simplifying the clauses in community 

parenesis.” The expression in v. 4e is, instead, assim¬ 

ilated to the preceding logion in v. 4d. In both 

cases, it is robbery that is contemplated. 

80 Cf. Harnack, Lehre, 6, who suspected a corruption 

of the text but later retracted his emendation 

(Kainep bwapevoq) in “Prolegomena,” 51 n. 6. 

Even the Georgian text sought to correct the text 

through a paraphrase. For ovde yap bvvaoai, the 

Georgian reads: “and you cannot do this even for 

the sake of the faith.” 
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social milieu of those who handed on this text: they 

are exploited and helpless people who cannot and 

will not defend themselves.81 Other attempts to 

understand the text82 remain artificial; it seemed nec¬ 

essary to suppose a corruption of the text (and this 

has happened) and to emend it.83 I consider this 

unnecessary. For the whole pericope it is again easy 

to suppose that we have before us an oral tradition 

parallel to that of the Synoptics, or (better) the use of 

the same apocryphal sayings collection that was 

already suggested for 1.3b-5a. The Didachist ex¬ 

panded and commented on his tradition with the 

clause nai eon] reXeioq. 

510), who connects this text with 6.2 and attributes 

it to the didachistic redaction. 

83 For Harnack’s original suggestions, see n. 80 above. 

Layton (“Sources,” 348-49) emends to ube yap 

bvvaaat (reAetog elvai). The phrase reAetog eivai 

is said to have fallen out because of homoioteleuton 

(elvai/bvvaoai), and then dbe was wrongly written 

as oiibe. 

81 It is true that Schaff (Church Manual, 165) considers 

this interpretation trivial. 

82 Knopf (Lehre, 9) considers not social pressure but 

ethical mind-set: “it is impossible for him, in spirit, 

to take back what is his with counterforce or by 

legal means.” Cf. also Koester (Synoptische Uberliefe- 

rung, 229), who regards this clause as part of the 

redaction of the source; cf. in addition the interpre¬ 

tation in Rordorf (“Transmission textuelle,” 505, 
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(3) Almsgiving (1.5b—6) andTransition (2.1) 

5b-d For the Father wants people to give to everyone 
from the gifts that have been freely granted to 
them. Blessed is the person who gives accord¬ 
ing to the commandment, for he is guiltless. 
Woe to the person who takes. If someone 
takes something because he is in need, he is 
guiltless, but if he is not in need he shall have 
to give an account of why he took and for 
what purpose; if he is imprisoned he shall be 
interrogated about what he has done, and 
shall not go free until he has paid back the last 
penny. 

6 But then about this sort of thing it has also 
been said, "Let your charitable gift sweat into 
your hands until you know to whom you are 
giving it." 

2.1 The second commandment of the teaching: 

Analysis 

On the saying navr'i tu ocItovvtl ae 5l5ov (v. 5a “to 

everyone who asks of you, give”) follows now a little 

reflection on right giving (of alms) in v. 5b-d. The mate¬ 

rial in v. 5b and 5c is no longer taken from the Jesus tra¬ 

dition but from ajewish or Jewish-Christian parenesis 

that appears also in Hermas Man. 2.4-6.84 The transition 

from one p-adition to the other is not marked in the 

Didache in any way. 

Excursus: Hermas and the Didache 

Verse 5a is the connecting phrase between the Jesus 

tradition quoted in what went before and the parenet- 

ic section that follows. The tie between v. 5a and 5b is 

purely associative (Travri tu> olLtovvtl ae bibov—iraoi, . 

. . deAec biboadac). Verse 5b agrees essentially with 

Hermas Man. 2.4c (6 Ttarrip/d debq and xapcaparau/ 

boipripLixToiu are unimportant variants).85 In v. 5c the 

agreement with Hermas is looser. What Hermas pre¬ 

sents as an aphorism appears in the Didache version 

in the form of a macarism (or woe).86 Hermas Man. 

2.6a and Did. I.5a/5c are reversed, while Man. 2.5b is 

completely missing. The Didache version avoids the 

doublet in Hermas Man. 2.5a and 5c. In Did. 1.5c the 

added Kara rrjv evroXpv is certainly redactional 

(namely, a gloss by the Didachist).87 The saying in v. 

5c ends with an eschatological warning. With this 

(additionally in the Didache, but no longer in Hermas) 

is associated another saying that is also known from 

the Synoptic tradition: Verse 5c corresponds to Matt 

5:25-26 (cf. Luke 12:58-59), but the contexts of the 

Q saying (judicial process) and the Didache version 

(unjustified acceptance of alms) are different.88 In 

summary, the aphorism about almsgiving, also found 

in Hermas, has in its Didache version been framed at 

beginning and end with reminiscences from the Jesus 

tradition (and thus Christianized). The form of the 

aphorism in Hermas may well be the older from the 

point of view of the history of the tradition.89 It still 

shows a purely Jewish aspect. 

84 Didasc. (Syriac) 17 (CSCO 407.177-79; 

408.161-62)/Latin 37.25-27 (TU 75.63) and 

38.23-25 (75.64) may come from the Didache. See 

above, Introduction, §2c. Const. 4.3.1-2 is depen¬ 

dent on the Didascalia apostolorum. 

85 For the parallel in Doctr. 4.8, see below. 

86 Layton (“Sources,” 363) considers it possible that 

the author of the interpolation is formally orienting 

the text to Luke 6:20-26. 

87 Layton’s reference (“Sources,” 360) to Hermas Man. 

2.7a is misleading. 

88 Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 147 n. 4. 

89 Koester, Synoptische Uberlieferung, 230, 232. 
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Literary dependence on Hermas90 is improbable.91 

It is more likely that the aphorism about right alms¬ 

giving attested in both Hermas and the Didache goes 

back to a common tradition. It is uncertain whether 

the combination of the Jesus tradition with the 

Jewish parenetical material was the work of the 

Didachist or whether it already existed beforehand. In 

the former case (which I regard as more probable) 

the Didachist would have proceeded in a similar man¬ 

ner to that adopted later at 16.1-2, where he also 

joined Jesus tradition with parenetical material.92 

Comment 

■ 5b-d The reflection begins with the aphorism Ttaot 

yap deXeu didootiat 6 irarrip ck tu>v L5'lup x^ptaparcot' 

(5b).93 narrjp = God, and the Idea xotpiapara (Hermas 

Man. 2.4c: 5aipp/xara)94 are the gifts of God’s creation.95 

This is a very Jewish idea: God’s creative gifts are given 

for all;96 therefore poor people have a right to alms, and 

the wealthy are obligated in turn to give them. 

Moreover, it should be noted that the gifts given by the 

rich to the poor are really God's gifts.97 Thus the one 

who gives alms is only a manager, one who distributes 

the divine gifts.98 This fundamental idea is then (v. 5c) 

clarified in the form of a macarism (to be followed by a 

woe): panapioq 6 <5tdovq" Kara rqv evToXqv adwoq 

yap eoTLV (“blessed is the person who gives according to 

the commandment, for he is guiltless”).100 The expres¬ 

sion Kara rrjv evToXqv (“according to the command¬ 

ment”), typically, has no parallel in Hermas Man. 2.6;101 I 

consider this phrase an addition by the Didachist (cf. 

Did. 13.5, 7). It probably refers to a command of the 

90 See above, Introduction, §7a(3). According to 

Layton (“Sources,” 361-72) the Didache is depen¬ 

dent on Hermas from v. 5a onward, and in v. 5d on 

Matt 5:25-26. 

91 Cf. also Glover, “Quotations,” 15-16; Koester, 

Synoptische Uberlieferung, 230-31; Audet, Didache, 

163-66, 271-75; Kraft, Didache, 140-41; Rordorf, 

“Transmission textuelle,” 507. 

92 Is it possible that he also intervened redactionally in 

the stylization of the given material in v. 5bc 

(beyond Kara rqv evToXpv)? 

93 Irritatingly, this single sentence from the sectio Chris¬ 

tiana (1.3b—2.1) has a parallel in Doctrina, but in a 

very different place—in 4.8: omnibus enim dominus 

dare vult de donis suis (“The Lord wishes to give to 

all from his gifts”). One may suppose that this sen¬ 

tence was also in the Didache's source, at the same 

place (i.e., after 4.8). The Didachist omitted it there 

(at 4.8), understandably enough, in order to avoid 

having a doublet. Cf. Koester, Synoptische Uberliefe¬ 

rung 233 n. 2. On the one hand, if this considera¬ 

tion is correct, it would also be an argument for 

assigning the sectio to the Didachist. On the other 

hand, if we interpret the sectio as a postdidachistic 

interpolation, the omission of the text correspond¬ 

ing to Doctr. 4.8 (end) remains inexplicable. (It is 

true that the hypothesis is slightly hampered by the 

absence of the text in question also in the Canons of 

the Apostles and the Epitome. Canons completely 

breaks off its quotation from the tractate at this 

point, however, and Epitome has other omissions in 

its version of the text corresponding to Did. 

4.3-11.) 

94 Hermas Sim. 2.7: bupqpara rov KvpLov. 

95 This (unusual) sense of xapiapara is secured by 

the parallels in Hermas. There is special reference to 

the fvxq in Sib. Or. 2.54: ndoa re yap fvxv pepo- 

ttup lie oil eon yapiapa (“For every soul of mortals 

is a gracious gift of God”). But Philo Leg. all. 3.78 

(to which Audet refers, Didache, 274) can scarcely be 

a parallel, because there xdpeapa = xdpcq (besides 

which, xd-pcapa in both places in §78 is text-critical- 

ly problematic: cf. Ludwig Cohn, “Philo von 

Alexandria,” NJKA 1 [1898] 539 n. 1). Other non- 

Christian instances of xdptcipa are late: see BAGD, 

s.v.; Hans Conzelmann, “xaLpu ktX.,” ID NT 9 

(1974) 402-3. 

96 Cf. Ps.-Phocyl. 29-30 (Sib. Or. 2.89-90^); also T. Zeb. 

6.7; 7.2. 

97 Deut 15:14b; m. 'Abot 3.7a: Rabbi Eleazer b. Yehuda 

from Bartota said: “Give to [God] from what is 

God’s; for you and what are yours belong to God.” 

(See the translation and commentary by Marti and 

Beer, 71.) 

98 Cf. Lev. Rab. 34.2, on Lev 25:25 (see Str-B 4.540). 

99 Acts 20:35 appears to me only a Christian variant 

on the Jewish aphorism. Const. 4.3.1-2 has com¬ 

bined the saying about giving (copied from 

Didascalia apostolorum) with Acts 20:35, and also 

declares the woe saying to be a word of the Lord. 

For the parallel with the woe in the Nicetas catena, 

cf. Clement of Alexandria GCS2, 3.xxvii-xxviii; and 

see above, Introduction, §2b. 

100 For a possible quotation in Didascalia apostolorum, 

see above, Introduction, §2c. 

101 Moreover, in Hermas the text is not a macarism. 

102 Glover (“Quotations,” 15-16) thinks of the logion 

quoted in Acts 20:35. Drews (“Untersuchungen,” 

64-65) believes that it means panctpioq 6 bibovq, 

and that evroAr] is the title of the collection of com¬ 

mandments being quoted here. 1 Clem. 2.1, rjbt-ov 

bibovreq rj Xapfiavovreq (“giving more gladly than 

82 



1.5b—2.1 

Lord, but it is not clear which concrete commandment 

the Didachist has in mind.102 Is there a reference here to 

the word of the Lord quoted just before (in v. 5a)?103 Or 

does it simply mean “in the right way, as the Lord has 

commanded us,” without any thought of a specific say¬ 

ing? 'Aficpoq (“guiltless”) describes the giver as a person 

righteous and blameless before God.104 As the rich are 

enjoined to give, however, so the poor are warned not to 

exploit the obligation of the devout to give alms (cf. 

again Hermas Man. 2.5): oval t<5 AapftavovTi (“woe to 

the person who takes”)—and this is immediately clari¬ 

fied: those who are in want105 may, of course, accept 

alms. But woe to those who are not in need and never¬ 

theless take alms! They must expect to be called on to 

explain106 why and for what reason (lvoltl . . . Kai eig 

tl)107 they have accepted alms.108 The accounting will be 

unavoidable—and here the text again slips into the tone 

of the Synoptic tradition (v. 5d):109 the one who accepts 

alms will be thrown into prison (avvoxv)110 like a thief, 

and there will be grilled about this behavior.111 Such a 

one will not be released from prison until the last penny 

is paid. These last words recall Matt 5:25c-26 (cf. Luke 

12:58c-59).112 The underlying tradition in Did. 1.5d can 

scarcely be understood except as eschatological; owoxv 

probably refers to an eschatological place of punishment 

or purification.113 

■ 6 At this point, I believe, the Didachist introduces a 

quotation from Sacred Scripture (which of course meant 

the “Old” Testament),114 to serve as a warning against 

too-hasty giving and also as a scriptural foundation for 

such a warning (v. 6).115 The introduction to the quota¬ 

tion, ocAXa Kai irepi tovtov 5e116 ctprjrat (cf. the similar 

introduction to quotations in 9.5 and 16.7), betrays the 

hand of the Didachist.117 The subsequent quotation is a 

crux interpretum, because to date it has not been possible 

receiving”), seems to be an idea related to Acts 

20:35, but the saying in 1 Clement is not declared a 

word of the Lord. 

103 This is the interpretation of Knopf, Lehre, 9; and 

Layton, “Sources,” 365-66; Rordorf (“Transmission 

textuelle,” 507) also considers it probable. 

104 'Atfaog (dap) does not have the usual meaning of 

“guiltless” here, but rather means “not blamewor¬ 

thy.” The one in question has acted rightly, as the 

commandment asks. Hermas Man. 2.6 has the same 

sense. 

105 Xpeiav cxclp, as in Mark 2:25; Acts 2:45; 4:35; Eph 

4:28; 1 John 3:17. 

106 AlKpp didopae is identical with biupp tlvclp 

(.Hermas Man. 2.5). According to Layton (“Sources,” 

366) the expression in the Didache is compounded 

from Hermas Man. 2.5a, d'Kobaaovatv Aoyop . . . 

Start, and 5c, tloovolp btKpp. 

107 IpoctL is made up of tpa tl (sc. yepprca): BDF, 

§299(4); BDR §299(3). 

108 For a possible quotation in Didascalia apostolorum 

(including certain contacts with Hermas), see above, 

Introduction, §2c. 

109 There is no parallel to v. 5d in Hermas. 

110 P. Land. II, 354.24. Here csvpoxp does not mean 

“danger, fear” but “prison,” as the parallel in Matt 

5:26 shows. See Helmut Koester, '‘avpoxp,’’ TDNT 7 

(1971) 887. 

111 T^erdfetf is the technical term for examination 

under torture. See BAGD, s.v. 

112 According to Koester (Synoptische Uberlieferung 237) 

the author may have used Matt 5:26, but Did. 1.5d 

appears “no longer to be part of the piece of tradi¬ 

tion . . . used by the redactor of Did. 1.3ff. at 1.5” 

(p. 237). Accordingly, for Koester v. 5b (part of the 

Jewish tradition) and the subsequent quotation in v. 

6 belong to the predidachistic source (p. 238). 

According to Layton (“Sources,” 366-67) Did. 1.5c 

is dependent on Matthew. 

113 Cf. Rordorf (“Transmission textuelle,” 508 and n. 

9), pointing out the eschatological interpretation of 

the corresponding tradition in Tertullian De anima 

35.2-3 (CChrSL 2.836-37); 58.8 (869); cf. idem, De 

oral. 7 (CChrSL 1.261-62); and Sextus Sentences 39 

(Chadwick, 16). 

114 This is not a word of the Lord, as Drews supposed 

(“Untersuchungen,” 65); cf. also Alfred Resch, 

Agrapha (2d ed.; Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1906; repr. 

Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 

1967) 91-92. The sense of the quotation is intended 

to be identical with Eph 4:28. “But both the linguis¬ 

tic relationship with Eph 4:28 and the Synoptic 

character of the logion are—apart from Idpaodra— 

undeniable” (p. 92). Glover (“Quotations,” 16-17) 

calls it a Jesus logion. 

115 If the Didachist really had a scripturally formulated 

source before him for vv. 3-4 or for v. 5, in any case 

v. 6 was not part of it. Drews (“Untersuchungen,” 

65) differs, as does Koester (Synoptische 

Uberlieferung, 238). For the connection between the 

ideas in 1.4-5 and 1.6, cf. below. 

116 Bryennios (Aibaxp, 8) conjectured dp. 
117 Thus v. 6 is not a gloss (as Peterson supposed, 

“Probleme,” 147-49). 
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to give a secure demonstration of its source: tSpaxrara)118 

17 eAeriiJLOOvvri oov eig rag x^P<xg oov, fiexpcg av yvtpg, 
tlpl 8uig. 

Among the texts suggested are Sir 12:1: Eav ev iroirjg, 

yvcofii. Tivi iroteZg, nod carat x&pig rolg otyocdoZg oov 

(Vg: Si benefeceris, scito cui feceris, et erit gratia in bonis tuis 

multa; “if you do a favor, know the person to whom you 

are doing it, and there will be favor for your good 

deeds”). But a derivation from the LXX version as we 

have it is not really possible. Ps.-Phocyl. 23,7rAr/pcoaei119 

oeo xetp\ c'Aeov xPR^omi irapaoxov (“you must fill 

your hand. Give alms to the needy”), is not a genuine 

parallel; however, it seems that Sib. Or. 2.79 p (from Ps.- 

Phocylides) is a distant echo of this saying, Ldpwori oraxv- 

on> XPVfovTL -irapaoxov (“with perspiring hand 

give a portion of corn to one who is in need”). Strikingly 

enough, Latin writers from Augustine onward know the 

saying in a form closely related to the Didache version; 

moreover, they frequently quote it as “Scripture.”120 

Augustine Enar. in Ps. 102:12 (CCSL 40.1462): De alio 

enim dictum est: Omni petenti te da; et de alio dictum est: 

Desudet. eleemosyna in manu tua, donee invenias iustum, cui 

earn tradas (“About one it is said, ‘Give to everyone who 

asks of you’; about another it is said, ‘Let alms sweat in 

your hand until you find a righteous person to whom to 

give’”); Enar. in Ps. 103; Sermo 3.10 (CCSL 40.1509): 

Sicut enim de illo qui te quaeret dictum est: Omni petenti te, 

da, sic de illo quern tu debes quaerere dictum est: Sudet 

eleemosyna in manu tua, donee invenias iustum cui earn 

tradas (“For so it is said about him who asks of you, ‘To 

everyone who asks of you, give.’ So about the one whom 

you ought to ask, ‘Let alms sweat in your hand until you 

find a righteous person to whom to give’”); Enar. in Ps. 

146:17 (CCSL 40.2135): Utrumque dictum est, fratres mei, 

et: Omni petenti te da, modo lectum est; et alio loco scriptura 

dicit: Sudet eleemosyna in manu tua, quousque invenias ius¬ 

tum cui earn tradas. Alius est qui te quaerit, alium tu debes 

quaerere. Nec eum qui te quaerit relinquas inanem; Omni 

enim petenti te da: sed alius est quern tu debes quaerere; Sudet 

eleemosyna in manu tua quousque invenias iustum cui des 

(“My brethren, it is both said and read, ‘To everyone 

who asks give,’ and in another place Scripture says, ‘Let 

alms sweat in your hand until you find a righteous per¬ 

son to whom to give.’ One person begs of you, another 

you ought to seek out. But do not leave empty the per¬ 

son who begs of you. ‘To everyone who begs of you, 

give,’ but there is another whom you ought to seek out. 

‘Let alms sweat in your hand until you find the just per¬ 

son to whom to give’”). Cassiodorus Expositiones in 

Psalterium 40 {PL 70.295D): Legitur enim: Omni petenti te 

tribue. Scriptum est etiam: Desudet eleemosyna in manu tua, 

donee invenias justum, cui earn tradas (“The text is read, 

‘Provide to everyone who asks of you.’ It is written, ‘Let 

alms sweat in your hand until you find a just person to 

whom to give’”); Expositio in Psalterium 103 {PL 

70.733B): Herbam vero servituti hominum, hoc est, ut illi nec- 

essaria tribuantur, de quo scriptum est: Desudet eleemosyna in 

manu tua, donee invenias justum cui earn tradas (“Grass is 

for the service of people, that is, so that what is neces¬ 

sary might be provided to him of whom it is written, 

‘Let alms sweat in your hand, until you find a just person 

to whom to give them’”). Gregory the Great Regula 

Pastoralis 3.20 {PL 77.84CD): Ne sub obtentu largitatis ea 

quae possident inutiliter spargant, audiant quod scriptum est: 

Sudet eleemosyna in manu tua (“Lest they squander use¬ 

lessly what they possess under the guise of generosity, let 

them listen to what is written, ‘Let alms sweat in your 

hand’”).121 Vita Chrodegangi episcopi Mettensium 11.27 

{Monumenta Germaniae historica 10.568, 28ff., ed. Pertz): 

Memoratus est scriptum: Sudet elemosina in manu tua, donee 

118 H reads Ibpmdm. Bryennios (Atbaxri, 8-9) had 

already conjectured Lbpuoam. 
119 On this difficult irAppoiaei, cf. Nikolaus Walter, 

“Pseudo-Phokylides,” in Ernst Vogt and Nikolaus 

Walter, Poetische Schriften (JSHRZ 4.3; Giitersloh: 

Mohn, 1983) 199, n. 23a. 

120 For the following list of attestations, cf. Ehrhard, 

Altchristliche Litteratur, 48 n. 5; Resch, Agrapha, 

91-92 (history of the findings); Kneller, “Zum 

‘schwitzenden Almosen,’” 779-80; Cuthbert H. 

Turner, “Adversaria patristica,” /7’.S' 7 (1906) 

593-95; Charles Taylor, “Traces of a Saying of the 

Didache,"JTS 8 (1907) 115-17 (history of the find¬ 

ings); Anselm Manser, “Zur Didache 1,6 aus der Vita 

Chrodegangi,” ThR 8 (1909) 459-60; Altaner, 

“Doctrina,” 340-41; Audet, Didache, 276-80. 

121 This passage was copied in Taio Caesaraugustomus 

Sententiae 3.34 {PL 80.892B). 

122 Charles Taylor, “Traces of a Saying of the Didache,” 

JTS 8 (1907) 115: the text of Piers Plowman may be 

corrupt. The correct text might be Sudet elemosina 

tua in manus tuas, donee scias cui des (“Let your alms 

sweat in your hands until you know to whom to give 
it”). 

The instances cited in Kneller (“Zum ‘schwitzen¬ 

den Almosen,’” 779-80) and elsewhere from a fast- 
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invenias iustum cui earn tradas (“Recall the Scripture, ‘Let 

alms sweat in your hand until you find a just person to 

whom to give them’”). Abelard De Eleemosyna Sermo 

{Opera, ed. Cousin, 1.552): Sed sudet, sicut scriptum est, 

eleemosyna in manu tua, donee invenias qui dignus sit (“As is 

written, ‘Let alms sweat in your hand until you find one 

who is worthy’”). Bernard of Clairvaux Ep. 95 {PL 

182.228C): Ideo ait: Desudet eleemosyna in manu tua, donee 

invenias {v.l. videas) justum cui des (“Therefore it says, ‘Let 

alms sweat in your hand until you find [u./. see] a just 

man to whom to give them’”). Peter Comestor Historia 

Scholastica; Liber Deuteronomii 5 {PL 198.1251C): 

Desudet eleemosyna in manu tua, donee invenias justum, cui 

des, id est ilium cui debes (“Let alms sweat in your hand 

until you find a just person to whom to give, that is, one 

to whom you owe something’”). Piers Plowman, B, 

Passus 7.75 (in Resch, Agrapha, 92): Sit elemosina tua in 

manu tua, donee studes cui des (“Let your alms remain in 

your hand while you ponder to whom to give them’”).122 

Peter Cantor Verbum abbreviatum 47 {PL 205.150B): Cui 

etiam des, considerandum, juxta illud poetae: Videto cui des. 

Et iterum: Desudet eleemosyna in manu tua etc. (“You must 

give thought to the person to whom you would give, as 

the poet says, ‘Look to the one to whom you give,’ and 

again, ‘Let alms sweat in your hand, etc.’”). Guntherus 

Cisterciensis De Oratione, Ieiunio et Eleemosyna 13.1 {PL 

212.211BC): Ne dederis indigno, si dignus aeque indigens 

valeat reperiri, quemadmodum scriptum est: Sudet eleemosyna 

in manu tua, donee invenias justum cui des (“Do not give to 

one who is not worthy, if it might be possible to find 

someone who is both worthy and poor, as is written, ‘Let 

alms sweat in your hand until you find a just person to 

whom to give’”). Innocent III De Eleemos. 5 {PL 

217.756B): Non dicit indiffinite, qui recipit hominem, sed 

determinate, “qui recipit justum” quemadmodum alibi legitur: 

“Desudet eleemosyna in manu tua, donee invenias justum cui 

des. ” Hinc alibi dicit Scriptura: “si benefeceris, scito cui feceris, 

et erit gratia in bonis tuis multa” (“It does not say, in a gen¬ 

eral way, ‘who receives a person,’ but specifically, ‘who 

receives a just person.’ Likewise it is said elsewhere, ‘Let 

alms sweat in your hand until you find a just person to 

whom to give them.’ Elsewhere Scripture says, ‘If you 

give a benefaction, know the one to whom you do so and 

there will be much grace in your good deeds’”).123 

Finally, the following example from the “Postille” of 

Hugh of St. Cher (Venetian ed. [1600], 3.194) is especial¬ 

ly important: Scito cui feceris, idest antequam des, attende cui 

des. Unde infra eodem secundum aliam translationem. 

Desudet eleemosyna in manu tua, donee invenias cui des, vel 

cui dare debes (“Know the person to whom you would do 

something, that is, before you give, pay attention to the 

one to whom you give. The same point is made accord¬ 

ing to another translation, ‘Let alms sweat in your hand 

until you find one to whom to give, or one to whom you 

ought to give’”).124 Kneller had already pointed emphati¬ 

cally to this instance125 because it could provide an indi¬ 

cation of the supposed scriptural citation: Hugh of St. 

Cher quotes the aphorism in connection with his explica¬ 

tion of Sir 12:1. Audet discussed this question in 

depth.126 He took up this suggestion and, emphasizing 

the note that this saying represents an alia translatio, he 

proposed the hypothesis that the aphorism is the Latin 

translation (deviating from the ordinary Vg text) of a dif¬ 

ferent version of the Greek text of Sirach than the one 

attested in the great uncials.127 “Did. 1.6 uses, with a cer¬ 

tain freedom, a Greek Ecclesiasticus related to, if not iden¬ 

tical with, the one that served as the basis for at least 

one of the ancient Latin versions or revisions of the 

ing poem from Ivrea (p. xi), and from B. Jonas of 

Orleans, are not quotations but only reminscences 

of this aphorism. 

123 This passage is especially interesting because it com¬ 

bines our aphorism with the familiar Vg text of Sir 

12:1. Note also: “Hinc alibi dicit Scriptura. ...” 

124 Audet {Didache, 277) quotes the Venetian ed. 2.194. 

For the transmission of the exegetical work of Hugh 

of St. Cher (S. Caro), cf. Friedrich Stegmuller, 

Repertorium Biblicum Medii Aevi (11 vols.; Madrid, 

1940-58) 3.114-73. The editio princeps of Venice 

(1487) was unfortunately inaccessible to me. I am 

quoting above from Ugonis de S. Scharo S. Romanae 

Ecclesiae tit. S. Sabinae Cardinalis primi ordinis praedi- 

catorum (Venice, 1600) vol. 3. 

125 Kneller, “Zum ‘schwitzenden Almosen,”’ 780. 

126 Audet, Didache, 276-80. 

127 Audet, Didache, 277. The existence of a second 

Greek translation of the book of Sirach is undisput¬ 

ed. On this question, cf. simply J. Ziegler, ed., 

Sapientia Jesu Filii Sirach (Septuaginta 12.1; 2d ed.; 

Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 198) 73-74. 

According to Ziegler, Sirach was translated into 

Greek several times (p. 74). For the alternative 

translations, of special importance are the variant 

readings of the Vetus Latina. 
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same writing.”128 He posits129 that this Greek form of the 

text must have been known in Syria-Palestine from the 

first half of the first century; the Greek text is said to go 

back to a Hebrew text form that had already distanced 

itself from the original. Patrick W. Skehan130 (taking up 

Audet’s suggestions) has pointed to the textual form of 

Sir 12:1 in a manuscript from the Cairo Geniza (arising 

out of a scribal error in the Hebrew text tradition). This 

form is said, in turn, to be a precondition for the form 

of the text proposed by Audet in the Greek tradition. 

Audet’s (and Skehan’s) suggestions are impressive but 

not compelling. Altaner131 has asserted with assurance 

that the Latin authors after Augustine who quote this 

aphorism “have acquired their knowledge of the Didache 

quotation directly or indirectly from Augustine.”132 Here 

Altaner refers to the broad circulation of Augustine’s 

Enarrationes in Psalmos. Indeed, Augustine alone could 

have been both the direct and indirect source of the 

Latin quotations. In that case, the following is possible: 

With the authority of the African church father, people 

quoted the saying received from him as Scripture and 

ultimately sought a source for it in the Bible; Innocent 

III is demonstrably the first to have connected the apho¬ 

rism with Sir 12:1 (although only dubiously), and Hugh 

of St. Cher’s “Postille”133 then fabricated the idea that 

our aphorism stems from the alia translatio of Sir 12:1. 

The result is that the origin of the quotation in Did. 1.6 

seems to me uncertain, despite the extensive proofs pre¬ 

sented by Audet. 

The aphorism (wherever it comes from) uses a witty 

image to warn against too hastily squandering alms on 

the unworthy. One receives the impression that the 

Didachist wanted, by quoting this aphorism, to restrict 

the appeal to unconditional almsgiving that existed in 

his tradition. He affirms the tradition. Indeed, blessed is 

the one who gives! But at the same time he warns 

against giving too quickly, and therefore challenges the 

hearer not to forget the scriptural saying he quotes in v. 

6.134 
■ 2.1 With the quotation in 1.6 the sectio in the narrower 

sense is complete. There follows, in 2.1, a brief remark 

that bears the marks of tradition: bevrepa be evroXi] 

rrjg btbaxVS (“the second commandment of the teach¬ 

ing”). We recall that the compiler of the Didache inter¬ 

rupted the text of his source (the “basic document”) at 

1.3a in order to introduce the sectio evangelica, as we call 

it. Now, having completed the interpolation, he saw him¬ 

self faced with the task of creating a transition to the 

source. This is accomplished by 2.1. The Didachist was 

apparently inspired by the final clause of the source 

(toutccp be tuv Aoyuv 17 btbaxv €otlp uimy. 1.3a). In the 

source this refers to the series of prohibitions that fol¬ 

lows (2.2-7). It now occurred to the compiler that he 

could describe the commandments in the sectio and the 

series of prohibitions in the basic document as two suc¬ 

cessive concretions of the fundamental commandment 

(1.2). Therefore he writes bevrepa be evroXi] rrjg 

bcbaxvs (2-1) and thus implicitly makes the command¬ 

ments in the sectio the TCpwvq evToXr), and the following 

commandments the bevrepa evroXr] (but without any 

thought of such a thing as the double love command¬ 

ment).135 One cannot call this arrangement particularly 

128 Audet, Didache, 279-80, with agreement from 

Layton, “Sources,” 368; Rordorf, “Transmission 

textuelle,” 508-9. 

129 Audet, Didache, 280. 

130 “Didache 1,6 and Sirach 12,1,” Bib 44 (1963) 533-36, 

with agreement from Layton, “Sources,” 368 n. 49; 

Rordorf, “Transmission textuelle,” 508-9. 

131 “Doctrina,” 342. 

132 Augustine himself (according to Altaner, “Doctrina,” 

340-41) could scarcely have derived the quotation 

from a Latin Didache. Rather, the aphorism would 

have “come to him perhaps as a familiar saying . . . 

by an avenue unknown to us” (p. 341). Similarly 

Adam, “Herkunft,” 42-43, who, however (in accord 

with his interest in combinations), suggests with an 

“uncertain perhaps” (p. 43) the Abelonii as vehicles 

of the tradition, and accordingly makes both Doctr. 

4.8 and Did. 1.6 dependent on Sir 12:1 (pp. 56-57). 

133 Or a tradition to which Hugh of St. Cher refers? 

134 In the tradition as given, only the one who unjustly 

receives was threatened. Now, through the scriptur¬ 

al saying, the one who gives is also warned. There is 

a certain tension between 1.5 and 1.6. It is 

explained by the situation of the Didachist, who 

wanted to preserve the old tradition but at the same 

time to protect it from misuse. 

135 Correctly Drews, “Apostellehre,” 259; Rordorf, 

“Transmission textuelle,” 509. It would be mistaken 

to interpret (with Harnack, “Prolegomena,” 45-47) 

1.3-6 as interpretation of the irpaTp ePToXrj (love of 

God), and 2.2-4.14 as interpretation of the bevrepa 

evroXr) (love of neighbor). Ulricus Hiintemann 

divides as follows: 1.3-6 is an exposition of the 

■npwTov dycnvqaeiq, chap. 2 an exposition of the 

bevrepov ... pi) irotet (“Ad cap. 1 Doctrinae XII 

apostolorum,” Antonianum 6 [1931] 195-96). 
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1.5b—2.1 

skillful. The division thus created remains an emergency 

construction behind which there is not a deeply reflec¬ 

tive theological conception but simply a literary principle 

of order. The construct is not significant except as a 

reconnection to the quotation of the source. The (emer¬ 

gency) transition in 2.1 is then followed immediately by 

the continuation of the text of the source (2.2ff.). 

But let us pause for a moment before leaving the sectio, 

and attempt to review and summarize the results of our 

observations. (1) The text section 1.3b—2.1 was inserted 

by the hand of the Didachist. This section is redactional, 

not a postdidachistic interpolation. (2) The Didachist is 

not formulating freely here, but is making use of a vari¬ 

ety of materials whose origins are uncertain. In vv. 3, 

4b-5a, and 5d there is reliance on logia from the Jesus 

tradition, but we cannot point with certainty to the 

source from which the Didachist derived them; in v. 5b 

and 5c he makes use of a parenetic aphorism from 

Jewish or Jewish-Christian tradition that is also to be 

found in an earlier form in Hermas Man. 2.4-6. Probably 

this represents mutual dependence on some other 

source; it is unlikely that the Didachist is borrowing from 

Hermas. (3) The Didachist redacted the tradition, how¬ 

ever; the phrase nal ear] reXetog (“and you will be per¬ 

fect,” v. 4b) is his, as are the references to the evToXr] 

(v. 5c) and to the scriptural saying whose origin is 

unclear (v. 6). If the coupling of traditional logia and 

parenesis also comes from his hand, one may also sur¬ 

mise redactional interventions in "v. 5b-c (even though 

their precise extent cannot be demonstrated). (4) If this 

analysis is correct we can also determine the Didachist’s 

bias: (a) He wished to give a stronger Christian character 

to the existing Two Ways tractate; this he accomplished 

through quotation of dominical sayings that adjure the 

Christian to pray for his or her enemies and demand 

submission to opponents. In this way candidates for bap¬ 

tism are presented with some of the special characteris¬ 

tics of Christian life and teaching, (b) With the addition 

of nai ear] reXetoq, the Didachist gives a special inter¬ 

pretation to the sayings of the Lord that have been quot¬ 

ed: fulfilling these commands is a matter of the one who 

is reXecoq (“perfect”). In this way the Didachist express¬ 

es, in his own fashion, the eschatological character of the 

lex Christi, and raises the instruction of neophytes to the 

level of eschatological motivation.136 (c) The additional 

logion about almsgiving recalls a further unique feature 

of the new community into which the neophyte is enter¬ 

ing. It was characteristic of early Christians that they 

accepted the Old Testament and Jewish obligation to 

care for the poor, and when possible even intensified it. 

(In later chapters, we will learn of Christian hospitality 

and charity.) At the same time, the Didachist is already 

aware of some bad experiences: the Christian obligation 

to give support can also be misused and exploited. 

Through the addition of v. 6 the Didachist seeks to pro¬ 

tect the Christian willingness to give alms (which he 

affirms, and to which the neophytes are invited) against 

exploitative misuse. (5) Only after the completion of the 

work was the text in v. 4a interpolated, in a series of 

stages, by means of a subsequent gloss. 

136 Vokes (Riddle, 143) wished to see in the emphasis 

on the TeXeiorriq (here and in 6.2) an indication of 

the Montanist character of the Didache. But in the 

Didache it is a question of the problem of fulfilling 

the “Sermon on the Mount,” a problem that existed 

from the beginning. It is not an issue of heretical 

perfecti. 
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c. A List of Prohibitions (2.2-7) 

2 You shall not murder. You shall not commit 
adultery. You shall not corrupt children. You 
shall not fornicate. You shall not steal. You 
shall not practice magic. You shall not mix 
poison. You shall not murder a child, whether 
by abortion or by killing it once it is born. You 
shall not covet what belongs to your neigh¬ 
bor. 

3 You shall not swear falsely. You shall not bear 
false witness. You shall not speak evil of any¬ 
one. You shall not harbor resentment. 

4 You shall not equivocate, either in what you 
think or in what you say, for equivocation is a 
mortal snare. 

5 Your word shall not be false or empty [but shall 
be fulfilled by deed]. 

6 You shall not be given to greed, or robbery, or 
wickedness, or malice, or pride. You shall not 
plot evil against your neighbor. 

7 You shall not hate anyone. Some people, 
though, you shall call to task; for others you 
shall pray. Others you shall love more than 
yourself. 

Analysis 

At 2.2-7 the Didachist returns to quoting the basic docu¬ 

ment. Originally this section followed immediately after 

1.3a, and thus was the 8i8axv of the fundamental com¬ 

mandment. Now (after the wooden transitional verse 

2.1) it forms the beginning of the devrepa evToXrj. De 

facto, we are dealing with a piece of parenesis in the 

form of a catalog, namely, a list of prohibitions arranged 

as follows: 

ov (povevoecq, 

ov poLX^voeuq, 

ov Trcabo<pdopr)06L(;, ov iropvevoeiq, 

ov KXeipecq, 

ov payevoetq, 
ov (pappaKevoetq, ov ipovevoeiq reKVov ev <pdopq, 

ov5e yevvpdev airoKTevelq, 

ovk eTU$vp.r)oeiq ra tov irApoLov, 

ovk eTUOpurioeiq, 

ov \pevbopapTvppoeiq, ov KaKoXoyrioeiq, 

ov pvr)OLKaKr)oeiq, 

ovk eor\ btyvcopcov ov8e diyXuioooq (irayiq yap dava- 

tov rj diyXuoo'ia), 

ovk curat 6 Xoyoq oov Kevoq, ov \pev5riq. 

ovk eorj TrXeoveKTpq 

ov8e apna^ ovbe vTtoKpiTpq ov8e KaKopdriq ov8e 

virepri<pavoq- 

ov Xpipij j3ovXrjv 7Tovr/pav Kara tov TrXrjoLov oov. 

ov piopoeiq imvra avdpunov (general conclusion) 

aAAd ovq pev ... virep ttjv xf/vxw oov. 

If necessary, one may further acknowledge the second 

table of the Decalogue as funishing the basic structure 

for the whole.1 The author of the tractate used this 

structure with a great deal of freedom.2 3 As a rule, the 

prohibitions are expanded by additional prohibitions 

of related content. Ov piorjoetq ktX. constitutes the sum¬ 

mary conclusion. The catalog of vices in 5.1-2 is (not in 

1 Cf. Audet, Didache, 283. 

2 The independent ov payevoea; and its entire series 

is striking. Oi)K eimJvprjaeiq ktX. is misplaced. See 

below. 

3 Koester (Synoptische Uberlieferung, 162) judged “that 

Barnabas abbreviates and rearranges, whereas the 

Didache has preserved this series in its more original 

form” (with reference to Windisch, Barnabasbrief 

404-5). On this, see above, Introduction §6b. Still, 

we may count on finding some exceptions. Thus 

ovk eTTidvprioeiq in Didache may not be in the right 

place. Audet (Didache, 283) surmised that 5.1 origi¬ 

nally followed immediately after 2.2-7, and thus 

regarded 3.1—4.14 as a later addition (within the 

predidachistic history of the Two Ways tractate). 

According to him, the additional growth consisted 
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2.2-7 

form but certainly in content) a doublet of this one. It 

is difficult to form a judgment about the tradition- 

historical relationship between Did. 2.2-7 and Barn. 

19.4-7. It seems to me, however, that here the Didache 

generally (although not in every detail) presents a form 

of the tractate tradition that is closer to the original 

than that of Barnabas.3 

Comment 

■ 2 The sequence begins with a quotation of the fifth 

and sixth commandments of the Old Testament Deca¬ 

logue. Ov tpovevoeiq, ov p.oixevoetq (“You shall not mur¬ 

der . . . commit adultery”):4 cf. Exod 20:13-14 (MT); 

Deut 5:17-185 Mark 10:19 par.6 The final prohibition is 

expanded by oi) 'KOtibotpdoprioeLq (“you shall not corrupt 

children”)7 and ov Tropnevoecq. IIopveveLV, poix^vcw, 

and 'ncaboip’dopeiv can only refer to unnatural sexual 

acts of all kinds.8 Ov nXe^eiq (“You shall not steal”) 

again follows the Decalogue (Exod 20:15, MT; Deut 

5:19, MT).9 

A new series of prohibitions begins with ov ptayev- 

oecq. Forbidding the use of magic is as characteristic of 

Old Testament Jewish religion10 as is the prohibition of 

sexual offenses. Both vices, taken together, are especially 

abhorrent11 when practiced by Gentiles.12 Ov <papp.a- 

Kevoetq specifically prohibits compounding poisons.13 

Ov (povevoevq renvoi) ev <p#opq14 forbids abortion: “you 

shall not kill a child by [procuring] miscarriage.”15 This 

passage, derived from the Jewish tractate, offers the old¬ 

est explicit Christian instance of the prohibition of 

/ 

4 

5 

6 

7 

of two parts: 3.1-6 and 3.7—4.14. Thus Audet 

arrived at three parts (in addition to the introduc¬ 

tion) in the Via vitae, namely: “the instruction for 

the Gentiles” (2.2-7), “the instruction of the wise” 

(3.1-6), and “the instruction for the poor” (3.7— 8 

4.14). The second and third instruction are said to 

have been added subsequently (Didache, 308-22, 

esp. 311). In my opinion, all that is definitely estab¬ 

lished in this analysis is that 3.1-6 is a later addi- 9 

tion. The other conjectures remain uncertain. Also, 

a clearer division should be made between 3.7-10 

and 4.1-14. 

In Doctrina this pair is reversed and a third member 

is inserted: non falsum testimonium dices. 

The rearrangement of the commandments in LXX 

with respect to the MT (with influence on Luke 

18:20 and some ms. variants of Mark 10:19) cannot 

be discussed here. Nevertheless, cf. Doctrina: Non 

mechaberis (moechaberis g), non homicidium facies 

(“You shall not commit adultery, you shall not com¬ 

mit murder”). 

Cf. the prohibitions for participants in the private 

cult in Philadelphia: prj povov, “not to [commit] 

murder” (SIG 3.985,1.21, p. 117) and to avoid sexu¬ 

al sins (11. 25-46, pp. 117-18); also the commentary 

by Weinreich, Privatheiligtums in Philadelphia, 60. 

Ilaibopdopeiv appears to be a constructed word 

that first appears in the Jewish-Christian tradition, 

replacing TracbepaoTeZv; so Audet, Didache, 286; 

and Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 149 n. 4. In Justin 

Dial. 95.1 (Goodspeed, 210) it appears with eibuXo- 

Xarpelv; cf. also Tatian Apology 8.1 (Goodspeed, 

274); Clement of Alexandria Protr. 10.108.5 (GCS3 

1.77); Paed. 3.12.89.1 (GCS3 1.285). The verb is 

probably derived from ttaibopdopoq, T.Lev. 17.11 

(in a vice list); Barn. 10.6. On this subject, cf. also 

Lev 18:22; 20:13; Rom 1:27; 1 Cor 6:9; 1 Tim 1:10. 

Compare also the prohibition on the Philadelphia 

stele (SIG 3.985,11.27-28, p. 117): pp pdepefiv ppbe 

rralba pride]itapbevov (“corrupt neither boy nor 

virgin”). 

On the whole subject, cf. Ps.-Phocyl. ppre yapo- 

nAoTteeLV ppr apoeva Kvirptv bpiveiv (“neither 

commit adultery nor rouse homosexual passion”); 

and van der Horst, Sentences, 110-11. 

Oi) KXeipet, ov payevoetq, ov pappaKevoecq has no 

parallel in Barnabas. Oi) KXefeiq has no parallel in 

Doctrina. Have they been omitted through homoio- 

teleuton? (Schlecht, Doctrina, 47). 

Cf. Exod 22:17 LXX; Lev 19:26, 31; Deut 18:9-14; 

1 Sam 15:23; 2 Kgs 9:22; Sib. Or. 3.224-30. 

The association of oi) payevctetq with the preceding 

prohibitions is to be understood in this way. 

That there was also a rich fund of Jewish magical 

lore is quite a different subject. Cf. van der Horst, 

Sentences, 213. 

Cf. Exod 22:17 LXX; Deut 18:10 LXX; Wis 12:4; Ps.- 

Phocyl. 149: $dppaKa pp revx^tv, paytKuv fiLfiXav 

ontexecrdcn (“Make no potions, keep away from 

magical books”). For Christian polemic against the 

vice of pappaKeia, see Gal 5:20; Rev 9:21; 18:23; 

21:8; 22:15; Hermas Vis. 3.9.7. The warning against 

payeia and pappaK(e)ia returns once more in the 

vice list in Did. 5.1; cf. Barn. 20.1. The association 

of payevetv and pappaKevetv is obvious; cf. the 

parallels in van der Horst, Sentences, 212—13. In the 

prohibitions on the Philadelphia stele, the magical 

material is called <pd.ppa.Kov itovppov, which is made 

concrete in what follows: cirostbai novppaL and piX- 

rpov (SIG 3.985,11. 18-20, p. 117). Cf. Weinreich, 

Privatheiligtums in Philadelphia, 55. 

Cf. Barn. 19.5. 

$i)opd (or anopdopd) = abortus: SIG 3.1042,1. 7, 

p. 196; Clement of Alexandria Paed.2.10.96.1 (GCSS 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 
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abortion.16 But it is certain that from the beginning, 

Christians, following Old Testament and Jewish custom, 

rejected abortion. That there is no specific prohibition 

of it in the New Testament is accidental. As in Did. 5.2 

(and as we find frequently in Jewish and Christian 

texts)17 the prohibitions on abortion and exposing of 

infants are connected. Thus the next command is ov8e 

yevvri&ev18 dnroKTevelq,19 prohibiting the killing of new¬ 

born children and thus implicitly forbidding that they be 

exposed.20 The following command, ovk e'ni'dvp.rjoeiq ra 

tou TtXrjOiOV (“You shall not covet what belongs to your 

neighbor”),21 following Exod 20:17; Deut 5:21 (MT), 

really belongs with the series ovk eor] 'nXeoveKTrjq kt\„ 

and has been wrongly placed here.22 In contrast, Barn. 

19.6 preserves the correct order, although only in the 

case of the two phrases ov yu.77 yevr} erutivnaiv and ov ptr) 

yevyj ttXeoveKTqq. 

■ 3-5 Now follows a series of prohibitions23 related to 

“sins of the tongue.”24 Ovk 6TU0pKr)O6Lc; (“You shall not 

swear falsely”) forbids either false oaths or the breaking 

of an oath or vow.25 One should note that here (differ¬ 

ently from Matt 5:33-37; Jas 5:12) it is peijury or the 

1.215); cf. Plutarch De tuenda sanitate praecepta 

(.Moralia 134F; Babbitt, 278), where it is said of the 

aKoXaaraL yvvalKeq eKfioXlou; xp^peval mi 

(pdopioLq (“licentious women who employ drugs 

and instruments to produce abortion”). A prohibi¬ 

tion for fellow members of a pagan cult to make use 

of ipdopeiov a.TOK6lov is found in the Philadelphia 

stele (SIG 3.985, 1. 20, p. 117), although here this 

may be, as Weinreich (Privatheiligtums in 

Philadelphia, 5) surmises, a reference to magical 

practices. The stele does not refer to the ritual 

impurity caused by abortion but “places all the 

emphasis on the ethical question as such” (ibid.). 

For abortion in antiquity generally, see Jan Hendrik 

Waszink, “Abtreibung,” RAC 1 (1950) 55-59. The 

broad use of abortion in the imperial period is well 

known (ibid., 57). It was especially common among 

the more well-to-do classes in that society (p. 59). 

“Medicine was strictly opposed to abortion, from 

the hippocratic oath . . . until the end of antiquity” 

(p. 57). It is equally well known that Jewish piety 

rejected abortion: cf., e.g., Philo Spec. leg. 3.108-9, 

117; Josephus Ap. 2.202; Ps.-Phocyl. 184: pride yvvr) 

(pdeipriL /3pe<poq epflpvov evbofh yaorpoq (“Do not 

let a woman destroy the unborn babe in her belly”). 

See Sib. Or. 2.281; Waszink, “Abtreibung,” 58; van 

der Horst, Sentences, 233-34. 

16 This prohibition, and the entire context, derives 

from the Jewish Two Ways tractate. 

17 Van der Horst, Sentences, 233-34. 

18 Read yevvr]dev with Canons, Constitutions, Barnabas, 

against yewq-devra in H. 

19 Cf. Barn. 19.5. 

20 See the Jewish and Christian examples in van der 

Horst, Sentences, 233-34. 

21 Emih/pelv with accusative rather than the classical 

usage with the genitive: BDF, §171(1); BDR, 

§171(2). 

22 We find the same wrong order in the version in 

Doctrina, Canons, and Epitome. In v. 6, however, 

Doctrina has non eris cupidus (“you shall not covet”), 

and thus offers a version that stands genetically 

between Barnabas and the Didache. 

23 There is no parallel to the first three members in 

Barnabas, and Doctrina lacks the parallel to ov pev- 

dopaprvprioeLg. 

24 Strictly speaking, ov pv-qaLKaKrioecq (v. 3) is an 

exception. 

25 Cf. BAGD, s.v.; Lev 19:12; Zech 8:17 {Barn. 2.8); Sir 

23:11; Wis 14:28-29; 3 Bar. 4.17; 13.4; Ps.-Phocyl. 

16-17: pr) 8' emopKrjoriLq p-qf ayvcoq pqre eKOvri- 

pevdopKov orvyeei dedc dpflpoToc ootlq 6 poo apt 

(“And do not commit peijury, neither ignorantly 

nor willingly. The immortal God hates a perjurer, 

whosoever it is who has sworn”; cf. Sib. Or. 2.68-69 

T); 1 Tim 1:10; and further examples in van der 

Horst, Sentences, 123-24. 

26 Knopf, Lehre, 11. The material in the prohibition 

series (stemming from the tractate) is pre-Christian 

Jewish. It lacks Jesus’ eschatological motivation. Cf., 

in contrast, 1.3b—2.1. 

27 Mark 10:19 par.; Rom 13:9 v.l. Further: Lev 19:16; 

Deut 19:16-19; Prov 21:28; 25:18; Ps.-Phocyl. 12: 

paprvpLqv pevdrj tpevyetv (“Flee false witness,” cf. 

Sib. Or. 2.64 T); Apoc. Pet. 29 (Akhmim) (NTApoc, 

2.631). The parallel in the vice list of the way of 

death has pevdopaprvpLcu {Did. 5.1; cf. Matt 15:19; 

26:59; Polycarp Phil. 2.2; 4.3; Hernias Man. 8.5). 

28 Contrast KaKoXoyeZv nva: Exod 21:16 (cf. Prov 

20:9a; Ezek 22:7; Mark 7:10/Matt 15:4); Mark 9:39; 

Acts 19:9. 

29 As in Hernias Man. 9.3; Diogn. 9.2. 

30 Barn. 19.4: ov pvqaiKaKqaeiq m adeXipa oov (“Do 

not bear malice against your brother”). 

31 Zech 7:10: mi KaKtav eKaoroq rov adeXipov avrov 

pr) pvrioiKaKeLToi ev ralq Kapdicaq vpuv (“and do 

not devise evil in your hearts against one another”; 

cf. Barn. 2.8); 1 Clem. 2.5: eiXtKpLveZq mi. (XKepouoL 

rjre mi dpvqoLnaKoi eiq aXXriXovq (“you were sin¬ 

cere and innocent and bore no malice to one anoth¬ 

er”); 1 Clem. 62.2: opovoovvroiq dpvrpnKaKW!; ev 

aybnnj mi elpqvq (“to live in concord, bearing no 

malice, in love and peace”). 

32 Cf. Barn. 19.7. 
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2.2-7 

breaking of oaths that is forbidden, not swearing itself.26 

'J'evbopapTvpeiv means to make a false statement 

(before a judge), to tell a lie when giving testimony (cf. 

Exod 20:16; Dent 5:20, MT).27 KanoXoyelv (“to speak 

evil”) is used here absolutely.28 To pppoiKOtKelv (“to har¬ 

bor resentment” in the absolute)29 should be added tlpl 

tl kcxkovX0 to be unable to forget the evil one has under¬ 

gone; to be irreconcilable.31 

■ 4 This verse continues the prohibitions against sins 

of the tongue:32 ovk ear) diyvupwv™ ov5e 8LyXtooaoq. 

Atypwptpp (or diypwp,oq)?’4 is the false person who says 

one thing and thinks another. In fact, diyXwoooq has the 

same meaning here: “double-tongued.”35 The warning 

against false, double-tongued speech is supported by an 

aphorism (breaking the schema of the context): 7ra7tg 

yocp ’da.vaTov rj dLyXcoooia (“for equivocation is a mor¬ 

tal snare”).36 The style37 and content38 resemble the Old 

Testament. 

■ 5 Finally, there comes a warning against empty and 

deceptive chatter:39 ovk eorat 6 Xoyoq oov Kevoq, ov 

\pev5riq.40 

Excursus: TheText of 2.5 

The text is uncertain at this point (and has been 

expanded by a later gloss).41 The witnesses are: 

H: pevbpq, ov Kevog, dAAd pepeorupepoq 7rpd£ei. 

Canons: aevoq ovbe pevbriq. 

Doctrina: vacuum, nec mendax 

Epitome: nevoq, 

Constitutions: Kevoq ... ov \pevoi). 

The result is that (1) the clause dAAd pepeoroipepog 

itpa^ei (“but fulfilled by deed”)42 represents a later 

gloss,43 which does not speak for the quality of the H 

text, and suggests the possibility of glosses in other 

/ 

33 Doctrina interprets with duplex in consilium dandum. 

34 Text uncertain. Wengst decides for blympoq. H and 

Barnabas read biyvupuv. In the parallel passages, 

Contitutions, Canons, and Epitome read biyuapoq 

(and the word is also in Const. 2.6.1). Synt. doctr. 1.9: 

p.17 elvac biXoyov, pr) bivapov. Fides patr. 4 (cf. PC 

28.1639D): pi) elvat bLyXaooop prj (PC has the vari¬ 

ant reading 17) biypupou. Atyvapuiv is found in a 

Greek scholion on Euripides 633 (Dindorf, 1.172); 

bLyvwpoq in-Simplicius on Epictetus (Diibner, 

134.53); Hippolytus Ref. 5.26.1 (GCS 3.127); 

10.15.2 (276); Maximus Confessor Opuscula (PC 

91.56B); Etymol. magn. (ed. Gaisford) on dAAo- 

itpooaXXoq. 

35 BAGD, s.v. AiyXaoooq does not mean “bilingual” 

here but instead “false, dishonest.” Cf. esp. Prov 11:13; 

Sir 5:9, 14-15; 28:13; Philo Sacr. 32 (vice list); Sib. Or. 

3.37 (vice list); Constitutions also, at 2.6.1 (vice list). 

36 The word biyXaooia occurs only here and in the 

parallels in Barn. 19.7 and Canons. In Constitutions 

we read Ttaylq yap ioxvpa aubpl rd ibca xetAr? (“a 

man’s own lips are a strong snare” = Prov 6:2). 

AiyXwoo'ia was probably constructed from biyXao- 

ooq and represents a characteristic expression of 

the Two Ways tractate, perhaps an ad hoc construc¬ 

tion by the author. 

37 Ilayiq davctrow. Prov (13:14); 14:27; 21:6; Tob 14:10; 

Ps 17:6. Cf. the similar expression in 1QH 2.21; CD 

14.2. 

38 The fool is caught by his or her own speech: Prov 

6:2; the mouth or tongue as TTayiq: Prov (12:13); 

18:7; Sir 51:2. The danger of the tongue: Sir 

28:13-26; cf. Jas 3:1-12. Closer to the OT tradition 

is the version in Barn. 19.8:^0:71.g yap to ctropa 

■davctTov (“the mouth is a snare of death”). That is 

probably more original than the version in the 

Didache. Cf. also Doctrina: tendiculum enim mortis est 

lingua. 

39 This is lacking in Barnabas. 

40 Cf. T.Naph. 3.1. 

41 For what follows, see Niederwimmer, “Text- 

probleme,” 118-19. 

42 Cf. Jas 1:22; 1 John 3:18; 7 Clem. 38.2; 2 Clem. 4.1-5; 

Justin 1 Apol. 14.5 (Goodspeed, 35); 16.8 (37). 

Knopf (Lehre, 12), however, also points to Corp. 

Herm. 16.2 (Nock and Festugiere, 2.232): ’EXXrjpeq 

yap ... Xoyovg exovoc Kevovq aTrobeL^euv euep- 

yqTLKOvq, xai avrr] eoTtv EXXpvwv <pi,Xo<JO<pLa 

Xoyav xj/otpoq rjpelg be 01) XoyoLg dAAd 

tpiovaig peoTalq ruu epyav (“For the Greeks have 

empty speeches, O king, that are energetic only in 

what they demonstrate, and this is the philosophy 

of the Greeks, an inane foolosophy of speeches. We, 

by contrast, use not speeches but sounds that are 

full of action”; trans. Brian Copenhaver, Hermetica 

[Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992] 58); 

and see Theognis 979 (Young, 60): Mr) pot avpp elr] 

yXuoorp iplXoq, dAAd Kai epyui (“I would have no 

man my friend with lips only, but also in deed”). 

43 This was already suggested by Schlecht, Doctrina, 48; 

Knopf, Lehre, 12: “probably to be regarded as an addi¬ 

tion.” Drews (“Apostellehre,” 260) considers it prob¬ 

able that this is “an addition by our redactor,” as does 

Giet, LEnigme, 94. This can scarcely be the case. 
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passages as well. (2) Following the indirect witnesses, 

I conjecture the original text as nevoq, ov \pevbr)q.u 

■ 6-7 The next verses begin with prohibitions recalling 

the ninth and tenth commandments of the Decalogue, 

but then move to phraseology opposing offenses against 

love of neighbor. At the beginning is the TrXeoveurpq 

(“one given to greed”).45 The content probably reflects 

Exod 20:17; Deut 5:21 (MT), but this is no longer clear 

because of the rearrangements that have occurred in the 

text.46 The TrXeoueKTrjq is then followed by the ap7ra| 

(“robber”).47 The sequence of the following parts is sug¬ 

gested merely by association: Ovde viroKpiT-qq (here not 

“hypocrite,” but “wicked, far from God godless”),48 ovde 

KCtKoridriq,49 ovde vireprppavoq,59 ov Xpif/ri fiovXrjv 

irovppav Kara tov TrXpoLov oov51 forbid evil and hostile 

intentions toward one’s neighbor.52 

■ 7 The series concludes with a general warning: ov 

pLopoeiq iravra53 avdpunrov, ctAAd oDg pev eXey^eiq, 

irepl wv 6c54 irpooev^r), ovq de ayairrioeLq virep rpv 

ipvxw oov.55 The meaning of this overloaded expression 

(alluding to Lev 19:17?),56 which also gives an impres- 

44 Wengst, Didache, 68: xevdq ovbe \pevbqq. 

45 This was originally introduced by a prohibition 

against coveting the neighbor’s goods, as still evi¬ 

dent in Barn. 19.6 and Doctrina (non eris cupidus). 

Barnabas lacks the parts of the sentence beginning 

with irXeoveKTqq. 

46 The warning against greed recurs in the vice list at 

5.1 (= Barn. 20.1). For 7rAeove^La and 7tAeoveKrqq 

in lists, cf. Mark 7:22; Rom 1:29; 1 Cor 5:10-11; 

6:10; Eph 5:3; Col 3:5; 1 Clem. 35.5; Polycarp Phil 

2.2; Hermas Man. 8.5; Sim. 6.5.5. See also Luke 

12:15; 2 Cor 7:2; 9:5 (12:17-18); Eph 4:19; 5:5; 

1 Thess 2:5 (4:6); 2 Pet 2:3, 14; Hermas Man. 6.2.5; 

Barn. 10.4. 

47 For dp7ra£, cf. also 1 Cor 5:10-11; 6:10; Luke 18:11 

(in vice lists); also on this theme: Matt 12:29; 23:35 

par.; Barn. 10.4. The sin of theft appears again in the 

vice list of the way of death: Did. 5.1 (= Barn. 20.1). 

48 Behind the meaning “wicked” for viroKpirriq is qjn, 

which Audet (Didache, 293-94) has pointed out, cor¬ 

rectly in my opinion. This meaning (remarkable in 

relation to classical and other Hellenistic usage) 

begins with the translation of qjn as viroKpcrriq 

(“godless”) in LXX (Job 34:30; 36:13), and was con¬ 

tinued in later translations (Audet, Didache, 293; 

Ulrich Wilckens “viroKpivopcn ktX.,” TDNT 8 

[1972] 564). For general information on this linguis¬ 

tic usage by diaspora Judaism, see Wilckens, 

“viroKpcvopcu,” 563-66, with reflections on how the 

usage may have arisen. Of course, the equation of 

viroKpLTqq with rpn is still not a sure indication of 

the origins of the tractate in diaspora Judaism. 

Nota bene: NT usage of inroKpiTrtq also largely 

derives from that of diaspora Judaism: cf. Wilckens, 

“viroKpivopou,” 566-69:'TiroKpLou; in Did. 4.12 

should probably be interpreted similarly; while the 

viroKpLoetq in 5.1 are probably “hypocrisies.” That 

Wilckens himself (p. 570) interprets the word differ¬ 

ently in Did. 2.6 is a separate issue. 

49 Sib. Or. 3.37: fevbav btyXuoouiv avdpdirav Kai 

KCLKopdihv (“false, double-tongued men and 

immoral”). 
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50 In vice lists: Rom 1:30; 2 Tim 3:2; cf. also the quota¬ 

tion of Prov 3:34 in Jas 4:6; 1 Pet 5:5; 1 Clem. 30.2; 

also Luke 1:51; 1 Clem. 49.5; 57.2; 59.3 (= Isa 13:11); 

Ignatius Eph. 5.3. 'Tireprppuveiv: Ignatius Eph. 5.3; 

Srnyrn. 10.2; Pol. 4.3; vireprppotv'ia in the list in Mark 

7:22 and Hermas Man. 8.3; cf. also Man. 6.2.5; Sim. 

8.9.1; 1 Clem. 16.2; 30.1; 35.5. The word family plays 

a special role in 1 Clement. For the sequence, cf. esp. 

1 Clem. 35.5: irXeove^iav... KaKopPeLaq .. . virepr]- 

ipavLav. The vice list of the way of death in Did. 5.1 

(= Barn. 20.1) has VTreprppavLa. 

51 d. Barn. 19.3. 

52 Cf. BAGD,s.u./3ouArj. 
53 Ov—irdvra is a Hebraism (cf. Schaff, Church 

Manual, 170). 

54 lie p i &v Oe in P, Canons, Epitome; Wengst, Didache, 

68; against trepi be u>v in H. For the text of Doctrina 

and Constitutions, see below. 

55 Only the last clause has a parallel in Barnabas 

(19.5): dyairpoecq tov irXqoLov oov virep Tr\v pvxqv 

oov (“You shall love your neighbor beyond your¬ 

self”; cf. ayairdv vpdc virep rrjv pvxqv pov, 1.4; 

iravTaq ayairav virep ti)v pvxqv pov, 4.6). Barn. 

19.5 has certainly preserved the older version of the 

tractate. The version we now read in the Didache is 

secondary from a tradition-historical standpoint. 

Doctrina has a shorter text (without a climax): nemi- 

nem hominum oderis, quosdam amabis super animam 

tuam (“you shall hate no human beings, some you 

will love more than your own soul”). This leads to 

the suspicion that the source of the Didache may 

have been similar (i.e., without a climax), so that the 

climax found here (clumsy as it is) may be a clarifi¬ 

cation by the Didachist. But the climax is also found 

in the Canons and Epitome. It must therefore have 

been in the same source, and there is simply an 

omission in Doctrina. “Quosdam indicates that L is 

not original” (Drews, “Apostellehre,” 260). The for¬ 

mally related climax in Jude 22-23 is striking, see 

Sakae Kubo, “Jude 22-23,” in Eldon J. Epp and 

Gordon D. Fee, eds., New Testament Textual Criti¬ 

cism: Its Significance for Exegesis: Essays in Honour of 



2.2-7 

sion of being secondary,57 is uncertain. There appear to 

be two or three58 classes of people:59 a first class who 

have committed faults-they are to be reproved and set 

straight (ovg p'ev eXey^ecg);60 a second class, perhaps 

those who show themselves resistant to correction—one 

should pray for them (irepi av 5e TTpoaev^rj)-, finally, a 

third class: we should probably assume that these are 

members of one’s own group. For them the command¬ 

ment is: dyairr/oeig virep rqv ipvxw oov (“You shall love 

more than yourself”).61 'i'vxp here probably means one’s 

own “life,” or one’s own “person”: one is one’s own 

\f/uxV-G2 To love someone more than one’s own life 

means to love that one more than oneself.63 Thus what is 

probably being said is that the demand for love, the 

“love commandment,” applies to everyone, but the con¬ 

crete realization of the love commandment is different 

as regards the different groups of human beings. The 

commandment of love is most stringent toward the 

members of one’s own group. Here it is not merely “love 

your neighbor as yourself,” but even “love your neighbor 

more than yourself.” 

/ 

Bruce M. Metzger (New York: Oxford University 
Press, 1981) 239-53; Knopf, Lehre, 13: “There 
appears to be some kind of relationship between 
[Did. 3],7 and Jude 22-23.” True, but what kind? In 
addition, our Didache passage may be quoted in Lib. 
grad. 16.4 (Kmosko, 395): see above Introduction, 
§2b. 

56 Lev 19:17: ov piopoeu~ top abeAtpov oov rrj biavoia 
oov, eAeypu eAeyl-eiq rov -KArjoLou oov mi ov 
Aripp-q biavrov apapriav (“You shall not hate in 
your heart any one of your kin; you shall reprove 
your neighbor, or you will incur guilt yourself”). Cf. 
A. de Vogue, “‘Ne hair personne,’” RThAM 44 
(1968) 3-9. The biblical rov abeAtpov oov (or rov 
it Apatov oov) has been replaced by the universal 
irdvra duPparrov (de Vogiie, 4). Apostolic 
Constitutions has the maxim ov piopoeiq irdvra 
dvdpuncov three times (in 7.5.3 from Didache, with 
the Constitutor having expanded the text by using 
Lev 19:17b; then in 7.2.3 in the middle of a review 
of the sectio, and finally in 2.53.6 as a gloss in a 
review of the Didascalia, where the Constitutor this 
time includes the whole of Lev 19:17). Later 
instances can be found in de Vogue, 7-9. The 
Nullum odire in Regula Magistri 3.71 (SC 105.370) 
and Rul. Ben. 4.65 (CSEL2 75.36) is important. 
There are possible distant relationships to some ver¬ 
sion of the Two Ways tractate. See de Vogiie, 8. See 
above, Introduction, §2c. 

57 Canons apparently read the version offered by the 
Didache. The compiler of the Canons inserted, after 
eAey^eiq: ovq be eAepoeiq (Funk, Patres apostolici, 
1.8 considered this version original; it is also regard¬ 

ed as probable by Drews, “Apostellehre,” 260). 
Knopf {Lehre, 13) explained the addition in light of 
Jude 23. Epitome, however, lacks ovq be eAepoeiq. 

58 Harnack, Lehre, 10; Knopf, Lehre, 13; Kleist, Didache, 
155; Wengst, Didache, 93. 

59 The following interpretation follows Harnack. Is it 
correct? Knopf {Lehre, 13) differs very little: “The 
first [group] contains those people who can still be 
saved, even though they have been affected by sin; 
they can be found inside or outside the commu¬ 
nity. . . . The second type of people encompasses 
those who, according to human opinion, are lost, 
the unapproachable. . . . Finally, the third type are 
the full-fledged members of the community.” Cf. 
also Wengst, Didache, 93. 

60 Did. 4.3; 15.3: eAeyyeiv. 
61 Gesta ap. Zenophilum (CSEL 26.192) quotes this pas¬ 

sage, either from the Didache or from the tractate: 
see above, Introduction, §2b. 

62 Audet, Didache, 294: “more than one’s self.” Wengst, 
Didache, 94 n. 13 (with reference to BAGD, s.v. 

'I'VXV)- 
63 For this whole subject, cf. also Rul. Ben. 2.25 (CSEL2 

75.25), where, of course, the reference is to mem¬ 
bers of one’s own group, the monastic community. 
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3 d. The "Teknon" Sayings (3.1-6) 

1 My child, flee from all evil and from everything 
like it. 

2 Do not be an angry person, for anger leads to 
murder; nor should you be a zealot or a quar¬ 
relsome or hot-tempered person, for from all 
of these [traits of character] flow murderous 
acts. 

3 My child, do not be a person given to passion, 
because passion leads to fornication; nor 
should you be given to obscene speech or to 
bold gazes, for from all of these [actions] flow 
acts of adultery. 

4 My child, do not practice augury, because this 
leads to idolatry; nor should you be an 
enchanter, or an astrologer, or a person who 
performs purificatory rituals; you should not 
even want to see cor hear> such things, for 
from all of these [activities] idolatry is 
spawned. 

5 My child, do not be a liar, because lying leads 
to theft; nor should you be given to avarice or 
to vainglory, for from all of these [traits of 
character] theft is spawned. 

6 My child, do not be a grumbler (against God), 
because this leads to blasphemy; nor should 
you be presumptuous or disposed to invent 
evil, for from all these [attitudes] blasphemies 
are spawned. 

Analysis 

The next group of sayings is characterized by a constant 

address from the fatherly teacher to his student, who is 

called T6KV0V (“child”) (3.1, 3, 4, 5, 6). We can call this 

group the “teknon sayings.” They also come from the 

source, the tractate. Noteworthy is that there are no par¬ 

allels to the teknon sayings as such (3.1-6) in Barnabas. 

They therefore must not have been present, as yet, in 

that (probably older) recension of the Two Ways tractate 

that served as a source for Barnabas.1 Parallels in 

Barnabas then reappear at (3.7 and) 3.8c-10.2 Doctrina 

offers a parallel text to 3.1-6 (and for 3.7-10), but 3.1-6 

is not characterized by the constant address “my child,” 

which instead is found only at the beginning, in 3.1: 

“Fili, fuge. . . .” In addition, there is no parallel to 3.3 and 

4a. (This can be interpreted either as an omission,3 or— 

though this is less likely—3.3, 4a were missing from 

Doctrina from the beginning.) The teknon sayings also 

return in Canons, including the material corresponding 

to Did. 3.3, 4a (Canons also has a parallel to Did. 3.7-10); 

however, the apostrophe in the second saying is doubled 

(something that is certainly secondary and explained by 

1 Muilenburg (Literary Relations, 34, 149) has 

expressed the opinion that Did. 3.1-6 was derived 

from a Jewish apocryphon. This notion had been 

expressed earlier by Robinson, Didache, 62; idem, 

“Barnabas and the Didache,” 242 (a Jewish or early 

Christian apocryphon as the source); Vokes, Riddle, 

76: “a fragment of an earlier writing incorporated 

bodily into the Didache”; Connolly, “Relation,” 242: 

“To my mind there can be no doubt in the world 

that this piece was found by the Didachist in some 

earlier writing—possibly some ‘Testament,’ or part¬ 

ing admonitions of a father to his son—and inserted 

by him in his version of the Two Ways.” The correct 

version is in Audet, Didache, 311, who recognizes 

3.1-6 as a later addition to the original Two Ways 

tractate. The other hypotheses associated with this 

can be set aside here. 

2 The parallels to 3.7 are only rudimentary. 

3 Drews (“Apostellehre,” 261) explained the absence 

of vv. 3 and 4a in Doctrina as “probably only the 

result of a mistake.” 

4 The respective sources of the Life of Shenoute and of 

Syntagma doctrinae and Rides patrum also contained 

the teknon sayings. In the Life, the whole text of Did. 

2.6—4.8 has been revised into teknon sayings. (This is 

certainly secondary.) By contrast, in Syntagma doctri- 
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3.1-6 

the rather long insertion found in Canons at this point). 

Finally, Epitome also contains the material of the teknon 

sayings, although it is not stylized in the same way (the 

apostrophe is lacking in Epitome).4 These observations 

can be explained if we adopt the following model: On 

the one hand, Barnabas rests on a recension of the Two 

Ways tractate in which the teknon sayings were yet absent 

(B recension of the tractate). On the other hand, 

Doctrina, Didache, Canons, and Epitome go back to a 

(later) recension that already contained the teknon say¬ 

ings (C recension).5 More precisely: Didache and Doctrina 

rest on sub-archetype C1, in which the teknon sayings 

were retained in the form found in C. (Doctrina reveals 

some omissions that are secondary and may have arisen 

only in the Latin textual tradition.) Canons and Epitome 

rest on sub-archetype C2, which is characterized by a styl¬ 

ization of the entirety of the material, and thus also of 

the teknon sayings, into apostolic sayings (the omission of 

the apostrophe in the material of the teknon sayings in 

Epitome is secondary). For the whole, see above, pp. 

35-41, where the corresponding hypotheses are dis¬ 

cussed. 

The disposition in the Didache is now as follows: 

First spying: general introduction; wrath leads to mur¬ 

der (3.1-2). 

Second saying: lust leads to fornication and adultery 

(3.3). 

Third saying: reading omens, magic, and the like lead 

to idolatry (3.4). 

Fourth saying: lying leads to theft (3.5). 

Fifth saying: grumbling leads to blasphemy (3.6). 

This is sapiential material6 in a psychologized form. 

The primary intention of the series is to reveal apparent¬ 

ly minor vices as, in fact, dangerous temptations, which 

(if one surrenders to them) lead to serious sins. The 

warning appeals—in the style of hokmah (divine 

Wisdom)—to the understanding and assent of reason.7 

The student (the T6KP0P instructed by the experienced 

teacher) is to recognize and learn the danger in time: 

principiis obstal In the nature of things, this section 

belongs within the context of early Jewish rigoristic 

morality. The same motif of sharpening the moral sense 

through understanding is inherent in the psychological 

contexts that we recognize in other contemporary Jewish 

sources, and that (although with eschatological intensifi¬ 

cation) also shape some elements of the Jesus tradition 

(Matt 5:21-26). Still, the tractate lacks the eschatological 

inexorability that characterizes the Jesus tradition.8 

Closest to this mentality are certain passages in the 

Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs.9 Formally the teknon 

sayings are relatively well organized. We find five say¬ 

ings, each of them (except for the first) introduced by an 

address, followed by a first warning, a first reason, a sec¬ 

ond warning, and a second reason. The third saying is 

nae and hides patrum (where only rudiments of the 

material of the teknon sayings are present) the apos¬ 

trophe has disappeared completely. In addition, the 

apostrophe is lacking (naturally enough) in the 

Apostolic Constitutions, which derived this section 

directly from the Didache. 

5 The sources of the Life of Shenoute and of Syntagma 

doctrinae and Fides patrum must also, ultimately, go 

back in some fashion to this recension (C). Because 

they are unacquainted with the stylization of the 

material into apostolic sayings, we can think more 

precisely of a C1, but nothing more certain can be 

said about it. 

6 Audet, Didache, 301: “a sapiential adaptation of the 

Decalogue,” may go too far. 

7 Audet speaks [Didache, 305) very accurately of a 

“didactic imperative, rather than juridical or legal.” 

8 For the motif of radicalizing in general, see 

Rordorf, “Gebrauch des Dekalogs,” 437-38. The 

Jesus tradition is more radical than the Didache: in 

it, wrath already is murder. In the tractate, by con¬ 

trast, wrath leads to murder. Cf. Knopf, Lehre, 14. 

Moreover, the tractate lacks the eschatological con¬ 

text within which Jesus’ interpretation of the law 

stands. 

Cf., e.g., T. Jud. 14.1: Kal vvv, reeva pov, /it) 

pedvoKeode olvu> - on 6 oluog dtaoTpeipei top poop 

azo Tijg aApdeiag, nai eppdAAet opypp ezidv- 

piag, Kai odpyei eig zAaprjp Tovg 6<pdaApovg 

(“And now, my children, I tell you, Do not be drunk 

with wine, because wine perverts the mind from the 

truth, arouses the impulses of desire, and leads the 

eyes into the path of error”); 19.1: Tenva pov, r) 
<piAapyvpia irpog e'idaAa odpyel (!), on ep zAdpij 

8l apyvpLov Toiig pr) oprag deovg dpopa^ovotp, Kai 

ttol€l toii exopra avTrpi eig eKoraoLP epzeoeip 

(“My children, love of money leads to idolatry, 

because once they are led astray by money they des¬ 

ignate as gods those who are not gods. It makes any¬ 

one who has it go out of his mind”); T. Reub. 2.8-9 

(in the context of the teaching on the seven vices): 

e]Qdopop zpevpa ozopag Kai ovPovoLag, pedf/g 

ovveLGepxcraL did rr]g (piArjdopiag r) dpapria: (9) 

did tovto eoxarov eon rf/g KTioeug Kai zpaTop 

rfjg veoTTjTog, on dypoLag zezArjpunai Kai avrrj 

top vewTepov odr]yei cog mpAop ezi fiodpop Kai cog 
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overloaded. The following system of organization10 

asserts itself: 

3.2 

(TeKPOP pov) 

pr) yipov opylAoq, 

odriyel yap rj opyr) rrpoq top 

ipovov, 

pride ftAuTrjq pride epiOTUibq 

pride &vpu<6q: 

€K yap tovtcop anavTuv (povoi 

yevvwvTai. 

3.3 

TeKPOP pou, 

pr) ylvov erudvpriTriq, 

odriyel yap 17 emdvpla rrpoq rr)v rroppelap, 

pride aiaxpoXoyoq pride vfriX6<pdaXpoq- 

<ek yap tovtup arraprup poix^lca yevvtivrai. 

3.4 

TeKPOP pov, 

pr) yivov olwPOOKorroq, 

erreidp odriyel elq tt)p eidwAoXarpiav, 

pride erraoidoq ppde pa’dripaTiKoq pride rrepiKadalpup, 

pride deXe aura fdXerreiP pride anoveiv 

en yap tovtwp arraPTorp eidorAoXarpLa yevvarai. 

3.5 

TeKPOP pov, 

pr) yipov \fevoTriq, 

erreidri odriyel to \pevapa elq tt)p kXotttip, 

pride (piXapyvpoq pride nepodo^oq- 

eK yap tovtup drtocptup KXorral yeppuprai. 

3.6 

TeKPOP pov, 

pr) yipov yoyyvooq, 

erreidri odriyel elq t^p f3Xao(priplap, 

pride avdad-qq pride rroprip6<ppup• 

en yap tovtwp arraPTUP (3Aao(pr)plai yeppuprai. 

As the original Sitz im Leben of the teknon sayings we may 

posit the Jewish house of study.11 

Comment 

■ 1 This verse constitutes the introduction to the sayings 

that follow. The teacher speaks to the student. This 

teacher-student relationship is conceived in a thoroughly 

patriarchal fashion: the teacher takes the role of the 

father, and the student is his child. Hence the address, 

TeKPOP pov (“my child”), which is constantly repeated in 

the sayings that follow. The model is the style of address 

in Jewish sapiential traditions.12 The comprehensive 

warning to “flee from all evil,” <pevye arro rraPToq 

rropppov13 Kal arro rraPToq opolov avTov,14 precedes the 

following examples. Ilopripov should probably be taken 

as neuter, and thus impersonal, here.15 P paraphrases 

correctly: d7ro16 rraPToq rrpaypaToq rropripov (“from 

every evil thing”).17 The expression d7r6 rraPToq opolov 

avTov (“from everything like it”) clarifies the universality 

address 

first warning 

first reason 

second warning 

second reason 

KTtjvoq erri Kpr\pvov (“The seventh is the spirit of 

procreation and intercourse, with which come sins 

through fondness for pleasure. For this reason, it 

was the last in the creation and the first in youth, 

because it is filled with ignorance; it leads the 

young person like a blind man into a ditch and like 

an animal over a cliff”); T. Sim. 4.8, on the rrvevpa 

rod (pbopov (“spirit of envy”); and so on. 

10 Cf. esp. the divisions in Schermann, Elfapostelmoral, 

52. 

11 Audet’s suggestion (Didache, 300) that the original 

tradition was oral cannot be proved, of course. The 

same is true of the idea (p. 312) that the section’s 

original Sitz im Leben was domestic instruction. But 

Audet himself continues: “However, we should not 

be too precise about things that can never be veri¬ 

fied” (ibid.). 

12 The student is here (as in Proverbs and Sirach) the 

vioq or TeKPOP. Cf. Rainer Riesner, /m« als Lehrer: 

Eine Untersuchung zum Ursprung der Evangelien-Uber- 

lieferung (Tubingen: Mohr [Siebeck], 1981) 109. The 

constant address “T6KPa (pov)” in Testaments of the 

Twelve Patriarchs is somewhat different; it there 

arises from the fictional situation (or at any rate, 

that is one occasion for it). For the whole, see 

Riesner, /«M.s als Lehrer, 102-10. For early Christian 

usage, cf. 1 Cor 4:14-15, 17; 2 Cor 6:13; Gal 4:19; 

Phil 2:22; 1 Tim 1:2, 18; 2 Tim 1:2; 2:1; Titus 1:4; 

Phlm 10; 1 John 2:1, 12, 28; 3:7, 18; 4:4; 5:21; 3 

John 4. For the patristic period see Bardenhewer, 

Geschichte, 1.38-46. It is important in this context 

that the metaphor of the teacher as father and his 

student as his spiritual son played a role in later 

times especially in the monastic sphere. Cf. only 

Hilarius Emonds, “Abt,” RAC 1 (1950) 51-55. 

13 For ipevyeiP arro Tipoq (in part “already possible in 

classical usage . . . , but favored by the Semitic”) see 

BDF, §149; BDR, §149.1. Cf. 1 Cor 10:14. 

14 For opolov avTov cf. BDF, §182(4); BDR, §182(6). 

15 Cf. Did. 5.2, as well as 10.5. Is 8.2 different? For the 

the interpretation as neuter in this passage see 

Harnack, Lehre 11, and elsewhere. 

16 In the text caro recurs twice more, by mistake. 

17 Doctrina differs: ab homine malo et homine simulatore 
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3.1-6 

of the warning. This much is introduction. 

■ 2 The first example begins only with v. 2.18 This is an 

admonition against wrath: pr) yivov opyiAoq,19 ddpyel 

yap20 r) opyr) irpdq top tpovov (first warning and reason). 

Odr/yel insinuates the “psychological” considerations: a 

supposedly harmless passion, quickly passing, in fact 

“leads” one in a direction whose end is murder and 

death dealing.21 The problem of “righteous anger” is not 

discussed. Matt 5:21-22 is not the source for this text 

but rather a (certainly more radical) parallel to the idea 

expressed here. In the (stylistically compatible) second 

warning, dpyiXoq (“angry person”) is varied with 

fijAcorijg (“zealot,” here sensu malo),22 epLOTLKoq (“quar¬ 

relsome”), and dvpuKoq (“hot tempered”).23 In accor¬ 

dance with the style, the warning appears with a reason: 

€K yap tovtup airaPTWP (popcn24 yewtivTat (“For from 

all of these flow murderous acts”), revvaotial insinuates 

the same psychological considerations as ddpyelv in the 

first warning. 

■ 3 The next verse contains the second teknon saying.25 It 

warns against lust, meaning, as the continuation shows, 

sexual libido. The psychological warning (including the 

reason for it) corresponds to the preceding example: 

sexual desire leads (leads astray, one would say) to 

■Koppeia (“fornication”). The background of this warn¬ 

ing is found in contemporary Jewish traditions observed 

particularly by pious, enlightened circles.26 The second 

warning replaces e-Ki§vpr]Tr}q21 with aioxpoAoyoq and 

viprjAotpftaApoq. AioxpoAoyoq is someone who likes to 

tell dirty jokes.28 r7\J/r)A6<p$aApoq29 is one who lifts up 

the eyes; as the context indicates, this does not refer to 

pride but to lechery.30 The word is explained by T. Iss. 

7.2: ovk eiroppevoa ev pereupLopci dcpdaApwp pov (“I 

did not commit lewdness in the lifting of my eyes”).31 

(“from an evil man and a lying man”; the last word 

in rasura). For the original text see above, p. 11 n. 

69. For the question of a possible quotation in 

Epistula Ps. Titi, see ibid. For the expression ami 

rtaproq (repay paroq) rropiqpov, cf. Job 1:1 LXX; 

1 Thess 5:22, and (more distantly) aioxptip S’ epyup 

d7rexecr#at in Ps.-Phocyl. 76 (“abstain from shame¬ 

ful deeds"; cf. Sib. Or. 2.145'F). 

18 The absence of the apostrophe here is explained by 

the fact that the introduction and first saying were 

apparently felt to be a unit. 

19 P has opyetXoq. For opyiXoq, cf. Ps 17:49; Prov 

21:19, and elsewhere; Titus 1:7; see also Hermas 

Man. 12.4.1. 

20 P has etreiSt) obrqyei (probably incorrectly) rather 

than bbrjyel yap (H, Canons, Epitome). The text of 

Doctrina reads: quia . . . ducit. . . . 

21 On this subject (admonitions about the destructive 

consequences of bitter wrath, with some psycholo¬ 

gizing considerations), cf. T. Dan 1-6 (although the 

word here is ftvpoq). Wis 10:3 recalls the example of 

Cain. For the whole, see Erik Sjoberg and Gustav 

Stahlin, “dpyri ktX.,” TDNT 5 (1967) 413. 

22 The pejorative sense appears only here in our litera¬ 

ture. ZfjXoq in the negative sense is found in Acts 

5:17; 13:45; Rom 13:13; 1 Cor 3:3; 2 Cor 12:20; Gal 

5:20; Jas 3:14, 16; Hermas Sim. 8.7.4; and very fre¬ 

quently, indeed as a key concept, in 1 Clem. (3.2, 4; 

4.7-8; etc.). 

23 Both these last appear only here in our literature. 

Cf. Apostolic Constitutions; BAGD, s.v. Wengst 

(Didache, 68) decides, with Canons, for ftvpubrjq. 

24 Doctrina reads irae nascuntur (“angers are born”), 

which is certainly bad. One would expect something 

like homicidia nascuntur. 

25 There is no parallel in Doctrina. 

26 Niederwimmer, Askese, 27-28. 

27 Here sensu malo; cf. Prov 1:22, rrjq ufipeaq opreq 

enPvpriTaL (“Being desirers of violence”). Close to 

the meaning of €mdvpr)Tr)q in Did. 1.3 are Num 

11:34 (6 Aaoq 6 €mdvpr]Tr)q) and 1 Cor 10:6 

(erudvprjTai kukup). Constitutions has, perhaps as 

allusion to the latter passage, eradvpriTriq Kauccp. 

28 AioxpoAoyoq is a rare word: cf. the parallels in 

Canons, Epitome, and Apostolic Constitutions. Lampe 

does not have the word. LSJ and BAGD, s.v., refer to 

Pollux Onomasticon 6.123 (Bethe, 34) and 8.80-81 

(Bethe, 126-27). More common is aioxpoXoyLa, 

e.g., in Col 3:8; Did. 5.1. 

29 The word is found only here and in the parallels in 

Canons and Epitome. Cf. BAGD, s.v., referring to 

Script. Physiogn. 1.327.2 (ed. Foerster) (ei Se inf/r}Xoi 

opreq oipdaXpoi). Constitutions has pppoydaXpoq. 

The word v\f/r]X6ip^aXpoq is characteristic of the 

language of the tractate. Knopf (Lehre, 14) unneces¬ 

sarily suggested a corruption of the text. 

30 Cf. BAGD, s.v. 

31 Cf. also oil TtAaparai pereupiapolq dtpdaXpoip 

(“nor is he led astray by visual excitement”), T. Benj. 

6.3; Gen 39:7; pereapiopop 6<pdaXpap prj Suq pot 

Kai emdvpLap aitoaTpeij/op a7r’ epov (“do not give 

me haughty eyes, and remove evil desire from me”), 

Sir 23:4b-5a; Ttoppeia yvpacKoq ep pereapLopoiq 

opdaXpap (“The haughty stare betrays an unchaste 
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The second reason replaces Ttoppeta with pocxtlou 

(“acts of adultery”). 

■ 4 The third saying32 warns against various forms of 

pagan superstition. They are definitely not harmless; 

instead, they lead directly to idolatry. An oiwPoaKOTtoq^ 

is someone who understands the “art” of making predic¬ 

tions from a bird’s flight or call. EibwXoXaTpta here has 

the general sense of “service to idols, superstition.” The 

reference is to the religious practice that is contrary to 

Old Testament and Jewish faith in God. In the second 

warning, three other forms of pagan superstition are 

condemned: pr\be (sc. yipov) eiraotboc; (the “enchant¬ 

er”),34 ppbe p.a.drjpLa.TLKbq?'b (the astrologer, the “reader 

of stars”),36 prjbe itepuiocdaLpup (referring to someone 

who performs a magical work of expiation).37 After this, 

one should read ppbe deXe avra fiXenetp, ppbe 

(XKOveiP.38 With the sharpened emphasis that one 

should not only not do such things but not>even pay 

attention or listen to others who engage in such prac¬ 

tices, the text does abandon its set literary schema; but 

by that very fact it emphasizes the special importance of 

this warning. Ek yap tovtwp aitocptwp eibcpXoXarpia 

yepparai (“from all of these idolatry is spawned”) gives 

the concluding, second reason, in harmony with the 

style adopted throughout.39 

■ 5 The fourth saying warns against lying.40 The idea 

that lying leads to theft41 establishes a surprising connec¬ 

tion. It is possible that \pevopa42 here refers not so much 

to lying in the narrow sense as to dishonesty in the 

broader sense: deception, betrayal, treachery,43 just as 

wife”), Sir 26:9; Ps. Sol. 4.4a; CD 2.16; 2 Pet 2:14. In 

connection with idolatry: Num 15:39; Ezek 6:9; IQS 

1.6. The opposite is described in T. Benj. 8.2: 6 exw 

htavotav nafiapav ev dydnrri oi>x opa ywalna eiq 

Ttopvetav ov yap exct ptaopov ev naphta, otl ava- 

iraveTat ev avra to itvevpa tov Beov (“For a person 

with a mind that is pure with love does not look on 

a woman for the purpose of having sexual relations. 

He has no pollution in his heart, because upon him 

is resting the spirit of God”). 

32 The beginning of this verse has no parallel in 

Doctrina apostolorum. See above, 

33 BAGD and LSJ, s.v. See esp. Philo Mut. nom. 202 (of 

Balaam); Spec. leg. 1.60; 4.48 (mantic arts, among 

others); LXX has oitevtopoq (Gen 44:5, 15; Num 

23:23; Sir 34:5), oiuvtopa (1 Sam 15:23; Jer 14:14; 

34:9); oiavoq (Num 24:1), and oiuptpeodai (Gen 

30:27; 44:5, 15; Lev 19:26; Deut 18:10; 1 Kgs 

21(20):33; 2 Kgs 17:17B; 21:6; 2 Chr 33:6); cf. 

oluPOOKOirelp, Josephus Ant. 18.125. 

34 BAGD, s.v. Eiraotdoq in place of eirahoq is frequent 

in LXX; Philo Migr. Abr. 83 (with ipappaKevrat); 

Sib. Or. 3.225, ov pavTetq, ov ipappanovq, ov ppp 

eiraotbovg (“nor seers, nor sorcerers, nor soothsay¬ 

ers”); Irenaeus Adv. haer. 2.32.5 (SC 294.342): incan- 

tationes. Cf. Epictetus Dissertationes 3.24.10 

(metaphorically, of philosophers). The Philadelphia 

stele knows the prohibition [pi] C7tui.]5cQ irop-qpdq 

...[pi]] (pLXrpop (SIG 3.985,11. 18-20, p. 117). 

35 Doctrina recommences here: Noli esse mathematicus 

neque delustrator. . . . 

36 BAGD, s.v. MctdppaTtKoq in this passage does not 

refer to the scholarly mathematicians of the time 

but to astrologers. For this meaning, cf. BAGD, s.v.; 

and LSJ, s.v., 2b. For special usage: Philo Mut. nom. 

71; Marcus Aurelius Meditations 4.48.1 (Haines, 92), 

irooot 8e padripaTtnoi dXXav fiavaTovq aq tl peya 

TtpoeutoPTeq (“how many astrologers [are dead] 

after making a great parade of predicting the 

deaths of others”); Sextus Empiricus Adv. Math. 

4.34 (Mutschmann and Mau, 3.140); 5.2 (141), 

dAAa 7rpoq yeve’&AtaXoyiav, rjv aepporepotq koo- 

povpreq dvopaotv oL XaXbalot paflppaTtKovq xai 

aoTpoXoyovq cupaq avrovq apayopevovotp (“the 

casting of nativities, which the Chaldeans adorn 

with more high-sounding titles describing them¬ 

selves as ‘mathematicians’ and ‘astrologers’”); mathe¬ 

maticus in this sense is found, e.g., in Tertullian 

Apol. 43.1 (CChrSL 1.158); Adv. Marc. 1.18.1 

(1.459); Idol. 9.2-3, 8 (2.1108). 

37 neptKadaLpetp is metaphorical here, namely, in the 

ritual sense. Perhaps the author of the tractate is 

dependent, at this point, on Deut 18:10 (suggested 

by W. L. Knox, “ireptKadaLpap (Didache iii, 4),” /7.S' 

40 [1939] 148): ovx tvpedpoeTat ev ooi 

Treptnadatpup top vlop avrov rj Tr)p dvyaTepa av- 

tov ev Trvpi (“No one shall be found among you 

who makes a son or daughter pass through fire”). In 

that case our text (as shown by the omission of tor1 

vLov aiiTov) would have changed the sense into “a 

prohibition of a superstitious rite of purification” 

(ibid.). The Constitutor reinserted top vlop oov, 

recalling Deut 18:10; but it seems to me unclear 

exactly what concrete action he wishes to forbid. 

Knox (ibid.) thinks of a prohibition of circumcision. 

38 H has only avTa pAeiretP. A ppde otKovetp has been 

omitted, as the Georgian shows; so do the parallel 

versions: aiira idelv (.Epitome eldevat) pphe 

dnovetp, Canons, Epitome, and ea videre nec audire, 

Doctrina. See Niederwimmer, “Textprobleme,” 123. 

39 This appears to have been omitted from Doctrina. 

One should add something like: de his enim omnibus 

vana superstitio nascitur (“From such things as these 

does empty superstition arise”). 
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3.1-6 

kXottti can have similar meanings.44 From this point of 

view the terms \pevaTr)q/\pevapa and kAottyi approxi¬ 

mate one another. In the second warning, \J/6VOTr)q is 

replaced by (ptXapyvpoq and nevobo&q. The vice of 

(ptXdpyvpoq45 can lead to theft; but what the nevo- 

bo^oq46 (the ambitious, the vainglorious, the boaster) has 

to do with uXoirai is hard to guess. Ek yap tovtwv 

aitavTuv KXo-jral yevvwvrai (“from all of these theft is 

spawned”) makes up the conclusion, in accordance with 

the style. 

■ 6 The fifth and last of the teknon sayings warns against 

muttering or “grumbling” about the way in which we are 

led. rbyyvaoq47 = the yoyyvoTpq,48 royyu^etv is the 

word in the LXX for ]1^.49 In this passage, however, 

there is no allusion to the central Old Testament ex¬ 

amples in Exodus 15-17 and Numbers 14-17. Instead, 

there is a general warning against grumbling, because it 

leads50 to /3Xao<pr)pLaL (“acts of blasphemy”).51 In the 

second warning, yoyyvaoq is varied by avdabpq, “self- 

satisfied,”’2 here probably in the special sense of “arro¬ 

gant,” and Trovrjpoippwv, a hapax legomenon53 whose 

meaning is nevertheless clear: to be intent on evil, to 

give voice to a wicked intent. The stylistically regular 

conclusion is found in the expression: Ek yap tovtwp 

airavTwv (3Xao(pr)pLaL yevvuvTat (“from all these blas¬ 

phemies are spawned”). 

40 This passage is cited (either directly from a version 

of the tractate, or from the Didache) by Clement of 

Alexandria Strom. 1.20, 100.4 (GCS3 2.64). See 

above, Introduction, §2b. 

41 Wengst (Didache, 70) gives eiii rpp kAottyip (with 

Canons). 

42 Rom S:7; Hermas Man. S.5; 8.3 (here in a vice list). 

For kAotuxI, see Matt 15:19/Mark 7:21; later Did. 

5.1 (all in vice lists). KAoitul also appears at the end 

of 3.5. 

43 There is a similar connection in Sir 5:14, although 

there the idea seems to be that the calumniator 

steals someone’s good name. Hermas Man. 3.2 

(where the liar in some sense robs the Kyrios) con¬ 

tributes nothing to the understanding of our pas¬ 

sage. 

44 LSJ, s.v., II. 

45 See 4 Macc 2:8; Philo Poster. C. 116; Gig. 37; T. Levi 

17.11 (vice list); Luke 16:14; 2 Tim 3:2 (vice list). 

46 Ep. Arist. 8 (SC 89.104); Philo Som. 2.105; Gal 5:26. 

47 Toyyvaoq is also found in the parallels in Canons, 

Epitome, and Constitutions: cf. Prov 16:28 

Theodotion; Herodianus Technicus, ed. Lentz, 

1.213.19; Arcadius Tlepl topop (ed. Barkerus) 78 

(yoyyvoooq). 

48 Toyyvooq = yoyyvoTriq, ]ude 16. 

49 Karl H. Rengstorf, “yoyyvfa,” TDNT 1 (1964) 730. 

50 Wengst, Didache, 70: ayet irpoq (with Canons). This 

is very improbable. 

51 Hermann Wolfgang Beyer, “pAacupppea,” TDNT 1 

(1964) 621-25; Otfried Hofius, “fiAa.o<pppiu.," 

EDNT 1 (1990) 219-21; fSAcicnpppia in the 

Apostolic Fathers: 1 Clem. 47.7; 2 Clem. 13.3; 

Ignatius Eph. 10.2; Hermas Man. 8.3; Sim. 6.2.3; 

PAaoiprjpelv: 1 Clem. 1.1; 2 Clem. 13.1, 2 (ter), 4; 

Ignatius Trail. 8.2 (bis); Smyrn. 5.2; Hermas Vis. 

2.2.2; Sim. 6.2.4; 8.6.2, 4; 8.8.2; 19.3; pAdo<pppoq: 

Sim. 9.18.3; 9.19.1, 3. 

52 BAGD, s.v. Cf. Gen 49:3, 7; Prov 21:24 (with 

dpaovq); Josephus Ant. 1.189; 4.263; Titus 1:7; 

1 Clem. 1.1, Ttpoaonra TtpoTtCTfj kcu otvddbp (“rash 

and self-willed persons”); Hermas Sim. 5.4.2; 5.1; 

9.22.1,7ttoto'l pep, bvopcc&eiq be ncti av&abeLq Kal 

eavrolq apeoxopreq, deAopreq irdpra ytPutaxeLP 

(“believers, but slow to learn and presumptuous and 

pleasing themselves wishing to know everything”); 2 

Pet 2:10b combines avddbetq with fiAaa<pppeip, 

but the meaning is somewhat different from that in 

our text (namely, an attitude of the gnosticizing 

false teachers): roApprai airddbecq, bo^aq ov rpep- 

ovolp f3Aa(j<pppovPTeq (“bold and willful, they are 

not afraid to slander”). Cf. also avdabeta in the 

vice list of the way of death in Did. 5.1. 

53 The word occurs otherwise only in Canons, Epitome, 

and Apostolic Constitutions. This, once again, repre¬ 

sents a word characteristic of the Two Ways trac¬ 

tate. Doctrina has male sapiens. 

99 



3 e. The "Anawim" Sayings (3.7-10) 

7 On the contrary, be mild tempered, since 
those who are mild tempered will inherit 
the land. V 

8 Be patient and merciful, without guile, tran¬ 
quil and good, holding constantly in awe 
the words you have heard. 

9 You shall not exalt yourself or let yourself 
be arrogant. You shall not attach yourself 
to those who are highly placed but shall 
associate with those who are just and 
humble. 

10 Accept as good the experiences that come 
your way knowing that nothing happens 
without God. 

Analysis 

The teknon sayings end with 3.6. The section that follows 

in 3.7-10 is no longer structured like the aphorisms in 

3.1-6; instead, it presents an independent profile1 whose 

content is marked by the motif of quiet, gentle humility 

as a way of life. These next lines (3.7-10) express an atti¬ 

tude that recalls the Old Testament and Jewish piety of 

the anawim.2 Therefore the following section may be 

entitled “the anawim sayings.”3 While the teknon sayings 

contained no parallel to Barnabas, Did. 3.7 recalls Barn. 

19.4, at least in rudimentary fashion: ear) irpavq. The 

full parallelism then begins at Did. 3.8c. 

Comment 

■ 7 The section begins with the characteristic ladi 

be irpavq kt\. The use of irpavq represents the 

adoption of a key word from the Old Testament and 

Jewish tradition (anawim piety).4 The irpaelq are the 

oppressed who hope in the Lord in quiet patience, 

without grumbling.5 Socioeconomic oppression 

becomes a challenge to a type of devotion that lends 

meaning to it: suffering is accepted with resignation, 

and help is awaited all the more from God.6 This 

attitude toward life is apparently regarded also as 

the ideal of the group behind the tractate, and it is 

characteristic that the Didachist can make the text 

of the source his own without any comment. Also 

part of the anawim piety is the quotation, ol irpaelq 

K\r}poPop.r)(JOvoL tt)v yrjv (= Ps 36:11a, ot be irpaelq 

KXppovopriaovoLV yrjv), which is from the Old 

Testament, not from Matt 5:5.7 The quotation from 

the psalm promises compensation: those who are 

now oppressed and without possessions, who in 

their silent humility hope in the Lord, will even¬ 

tually (an eschatological hope, but not for the near 

future) be the possessors of the (holy) land.8 

■ 8 Beginning with an imperative,9 this verse men¬ 

tions (in a purely associative sequence) a series of 

goals of anawim piety: long-suffering, mercy, guile- 

1 Audet clearly recognized the tradition-historical 

break between 5.6 and 3.7 {Didache, 508; cf. his sub¬ 

sequent suggestions). He ignored the further break 

between 3.10 and 4.1, however, and consequently 

subsumed 3.7—4.14 within the same tradition-histor¬ 

ical context. 

2 Audet speaks (Didache, 311, and passim) of “instruc¬ 

tion for the poor,” but also considers 4.1-11 part of 

it. For the background of this passage in anaiuim 

piety, see Audet, Didache, 316, and frequently else¬ 

where. The key word irpavg in the LXX frequently 

represents Ui?: Friedrich Hauck and Siegfried 

Schulz, “irpavg,” TDNT 6 (1968) 647-48. 

3 The connection with what precedes it is associative, 

but e contrario (cf. Knopf, Lehre, 16): the last teknon 

saying (v. 6) forbade grumbling. The opposite atti¬ 

tude is irpavTrjg, which leads its life in quiet humili¬ 

ty before God (Hauck and Schulz, “irpavg,” 647). 

4 The use of irpaelg in Did. 15.1 (didachistic) is char¬ 

acteristically different. 

5 Cf. Hauck and Schulz, “irpavg,” 647. Barn. 19.4d: 

earj irpavg, ear/ rjavxcog (“you shall be meek, you 

shall be peaceful”). 

6 “Above all when one has begun to make this hum¬ 

ble condition a humility of the heart” (Audet, 

Didache, 316). 

7 Muilenburg (Literary Relations, 97) suggests the con¬ 

trary. 

8 Doctrina: possidebunt sanctam terrain (“they will pos¬ 

sess the holy land”). This may be original. Canons 

leads rr)v fiaoiXeLav rusv ovpavUv (Epitome: rov 

fteov) (“the kingdom of heaven [of God]”). This is 

certainly secondary. 

9 r'ivov = lade (as in 3.7): BDF, §98; BDR, §98 (3). Cf. 

ear? in Barn. 19.4. For the shift between adjective 

()laKpodvpog ktA.) and participle {ipepuv) after yi- 
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3.7-10 

lessness, quiet, goodness.10 Nothing is surprising 

here except the subsequent warning: Kal rpefxuv 

rovq Xoyovq 8td rravToq11 ovq rjKOvoaq.1- This reso¬ 

lution reminds us that the text of the tractate is here 

influenced by Isa 66:2b: Kal eiri rlva emjSAe^co 

aAA’ r) eiri top Taireivov Kal jovxiop Kal rpepoura 

rove Xoyovq juov (“To whom will I look but to the 

humble and contrite in spirit, who trembles at my 

words”).13 The reference here is to the A0701 tov 

§eov, which the pious hear with fear and trem¬ 

bling.14 

■ 9 In this verse15 are grouped some admonitions 

marked by the ideal of TaireLVOf>poovvr) (“humil¬ 

ity”).16 Cf. Rom 12:16 (although the text is not at all 

dependent on the Letter to the Romans). Ovx 

v^utoecq17 oeavTOP warns against arrogance and 

conceit.18 The next expression is striking: ovbe 

bwoeiq rrj \f/vxV oov dpdooq19—something like “do 

not give your soul (mind, feelings) [the opportunity 

for] impudence, superciliousness, boldness; do not 

be self-important!”20 Verse 9b, with ov KoXXrjbhrioe- 

Tai ktX., warns the pious against toadying to the 

powerful and influential. A pious person does not 

belong in such company. Instead, such a one should 

seek the society of the anawim (it is probably they 

who are considered the b'iKaioi and Tairerpor). 

Piety is also evident in one’s choice of companions. 

■ 10 The next verse21 takes up a special problem: the 

humble and pious person not only accepts every¬ 

thing that befalls him or her22 without grumbling 

(.Dominus dedit, Dominus abstulit . . . sit nomen Domini 

benedictum: “The Lord gave, and the Lord has taken 

away . . . blessed be the name of the Lord”), but 

regards the adversity that comes his or her way as 

something good, even if (as we may reasonably 

expand the thought) he or she does not understand 

the meaning of this fate. In any case, it is true that 

/ 

vov, cf. again Barn. 19.4 (ecu? irpavq, ear/ rfavyroq, 

ear] rpepav . . .): BDF, §353 (7); BDR, §353 (10). 

For yivov with the participle, cf. BDF, §354; BDR, 

§354(1). 
10 Doctrina has a short text that is certainly defective: 

Esto patiens et tui negotii, bonus et tremens omnia verba 

quae audis. Wengst (Didache, 70) offers: ycvov 

paKpodvpoq Kai eXerjpw, aKaKoq Kai povxioq, 

ayaftoq Kai rpepav rovq Aoyovq ovq rjKOvoaq. 

11 FI, after rovq- Xoyovq, reads Sui iravroq. This 

phrase is absent from Barnabas, Canons, Epitome, 

and Doctrina apostolorum (which does have omnia 

verba). It is also absent from Const. 7.8.3 (although it 

was probably part of the original text in 2.1.5). Cf. 

Funk, Didascalia, 1.33. It is uncertain whether the 

source of 2.1.5 (the Didascalia) also read bearravroq; 

see above, Introduction, §2c. In Synt. doctr. 4.1 and 

in Fides patr. 8 {PC, 28.1641D) it reappears, although 

these texts can scarcely be directly dependent on 

the Didache. See above, Introduction, §6a. 

12 Barn. 19.4: car? rpepav rovq Xoyovq, ovq rjKOvoaq 

(“you shall tremble at the words that you have 

heard”). 
13 The Isaiah quotation is also in 1 Clem. 13.4. 

14 Cf. Acts of Paul and Thecla 6 (Lipsius and Bonnet, 

1.239). Knopf (Lehre, 16) incorrectly asserts that this 

concluding warning “again clearly [shows] that the 

writing is intended for neophytes.” 

15 Verse 9a/Barn. 19.3a; ovbe buoecq KrX./Barn. 19.3 

(end); ov KoXXrjdijoeTcn KrX./Barn. 19.6b; Doctrina 

has, after non altabis te, the additional clause nec 

honorabis te apud homines. This is probably a later 

gloss. See Giet, L’Enigme, 96, 139. 

16 It is possible that these are two couplets in parallelis- 

mus membrorum (cf. Schaff, Church Manual, 96): 

ovx vpdoetq aeavrov 

ovbe duaecq rrj pvxv oov dpaaoq. 

oil KoXX-qdqaerciL r) fvxv oov pera vfqXHv, 

aAAa pera diKalav Kai raiceivUv ava- 

orpaq>r\OTl- 
17 H reads vfuoei [sic], which must be emended to 

vpaoecq. 
18 T. Jos. 17.8; Matt 23:12; Luke 14:11; 18:14; Hermas 

Man. 11.12; Sim. 9.22.3. 
19 Qpdooq (and ddpooq) are found in classical litera¬ 

ture both sensu bono and sensu malo: cf. LSJ, s.v. In 

this passage it is sensu malo. Cf. 1 Clem. 30.8 (with 

avdabeca and roXpa); cf. also dpaovrqq in Did. 5.1. 

20 BAGD, s.v., compares this to Diodorus Siculus Bibl. 

Hist. 5.29.3, although Oldfather’s edition (3.172) 

reads to ddpooq [sic] rrjq fvxVQ- 

21 Verse 10/-Barn. 19.6c. 
22 Ta ovpfiaivovra ooi evepyqpara-. Doctrina correct¬ 

ly explains this as Quae tibi contraria contingunt. The 

use of the word evepyripa in this sense is unusual. 

Cf. also in Barnabas, Canons, and Epitome. The 

Constitutor replaced it with rcadq (“sufferings”) and 

Trepiordoeiq (“afflictions”). 
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arep fieov ovdev yiverai (“nothing happens with¬ 

out God”). 

In these admonitions the ideal of the group is 

sketched in a few strokes: it is not the condition of the 

wealthy and influential but that of the poor and exploit¬ 

ed, if, and to the extent that, their condition is associat¬ 

ed with an attitude of humble submission to God. Then 

is given to these, and especially to these, the great 

promise: the inheritance of the land. Submission and 

hope are founded on the unimpeachable certainty that 

fate is governed by God, and therefore it can only serve 

to benefit the pious. 

Excursus:The Ideal "Accept Whatever Comes" 

The last aphorism (v. 10) is so general that it finds 

numerous parallels23 in the Stoic, biblical, Jewish, and 

Christian traditions. I restrict myself to a few exam¬ 

ples, but in each case one should note the overall 

mentality that gives the idea its concrete meaning in 

context. From the Stoa, cf. Cleanthes Hymn to Zeus, 

ovde n yLyvercn epyov em xdovi aov btya, dalpov 

(“no work on earth takes place without you, O deity,” 

SVF 1.122.11); Optimum est pati, quod emendate non pos- 

sis, et deum, quo auctore cuncta proveniunt, sine murmu- 

ratione comitari (“It is best to suffer what you cannot 

change, and commit yourself to god, who is the 

author of all things, without complaint,” Seneca 

Epistulae Morales 107.9 [Gummere, 3.226, 228]). 

Jewish parallels include: irdv, o eau eTraxdij am, 8e%- 

at (Sir 2:4a);24 “All that is, he governs according to his 

plan, and without him nothing occurs” (IQS 11.11); 

b. Ber. 60b (Str-B 3.256). For Christian parallels, see 

Matt 10:29 par. Q; Acts 27:34b; role; dyarruoLU tou 

deov Txavra ovvepyel elq ayerdov, rolq Kara 

trpodeoLv K\r)Tolq ovenu (“all things work together for 

good for those who love God, who are called accord¬ 

ing to his purpose,” Rom 8:28); Ps.-Clem. Horn. 2.36.2 

(GCS2 1.50); Rec. 1.21.4 (GCS 2.19); Propterea docet nos 

scriptura divina omnia quae accidunt nobis tamquam a 

deo illata suscipere, scientes quod sine deo nihil fit (“the 

divine Scripture teaches us to accept all things that 

happen to us as if they were brought about by God,” 

Origen De princ. 3.2.7 [GCS 5.255]);25 Mpdev rdu 

ovp.fia.Lv6vTa>v xwpt? av yeveodat deov Tte-neladai 

xpyy elf at de ayaftct irapavrov Ttaura k&u dXyeiva 

r/ (“it is necessary to believe that none of the things 

that happen takes place without God; and that all that 

comes from him is good, even if it be painful,” 

Dionysius of Alexandria [?] in John of Damascus 

Sacra parallela 33 [PG 96.320A]);26 TrLarevuv oti ovbev 

avev rqq irpovoiotq tov deov yiverai (“believing that 

nothing takes place apart from the providence of 

God,” Dorotheus Doctrina 13.1 [PG 88.1761B]); 

Tlavra rd enepxopeud ool uq ay add npoodexov, iva 

6 OKOiroq rfjq Tlpovotaq elq evdpeorov avrij T:\-qpudij 

eni ooi, tckvov pov (“Accept everything that comes 

upon you as good, so that, my child, the aim of provi¬ 

dence might be fulfilled in you in a way pleasing to 

her,” Ep. 3 [1840C]).27 

23 Cf. Windisch, Barnabasbrief 399-400. 

24 Windisch (Barnabasbrief, 400) wished to derive the 

expression in Barnabas from Sir 2:4. 

25 It has occasionally been suggested that Origen is 

here quoting the Didache. See above, p. 8 n. 39. 

26 This is not a quotation from the Didache. See above, 

p. 8 n. 41. 

27 This is introduced by /card rdf Xeyovra (“according 

to the one who says”). For the question of a possible 

Didache quotation, see above, Introduction, §2b. 
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4.1-11 

4 f. Rules for Life in Society (4.1-11) 

1 My child, you shall be mindful day and night of 
the one who speaks to you the word of God. 
You shall honor him as the Lord, for at the 
source of proclamation of the lordship [of the 
Lord], the Lord is there. 

2 You shall seek out the countenances of the 
holy persons every day to find support in 
their words. 

3 You shall not cause division; instead, you shall 
reconcile those who quarrel. You shall judge 
justly. You shall not show partiality in calling 
people to task for their faults. 

4 You shall not show doubt whether [something] 
will be or not. 

5 Do not be the sort of person who holds out his 
hands to receive but draws them back when 
it comes to giving. 

6 If you have [something] through the work of 
your hands, you shall give [it as] redemption 
of your sins. 

7 You shall not hesitate to give, and when you 
give you shall not grumble, for you will know 
who the paymaster is who gives good wages. 

8 You shall not turn away anyone who is in need; 
on the contrary, you shall hold everything in 
common with your brother, and you shall not 
say that anything belongs [only] to you, for if 
you [pi.] are partners in what is immortal, 
[should you not be so] all the more in things 
that perish? 

9 You shall not withhold your hand from your 
^ son or your daughter, but shall teach them 

reverence for God from their youth. 
10 You shall not give a command in bitterness to 

your slave or your maid, those who hope in 
the same God [as you], lest they stop rever¬ 
ing the God who is over both [you and them]. 
For he comes not to call [people] according to 
their personal status but [he comes] upon 
those whom the Spirit has prepared. 

11 As for you [pi.] who are slaves, with respect 
and reverence you shall be subject to your 
masters as replicas of God. 

Analysis 

Although only partially structured, Did. 4.1-11 consti¬ 

tutes a kind of unit. The arrangement agrees with that 

of Doctrina.1 In contrast, the passages from Didache/ 

Doctrina are also found, as a rule, in Barnabas 19, but in 

a completely different arrangement. The version of the 

Two Ways tractate that underlies the Didache and 

Doctrina has a fairly discernible structure2 whereby the 

obligations of the addressees are formulated according 

to certain social relationships (as we would now say): 

1 Behavior toward teachers (4.1-2) 

2 Behavior within the community (?) (4.3-4) 

3 Behavior toward the poor (4.5-8) 

4 Behavior toward one’s own children (4.9) 

1 This is true also of the Canons of the Apostles (apart al that appears in Didache 4, with minor variations, 

from a few additions), but the text breaks with the There is no parallel to Did. 4.5, 7, 10-11. 

text corresponding to that of the Didache at 4.8 (in 2 This would have been the more original, while 

order then in chap. 14-as I believe—to quote from Barnabas has destroyed the structure, 

the epilogue of the source). Epitome has the materi- 
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5 Behavior toward slaves, and their behavior toward 

their masters (4.10-11). 

Only the last part (4.9-11) recalls the literary form of 

the so-called household codes3 (the origins and function 

of which are disputed in recent research),4 and only in 

4.10-11 does the mutuality of admonition that is charac¬ 

teristic of the “household codes” appear (although even 

there it is not always consistent): in v. 10 it is the KvpLOL, 

and in v. 11 the 8ovXol who are addressed.5 In contrast, 

the section 4.1-8 contains nothing that could recall the 

literary form of the “household code.” The whole is 

structurally disparate. 

Comment 

■ 1-2 The opening verses6 regulate the relationship to 

one’s teachers. The original situation (before the 

Christianization of the tractate) may have been that of a 

Jewish synagogue or house of study. In that case, the 

XaXwp ool top Xoyop rod fieov (“the one who speaks the 

word of God”)7 may have been the scribe, the one 

learned in the Law, and the t6Kpops his pupil. The 

Christian redactors of the Jewish source can only have 

meant the Christian dcdaOKaXog when they wrote Aa- 

Atip ool top Xoyop tov deov. Finally, the Didachist was 

probably already thinking (if he gave any thought to it at 

all) of the Christian teachers of his own time, who, 

together with the prophets, form the charismatic orders 

in the communities.9 He will speak of them in more 

detail in later parts of his writing (namely, in 13.1-7). At 

this point he does not go into this subject, but in this 

passage he appears to have adopted the text of his 

3 Cf. Ps.-Phocyl. 175-227; Philo Decal. 165-67; 

Josephus Ap. 2.198-210; Col 3:18-4:1; Eph 5:22- 

6:9; 1 Pet 2:18-3:7; 1 Tim 2:8-15, 6:1-2; Titus 

2:1-10; 1 Clem. 1.3; 21.6-9; Polycarp Phil. 4.2-6.3; 

more remotely: Ignatius Poly. 5.1-2. The text in 

Barn. 19.5-7, which is frequently cited in this con¬ 

nection, does not belong here, in my opinion. Note 

that Leonhard Goppelt (A Commentary on I Peter 

[ed. F. Hahn; trans. John E. Alsup; Grand Rapids: 

Eerdmans, 1993] 162-63) wanted to differentiate 

among the household code in the narrower sense 

(Colossians, Ephesians, 1 Peter), the sets of admoni¬ 

tions for “members of stations and groups within 

the congregation” (among which he counts the cor¬ 

responding texts from 1 Timothy, Titus, 1 Clement, 

Ignatius, and Polycarp), and a third group, in which 

he listed Did. 4.9-11 (and Barn. 19.5-7). The last 

group “according to form and content. . . belong to 

the classification of proverbial wisdom” (Goppelt, 

I Peter, 163); “only Did. 4:11 takes over a ‘household 

code tradition’” (p. 163). Cf. also p. 167, where this 

assignment to the proverbial literature is repeated, 

and Ps.-Phocylides, Tob 4:3-4, Josephus Ap. 

2.198-208, and Philo Decal. 165-67 are seen as the 

closest parallels to Did. 4.9-11. For a critique of 

Goppelt’s attempt at a new categorization, cf. Klaus 

Thraede, “Zum historischen Hintergrund der 

‘Haustafeln’ des NT,” Pietas (1980) 359 n. 1. 

4 Cf. Karl Weidinger, Die Haustafeln: Bin Stuck 

urchristlicher Paranese (UNT 14; Leipzig: Hinrichs, 

1928); Martin Dibelius and Heinrich Greeven, An 

die Kolosser. Epheser. An Philemon (HNT 12; 3d ed.; 

Tubingen; Mohr [Siebeck], 1953) 48-50; James E. 

Crouch, The Origin and Intention of the Colossian 

Haustafel (FRLANT 109; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck 

& Ruprecht, 1972); Wolfgang Schrage, “Zur Ethik 

der neutestamentlichen Haustafeln,” NTS 21 (1975) 

1-22; Goppelt, I Peter, 162-63. Among those who 

have recently proposed an origin of the “household 

codes” in ancient economics are Dieter Luhrmann, 

“Neutestamentliche Haustafeln und antike 

Okonomie,” NTS 27 (1981) 83-97; Klaus Thraede, 

“Zum historischen Hintergrund der ‘Haustafeln’ 

des NT,” Pietas (1980) 359-68. Berger goes his own 

way in “Hellenistische Gattungen,” 1078-86; and in 

his Formgeschichte, 135-41 (in which he presents 

some propositions that are, in part, contrary to 

those in the essay, as well as being highly complicat¬ 

ed). Despite the efforts of the last few years, the 

whole question of the origins and development of 

this literary “genre” requires more clarification. 

5 There is a remote similarity between Did. 4.9-11 

and Col 3:21—4:1, Eph 6:4-9. This similarity can be 

explained, however, from their use of the same tra¬ 

dition; it does not require us to suppose any literary 

connection, either with Did. 4.9-11 depending on 

Colossians/Ephesians, or with both (Didache on the 

one hand, Colossians and Ephesians on the other) 

going back to a common literary source. Audet 

{Didache, 340-43) sees the relationship as closer: “In 

one way or another, the instruction to the poor 

[referring to 3.7-4.14; see above], if not the Duae 

viae itself, was found at some point within Paul’s 

environment, either in the written form that we 

possess or in the form it may have had in the local 

hidaxv” (p. 343). 

6 Verses 1-2/Barn. 19.9b, 10a. 

7 Didache, Canons, Epitome, Constitutions: {top Xoyop) 

tov deou; Barnabas: Kvpiov; Doctrina: domini dei. 

8 Canons: t£kpop (Wengst, Didache, 72); H: t6kpop 

pov; omitted in Doctrina, Epitome, Constitutions. 

9 Harnack, Lehre, 14; idem, “Prolegomena,” 54-55: 
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4.1-11 

source unchanged, without sensing any incompatibility 

with what follows in 13.1-7. 

How is the relationship of the pupil to the teacher 

determined? It is shaped by the fundamental command¬ 

ment of piety, which in turn is concretized in two ways: 

the pupil shall continually keep the teacher in mind,10 

and shall honor him11 like the Kyrios himself.12 The addi¬ 

tional uq Kvpiov refers apparently to the Lord Jesus.13 

The command Tiptoetq 5e avrov (i.e., tov XaXovvTa 

ool tov Xoyov tov fteov) cog Kvpiov (“You shall honor 

him as Lord”) is given its foundation in v. lc:14 odev15 

yap T) KvpiOTpq AaAetrat,16 e/cet Kvptoq €otlv. This 

language of the phrase is unusual, but it is easily under¬ 

stood in context. KvpvoTpq (“lordship”)17 here probably 

refers to the characteristic of Jesus as KvptoqX8 Thus the 

Didache text means that the place from which the procla¬ 

mation about the KVpLOTpq of Jesus goes forth is at the 

same time the place of his presence. There, in the 

mouth of the teacher and in his teaching, the Kyrios him¬ 

self is present. Thus the teacher himself should be hon¬ 

ored as if the Kyrios himself were standing before you. In 

the word of the teacher, the Kyrios is present.19 

the reference is first of all to the apostles, prophets, 

and teachers, secondarily to bishops and deacons. 

So also Drews, “Apostellehre,” 262; more cautiously 

Knopf, Lehre, 16 (who does not think that the 

apostles are included). But in l.lff. the Didachist 

simply quoted the source without expressly adapting 

it to his own “canonical” circumstances. In the 

source it was probably Jewish sages who were origi¬ 

nally intended. See Audet, Didache, 327. 

10 He is to think of the teacher night and day (Jewish 

sequence), i.e., at all times (hyperbole). The formu¬ 

lation piiivyoKeodai Tivoq resembles that in Heb 

13:7; cf. also 12:25. But we should not suppose (as 

Connolly, “Relation,” 246, insinuates) that the 

Didache quotes Heb 13:7. 

11 For rcpav avrov cf. 1 Clem. 21.6 (presbyter) and 

Ignatius Smyrn. 9.1 (bishop). 

12 The didachistic passage is (despite the contrary 

opinion of Drews, “Apostellehre,” 262; Wengst, 

Barnabasbrief 65, including n. 131; and Giet, 

L’Enigme, 77-78) a later form (in my opinion) of the 

advice of the tractate on this subject. The original 

version can still be found in Barn. 19.9b: dyairq- 

oetq dig Kopr)v rov oipdaXpov [cf. Deut 32:10; Ps 

16:8; Prov 7:2] oov ttavra tov XaXovvra cot tov Xo¬ 

yov Kvpiov (“you shall love as the apple of your eye 

everyone who speaks to you the word of the Lord”), 

with the continuation in v. 10a: p.vr)0’dr\or) r)p,epav 

Kpioeoiq WKToq koii rjpepaq (“you shall remember 

the day of judgment night and day”). Can. 12.1 has 

a mixed form: tokvov, tov XaXovvra ool tov Xoyov 

tov deov nod . . . dyaiTrioei.q dig Koprfv o<pdaXpov 

oov pvriodriori 5e avtov vvktoi koii r)pepav, rtprj- 

oetq avTOV dig tov Kvpiov (“My child, you shall love 

as the apple of your eye the one who speaks to you 

the word of God and you shall remember him night 

and day; you shall honor him as the Lord”). Cf. 

Epit. 9. In the version behind Doctrina and Didache, 

ayairqoeiq dig Kopr)v tov o<pdaXp,ov oov has been 

omitted. The change in the object of pcpwr/oKeodai. 

(in Barnabas it is the rjpepa Kpioeoiq, and in the 

other versions it is the teacher) is still older than the 

filiation that led to Doctrina and Didache (and thus 

goes back to C and not to C!). It is too much to say 

(as does Peterson, “Probleme,” 153) that something 

nonsensical has entered the text thereby. This pas¬ 

sage is very instructive as regards the genealogy of 

the Two Ways tractate. See above. 

13 Both C and C1 are Christian revisions. See above. 

14 Verse lc has no parallel in Barnabas. The passage 

comes from a later version of the tractate. 

15 This odev is not to be understood as oil. Literally: 

“Whence, that is, lordship is proclaimed” or “For 

whence the proclamation of the lordship comes.” 

16 Doctrina: Unde enim dominica procedunt. 

17 Cf. Hermas Sim. 5.6.1. 

18 If we suppose that the tractate version on which the 

Didache rests was still Jewish (and not yet subjected 

to Christian redaction) in this passage, too, the 

original meaning must have been: Kyrios = YHWH; 

the Kyriotes = the Shekinah. According to Taylor 

{Teaching, 36-37) the meaning is “the Name of the 

Lord” (37). But does 4.1c really go back to a Jewish 

version of the tractate? In my opinion, 4.1b and 

4.1c are part of the (superficial) Christianization of 

the original Jewish tractate (for v. lc, this is also sus¬ 

pected by Knopf, Lehre, 17). 

19 On this subject, cf. m. ’Abot 4.12: tnto t]?"} total 

0’0E> (Marti and Beer, 102: “Let the fear of your 

teacher be as the fear of heaven”); Luke 10:1b, after¬ 

ward Did. 11.2, 4 (q.v.). 
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■ 2 The next verse20 also refers to the teacher: ea^pTr)- 

aetq 5e naff qpepav21 ra npoooma twv ay Lav, tva 

eTcavaTraijq22 rolq XoyoLq avtcpv calls for daily contact 

with teachers23 in order to be enriched by their words, 

that is, to find in their words peace of heart.24 The 

expression oi ayioi (“the holy persons”) can only refer 

(as the final reference to their Ao/oi shows) to the teach¬ 

ers: this is a striking appellation of honor for the 

AaAovvreq tov Xoyov tov deov.2b 

■ 3-4 The next verses speak of right behavior within the 

religious community or group—originally, perhaps, of 

right behavior in the Jewish house of study but now (we 

would like to say) ev eKtcXpaiq. Verse 3a26 still recalls the 

Jewish house of learning (as the original situation): the 

pupil is sternly instructed not to cause divisions27 but 

rather to reconcile those who are at odds.28 Verse 3b 

may possibly be understood in the same sense:29 the 

future wise person, when called on to judge, shall not 

make bad use of the office,30 and when required to set 

someone straight shall proceed impartially.31 In any 

event, the Didachist drew this admonition from the situ¬ 

ation within the Christian communities: every Christian 

is required to be impartial when he or she feels it neces¬ 

sary to call a brother or sister to account.32 (In Did. 15.3 

the Didachist will address this question again in his own 

words.) 

Verse 4 is a famous crux interpretum: ov bipvxpoeiq, 

irorepov carat rj oik33 The text forbids indecision or 

doubt about “whether it will be or not.” What that 

means concretely34 can no longer be determined with 

precision.35 The compiler of Canons offers an interpreta¬ 

tion (13.2): Ev 7rpooevxv oov M1? bipvxpoeiq (“do not be 

double-minded in your prayer”);36 so also Const. 7.11: 

Mr) yivov biipvxoq ev irpooevxv oov, ei carat rj ov (“Do 

not be double-minded in your prayer, doubting whether 

it will happen or not”), for which the example of Peter 

sinking in Matt 14:28-31 is adduced as a warning.37 The 

Georgian version interprets differently: “in this also you 

20 Verse 2/Barn. 19.10b. 

21 Kad’ rjpepav is omitted from Doctrina, and is also 

absent from Epitome. 

22 For this form of the aorist, cf. BDF, §76.1; BDR, 

§76.1 and (1). 

23 Ek^tcZv rd irpoaojira means to make personal con¬ 

tact with them, to appear before them (BAGD, s.v. 

eK^qreZv). 

24 ToZq Xoyoiq avrwv eitavortraveaPai means to find 

rest in their words. The teacher appears as the sage 

whose words lead the pupil to clarity and inner 

peace. The motif is drawn from the sapiential tradi¬ 

tion; cf. Sir 6:28; Matt 11:28; it is gnosticized in 

Gospel to the Hebrews (in Clement of Alexandria 

Strom. 5.14, 96.3 [GCS15 2.389]; and 2.9, 45.5 [GCS3 

2.137]), and still more strongly in Gos. Thom. Greek 

2 (P. Oxy. 654.1; Fitzmyer, 516-17) and Coptic 2 

(Leipoldt, 27); cf. also Corp. Herm. 9.10 (Nock, 

1.100). 

25 The idea that aytot refers to the Christians as a 

whole (so Flarnack, Lehre, 14; idem, “Prolegomena,” 

54; Drews, “Apostellehre,” 263) corresponds to the 

normal usage. It is charming to note how Can. 12.2 

escapes from this dilemma: eKfrjrrjaetg <5e to 

ttpoawTtov aurov need' qpepav koc'l rout; Xonrovq 

ayiovq (“you shall seek his face by day as well as the 

rest of the saints”). Epit. 9 is similar. 

26 Verse 3a/Barn. 19.12a. The text of Did. 4.3a may 

reveal a parallelismus membrorum (Schaff, Church 

Manual, 96): 

ov iroiqoetq oxiopa, 

eipqvevoetq be paxopevovq. 

27 H has mistakenly written 7rot9rjaeig. The correct ver¬ 

sion is "Oi'qaetq, as the parallels show. For Optatus 

of Mileve Contra Parmenianum 1.21 (CSEL 26.23), 

see above, Introduction, §2b. 

28 Eipqvevetv, factitive: BDF, 309 (1); BDR, §309 (2). 

29 Verse 3b/Barn. 19.lie, 4c. In this vein, cf. Lev 19:5; 

Ps.-Phocyl. 9 (cf. Sib. Or. 2.61 P): Polycarp Phil. 6.1. 

30 Kp'ivelv biKa'ucq: Deut 1:16; Prov 31:9. 

31 Ov Xqpq Ttpoounrov eXey^cu erri irapcarTapctOLV 

(the parallels read ■napaTtTupa.Ti, as does Wengst, 

Didache, 72, for the Didache): the infinitive follows 

without ware. See BDF, §391.4; BDR, §391 (8). 

After iudica iuste, Doctrina reads: sciens quod tu iudi- 

caberis. Non deprimes quemquam in casu suo 

(“Knowing that you will be judged. You shall not 

oppress anyone in his suit”). 

32 We read something similar as an admonition to 

presbyters in Polycarp Phil. 6.1. 

33 Doctrina: nec dubitabis verum erit an non erit (“you 

shall not doubt whether it will be true or not”). 

Barn. 19.5a: ov p-q bvpvxqoqq, Trorepov earat rj ov. 

Can. 13.2: Ev Trpooevxij vov pi] dvpvxrioeLq, 

rrorepov earat rj ov. 

Epit. 10: ev irpooevxij oov pq bipvxqoqq. 

For Constitutions, see above. 

34 The warning against <5upvxict is common Jewish- 

Christian tradition: (Sir 1:28; T. Ash. 3.1-2); 1QH 

4.14; Jas 1:8; 4:8; etc. But what is concretely intended 

in Did. 4.4? 

35 Equally uncertain is the parallel in Hennas Vis. 

3.4.3: bid rovq bipvxovq, Tovq btctXoyi^opevovq ev 

raZq KapbLacq avmv ei apa eoTtv raOra rj ovk 
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shall not doubt: whether the judgment of God will come 

upon all human beings according to their works.”38 In 

light of the enigmatic expression in the Didache, one 

could think more precisely of the problem of the delay 

of the parousia. In that case the statement would be a 

warning not to give up hope in the coming of the 

Kyrios.39 But apart from the fact that such a warning 

would appear completely without preparation in the 

context of the Didache, it would have no meaning in the 

jfrre-Christian source we are positing. In context, only one 

interpretation seems probable:40 this sentence could 

refer to the scruples of a judge who does not dare to 

decide or regrets the decision that has been reached.41 

Perhaps we can straighten the matter out as follows: in 

the sapiential tradition there existed a general warning 

against the temptation to doubt and to scrupulosity. 

This general warning could be made concrete in differ¬ 

ent ways. Here in Did. 4.4 (and in the original tractate), 

the warning is applied to the situation of a timid judge. 

(How the Didachist may have understood the text, if he 

thought about it at all, remains an open question.) 

■ 5-8 We continue within the accustomed milieu. In 

these verses the subject is the behavior of members of 

the group within the limits of their own group, and in 

particular the typically Jewish demand for the greatest 

possible degree of charity (and thus concerning atti¬ 

tudes toward the poor).42 Verse 5:43 pr) yivov Kpoq pev 

to Aafielv eKTeivuv Taq x^Zpaq,44 itpoq be to dovvac 

ovoirwv is, in form and content, a typical sapiential 

maxim; in particular it recalls Sir 4:31: pr) earco rj xeiP 

oov eKTeTapevr) eiq to AafieZv KOii ev m anobibovai 

ovveoTaXpevr) (“Do not let your hand be stretched out 

to receive and closed when it is time to give”).45 The 

image in the final clause of the Didache formulation is 

not entirely clear: (Taq xeqoag) ovottolv probably means 

“to withdraw (the hands).”46 The sense of the maxim—in 

both clauses—is clear in any case: Do not be free in tak¬ 

ing and stingy in giving! 

■ 6 The next verse47 also breathes Jewish devotional 

almsgiving and the practice of donation to the poor: 

those who have acquired something in the right way 

(through the work of their hands) should give to the 

poor because this serves to atone for their sins. The cor¬ 

rect text, in my opinion, reads:48 eav exvq Sic!: tusv 

/_ 
eoTiv (“because of the double-minded, who dispute 

in their heart whether these things are so or not”). 

36 Epit. 10 is also referred to prayer, but there the 

obscure iroTepov eorcn rj oil is omitted. 

37 Cf. Jas 1:6 and the section on bcpvxca in Hernias 

Man. 9.1: prjbev 6hue; biipvxbaVQ aiTijoaodaL tl 

Trap a tov deov (“Be not at all double-minded about 

asking anything from God”). Further: pr) yLvou 

b'cpvxoq ev irpooevxrj oov paxapioq yap 6 pr) bia- 

oraoag (“Be not double-minded in your prayer; for 

blessed is the one who does not doubt”), Ps.- 

Ignatius Ad Heronem 7.1 (Funk and Diekamp, Patres 

apostolici, 2.230); “It is just as impossible that some¬ 

one who is of divided heart should enter the holy 

place. Anyone who is doubtful in prayer becomes 

dark, and the angels are not in accord with him [or 

her]. Therefore at all times have undivided hearts 

in the Lord,” Apoc. Elijah 24.5-12 (cf. Wolfgang 

Schrage, Die Elia Apokalypse QSHRZ 5.3; Giitersloh: 

Mohn, 1980] 238). Schaff (Church Manual, 175) also 

thought in connection with this passage of the com¬ 

mandment that forbids hesitancy in prayer. 

38 Harnack (Lehre, 15; “Prolegomena,” 54 n. 9) refers 

the statement to the final judgment by God. 

39 The quotation from an unknown source in 1 Clem. 

23.3-4 and 2 Clem. 11.2-7 warns against biipvxca, 

which no longer expects the coming of the Kyrios. 

40 There is a similar suggestion by Kleist, Didache, 156 

n. 31. Audet (Didache, 330) translates: “You shall not 

cease to ask about what will happen to you or not,” 

and interprets: “This is the situation of the judge 

who, in the presence of the parties, begins to weigh 

the consequences that his judgment will have for 

himself.” 

41 “But can 7rorepov carat rj oil be interpreted in this 

way?” (Knopf, Lehre, 17). 

42 The topic of charity was already discussed in Did. 

1.5-6; the doublet occurs because of the composi¬ 

tion: 1.5-6 is a passage by the Didachist (although 

the question whether the Didachist used given 

materials, and if so which ones, can remain open), 

while 4.5-8 is part of the tractate. 

43 Verse 5/Barn. 19.9a. 

44 Wengst, Didache, 72 (with Doctrina and Constitu¬ 

tions): Tr)v xeipa. 

45 The saying of the Lord in Acts 20:35 (cf. 1 Clem. 

2.1) makes a different point. 

46 BAGD, s.v.; Knopf, Lehre, 17: closing the hands to 

giving. Windisch, Barnabasbrief 401: holding one’s 

hands together when giving. Cf. ovveoTraKuq Toiiq 

baKTvXovq in Lucian Timon 13 (Opera, ed. Macleod, 

1.315). 

47 Verse 6/Barn. 19.10 (end). 

48 Thus also Bihlmeyer, Apostolischen Vater, 3; and 

Wengst, Didache, 72. 
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Xetpuiv aov, buaeiq Avtpuolv apapTiuv aov,49 Alms 

cover sins and rescue from death.50 

■ 7-8b Verse 7 emphasizes generous giving of alms.51 

The one who gives should neither hesitate beforehand52 

nor grumble afterward.53 Instead, those who give should 

recall that their alms will be returned; in particular, they 

should think who it is who will repay54 their alms, namely, 

God!55 Still, this little tractate on almsgiving has another 

surprise in store: in v. 856 the obligation to give alms is 

expanded to the maximum possible—even to the readi¬ 

ness to surrender the right to own property. From one 

who is in need57 one dare not turn away.58 Instead, the 

pious should share everything with their “brothers and 

sisters”59—meaning fellow members of the religious com¬ 

munity for whom this version of the tractate was 

written.60 The ultimate consequence of this is that no 

individual continues to call anything his or her own pri¬ 

vate property: Kai ovk epelq idiot eivoti. At this point 

the commandment of compassion and care for the 

neighbor has attained its sharpest and most consistent 

development. 

Excursus: Common Possessions 

The formulation recalls the Greek proverb “friends 

have everything in common.”61 There can scarcely be 

any connection with the tradition of the (supposed) 

community of goods among the Pythagoreans.62 In 

fact it is questionable whether we should understand 

Did. 4.8 in the sense of a demand for a “community 

of goods,” or whether it would not be better to think 

of this as “a disposition of property in principle for 

49 Awoecg AVTpuoiv is correct: cf. H, Canons: bog, 'Cva 

epyaorj eiq AuTpcoocv (“Give so that you might work 

for redemption”) is a clarification in Constitutions 

{Barnabas: epyaorj eiq AVTpwocv). Also purely a 

clarification is bog eiq a<peoiv in Epitome. Lietz- 

mann (Didache, 7) conjectures: baoecg (eiq) Xvrpa- 

olv (homoioteleuton). Drews (“Apostellehre,” 264) 

ventured the conjecture bog eiq Avrpaoiv, and was 

followed by Klauser, Doctrina, 18; and Audet, 

Didache, 230. It appears that baoecg was lacking in 

the source of Doctrina. The resulting text reads: Si 

habes per manus tuas redemptionem peccatorum non 

dubitaris dare (“If you have through your hands the 

redemption of sins, do not hesitate to give”). Thus 

the Latin combines vv. 6 and 7. This is certainly sec¬ 

ondary. The reading given above is indeed hard, but 

comprehensible. In my opinion, conjectures are not 

necessary. Drews (“Apostellehre,” 264) produces the 

artificial eav 'expq (“if you can”), with no comma 

after xeiP®v aov; the phrase bca tuv xetpcot' aov is 

made dependent on buoetg. The Life of Shenoute 

reads: “As long as you can, give to the poor, so that 

your many sins may be taken away.” 

50 Tob 4:10; 12:9; Sir 3:30; Dan 4:27 LXX; rabbinic 

examples in Str-B 2.561-62 and 4.554-55; Chris¬ 

tian examples include 1 Pet 4:8; 2 Clem. 16.4; 

Polycarp Phil. 10.2. 

51 Verse 1/Barn. 19.10 (end). 

52 Atora^eiv, as in Hermas Sim. 5.4.3. On this subject, 

cf. Prov 3:28; Ps.-Phocyl. 22 (cf. Sib. Or. 2.78*); 

Hermas Sim. 9.24.2. 

53 royyv^eiv is used somewhat differently here than 

yoyyvoog in Did. 3.6. In the same vein: 1 Clem. 2.7. 

54 AuTccTToboT-qq is a rare word, absent from secular 

Greek usage, and found in the Greek OT only in Jer 

28:56 Symmachus; cf. BAGD, s.v. The word appears 

here and in the parallels in Barnabas, Canons, and 

Constitutions. It is typical of the language of the trac¬ 

tate. Doctrina has (huius mercedis bonus) redditor. 

Lampe notes at this point John Chrysostom Horn. 

22.2 In Hebr. {PG 63.156), and Thalassius Centuriae 

1.63 {PG 91.1433B). 

55 6 (H reads 17) avTairoboTpq. In this regard, cf. Sir 

12:2; Tob 4:14; T. Zeb. 6.6; 8.1-3; Luke 14:14; 

2 Clem. 20.4. 

56 Verse 8a has no parallel in Barnabas', v. 8b is paral¬ 

leled by Barn. 19.8. 

57 Tov evbeopevov in H; the article is absent in 

Canons, Epitome {evbeovpevov), Constitutions, and 

Wengst, Didache, 72. 

58 Cf. 5.2: dirooTpe<p6pevoL tov evbeopevov. Sir 4:5: 

d7ro beopevov pr) bnrooTpefijg 6<pdaAp6v (“Do not 

avert your eye from the needy”). Cf. also Prov 3:27. 

59 Barnabas has rw irApaLov oov. 

60 Audet, Didache, 332-33. Audet believed he could 

locate this fraternite in the Jewish anawim (p. 333). 

61 According to Timaeus in Diogenes Laertius Lives 

8.10 (Hicks, 2.328), Pythagoras was the first to 

shape this proverb: elite re itpuToq, ag <pr)oi 

Tipacoq, Kocva ra tpLAav eivai (“According to 

Timaeus, he was the first to say ‘friends have all 

things in common’”). Cf. also Plato Rep. 4.424A 

(Burnet); 5.449C; Aristotle Nicomachean Ethics 

9.11.1159b.31 (Bekker); 10.8.1168b.7-8; Cicero De 

officiis 1.16.51 (Atzert, 18); Philo Abr. 235; Ps. -Clem. 

Rec. 10.5.6 (GCS 2.327); Iamblicus Vita Pythagorica 

30.168 (Deubner, 94). 

62 Porphyry Vita Pythagorica 20 (des Places, 45): ovtol 

be Kai rag ovaiaq Kocvaq ehevro ktA. (“They made 

their possessions common, etc.”) 

63 Gerhard Schneider, Die Apostelgeschichte (2 vols.; 

HThK 5.1-2; Freiburg: Herder, 1980) 1.291. 

Schneider continues: “it would happen from time to 

time that there would be a transfer of property for 
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the benefit of the community”—to adopt Gerhard 

Schneider’s phrase describing the conditions in the 

primitive community at Jerusalem.63 The starting 

point for whatever demand we may read in the 

Didache was, in any case, the Old Testament and 

Jewish tradition, which emphasized responsibility for 

the neighbor in need. This motive has been raised in 

the tractate to encompass limitless benevolence—even 

to the point of renouncing one’s right to private prop¬ 

erty.64 There is no need to suppose an influence from 

the Essene tradition65 on this tractate. Nor, obviously, 

was there any thought in the original pre- or non- 

Christian tractate of the primitive Christian commu¬ 

nity as depicted in Acts 2:44-45; 4:32-37.66 It is 

difficult to say how the Didachist understood the text 

of the tractate. The prescriptions he gives later, in 

chaps. 12-13, point in any case to an almost matter- 

of-fact joy in giving and readiness to sacrifice within 

the group (now with a Christian motive), an attitude 

by which the individual member achieved social secu¬ 

rity.67 Hereafter the Didachist gives no further atten¬ 

tion to the problem of private property in his own 

remarks. 

■ 8c Verse 8c presents reasons, after the fact, for what 

has just been commanded, in the form of a qal-wahomer 

conclusion: ei yap ev rq> adavarcc kolvuvol core, iroou 

peaXXov ev rolq dvr)Tolqf8 To adavarov is the immor¬ 

tal, eternal, heavenly good, while to dvr\Tov is the good 

that is mortal, earthly, and passing.69 One day they will 

share in the heavenly goods! In accordance with this 

great gift, the lesser can also be expected: that they now 

already have earthly goods in common.70 

To this point (4.1-8), we have found ourselves, so to 

speak, in the realm of “community life.” Now (vv. 9-11), 

the parenesis turns to the olkoq. The following admoni¬ 

tions have to do with correct behavior in the household. 

What we read in these verses is a kind of “household 

code.” 

■ 9 Verse 971 begins with the duties of the paternal head 

of the household toward his own children. The warning 

first expressed, not to withdraw (“withhold one’s hand”) 

the benefit of those in need.” 

64 One should note that here the renunciation of 

property is not demanded on eschatological 

grounds (as it was of the disciples in the Jesus tradi¬ 

tion). 

65 IQS 1.11-12; 5.2; 6.2-3, 19-20; 7.6-10; Josephus 

Bell. 2.122; Ant. 18.20; Philo Omn. prob. lib. 77. By 

contrast, CD is familiar with private property (at 

least for one part of the community): 14.12-17. For 

the whole subject, see Braun, Qumran, 1.42-43, 

143-49. 

66 For the problems in Acts, cf. Ernst Haenchen, Die 

Apostelgeschichte (7th ed.; KEK 3; Gottingen: 

Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1977) 191-93, 226-28 

(ET: The Acts of the Apostles [Oxford: Blackwell, 

1971] 192, 230-35); Hans Conzelmann, Die 

Apostelgeschichte (2d ed.; HNT 7; Gottingen: 

Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1972) 37, 44-45 (ET: 

Acts of the Apostles [Hermeneia; Philadelphia: 

Fortress Press, 1987] 23-24, 36); Schneider, 

Apostelgeschichte, 1.283-88, 362-68. 

67 From these passages one gets the impression that 

anyone who belonged to the group, i.e., the church, 

acquired a certain measure of social security 

through the solidarity of the group. Cf. the remarks 

of Wengst, Didache, 35. 

68 A similar conclusion, although in a different con¬ 

text, is found in Rom 15:27. 

69 The contrasting of dvrjToq and dildvaroq was com¬ 

mon, of course. Cf. BAGD, s.v. dvpToq. In the most 

general sense: Dio Chrysostom 37.30 (Lamar 

Crosby, 4.28); Josephus Ant. 11.56; regarding the 

immortal soul in contrast to the mortal body: 

Plutarch Moralia 960B (Helmbold, 12.324); Diogn. 

6.8; this is hermetically interpreted in Corp. Herrn. 

1.15 (Nock and Festugiere, 1.11). In Philo Rer. div. 

her. 265, we read of the contrast between the 

human vovq and the divine Ttvedpa. Closest to our 

passage is the (apocalyptic) contrast in 1 Cor 

15:53-54 (dvprov — adavaaia). 

70 Barnabas has as contrast to cupBaprov — to: 

(fidaprd, which may be original. While Didache 

(Barnabas) and Canons agree in contrasting “mor¬ 

tal/immortal” (Life ofShenoute has a contrast 

between “passing things” and “eternal [goods]”), 

Epitome reads ei yap ev tus Bavdroi kolvoivol eare, 

TToaa pdXXov ev rolq dvpTolq (“If you are partners 

in death, how much more should you be sharers in 

things mortal”); Doctrina (apparently) supports this: 

Si enim mortalities socii sumus . . . (“if we are sharers 

in things mortal. . .”). Giet (“Enseignement,” 233) 

suggests that ev tu> davdro) may be original. But 

Schlecht’s conjecture (Doctrina, 110), si enim in 

immortalities (“if in things immortal”), has much in 

its favor, and the expression in Epitome may well be 

an arbitrary alteration. 

71 Verse 9/jBarn. 19.5c. 
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from one’s own children,72 includes more than what it 

expressly says, namely, the acceptance of responsibility 

for them and their ircndeLO. (“upbringing, education”). 

The principal duty of ircudeLa. is formulated in the sub¬ 

sequent demand: from their youth onward, children73 

are to be brought up in the fear of God.74 The admoni¬ 

tion to fear God (or the people who are God’s represen¬ 

tatives) is one of the fixed elements among the 

instructions in the so-called household code in our con¬ 

text.75 What is required of the father in the Didache is 

regarded by Polycarp (Phil. 4.2) as the educational duty 

of the mother,76 and is formulated generally in 1 Clem. 

21.6.77 Motifs from common Hellenistic morality will 

have been as influential here78 as the Old Testament/ 

Jewish commandment of D'nbtf PKT or nBT (“fear of 

God” or “fear of the Lord”) in the sense found in the 

wisdom tradition.79 

■ 10 The next verse80 turns to obligations toward slaves. 

The master is urged not to treat his male and female 

slaves harshly.81 This prohibition is grounded by: ppirore 

ov pr)82 (pofiyj{)r)oovTa.L top 67t’ apcpoTepocq deop.s$ The 

master should consider that his slaves believe and hope 

in the same God as he; also, the master must take into 

account that his slaves (if he treats them badly) will 

become bitter and will lose their reverence for the God 

in whom he and they believe.84 The author of the text is 

probably thinking of household slaves and presumes that 

master and slave belong to the same cult; that is, the 

original reference was probably to Jewish or (more like¬ 

ly) gentile slaves who had become “God-fearers” or pros¬ 

elytes and thenceforth shared the religion of their 

owners. At the Christian level, the thought is already of 

the Christian oli<oq: the slaves worship the Kyrios Jesus 

as their Lord. The owners’ religion, which the slaves 

have also accepted, will become unworthy of belief if the 

master treats the slaves badly. 

The next clause (v. 10c) is difficult to imagine within 

the presumed Jewish source; if we do not want to give it 

a completely forced interpretation, it must presuppose 

some Christian ideas: ov yap epxtTca (sc. 6 fieoq) Kara 

irpoouTTOP KaXeoou, aAA’ ep'ovq to npevpa rjToipaoev. 

This sounds like a Christian addition, and since the pas¬ 

sage is also transmitted in Doctrina and Barnabas,85 we 

must suppose that the recensions of the tractate behind 

Barnabas on the one hand, and Doctrina and Didache on 

the other, had already undergone Christian redaction86 

72 For the meaning of the metaphor tt)p \clpa onto 

TLVoq alpciv, see BAGD, s.v. alp a, and such English 

expressions as “withdraw from someone,” “leave 

someone in the lurch.” 

73 Wengst (Didache, 72) has (StSaijetg) ainovc (with 

Doctrina, Epitome, and Constitutions). This can 

scarcely be right. 

74 Cf. Ps 33:12, bevre, T6Kva, dcKomare pov <poj3op 

Kvplov <5t<5a£co vpaq (“Come listen to me, children; I 

shall teach you fear of the Lord”). 

75 1 Pet 2:17 (top deor (pofielode); 1 Clem. 21.6; 

Polycarp Phil. 4.2; also Eph 5:21; 6:5; Col 3:22. 

76 Kai rd Texva iraLbeveLP Tr)p Trcudelap tov <pof3ov 

tov deov (“To educate children in the fear of the 

Lord”). 

77 Tovq veovq iraLbevoapep tt)p iraLbeLar tov <po(3ov 

tov deov (“Let us teach the young the lesson of fear 

of the Lord”). 

78 Horst R. Balz, “<po(3ea ktXTDNT 9 (1974) 

193-94. 

79 On this, see Joachim Wanke, “<po/3eu ktX.," TDNT 9 

(1974) 202-3. Cf. esp., as well, the Testaments of the 

Twelve Patriarchs (Balz, “<po(3eo) ktX.,” TDNT 9 

[1974] 205-6). 

80 Verse 10/Barn. 19.7c. 

81 Ep ircKpia eiardooeLP tlpl means telling someone 

in an angry manner to do something. See BAGD, 

s.v. lUKpia. Doctrina: in ira tua non imperabis (“you 

shall not give a command in your anger”). 

82 For prjiroTe ov prj, cf. BDF, §370 (4); BDR. §370 (6): 

“So that they may not lose their fear.” 

83 Doctrina has changed the meaning slightly: timeat 

utrumque dominum et te (“Let him fear both the Lord 

and you”). 

84 Here there is a certain kinship between the Didache, 

on the one hand, and the household codes in 

Colossians and Ephesians, on the other. Cf. Col 4:1: 

(ol Kvptoi) elboTeq otl Kai vpelq excre Kvpiov ev 

ovpapq (“for you know that you have a Master in 

heaven”); Eph 6:9 (ol Kvpioi) eiboreq otl Kai avtup 

Kai vpup 6 Kvpibq cotlp Ip ovpavolq Kai irpoou- 

noXipppia ovk cotlp Trap’ avTU (“for you know that 

both of you have the same Master in heaven, and 

with him there is no partiality”). Of course this is 

not sufficient for us to suppose that there is a liter¬ 

ary relationship. For the parallel in Lactantius Inst. 

Epit. 59(64).3 (CSEL 19.744), see above, 

Introduction, §2b. 

85 Barnabas even reads otl ovk rjXdcp, which insinuates 

Christian ideas still more strongly. In Epitome the 

passage that would correspond to Did. 4.10-11 is 

missing. 

86 See above, Introduction, §6b. 

87 In this respect it is striking that in Barnabas and 
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(if only superficially).87 vEpxeToa can, but does not nec¬ 

essarily, refer to the parousia of the Kyrios (cf. the aorist 

tense in Barnabas)] or is the reference in the Didache also 

to the first coming of Jesus? He comes, or came, in fact, 

not Kara npoouTrop KdXeoou; that is (in context), his sav¬ 

ing call, through which people are invited into the 

church,88 is not limited by the social boundaries of this 

world. He calls both free and slave into his service, and 

so to salvation.89 He was sent to call e<p’ o'ix; to Tipevpa 

rjToipaoep. The syntax and meaning of this clause are 

uncertain. One may90 resolve it either as: aAA’ epx^Tat 

67ri rovTovg, ovg to irpevpa pTolpaaep,91 in which case 

it means that the Kyrios comes (without regard for social 

station) to those whom the Pneuma (subject) has pre¬ 

pared for his coming; or one may resolve it as ctAAd 

(epxerai) KoeXeZp Tovrovg, e<p' ovg to ttpevpa 

rjToipaaep,92 in which case deog is to be considered the 

subject and Ttpevpa the object, and the clause intends to 

say that God comes to call those for whom God has pre¬ 

pared the Spirit as the eschatological saving gift.93 In 

both cases predestinarian motifs underlie the text. In the 

first, the elect are prepared for salvation by the Spirit 

(,spiritus est causa salutis), and in the second instance the 

Spirit is given as eschatological gift to the elect (.spiritus 

est donum salutis).94 In any case the emphatically solemn 

rhetoric is intended, in context, to make clear that, com¬ 

pared to the salvation mediated by the Spirit, or com¬ 

pared to the Spirit as saving gift, all social distinctions 

lose their meaning. From this point of view (and on the 

basis of the specifically Christian and eschatological 

motivation) still another admonition to the slave owner 

follows: not to treat one’s slaves with bitterness.95 

■ 11 Verse ll96 is addressed, then,97 to the slaves; it holds 

up to them their duties with respect to their owners. 

The content of the admonition is conventional (in the 

framework of the household code tradition): slaves 

should be subject98 to their99 owners, and this is given a 

religious motivation: in the earthly kyrios the slave 

encounters the type of the heavenly Kyrios, namely, 

God.100 The hendiadys ep aiax^V Kai pofiv (“with 

respect and reverence”) represents another conventional 

motif of the household code tradition.101 

/- 
Didache there is no change of subject: it remains 

Deoq, so that in what follows divinity is implicitly 

predicated of Jesus. In Doctrina, dominus is the 

subject. 

88 KaXelv here refers to the eschatological call, as 

often in the NT and the Apostolic Fathers: Barn. 

5.9; 14.7; 19.7; 1 Clem. 32.4; 57.4; 59.2; 65.2; 2 Clem. 

1.2, 8; 2.4, 7; 5.1; 9.4, 5; 10.1; Hermas Sim. 8.1.1; 

9.14.5. 

89 Kara TrpooaTrov here does not refer to personal 

presence (Acts 25:16; 2 Cor 10:1; Gal 2:11; Barn. 

15.1; Polycarp Phil. 3.2), but is used in the sense of 

“preferential”; cf. BAGD, s.v. (Ov) Kara irpoauirop 

corresponds to “impartial,” in context: without 

regard for social status. 

90 Cf. Knopf, Lehre, 19. 

91 It is thus interpreted, e.g., by Bauer (BAGD, s.v. 

eTOLpa^evp); Harnack, Lehre, 16; Jacquier, Doctrine, 

116; Kleist, Didache, 18; Audet, Didache, 338-39; 

Wengst, Didache, 75. 

92 This is the interpretation of Rordorf and Tuilier, 

Doctrine, 163. Doctrina: sed in quibus spiritum invenit 

(f2 has added humilem above the line, more specifi¬ 

cally above the word invenit). 

93 It could also be naXeiv Tovrovq, ovg -npoupLoev (“to 

call those whom he predestined”); cf. Rom 8:29-30. 

94 Rordorf and Tuilier (Doctrine, 163 n. 5) impute a 

Qumran influence, and refer to IQS 4.26 and 

71 Benj. 8.2. 

95 The doublet of the reasoning (priiroTe ov pi] <pojip- 

d’qaovTai . . . and ov yap epycrac . . .) also speaks 

for the supposition that in v. 10c we have an accre¬ 

tion, from the tradition-historical standpoint, 

namely, a later Christian interpolation; it is, how¬ 

ever, predidachistic, as the parallels show. 

96 Verse 11/Barn. 19.7b. 

97 Paired and reciprocal parenesis is part of the style 

of the household codes. 

98 Cf. Col 3:22-25; Eph 6:5-8; 1 Pet 2:18-25; 1 Tim 

6:1-2; Titus 2:9-10; Ignatius Poly. 4.3. 

99 H reads: rolq kvp'lolc -qpusv [sic], Bryennios 

{Aibaxv, 22) emended: vpav, which is generally 

accepted. 

100 For this idea (although without the use of the term 

rv-Kog), cf. Col 3:22-23; Eph 6:5. 

101 See on v. 9 above. 
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4 g. Epilogue of the "Way of Life" (4.12-14) 

12 You shall hate all wickedness and all that is not 
pleasing to the Lord. 

13 You shall not abandon the commandments of 
the Lord but shall keep what you have 
received, without adding or subtracting any¬ 
thing. 

14 In the assembly you shall confess your faults, 
and you shall not approach with a bad con¬ 
science to make your prayer. This is the way 
to life. 

Analysis 

In principle the listing of the commandments of the 

“way of life” ends with v. 11. What follows in vv. 12-14 

looks back over the completed list: v. 12 summarizes the 

evToXai (commandments) in the most general way; v. 13 

warns against neglecting or changing the command¬ 

ments as handed down; v. 14 orders confession before 

the assembled community as a purification before 

prayer (in common). All these injunctions have the char¬ 

acter of an epilogue. Finally, v. 14c brings the subscription 

which concludes the expositio viae vitae.1 
Comment 

■ 12 The warning against any kind of hypocrisy2 can, in 

the overall context of the concluding parenesis, only 

mean that one should guard against every kind of sin;3 

the commandments listed in what has preceded must be 

carried out. Thus the subsequent warning (rearranged 

in Barnabas)4 is to be understood in the same sense: 

(inarioetq) nap o prj apeorop m avplui (“hate all that is 

not pleasing to the Lord”).5 This summarizes and 

emphasizes the consistent keeping of the command¬ 

ments.6 

■ 13 The verse7 continues: ov pp eyKaraXlnriq eproXaq 

Kvpiov. The evroXai Kvpiov are the commandments and 

admonitions quoted in what has gone before.8 'EPToXaq 

eyKaraXeineLP means to neglect the (given) command¬ 

ments. Contrasted to this is q>vXaooeiP be a napeAafieq, 

to keep the commandments that have been received.9 

But it is also part of (pvXaooetP to preserve the com¬ 

mandments received from changes and falsifications, 

hence ppre 7tpooTcdslq ppre atpaipup, a rule with an 

extensive history that appears in a wide variety of mean¬ 

ings.10 In this passage Deut 4:2 is probably the model: ov 

npooftpoeTe irpoq to prjpa, o eyu epreAXopat vplp, Kai 

ovk a<peXelre an avrov- <pvAdooeode rag eproXaq 

Kvpiov tov deov vpup, ooa eybt ePTeXXopat vplv 

oppepop (“You must neither add anything to what I com¬ 

mand you nor take away anything from it, but keep the 

1 Epit. 11 has the material corresponding to Did. 

4.12-14 in a different arrangement. 

2 The parallel in Barn. 19.2-3 is in a different con¬ 

text. 

3 The word is used analogously to LXX vnoKpwriq = 

cpn; cf. Audet, Didache, 344; Rordorf and Tuilier, 

Doctrine, 164-65 n. 2; for the LXX usage, see U. 

Wilckens, “vnoKpiuopaL,” TDNT 8 (1972) 563-64; 

and this commentary at Did. 2.6. Wilckens postu¬ 

lates (p. 569) for Did. 4.12: “But the sense of ‘dis¬ 

sembling, hypocrisy,’ is also found,” which is 

inconsistent. I am not able to recognize any relation¬ 

ship to Qumran (so Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 

164-65 n. 2). But the reference (ibid.) to 2 Enoch 

61.1 is correct (in both recensions; Gottlieb N. 

Bonwetsch, Die Bucher der Geheimnisse Henochs [TU 

44.2; Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1922] 51 and 100). 

4 See n. 2 above. 

5 Wengst, Didache, 74: rw dew ov noipaeLg (for dew cf. 

Barnabas and Doctrina; for voipaeiq, Doctrina and 

Apostolic Constitutions). 

6 Cf. Deut 6:17-18: <pvAaoou>v ipvAa^rj rag evroXac; 

Kvpiov tov tieoi) oov . . . nai trotpaetg to apecnov 

Kai to KaXov evavTtov Kvpiov tov deov vptip 

(“Surely you shall keep the commandments of the 

Lord your God . . . and you shall do what is pleasing 

and good before the Lord your God”). Cf. Deut 

12:25, 28; 13:19; more distantly Wis 9:10-11. 

7 Barn. 9.2 (end) and lib. Verse 13a has been omit¬ 

ted in Doctrina. 

8 Knopf, Lehre, 19. 

9 For this manner of expression cf., remotely, 1 Tim 

1:12, 14 {-KapadpKT]). 

10 The extensive history of the formula or rule and its 

many meanings were given by Willem C. van Unnik, 

“De la Regie Mpre irpoodeivaL ppre oupeXelv dans 
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4.12-14 

commandments of the Lord your God with which I am 

charging you today”).* 11 For similar formulations cf. Deut 

13:1; Jer 26:2 (33:2 LXX); Prov 30:5-6 LXX; 1 Enoch 

104.10-13; Ep. Arist. 310-11 (SC 89.232, 234); Josephus 

Ant. 1.17; Ap. 1.42; Rev 22:18b, 19, and so on.12 Of 

course it is precisely the pious person who takes the 

commandments seriously, as here demanded, who will 

know when they are imperfectly fulfilled. 

In that case (v. 14)13 such a person should confess his 

or her sins (e^opoXoYqorj ra Tt<xpaTCTu>paT(x aov) pub¬ 

licly, before the assembled community (ev eKKXrjaLq).14 

That very probably means that the commandments that 

have been listed serve as an aid to examination of con¬ 

science for confessio and conversio. Only after completing 

a confession of sins (and the repentance it involves) can 

and may the sinner join in the common15 prayer (v. 

14b)16 without being accused by an “evil” conscience 

(i.e., without ovveibpoLq Trovrjpa).17 

The final statement, which has the character of a sub- 

scriptio, avrr) earlv r) o56q rrjq farjq (v. 14c),18 marks the 

end of the expositio viae vitae.19 

l’histoire du Canon,” VC 3 (1949) 1-36. 

11 “The usage in Barnabas and the Didache goes 

directly back to Deuteronomy” (van Unnik, “Regie,” 

35). 

12 Cf. the rich material and its history in van Unnik, 

“Regie.” The formula is found in Epit. 11, and 

returns twice in the Canons of the Apostles, at Can. 

14.3 (<pvAd£et.g a irapeAa/3eg, ppre ixpoadeig ppre 

ixpcnpdiv [“Guard what you have received, neither 

adding to it nor taking from it”]) and in Can. 30 

(ipvAatjca rag evroAag p.pdev a<pcapovvTag rj Ttpoo- 

TL&evTag ev tu> ovopan tov KvpLov ppav, a t) So£a 

eig rovg alwvag, dppv [“to guard the command¬ 

ments, neither taking away nor adding anything, in 

the name of our Lord, to whom be glory forever. 

Amen.”]). I suspect that the formula was removed 

from its original context by the compiler of the 

source for Canons and Epitome (which was quite logi¬ 

cal as far as the material was concerned) and that it 

was then placed at the end of the book (Epit. 11 and 

Can. 14.3). The compiler of the Canons then repeat¬ 

ed the formula in a different form in chap. 30. 

13 Barn. 19.12b. 

14 Ev eKKAr/oiq is lacking in Barnabas and Epitome (the 

whole first sentence is missing from Doctrina), and 

probably does not come from the source (so also 

Knopf, Lehre, 19) but is an addition by the Didachist 

(Harnack, Lehre, 17). Constitutions also lacks ev 

eK/cArjoxq. The Constitutor apparently no longer 

thinks of a public confession before the assembled 

community. Here, in Did. 4.14, exxArjata is the indi¬ 

vidual community, differently from the traditional 

passages in 9.4 and 10.5. See Knopf, Lehre, 27. The 

suggestions of Peterson (“Probleme,” 150) are fan¬ 

tastic. 

15 I consider it highly improbable that ixpooevxr) refers 

to private prayer (so Drews, “Apostellehre,” 265). Cf. 

Knopf, Lehre, 19: “Ilpooevxv is probably prayer in 

common with the community, scarcely individual 

prayer in one’s chamber, in spite of aov.” See 

Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 69 n. 1 (“without any 

doubt”). 

16 The thought here is of individual confessions coram 

ecclesia (cf. Knopf, Lehre, 19). But Poschmann 

(Paenitentia secunda, 90) interpreted this differently. 

According to him “confession in this general sense 

is to be understood as a common prayer for forgive¬ 

ness of sins, somewhat like the later Confiteor.” In 

14.1 it is the Didachist who speaks. 

17 Cf. Heb 10:22; Hermas Man. 3.4. 

18 Barnabas: rj 68og tov (pwrog. 

19 With this “subscriptio” the text of Epitome concludes. 

See above, Introduction, §6a. 
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5 
3. The Way of Death (5.1-2) 

a. Introduction (5.1a) 

la And the way that leads to death is this. 
Above all, it is evil and full of accursed¬ 
ness .. . 

\ • 

The introductory expression p 8e rov davarov oboq 

eonv avrp (v. la) corresponds exactly to the clause 

introducing the via vitae in 1.2a.1 It functions as a title. 

As the previous section began (in 1.2) with a fundamen¬ 

tal commandment (irponov aya'Kpoeiq top deop), the 

key word irptirov is repeated here: Ttpwrov ttocptup 

■novppa €Otl nai narapaq peorp.2 The statement that 

the way of death is iropppa seems banal; however, the 

phrase “full of accursedness” (narapaq peorp, also 

attested in Barn. 20.1) is important. This appears to be 

an old tradition with which this part of the tractate 

began. The phrase narapaq peorp is found in our litera¬ 

ture only here and in Barn. 20.1.3 Karapa probably 

means the divine “curse” that strikes the violator of the 

law.4 If the way of death is a way beset with curses, one 

may in turn conceive the way of life as a “way full of 

blessing” (oboq evAoyLaq peorp). 

The development of the theme follows. Understand¬ 

ably enough, however, the author of the tractate was not 

able to present anything by way of explication of the way 

of death other than a doublet of the series of prohibi¬ 

tions in 2.2-7—although now in the form of a vice list. 

1 Barn. 20.1a deviates sharply from Did, 5.1: p 8e tov 

peAapoq 686q eortp okoAlol ncei narapac; peorp. 

68oc; yap eorcp daparov aiarLov pera rcpupLag, ev 

p eorip ra aroAAvPTa rpp ^vxpv avrau (“But the 

way of the Black One is crooked and full of cursing, 

for it is the way of death eternal with punishment, 

and in it are the things that destroy their soul”). Is 

this (from the point of view of tradition history) 

more original than the text in the Didache? Doctrina 

reads Mortis autem via est illi contraria (“the way of 

death is, however, contrary to that one”). 

2 npurop irdvToiv Tiovppd eon has no parallel in 

Barnabas and may be only a mechanical approxima¬ 

tion of Did. 1.2. Doctrina has primum nequam et male- 

dictis plena. . . . 

But cf. Ps 9:28: ov dpag to OTopa avTov yepet nai 

TTiKplac; nai 8oAov (“whose mouth is filled with bit¬ 

terness and deceit”), and Ps 13:3: up to oropa dpdq 

nai mKpLag yepei (“whose mouth is filled with 

cursing and bitterness,” quoted in Rom 3:14). 

Cf., remotely, Heb 6:7-8 and the Karapaq TOKva in 

2 Pet 2:14 (although there the reference is to false 

teachers). 
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5.1b-2 

5 b. Catalog of Vices (5.1 b-2) 

1b [Characteristic of it are] acts of murder, adul¬ 
tery, passion, fornication, theft, idolatry, 
magic, mixing poisons, robbery, false wit¬ 
ness, hypocrisy, duplicity, guile, pride, malice, 
willful stubbornness, avarice, obscene 
speech, jealousy, insolence, arrogance, boast¬ 
fulness, lack of fear <of God>. 

2 [Characteristic of it are also] people who perse¬ 
cute the good, who hate truth, who love 
falsehood, who do not know the merit of 
righteousness, who do not adhere to what is 
good or to just judgment, who watch not for 
the good, but for evil, who are far from mild¬ 
ness and patience, who love what is futile, 
who are out for recompense, who do not 
show mercy to a poor person, who are not 
distressed by [the plight of] the oppressed, 
who do not know him who made them, [who 
are] child murderers, who destroy what God 
has formed, who turn away from the needy 
person, who oppress the person who is dis¬ 
tressed, [who are] defenders of the rich [and] 
unjust judges of the poor—[people who are] 
sinners in everything that they do. 

Analysis 

This catalog consists of two parts. In the first part 

(v. lb), twenty-three vices are listed;1 in the second part 

(v. 2), we fjjid nineteen groups of evildoers.2 The begin¬ 

ning of the catalog (roughly the first half of the first 

part) has a different sequence in Doctrina. This is one of 

the passages in which Doctrina deviates rather sharply 

from H. The expressions vTTOKpiaetq, 8tTrXoKap8La, and 

8oXog, sequential in H, have nothing corresponding to 

them in Doctrina (and the same is true, in turn, of the 

affectiones in Doctrina, for which there is no correspon¬ 

dence in H). Beginning with v-Kepr)<p(xvi(x, Doctrina again 

corresponds to the Didache, although u\poq seems to 

appear twice in Doctrina, as superbia and as altitudo. 

The vice list in Barn. 20.1 deviates still more sharply 

from Did. 5.1.3 Only from Did. 5.2 onward are Didache 

and Barnabas again parallel, although with deviations. 

On the whole, the catalog in the Didache text seems 

more orderly than that in Doctrina, or certainly in 

Barnabas,4 One may ask which has the older or oldest 

version.5 The remaining differences between Didache 

and Doctrina are attributable either to the didachistic 

1 For d(popLa (i9eov)? at the end of v. 1, see below. 

2 Wengst (Didache, 74) conjectured ov <po(5ovpevoi rov 

deov at the end of 5.1, and adds that phrase to the 

following sequence. In this way, he obtains twenty- 

two vices (eleven each in plural and singular), and 

(because he counts his conjecture with the list of 

vices) twenty groups of evildoers. Cf. Wengst, 

Didache, 75 n. 48. 

3 This is true of the number of vices (the catalog in 

Barnabas is shorter), the sequence, and also by 

virtue of the fact that the series in Barnabas is sin¬ 

gular from the outset, while Didache and Doctrina 

begin with plural expressions and only later fall into 

the singular. There is no parallel in the Didache for 

TrapdfiaoLq. 

4 Audet, Didache, 349: “5.1 is the ‘way of death’ in the 

instruction to the Gentiles.” Did. 5.2 is supposed (cf. 

what was said above) to stem from another situation 

from the point of view of tradition history, and to 

be a later addition, “an adaptation of the instruc¬ 

tion to the poor on the original plan of the Duae 

viae” (Didache, 349). Did. 5.2 is said to come from 

the same hand to which we owe the introduction to 

the “instruction to the poor” (ibid.). 

We can determine that there is a certain parallelism 

(stronger at the beginning) between Did. 2.2-7 and 

5.1. Is the later ordering from the hand of the 

redactor (who intervened to establish some order, at 

least at the beginning) different from the original 

order of the sources? Or is this order the original? 
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redaction or to a confusion in the tradition behind 

Doctrina. Certainty cannot be obtained.6 

Comment 

■ 1b At the outset we can discern an arrangement of the 

list of vices. As it had at 2.2, Didache first models itself 

on the sequence of the Decalogue, treating violations of 

the fifth, sixth, and seventh commandments. The text 

thus begins, here also, with “acts of murder” {<povoi-, cf. 

ov tpovevoeiq in 2.2),7 and continues with a listing of sins 

against the sixth commandment, “adultery, passion, for¬ 

nication” (/xocyeZotL, eitLdvpiai, itoppeZotc, cf. 2.2, ov 

poixtvoeiq . . . ov iroppevoecq, although nothing corre¬ 

sponds to eiU'dvpLot at that point). Then follow, as in 2.2, 

the sins against the seventh commandment, “thefts” 

(kAo7tgt; in 2.2, ov KXeipetq). At that point the sequence 

oriented to the Decalogue ends. 

Then follow—as before—sins of false religion, begin¬ 

ning with “idolatry” {eibccXoXarpLou,), then “magic” 

{payeZac) and “sorcery” (<,papp.aKiot.i-, there is nothing 

corresponding to eibuXoXotTpiotL in 2.2, but cf. 3.4; cf. 

also in 2.2 ov payevoetq, ov (pappotKevoecq). The follow¬ 

ing “acts of robbery” (apirayaZ) could correspond to the 

phrase ovk eTudvprjoeLq rd tov TcXpolop in 2.3 (?). 

Next follow four vices that have to do with falsity with¬ 

in and without (cf. 2.3-5): “false witness, hypocrisy, 

duplicity, guile” {i/revbopapTvpLca, viroKpLoecq, 

bnrXoKapb'ia, and SoAog). Compare ifcevbopapTvpiai 

with ov if/evbopocprvprioeLq in 2.3. TTroKpioecq here is 

not “sin,” as in 2.6 and 4.12, but “hypocrisies, falsifica¬ 

tions,” or “misrepresentations.”8 Compare bLirXoKapbia9 10 * 

with bcypccpup, biyXuoooq, and btyXomoLcc in 2.4. Note 

that with the word bLirXoKapbia the series moves to the 

singular. AoXoq]° is lacking in 2.3-5, but cf., at least for 

the content, 2.5. 

In the series “pride” {v'Keprppotpior,n cf. v-neppipoLPoq 

in 2.6), “malice” (/ta/da; cf. KaKopdpq in 2.6), and “will¬ 

ful stubbornness” {avddbeia; cf. avddbpq in 3.6), at 

least pride and stubbornness belong together. Then fol¬ 

low (although no connection is evident) “avarice” 

{irXeopeZ'ict; cf. ovk eorj TtXeopeKTpq in 2.6), “obscene 

speech” (aloxpoXoyioc; aloxpoXoyoq in 3.3), and “jeal¬ 

ousy” (frjXoTviria; cf. QjAanpq in 3.2). 

The next three vices, “insolence” (dpaovrrjq; -dpdaoq 

in 3.9), “arrogance” {vi/roq; ov\ v\J/uoei.q aeavrop and 

v\pr)Xd in 3.9), and “boastfulness” {dXa^oPeia.), again 

constitute a group. Only dXa^OPeia has not been men¬ 

tioned before.12 * 

The first part of the catalog may well have ended with 

the summary phrase “lack of fear of God” {d<po(3La 

deov; thus Barn, in Sc H V; cf. deumn non timentes in 

Doctrina) or (more probably) only d(po{3ia (Constitutions, 

Barnabas in S*). The word is lacking here in H and 

should probably be conjectured.14 Geov or deum is a sub¬ 

sequent interpretation, but it correctly represents the 

intended meaning of dipoftia. All vices are summarized 

in a lack of <p6/3oq toward God (cf. 4.9). As <p6f3oq deov is 

the epitome of the right way, so is d(po(3ia {Geov) the 

epitome of the way that leads to death.15 

■ 2 Thus the first series in the catalog comes to an end. 

The second series consists of a listing not of vices but of 

evildoers.16 This catalog also has parallels in Barn. 20.2, 

including the sequence. There are no discernible subdi- 

6 Agreements between the Didache and the vice list in 11 

Mark 7:21-22/Matt 15:19 and in Hernias Man. 

8.3-5 do not indicate literary relationships. Koester 12 

(Synoptische Uberlieferung, 163-70) and Rordorf and 

Tuilier (Doctrine, 167 n. 1) find striking parallels (?) 

to IQS 4.9-10. 13 

7 Barnabas and Doctrina transpose: pocxeia {moecha- 14 

tiones), (popoq (homicidia). 

8 See above, p. 92 n. 48. 

9 For the construction of this word see BDF, §120 (4); 

BDR, §120 (5); it occurs only here and in the paral¬ 

lel in Barnabas. Again, it is a characteristic expres¬ 

sion of the tractate. 

10 Common in vice lists: Corp. Herm. 13.7 (Nock 

and Festugiere, 2.203); Mark 7:22; Rom 1:29; 

1 Clem. 35.5 (boXovq). It is also found frequently 

in the NT and a few times in the Apostolic 

Fathers. 

From here on Didache and Doctrina are again 

parallel in sequence. 

In vice lists: 1 Clem. 35.5; Hermas Man. 6.2.5; 8.5. 

Otherwise: Jas 4:16; 1 John 2:16; frequently in 1 

Clem. 13.1; 14.1; 16.2; 21.5; 35.5; 57.2. 

In f2 deum has been added above the line. 

With Franz Xaver Funk, Doctrina duodecim apostolo- 

rum: Canones Apostolorum ecclesiastici ac reliquiae doc- 

trinae de duabus viis. Expositiones veteres (Tubingen: 

Laupp, 1887) 14; Bihlmeyer, Apostolischen Vater, 4; 

Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 166. Klauser 

{Doctrina, 20) and Audet {Didache, 232) conjecture 

aipo/3La deov. Harnack {Lehre, 18) and Lietzmann 

{Didache, 8) stand by the text transmitted in H. Cf. 

Niederwimmer, “Textprobleme,” 123. Wengst 

{Didache, 74) conjectures ov tpofiovpevoi tov deov. 

Cf. on this his remarks at Didache, 75 n. 50. 

15 Cf. Prov. 15:16: Kpeiooav puipa peplq pera <p6(3ov 
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visions. The initial phrase Siooktcu ayadwp is, once 

again, a characteristic expression of the tractate.17 The 

subsequent contrast is stated in parallelismus membrorum: 

puoovPTeq dArj'&eioip/dyonruPTeq pevboqA8 The phrase 

ov yiVuoKOVTeq pcoBop biKaioavppq19 means: they 

know nothing about the reward for righteous deeds, 

because they do not do any righteous deeds. Entirely 

captive to the Jewish(-Christian) milieu in its phrasing is 

the following ov KoWupepoi ayadui20 ovbe KpLoet 

biKOtiq.21 Barnabas continues: xVPd K(XL bp(pa.pqs ov 

7tpooexovreq (which may be original). :AypwKPovPTeq 

ovk eiq to ayadop,22 aAA’eig to ■novyjpov. they care “not 

for what is good, but for what is evil.”23 The vices listed 

are contrasted to the attitude of the anawim (see above): 

they are typical of the powerful and of tyrants, hence 

the continuation: up paKpav24 itpavT-qq nai i)irop,ovr)2b 

These last two phrases are a hendiadys, describing the 

virtue of the anawim.26 The phrase pctTotLOt dyairwvTeq 

(“who love what is futile”) is inspired, perhaps uncon¬ 

sciously, by Ps 4:3 (dyatraTe paTaiorpTa.)21 AiUKOPTeq 

dpTanobopa (“who are out for recompense”)28 is (again 

perhaps unconsciously?) quoted from Isa 1:23. The repri¬ 

mand is directed at those who are continually seeking to 

be rewarded for their deeds. 

The next two clauses are in parallelismus membrorum'. 

ovk eAeovvreq tttuxop,29 

ov noPovvTeq eiri KCtTotiropovpepu. 

The KOCTonrovovpevoq is the oppressed person.30 IlTuxbq 

and KaTorKovovp.6voq are parallel to one another. In 

addition, the play on words in itopsIp — KOtToritoPOv- 

pevoq should be noted;31 it presupposes a Greek original 

for the tractate.32 The ov ytPuoKOPTeq top itOLpootPTOL 

ai)Tovq are those who forget God. Cf. 6 deoq 6 iroLpoaq 

/ 

Kvpiov/rj Pqoavpol peyaXoc pera a<po[3iaq 

(“Better is a little with the fear of the Lord than 

great treasure and trouble without it”). Cf. also a<po- 

18la with TtXavr], dmoria, etc., in the vice list in Ps. 

Clem. Horn. 1.18.3 (GCS2 1.32). 

16 There is no occasion here for source-critical or tra¬ 

dition-historical hypotheses. The transition is, in 

fact, as unimportant as that from plural to singular 

in 5.1. 

17 AidiKT-qq Hos 6:8 Symmachus; 1 Tim 1:13. It was fre¬ 

quently used later by the Fathers; cf. Lampe, s.v. On 

this topic, cf. 1 Clem. 45.4: ebibx'b'qoav b'lKCuoi, 

aXX' virb dvopav (“the righteous were persecuted, 

but by the lawless”). 

18 For the last, cf. Ps 4:3: tva tL dyaTrdre pcytcylottjtcy 

Kal fyTelTe pevboq (“How long will you love vain 

words and seek after lies?”); and the iptXwv Kal ttol- 

uv pevboq in Rev 22:15. 

19 Objective genitive; Doctrina has (secondarily) merce- 

dem veritatis. Regarding piodov biKaioavvpq, cf. 

ptadbq {rfjq) abiKiaq, Acts 1:18; 2 Pet 2:15. 

20 KoXXapevoi tu dyada, Rom 12:9. Characteristic of 

the same milieu is T. Ash. 3.1: 'Tpelg ovv, reeva pov, 

pi] ylpeode ear ai)Tovq biirpovairoL, dyadorproq 

Kal Kaelaq' dAAa rrj dyador-pri poprj KoXXi]Pr]Te 

(“But you, my children, do not be two-faced like 

them, one good and the other evil; rather, cling 

only to goodness”). 

21 Cf. John 7:24, and the contrary in Polycarp Phil. 

6.1. Of divine judgment: 2 Thess 1:5; Rev 16:7. Of 

Jesus’ eschatological judgment: John 5:30. 

22 XypvKveiv is used metaphorically. For Aypvnrelr 

elq, cf. Eph 6:18; aypvKvelv em, Dan 9:14 LXX; 

virep, Heb 13:17. 

23 Doctrina has preserved the metaphor: pervigilantes 

non in bono sed in malo. Barnabas: aypwKvovvTeq ovk 

eiq <po(3op deov. 

24 Barnabas'. paKpav Kal iroppoi. 

25 Doctrina has superbia proximo instead of viropovi], 

and nothing corresponding to the following parata 

ayarruPTeq. 

26 Cf. Did. 3.7-8. 

27 Cf. also Prov 12:11. 

28 Doctrina: remuneratores. 

29 This is a common expression in Proverbs: eXeau be 

TTTaxovq, 14:21; eXeci ittuxop, 14:31; 6 eXeuv 

tttuxop, 19:17; 22:9; t<S eXem>tl Trruxovq, 28:8. 

30 Cf. Acts 7:24; James Hope Moulton and George 

Milligan, Vocabulary of the Greek Testament (Grand 

Rapids: Eerdmans, 1930) 331; esp. BGU 4.1188.17 

(from the time of Augustus): KaraTrovovpePoq bird 

tuv TeXuvdu. BAGD (s.v.) refers to UPZ 110.87-88: 

, 6W) 
rovq ev tt) icoXet Kal bed WKTofq] Kal ppepaq ev \ 

ralq XetTovpyiaiq KaTamvoupevov «vevov»q. 

31 Walter Bauer reproduces the play on words (Walter 

Bauer, Griechisch-deutsches Worterbuch zu den Schriften 

des Neuen Testaments und derfruhehristliehen Literatur 

[ed. Kurt and Barbara Aland; 6th ed.; Berlin: de 

Gruyter, 1988]); BAGD, s.v., has “toil for [the one 

who is] downtrodden.” 

32 In Barnabas this is followed by evxeptlq ev Kara- 

XcyXlo., which is lacking in Didache and Doctrina. 
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oe in 1.2.33 Compare tpovelq tokpup34 with ovde 

76PP7]§ep anoKTevelq in Did. 2.2. $&opelq TtXdopaToq 

(“who destroy what God has formed”) is rendered cor¬ 

rectly, with interpretation, in Doctrina as avortuantes (sic, 

for abortantes).35 The verbal echo between tpovelq and 

ipfiopeZq again suggests a Greek original for the tractate. 

What follows is again parallelismus membrorum: 

dirooTpetpopePOL top epdeopepop,36 

KaTanopovPTeq top dXifiopepop, 

and materially it is a repetition of the attitude previously 

deplored: ovk eXeovpreq ittuxop ktX. (see above). 

irXovoiup napduXriTOL37 

■K6Pr)TU)P apopoi npiTai 

is also parallelismus membrorum. IlapdcKXrjToq is someone 

who intervenes on behalf of another.38 Its use here is 

ironic: they ought to act as advocates for the poor and 

needy, but no; they turn out instead to be advocates for 

the rich! The whole thing recalls the style of prophetic 

cursing. The superabundance of sins is summarized in 

the word Trap$apdpTr}Toq 39 

33 On this matter, cf. also Wis 15:11: on r)yv6r)oev rov 

irAdoaura avrov (“because they failed to know the 

one who formed them”); and Hos 5:4: rov be Kvpiov 

ovk eTteypuioav (“they do not know the Lord”). 

34 Wis 12:5: reevav re ipovaq apeXeripopaq (“their 

merciless slaughter of children”). 

35 Schlecht, Doctrina, 62. For the betacism, cf. Leo 

Wohleb, Die lateinische Ubersetzung der Didache kri- 

tisch und sprachlich untersucht (SGKA 7.1; 

Paderborn: Schoningh, 1913; repr., New York: 

Johnson, 1967) 8. 

36 Doctrina: avertentes se a bonis operibus (“turning your¬ 

self away from good works”)—perhaps to avoid a 

doublet with non miserantes pauperum . . . etc.? 

37 Doctrina has advocationes iustorum devitantes. There 

is nothing corresponding to the second line. 

38 Cf. BAGD, s.v. 

39 This term is found only here, Barn. 20.2, and 

Apostolic Constitutions. It is thus practically speaking 

a hapax legomenon. The expression is again charac¬ 

teristic of the language of the tractate. It is omitted 

in Doctrina. 
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5.2 

5 c. Final Admonition (5.2 [end]) 

2 (end) Children, from all this [or: from all these men] 
may you [pi.] be preserved. 

The long list of evils and evildoers is followed by this evildoers just named (masculine), or to the vices prev 

summary expression, at the same time a warning and ously listed (neuter). 

wish: pvadeLr]T€, t^kpol, d:7ro tovtup] dirdprup. The final 

sentence is lacking in Barnabas. The address, reKPa,1 2 

again recalls the sapiential character of 3.1-6. It is of no 

consequence whether d7ro tovtwp dirdpTWP refers to the 

1 'Pveatfca onro npog is a genitive of separation: BDF, 

§180.1; BDR, §180.1 and(l). 

2 Doctrina has the singular, Abstine te fili. . . . Audet 

(Didache, 232) conjectures (unnecessarily) 

pvcr&eiriTL, tckvop. Constitutions also has the plural. 
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4. Epilogue (6.1) and Appendix (6.2-3) 

6 
1 See to it that no one leads you astray from this 

way of the teaching, since [the person who 
would do so] teaches apart from God. 

2 If you can bear the entire yoke of the Lord, you 
will be perfect, but if you cannot, do what 
you can. 

3 As for food, bear what you can, but be very 
much on your guard against food offered to 
idols, for [to eat it] is worship of dead gods. 

Comment 

■ 1 The Two Ways tractate concluded appropriately (in 

the recension available to the Didachist) with a brief 

parenetical epilogue, now attested by 5.2 (end) and also 

by 6.1: "Opa, jur)1 rig oe irXavrjorj card Taurrjg rrjg o8ov2 

rrjg 8L8axB^> irapeKrog &eov oe (uSacr/cet. The 

Didachist dropped the rest of the epilogue from the 

source3 and added, instead, an appendix (6.2-3) cover¬ 

ing questions that he found important in the context of 

baptismal instruction.4 

Excursus: An Original Parenetic Epilogue 

The literary situation is therefore as follows: The Two 

Ways tractate, in the recension available to the 

Didachist, concluded with a parenetic epilogue com¬ 

parable to the epilogue that we now find at the end 

of Doctrina.5 It begins, basically, with the final phrase 

in Doctr. 5.2 and continues in Doctr. 6.1 and 6.4-5: 

(5.2 [end]) Abstine te fili ab istis omnibus 

(6.1) et vide ne quis te ab hac doctrina avocet, 

et si minus extra disciplinam doceberis. 

(6.4) Haec in consulendo si cottidie feceris, 

prope eris vivo deo; 

quod si non feceris, 

longe eris a veritate. 

(6.5) Haec omnia tibi in animo pone 

et non deceperis6 de spe tua, 

sed per haec sancta certamina 

pervenies ad coronam. 

(“My child, keep yourself from all these and see to it 

that no one leads you astray from this teaching or 

that you receive teaching without discipline. If you act 

with this in mind every day, you will be near the liv¬ 

ing God. If you don’t do so, you will be far from the 

truth. Put all these things in your mind and you will 

not be deprived of your hope. But through these holy 

contests you will win a crown.”) The beginning is still 

present in the Didache (in what is probably a more 

original version): 

(5.2 end) Pva^eipre, reava, dfo tovtuv drcdvruv. 

(6.1) 'Opa, pq rLq oe itXavr\o"q ccko ravrpq rf/q 

o8ov rfjq 8i8axfjg, 

eirel rrapeKroq deov oe dcdaoKec? 

The Didachist suppressed the rest of the epilogue. I 

call this the epilogus primus’, with it8 the Two Ways 

tractate, in the recension available to Doctrina and 

Didache,9 originally came to an end.10 Its language 

and way of thinking are Jewish or Jewish-Christian.11 

The Didachist could not use this entire epilogue in 

1 'Opa pij ktA. with the aorist subjunctive: BDF, 

§364.3; BDR, §364.3. 

2 TlXavav boro rrjq odov (“stray from the path”) is 

good OT language; cf. Deut 11:28; Wis 5:6. See also 

the similar expressions in Isa 53:6 (7 Clem. 16.6) and 

2 Pet 2:15. 

3 Audet (Didache, 352) differs. According to him the 

original Duae viae tractate probably concluded with 

6.1. 

4 Harnack’s suggestions (Apostellehre, 30) that the 

Jewish source may have contained instructions 

about food regulations and similar matters at this 

point (and similar suggestions by Seeberg [Wege, 

39-40], namely, a passage about food regulations) 

are revealed by the text of Doctrina to be without 

foundation. 

5 In my opinion this epilogue goes back to recension 

C1, which was available to Didache and Doctrina. I 

infer a different eschatological epilogue for recen¬ 

sion B (from which come Barn. 21.2-4 and Can. 

14). 

6 Deceperis in f; deciperis in f1; decipieris conjectured by 

Lietzmann, Didache, 9. 

7 Cf. also Fides patr. 3: opa dvdpame, pr\ rLq oe 

diroorpoei (cf. the v.l. in PG 28.1639C) etc rrjq 

irLoreoiq ravrpq, eirei irapeKroq deov elr\q (“See 

then, man, that no one remove you from this faith, 

since then you would be separated from God”). 

8 More precisely: with the text, which we can no 

longer reconstruct in detail, that stands as the source 

behind Did. 5.2 (end) + 6.1, and Doctr. 5.2 (end) + 

6.1, 4-5. 

9 The same must be true, however, of the source that 

was the ultimate basis for Fides pat-rum. 

10 In saying this I have obviously decided already that 

the source had no apocalyptic conclusion com- 
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6.1-3 

the context of his book12 and therefore restricted his 

quotation of it to 5.2 (end) as the conclusion of the 

exposition of the “Way of Death.” From the rest of 

the epilogue he selected only the motif of warning 

(opa pp rLq ktX. in 6.1), and omitted the rest. In 

place of the text that followed, the Didachist inserted 

in 6.2-3 an appendix to the two-ways section of his 

book (therefore 6.2-3 is redactional).13 At the same 

time, Doctrina has its own history (independent of the 

Didache). What we now read as its conclusion: 

(6.6) Per dominum Iesum Christum regnantem 

et dominantem 

cum deo patre et spiritu sancto 

in saecula saeculorum. Amen. 

(“Through the Lord Jesus Christ, who reigns and 

rules with God the Father and the Holy Spirit forever 

and ever. Amen.”) represents a later addition (epilogus 

secundus), which must certainly have been added to 

the text of Doctrina in the course of its history within 

the Latin tradition.14 

■ 2 The redactor would therefore have concluded the 

quotation from his source at Did. 6.1. What he now 

added in 6.2-3 has the character of interpretation and 

expansion. The very first section, in 6.2, is the crux inter- 

pretum: el ptev yap bvvaoat (3aoTaoat oXov tov fyyov 

tov Kvpiou, TeXetoq eorp el b'ov bvvaoat, o bvvrj, tovto 

irolec. It is'true that the expressions themselves are 

immediately intelligible: Zvyov fiaoTa^eiV is to be taken 

metaphorically, and here has the special meaning “to 

bear, endure, and keep a divine command; to be in a 

position to execute it” (hence bvvaoftat jScmrdom).15 

There is a parallel (although only a formal one) in Acts 

15:10, where the text reads: emdelvat £vyov eirl tov 

TpaxpXov Ttbv p,abhr]Ttiv ov ome ol Tcarepeq 77/zcoj' ovre 

VP-elq loxvoapev (3aoTaoat (“by placing on the neck of 

the disciples a yoke that neither our ancestors nor we 

have been able to bear”). Here £vyoq is the divine com¬ 

mand or instruction, as we occasionally find in Jewish 

usage. Thus, for example, Wisdom calls people to accept 

her yoke (Sir 51:26; Matt 11:29-30); the rabbis speak of 

the “yoke of the Torah,” or the “yoke of the command¬ 

ments,” and so on, as well as of a “yoke” in the absolute 

sense, by which they mean the yoke of God. A character¬ 

istic expression is “to take up the yoke of the kingdom of 

heaven.”16 But (as Biichsel has pointed out),17 £vyov 

(SaoTa^eLV does not correspond to the rabbinic ‘nu Tap 

□'ocn itd5o (which would be £vyov bex^O’dat). Zvyov 

(3aoTa£eLV does not mean “take the yoke upon oneself,” 

but “bear or endure the yoke.”18 Thus it is clear that in 

this passage it is a question of whether the individual 

Christian is in a position to bear the divine ordinances 

in their entirety (oXov tov fyyov). If so, such a one will 

be TeXetoq, that is, one who fulfills the divine com¬ 

mands to the full;19 if not, it is conceded that the person 

should concentrate on the part of the commandments 

that he or she is able to fulfill (o bvvrj, tovto Trolet). 

parable to Didache 16. On this, see below at 16.1-8. 

11 For the certamina in Doctr. 6.5, cf. IQS 4.17-18; for 

corona, IQS 4.7 and Braun, Qumran, 2.186-87. The 

echoes are very remote, and one would omit them 

altogether if there were not a tradition-historical 

connection between IQS 3.13-4.26 and the Two 

Ways tractate. 

12 The Didachist did not end the book at this point. It 

was his intention to add some additional parts con¬ 

cerning the order of worship and the rules of the 

community. Nevertheless, he probably took some 

inspiration from the conclusion of his source in 

adding an eschatological prospect to his text in 

chap. 16 (q.v.). But the material in chap. 16 does 

not come from the tractate. 

13 So also Drews, “Apostellehre,” 267; Knopf, Lehre, 

20; 6.2-3 could scarcely be the work of an interpola¬ 

tor, as Audet thinks (Didache, 107-8, 352-53). 

14 For this formula, cf. Schlecht, Doctrina, 66; Giet, 

L’Enigme, 98 n. 16. 

15 For dvvaodat paoraocu, cf. Epictetus Dissertationes 

3.15.9 (Schenkl, 279): avdponre, OKepou irpuTov rl 

eon to irpaypa, elra Kal tt)v oauroO ipvotv (“Man, 

consider first what the business is, and then your 

own natural ability, what you can bear”). Cf. also 

ooov bvvaoat in Barn. 19.8; more remotely, ov 

dvvaofte ^aoTa^etv apn. in John 16:12. 

16 On this whole subject, see Str-B 1.608-10; Karl 

Georg Kuhn, “C'C3~ trcbo in Rabbinic Literature,” 

TDNT 1 (1964) 572-74; Friedrich Biichsel, “/3aa- 

rdfaj,” TDNT 1 (1964) 596 n. 5; Karl Rengstorf, 

“fryoq in the N.T.,” TDNT 2 (1964) 898-901. 

17 Biichsel, “jSaardCa,” TDNT 1 (1964) 596 n. 5. 

18 Cf. tov pjyov tov Xoyov (sc. Xpiarov) jSaordfeu' 

in Justin Dial. 53.1 (Goodspeed, 152). The para¬ 

doxical formulation 6 £uyoq tov x&pLToq (“the yoke 

of grace,” 1 Clem. 16.17) intends to say that this 

yoke does not lay a burden on someone, but on the 

contrary it is grace. Identical in subject (although 

the word is given a more negative qualification) is 

Barn. 2.6: 6 KCtLvdq vopoq tov Kvplov ppwv Ipooi) 

XpcoTOv, avev pjyov avdyKpq lev (“The new law of 

our Lord Jesus Christ, being without the yoke of 

necessity”). 

19 TeXeioq eorj (“you will be perfect”) of course 

reminds us of Kai ear/ TeXetoq in Did. 1.4 (q.v.). In 

121 



With these reflections we have already sketched the 

general framework that defines this section. It remains 

unclear, for the moment, what exactly is meant by the 

expression oAog 6 fyyoq (“the entire yoke”) and what its 

content may be.20 Various answers have been given by 

scholars over the years. It has been proposed that oAog 6 

£Vyoq refers especially to the rigoristic requirements of 

an encratitic morality, including sexual asceticism in 

particular.21 In that case, the TeXetoq would be the 

ascetic who renounces marriage, although this is not 

demanded of everyone. Average Christians are simply 

asked to do what they can; that is, they need not 

renounce marriage (like the TeXetoq) if they are not able 

to do it.22 In favor of this interpretation of the passage is 

that in the early period certain rigorists (heretics, to be 

sure) sometimes combined baptism and the renuncia¬ 

tion of marriage.23 In addition, one could call on the 

context in support of this interpretation of the passage: 

in 6.2-3 the Didachist would be discussing two special 

ethical questions, namely, in 6.2 whether baptism 

implies renunciation of marriage (which he would deny), 

and in 6.3 the question of asceticism with regard to 

food. 

Alfred Stuiber24 has presented a different idea.25 

According to him, 6.2-3 concerns a “Jewish supplement 

to the Jewish teaching about the two waysA26 The Sitz im 

Leben would be the diaspora synagogue and its propa¬ 

ganda. “Because the Law was given only to Israel, it is 

only the people of Israel who are obligated to observe it. 

For the God-fearing Gentiles the moral law is sufficient. 

But it is still highly welcome when these Gentiles also 

observe the ritual laws insofar as that is possible, 

because that can prepare for complete conversion.”27 

Stuiber must then suppose that Doctrina never had this 

addition, or that it was eliminated by the Christian 

redactor of Doctrina', to explain the fact that the Jewish 

supplement (6.2-3) was allowed to remain in the Chris¬ 

tian Didache he must then suggest “carelessness on the 

part of the Christian compiler,”28 although this seems 

rather a last-ditch solution. 

The correct interpretation is probably to be found by 

following the suggestion of Rordorf and Tuilier,29 

according to whom oXoq 6 fryoq tov Kvptou now30 

means the law of Christ, as the Didachist had revealed at 

the beginning in the sectio Christiana sive evangelica. The 

phrase TeXet oq earj, in any case, reveals the pen of the 

both cases it is the didachistic redactor who is 

speaking. This will be discussed more fully below. 

20 Constitutions no longer understood this section, or 

did not accept its thesis, and thus omitted it. 

21 Harnack, Lehre, 19-21; idem, “Prolegomena,” 43: 

probably the primary thought is of total sexual 

abstinence. Knopf, Lehre, 21: “The ideal is to live a 

life of total celibacy: anyone who can do that is a 

TeXetoq.” 

22 Knopf {Lehre, 21) gives precision to this idea: “With 

o bwi) we are to think of temporary and restricted 

asceticism, renunciation of marital intercourse dur¬ 

ing particular times (cf. 1 Cor 7:5).” 

23 Niederwimmer, Askese, 176-86. 

24 Stuiber, “GanzeJoch,” 323-29. Schaff {Church 

Manual, 182) had already decreed that what is 

intended is “the ceremonial law.” 

25 Stuiber’s arguments against the first interpretation 

(“GanzeJoch,” 325-26), however, are very question¬ 

able. He then suggests (pp. 326-27) a ‘Jewish■ 
Christian” interpretation according to which what is 

at stake is the yoke of the Torah (and, in fact, the 

particular issue of circumcision); but he then rejects 

this interpretation as well (p. 327). The “Jewish- 

Christian” interpretation (to use Stuiber’s terminol¬ 

ogy) has recently reappeared in the work of Wengst 

{Didache, 95-96 n. 52). He considers it possible that 

the statement was originally Jewish in its intent, but 

it now stands in a Jewish-Christian document and 

must therefore be interpreted differently. “The 

expression refers to the Old Testament law, even 

under Christian auspices, and the verse then 

regards it as not necessary, but still desirable that 

gentile Christians should also observe this law” (p. 

96). Audet {Didache, 353-54) had already said some¬ 

thing similar (of the interpolator), and Wengst 

refers to this. 

26 Stuiber, “GanzeJoch,” 327. 

27 Stuiber, “GanzeJoch,” 328. 

28 Stuiber, “GanzeJoch,” 328. 

29 Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 32-33. 

30 Rordorf and Tuilier consider Stuiber’s derivation 

possible. “Still, it remains equally necessary to be 

precise about the sense in which this instruction is 

repeated in the Didache” {Doctrine, 32; cf. also n. 4). 

That Did. 6.2 refers back to 1.3-6 was something 

already suggested by Seeberg, Wege, 39. He also pro¬ 

posed that here a Christian had given a new mean¬ 

ing to an existing Jewish text (pp. 39-40). 

31 Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 32-33. 

32 Rordorf and Tuilier {Doctrine, 33) refer to Ps.- 

Cyprian De centes. 14 (Reitzenstein, p. 79,11. 

132-35), where this passage may be quoted. See 

above, Introduction, §2b. I would like to set aside 

the question whether that sermon means the same 

thing as this Didache passage. Rordorf and Tuilier 
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6.1-3 

Didachist (cf. 1.4).31 Thus the Didachist now (after con¬ 

cluding the Two Ways teaching) recalls once again, and 

in a special way, the commandments of the Lord he 

quoted in 1.3b—2.1. They are for him the “yoke of the 

Lord” (for which he takes up a traditional Jewish way of 

speaking), and so the “new law of Christ,” even when 

the term is not spoken. He has no illusions about the 

radical nature of the Lord’s commandments; those who 

are not able to fulfill these commandments completely 

should at least do what they can.32 If this interpretation 

is correct, it seems consistent to me to attribute 6.2 (as 

well as the next verse, 6.3) to the body of the didachistic 

redaction. 

■ 3 The Didachist now treats a special problem for cate¬ 

chumens in this context: Trepl de rrjq /3pa>oecoq, concern¬ 

ing commandments about food. Cf. Barn. 10.10: e'xere 

TeXeluq Kai Trepl rrjq (Ipuaeuq (“be perfect also about 

food”) and, although restricted to eidwAo^vra, 1 Cor 

8:4. This refers obviously to the commandments and 

prohibitions regarding food in the Old Testament and 

Jewish tradition.33 The Didachist requires that they be 

kept to the extent that it is possible for each individual— 

6 bvvaoai pdoraaov (the formula echoes what has gone 

/ 

before).34 Thus while the compulsory nature of these 

prescriptions has been relaxed, there is no fundamental 

abrogation of the food laws here. While the author con¬ 

siders the relaxation of food laws (except for eldaAodv- 

tcc) permissible in individual cases (the degree of 

relaxation apparently to be measured by the individual’s 

judgment), he remains strict with regard to elduXodvra: 

the eating of meat offered to idols is absolutely forbid¬ 

den,35 and this is because the eating of sacrificed meat is 

nothing less than worship of the dead gods, the idols.36 

The phrase Aleev 7rpoaex^37 paints a picture of anxious 

avoidance of idol worship. The attitude toward the eat¬ 

ing of the iepodvTov (“sacred meat,” as the Gentiles call 

it) corresponds more or less to that in Acts 15:20 par.38 

and Rev 2:14, 20.39 

Let us now look back at Did. 6.2-3. What is the func¬ 

tion of this section within the work as a whole? If my 

description is correct, 6.2 has an interpretive character. 

The Didachist directs the attention of the reader (or 

hearer) back, beyond the advice in the previous passages, 

to the eschatologically conditioned beginning in which 

logia from the Jesus tradition were quoted (1.3b—2.1). 

Indeed, he makes clear to the reader (or hearer) once 

things] for dead demons, as if they were heavenly 

beings, performing a godless and destructive wor¬ 

ship”). Rabbinic texts may be found in Str-B 

3.53-60, 377-78. 

37 IlpoaexeLV 6nro both here in 6.3 and afterward in 

12.5 is the work of the Didachist. 

38 There is, however, no special reference to the “apos¬ 

tolic decree” (Kleist differs, Didache, 5, as does 

Audet, Didache, 354-57). The other prohibitions are 

lacking. See Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 33-34. 

39 Is the Didachist’s position the same as Paul’s? 

Andreas Lindemann (Paulus im altesten Christentum 

[BHTh 58; Tubingen: Mohr, 1979] 175) writes that 

while nothing is said about care for the conscience 

of one’s neighbor, “the fundamental attitude is the 

same as in Paul: the demons are ‘nothing,’ therefore 

‘dead’; but for that very reason there can be no 

question for Christians of owing them any kind of 

homage” (p. 175). Giet (L’Enigme, 191) differs; 

according to him the Didache is stricter than Paul. 

This question can scarcely be answered at all, 

because Paul and the Didache are on quite different 

levels of tradition. Later examples of prohibition of 

eating meat sacrificed to idols can be found in 

Aristides Apol. 15.5 (Goodspeed, 20); Justin Dial. 

34.8 (Goodspeed, 130); Ps.-Clem. Horn. 8.4.2 (GCS2 

1.118); 8.1 (120); 8.19.1 (129). 

also refer (Doctrina, 33 n. 4) to the Liber graduum. 

(For my part, I would like to see the graded ethics 

of the Liber graduum clearly distinguished from the 

view evident in Did. 6.2.) 

33 According to-Harnack (Lehre, 21) this is not about 

the OT and Jewish food laws, but specifically about 

the eating of flesh. Knopf, Lehre, 21: “Refusal of 

certain things (Acts 15:20, 28), as well as strict fast¬ 

ing on bread and water, but only for a time (Hermas 

Sim. 5).” This is improbable. 

34 From the continuation it is evident that this refers 

to all food laws except for the prohibition of eida- 

Aodvra. On this point the Didachist’s judgment is 

more rigorous. 

35 The question is thus not “sharing in the sacrificial 

meal for idols,” which is forbidden to Christians in 

any case, “but eating the flesh of the sacrificial ani¬ 

mals” (Knopf, Lehre, 21). 

36 The idea that foreign gods are nothing matches the 

judgment of the OT and Jewish tradition, which was 

taken over by the church as a matter of course. Cf. 

1 Cor 8:4; 10:20; 2 Clem. 3.1: otl ppelg oi pavreq 

Toiq venpoiq deolq ov fivopev Kai ov irpooKVVovpev 

avroic; (“For we who are living do not sacrifice to 

dead gods nor do we worship them”); Diogn. 2.4-5; 

Sib. Or. 8.393-94 (Jewish or Christian?) baipotn ttol- 

poovoi veKpoig, aq ovpavLoLOLV./dpeoKeiap ddeov 

Kai oAedpiov CKTeAeovreg (“They will do [these 
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again what high demands the Kyrios had raised, 

demands whose fulfillment is the work of the TeXeioq 

(and him or her alone). The Christian who is not among 

the reXecoL should not be dismayed by the high 

demands stated in 1.3b—2.1, but should fulfill them to 

the degree that is possible for him or her. 

So much for 6.2. In contrast, 6.3 touches a special 

question that was scarcely mentioned in the tractate but 

is now added because it was apparently important to the 

communities for whom the Didachist wrote. This is the 

question of the attitude one should take toward the Old 

Testament and Jewish food laws, or to the eating of meat 

sacrificed to pagan idols. The Didachist’s answer is again 

nuanced: The eating of meat sacrificed to idols is abso¬ 

lutely forbidden; as for the other food laws, individuals 

may observe them to the extent possible for each one. 

Of these two additions, 6.2 is of special importance. 

Taken together with 1.3b—2.1 it allows us to see how the 

didachistic redactor has more strongly Christianized the 

text of the Jewish source (which had received only a 

superficial Christian veneer before this). Only by means 

of 1.3b—2.1 was the traditional moral teaching given an 

eschatological qualification, and 6.2 serves as an inter¬ 

pretation that emphasizes the importance of the sectio 

for understanding the whole. To put it another way: the 

tractate on the Two Ways that is here quoted is meant, in 

the intention of the Didachist, to be read in the light of 

1.3b—2.1 and 6.2. 
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Beginning with Did. 7.1 we enter a completely different 

realm. The Didachist had planned to follow his quota¬ 

tion of the Two Ways teaching with a section on the rites 

commonly used in his communities. The moral cate¬ 

chism is thus succeeded by an “agenda.” In it the Dida¬ 

chist apparently makes use of liturgical traditions and 

probably had a fixed, written set of instructions as his 

source. To the old tradition (i.e., the source) he adds 

passages from his own pen. 

The old “agenda” the Didachist copied contained two 

ritual actions, baptism (fidirTLOpa) and Eucharist (ev- 

X&pLOTLa); cf. 1 Corinthians 10-11. (We cannot say 

whether the communities of the Didache were acquaint¬ 

ed with other ritual actions.) The exposition in the text 

first regulates the ritual for baptism, with citation of the 

iepoq Xoyoq or “sacred formula” (Did. 7.1b). In connec¬ 

tion with the directions for baptizing, we encounter the 

key word “fasting” (i.e., the text speaks of baptismal fast¬ 

ing before the action of baptism in 7.4). This word occa¬ 

sions a short excursus on the question of fasting and, in 

that connection, on prayer (8.1-3). Thereafter the dis¬ 

cussion returns to a depiction of the cultic actions, and 

then turns to the Eucharist (9.1—10.7). In this section, 

first the benedictions spoken at the beginning of the 

II. The Liturgy 7.1-10.7 
meal are cited (9.1-4), then follows (9.5) a rubric con¬ 

cerning admission to the meal celebration (which I 

believe to be an addition by the Didachist). Next, 10.1-6 

relates the prayers of thanksgiving to be spoken post 

coenam (after the meal). In my opinion 10.7 is another 

rubrical observation from the pen of the Didachist. 

Therefore the whole is constructed as follows: 

1. On baptism (7.1-4) 

la. Addition (or excursus): On fasting and prayer 

(8.1-3) 

a. How to fast (8.1) 

b. How to pray (8.2-3) 

2. On the Eucharist (9.1—10.7) 

a. Prayers for the full meal, benedictions over wine 

and bread (9.1-4; rubric in 9.5) 

b. Prayers of thanksgiving and preface, benedic¬ 

tions after the full meal (10.1-6; rubric in 10.7). 

1. On Baptism (7.1-4) 

7 
1 As for baptism, baptize in this way: 

Having said all this beforehand, baptize in the 
name of the Father and of the Son and of the 
Holy Spirit, in running water. 

2 If you [sg. through vv. 2-4] do not have running 
water, however, baptize in another kind of 
water; if you cannot [do so] in cold [water], 
then [do so] in warm [water]. 

3 But if you have neither, pour water on the head 
thrice in the name of Father and Son and 
Holy Spirit. 

4 Before the baptism, let the person baptizing 
and the person being baptized —and others 
who are able—fast; tell the one being bap¬ 
tized to fast one or two [days] before. 

Analysis 

Even if the basis of chap. 7 comes from the tradition 

received by the Didachist, this cannot be true of 7.1b 

(Taura irbcvTa TTpoetirovreq, flairTLcraTe). This clause, 

which connects the liturgical tradition after the fact with 

the Two Ways tractate, must be the work of the redactor. 

In my opinion the concession in 7.2-3 is also redac- 

tional, in contrast to the original and more rigorous 

command to baptize “with living water” (ev vbcm ptivn). 

I also consider 7.4a to be old tradition, and 7.4b redac- 

tional. On the whole the section is constructed in such a 

way that the rubric (7.1a) must originally have been fol¬ 

lowed by the baptismal formula with the directions 

about using vbup fav. Verses 2-3 offer redactional 
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interpretations on the phrase vdwp fav. Verse 4 is 

appended to deal with the question of baptismal fasting. 

The closest parallel to this whole section is in Justin 

1 Apol. 61.2-3 (Goodspeed, 70). 

Comment 

■ II consider the rubrical title irepi 5e tov f3ctTTTLopoc- 

roq, ourco (SaTTTLoaTe (“As for baptism, baptize in this 

way,” 7.1a) to be old and believe that it was part of the 

source.1 The Didachist wanted to combine the text of the 

source with the preceding “catechism,” and therefore 

inserted tocvtol navra 'apoearoPTeq, flcarTLOOtTe 

(“Having said all this beforehand, baptize,” 7.1b).2 By 

means of this note from the Didachist the preceding 

tractate acquires its particular social setting.3 Whereas 

the Didachist, by inserting 1.3b—2.1 and 6.2-3, gave a 

more strongly Christian character to the source, he now 

explicitly defines its function, namely, within the 

church’s life and especially its missionary activity. Thus 

the Two Ways tractate takes its place in the context of 

baptismal catechesis, and specifically as instruction 

before baptism.4 We can no longer say with certainty 

whether the Didachist thinks that the text of chaps. 1-6 

should be recited verbatim before baptism (i.e., within 

the context of the ritual action),5 or whether he means 

simply that this text is the basis for the catechetical 

instruction that precedes the rite.6 In any case, the teach¬ 

ing in chaps. 1-6 is incomplete, and we can be sure that 

the candidates for baptism received other additional 

instruction.7 

Verse lc quotes the sacred formula of baptism, 

framed in rubrical expressions: 

(Baptize) 

in the name of the Father 

and of the Son 

and of the Holy Spirit 

(/3a7rrtaare) 

eiq to ovopa 

too irarpoq 

Kai tov viov 

koll tov ayiov 

irpevpaToq 

(ep v8octl faPTi). (in living water). 

Thus the cubic action is fixed in two respects, with 

regard to the baptismal formula, which is to be spoken 

during the baptism, and with regard to the “elements” to 

be used in the ritual action. 

The three-part8 formula is identical with that in Matt 

28:19: 

Matthew: [SenTTifrpTeq9 avrovq eiq to opopa 

Didache: /Senrriaarc eiq to opopa 

1 Analogous is irepi 8e rrjq euxapioriaq, ovra ev- 

XOtpLOTpaare (Did. 9.1). In this I am proceeding on 

the assumption that this was a Christian (even 

though Jewish-Christian) source. 

2 Audet (Didache, 58-62, 358) unnecessarily considers 

this phrase a subsequent gloss. To the contrary: 

Nautin, “Composition,” 206-7; Rordorf, “Two 

Ways,” 154-55; Wengst, Didache, 16 n. 54. Rordorf 

(“Baptism,” 213) calls ravra iravra irpoetirovreq 

redactional, as I do. But for him 7.1 belongs with 

6.3, which he assigns to the liturgical source (p. 

211). Cf. also Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 170 

n. 3. 

3 One may recall at this point that Athanasius also 

(.Epistula Festalis 39, § 11; Preuschen, Analecta, 2.45) 

counted the Didache among the writings that are 

suitable reading for candidates for baptism. 

4 It has occasionally been pointed out in this connec¬ 

tion that the prebaptismal instruction offered by 

the Two Ways tractate reveals no dogmatic themes: 

cf. Harnack, Lehre, 22; Voobus, Liturgical Traditions, 

19-20. But it is wrong to conclude from this that 

there was no dogmatic instruction at all in the 

Didache communities. In Bigg and MacLean, 

Doctrine, 19, one may read the sober judgment: “It is 

going too far to suggest that the only preparatory 

teaching for baptism was that given in chs. i-vi; 

wherever the Three Names were used there must 

have been some definite instruction as to their 

meaning.” According to John Lawson (A Theological 

and Historical Introduction to the Apostolic Fathers 

[New York: Macmillan, 1961] 79) it is possible that 

raDra irdvra does not refer to chaps. 1-6 but to 

oral teaching. This suggestion is quite improbable. 

5 Harnack, Apostellehre, 2; Funk, Patres apostolici, xv; 

Greiff, Pascharituale, 121-26. 

6 Knopf, Lehre, 21. 

7 See n. 4 above. 

8 In Did. 9.5 we find the short formula eiq ovopa 

Kvpiov; cf. Acts 2:38; 8:16; 10:48; 19:5; Hermas Vis. 

3.7.3. Rordorf (“Baptism,” 217) believes, in accor¬ 

dance with the dominant teaching, that the one-part 

formula from Did. 9.5 is the oldest baptismal formu¬ 

la, and that the three-part formula in 7.1, 3 origi¬ 

nated later. Does this dominant teaching really 

describe the historical situation? Also questionable 

are Rordorf’s additional reflections on the history 

of the baptismal formula (“Baptism,” 217-18); cf. 

also nn. 11 and 12 below. 

9 Variant reading /3airTtoavreq (B D). 

10 Schaff, Church Manual, 184. 

11 Koester, Synoptische Uberlieferung, 191: the formula 

does not come from Matthew’s Gospel but “from 

the praxis of the community.” For Koester (follow- 
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7.1-4 

Matthew: tov 7tarpoq Kai tov ulov Kai tov ayiov 
irpevpaTog. 

Didache: tov imrpoq Kai tov viov Kai tov ayiov ttpev- 

fxaToq. 

The agreement of the formulae is not explained by the 

Didache s quoting Matthew’s Gospel10 but—naturally—by 

their common dependence on the liturgy. Matt 28:19 

and Did. 7.1 (and 7.3) represent the oldest attestations of 

the three-part formula.11 Cf. Justin 1 Apol. 61.3 

(Goodspeed, 70): err' ovopaToq yap tov iraTpoq tup 

oAcop Kai beonoTov deov Kai tov ouTrjpog ppup Irioov 

XpioTov Kai irpevpaToq ayiov to ep tu vbart tote 

XovTpov TrocovPTaL (“they then perform the bath in the 

water, in the name of the Father of the universe and of 

our Savior Jesus Christ and of the Holy Spirit”); and 

further at 61.10 and 13 (Goodspeed, 71).12 

The “element” with which baptism is to be performed 

is explicitly called vbup fup (fiairTioaTe . . . ev vbaTi 

%uptl), a Semitism for D’TI D’Q, “living water,” that is, 

flowing, fresh spring water. This direction indicates a 

Jewish-Christian interest. The Levitical rite in Lev 

14:5-9, 50-53 demands, among other things, the use of 

“living water” for purification from leprosy13—that is, 

fresh spring water (as distinct from standing water in a 

cistern). Note also the bath for purification of the 2\ 

(one with a discharge) in Lev 15:13.14 In addition, the 

water for purification in Numbers 19 is to be prepared 

from “living water” (Num 19:17). Compare also, from 

the early Jewish period, the sprinkling with water for 

purification in IQS 3.9, and the ritual bath in flowing 

water in Sib. Or. 4.165: ep itOTapolq Aovoaode oAop 

bcpaq aepaoLOLP (“wash the whole body in perennial 

rivers”). In the mishnaic tradition (see below) “living 

water,” that is, pure, flowing spring water, has the high¬ 

est rank within the classification of kinds of water (m. 

Mik. 1.8). In Did. 7.1 it is, of course, not a question of 

Jewish ritual practices15 but of baptism; nevertheless, in 

the demand that vbup (i.e., the best and most effec¬ 

tive kind of water) be used for baptism we sense the 

influence of Jewish traditionalism.16 We may even sus¬ 

pect that at an earlier stage of Jewish-Christian praxis 

that peeks through here flowing water was required, 

without exception, for the performance of baptism, 

because only this kind of water was supposed to have the 

necessary power of lustration.17 

■ 2-3 This (suggested) view of things was no longer 

adopted by the author of the subsequent text, namely, 

the redactor. On the contrary, if there is a lack of vbup 

fap, that is, fresh spring or river water, it is permissible 

to baptize with other kinds of water (v. 2).18 Various 

kinds of water are mentioned, in descending order of 

acceptability: (vbup) pvypov, which probably means 

water taken or diverted from a spring or river but still 

ing well-known models), however, the analogous for¬ 

mula in Matt 28:19 is apparently secondary. Thus 

for him the Didache passage is the oldest attestation 

(p. 192). Voobus (Liturgical Traditions, 36-39) has 

still a third interpretation, that the trinitarian for- 14 

mula arose only around the middle of the 2d cen¬ 

tury. It was subsequently introduced not only into 15 

Matthew’s Gospel but also into Didache 7. The one- 

part baptismal formula in Did. 9.5 is the original. 

But there is no real reason to suppose that there is a 

gloss in 7.1, 3. Moreover, in my opinion, 9.5 is 16 

redactional. See below. 

12 In Dial. 39.2 (Goodspeed, 135), it appears that 

Justin is alluding to the one-part formula. Rordorf 

(“Baptism,” 217-18) assigns the two formulae to the 

Jewish-Christian (one-part) and gentile Christian 17 

(three-part) missions. But no argument for that can 

be derived from the Didache at any rate. Instead, the 

Didache seems to use the two formulae promiscu- 18 

ously. 

13 The complicated Levitical rite is prescribed in Lev 

14:4-9. Lev 14:50-53 deals with leprosy in houses. 

Cf. Karl Elliger, Leviticus (HAT 4; Tubingen: Mohr 

[Siebeck], 1966) 186-91. For this question and the 

whole section, cf. also Leonhard Goppelt, “vdwp,” 

TDNT 8 (1972) 320, 332. 

LXX B A has only chart. On the whole subject, see 

Elliger, Leviticus, 198. 

Peterson (“Probleme,” 159 n. 48) claims, “It is pos¬ 

sible that in the Didache directions regarding (prob¬ 

ably Jewish-Christian) baths have been mixed with 

directions for baptism.” This is entirely speculative. 

We owe the correct understanding of this passage 

to Klauser, “Taufet,” 177-83; and Voobus, Liturgical 

Traditions, 22-23. Both Klauser (p. 178) and Voobus 

(p. 23) also assume that baptism in aqua viva was 

the practice of Christians from the beginning. 

For Voobus (Liturgical Traditions, 25) the text 

reflects the course of a development that aban¬ 

doned an originally strict praxis. 

According to Audet (Didache, 357-67), vv. 2-4 are 

the work of an interpolator. In my opinion the 

redactor speaks in vv. 2-3. So also, previously, for 

Rordorf (“Baptism,” 213-15) vv. 2-3 are redaction- 
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possessing its original, “cool” temperature.19 If that is 

not available baptism may be performed ev (vdan) 

). This does not mean water that has been 

“warmed” (perhaps out of concern for the sick),20 but 

probably standing water in cisterns or the like, that is, 

water that no longer has its fresh temperature.21 Finally, 

in case neither is available (one might add, in sufficient 

quantity), €kx€OV eig tt)v KetpaApp rpig vdwp ktA. 

(v. 3).22 

The water is to be poured23 three times over the head 

of the one to be baptized,24 apparently in reference to 

the three-part formula that — not accidentally — is 

again25 repeated here. Cf. Tertullian Adversus Praxean 

26.9 (CChrSL 2.1198): Nam nec semel sed ter ad singula 

nomina in personas singulas tinguimur (“We baptize not all 

at once but three times, for each of the names of each of 

the persons [of the Trinity]”).26 

Excursus:Types ofWater 

The whole of Did. 7.2 is apparently concerned with 

the evaluation of types of water in descending order 

from best (ijboip fair) to less and less good (\pvypov, 

fteppov). Cf. the classification of kinds of water in six 

classes (although in ascending order) in the rabbinic 

tradition (m. Mik. 1.1—8);27 the Didache is not, of 

course, concerned with Jewish rites of lustration but 

with the sacrament of baptism. In addition, the classi¬ 

fications do not always agree in detail. The Jewish tra¬ 

dition is still influential, but in principle it has 

already been ruptured. The point in Did. 7.2-3 is that 

one should use the most appropriate water available 

for baptism. Still, the effect of baptism is unques- 

al, as is v. 4b. In this respect the shift to the singular 

is not the decisive argument (the change of number 

is not compelling in itself); what is key to the deci¬ 

sion is the concession made toward a formerly strict 

praxis. In addition, it may be said that the singular 

can scarcely be addressed to the leaders of the com¬ 

munities, because the Didachist appears not yet 

acquainted with the monepiscopate. See below. 

Schollgen (“Church Order,” 48, 66) suspects that 

7.2, 3, 4b was a piece of tradition. 

19 Voobus, Liturgical Traditions, 24. 

20 That was the earlier opinion: Bryennios, Aibaxp, 29 

n. 4; Harnack, Lehre, 23; Funk, Patres aposlolici, 1.18; 

Drews, “Apostellehre,” 268; Knopf, Lehre, 22. 

Peterson (“Probleme,” 160-61) suggested a sectari¬ 

an praxis. To the contrary, and correctly: Voobus, 

Liturgical Traditions, 24. 

21 Voobus, Liturgical Traditions, 24. For the meaning 

of cold water in Jewish baptizing groups, Voobus (p. 

24 and nn. 50 and 51) refers to Bannus in Josephus 

Vita 11: pvxpti be vban rqv r/pepav Kai rrfv vmra 

TtoWaKig Aovopevov itpbg ayveiav (“frequently 

washing himself with cold water day and night for 

the sake of purity”), and the Elkesites in Hippolytus 

Ref. 9.16.1 (GCS 3.254): Kai (3aTTTLpeodaL ev \pvxput 

TeooapaKOVTaKiq eiri ppepag ema (“and baptizing 

in cold water forty times in seven days”). 

22 The baptism spoken of here has nothing to do with 

the baptism of the clinici. 

23 EKxeiv for pouring water is found only here in our 

literature. 

24 For the pouring of the water over the baptizand, cf. 

the sarcophagus of Santa Maria Antiqua in Rome, 

3d century (Frederik van der Meer and Christine 

Mohrmann, Atlas of the Early Christian World 

[London: Nelson, 1966] plate 45); the wall paintings 

in the catacombs of Saints Peter and Marcellinus, 

4th century (plate 396); the lid of a grave from ca. 

400 (plate 397). Cf. also the illustrations in 

Pillinger, “Taufe,” after p. 160. Pillinger (“Taufe,” 

152-60) has attempted to show that the Didache pre¬ 

sumes a “kind of baptisterium” (p. 157). 

25 Minus the article. 

26 Cf. also Hippolytus Apost. Trad. 21 (SC 11.84-96). 

[Ed. On this passage in general see also Nathan 

Mitchell, “Baptism in the Didache,” in Jefford, 

Context, 226-55.] 

27 1.1: “There are six grades among pools of water, 

one more excellent than another. The water in 

ponds. . . .” 1.6: “More excellent is the water of a 

rain-pond before the rain-stream has stopped.” 1.7: 

“More excellent is a pool of water containing forty 

seahs. . . . More excellent is a well whose own water 

is little in quantity and which is increased by a 

greater part of drawn water.” 1.8: “More excellent 

are smitten waters which render clean such time as 

they are flowing water. More excellent than they are 

living waters” (Herbert Danby, The Mishnah 

[Oxford: Clarendon, 1933] 732-33). See Str-B 

1.108-9. Particular kinds of water are suited or not 

suited to particular lustrations (cf. Str-B 1.108-9). 

28 The suggestion of Drews (“Apostellehre,” 268) that 

the author is not so much concerned with the pour- 

ing of the water as with the baptismal formula itself 

is misleading; it anachronistically separates what the 

text takes for granted as belonging together. The 

tendency is quite different. Rigorous demands 

regarding the water for baptism are being liberal¬ 

ized. In my opinion reflections like this speak in 

favor of the supposition that vv. 2-3 are redac- 

tional. The redactor is still influenced by the milieu 

of Jewish-Christian traditions, but is judiciously 

stepping outside them when these traditions appear 
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7.1-4 

tioned even if the water is less suitable and even if 

baptism consists solely of pouring water on the 

head.28 This presumes that baptism normally takes 

place outdoors;29 in addition, the discussion can best 

be located in a region that notoriously suffers from 

water shortages (which makes Egypt most unlikely).30 

We should note in passing that the whole question 

also plays a certain part in the Ps.-Clementine tradi¬ 

tion.31 There is still an influence from Jewish- 

Christian tradition perceptible in Hippolytus Apost. 

Trad. 21 (Sahidic) (SC 11.80): Sit aquafluens infante 

(KoXvpPTqdpa) velfluens de alto. Fiat autem hoc modo, 

nisi sit aliqua necessitas (dvdyKrj). Si autem necessitas 

(avayKri) est permanens et urgens, utere (xprjodca) 

aquam quam invents (“Let there be flowing water in 

the font, but flowing from above. Let it be done in 

this fashion, unless there be some other need. If, 

however, there is some continuing and pressing need, 

use whatever water you find”). The mentality is some¬ 

what the same here as in the Didache.32 

Understandably the gentile Christianity of a later 

period no longer experienced this problem. 

Tertullian De bapt. 4.S (CChrSL 1.280): ideoque nulla 

distinctio est, mari quis an stagno, flumine an fante, lacu 

an alveo diluantur (“Therefore there is no difference 

whether one uses for lustration ocean water or stand¬ 

ing water, a river or a fountain, a lake or a spring”).33 

■ 4 The next verse adds a rule about fasting, which is to 

precede baptism as support and preparation.34 In my 

view v. 4a again comes from the liturgy that served as 

source for the Didachist.35 npovporevelp (“fast before¬ 

hand”) is a rare word,36 found only here in early 

Christian literature.37 Those who are to fast include 

(1) the one who baptizes, (2) the one to be baptized, and 

(3) el Ttveq aXXoi bvvotvTcn (“others if they are able”). 

“The baptizer and baptizand must fast, and others may” 

(Knopf, Lehre, 22). For the fasting of the one to be bap¬ 

tized, cf. Justin 1 Apol. 61.2 (Goodspeed, 70): evxcodai 

re Kal aireiv pporevovreq Ttapa tov $eov twv itpo- 

ripiOipTripevwv aipeatu bibaonovTcu (“They are taught to 

pray and ask from God forgiveness for their previous 

sins, while they fast”). Hippolytus Apost. Trad. 20 

/ 

to him inappropriate; in doing so, he is orienting 

himself to the Great Church. 

29 Thus probably also Justin 1 Apol. 61.3 (Goodspeed, 

70): eireLTa ayovrcu vip r)p<Av evdoc vdap eari 

(“then they are brought by us to where there is 

water”). Pillinger (“Taufe”) differs. 

30 Knopf, Lehre, 22. See above, Introduction § 7b. 

31 The term foi* udap is found in the (reconstructed) 

Kerygmata Petrou: Contestatio 1.2 (GCS2 1.3); cf. Ps.- 

Clem. Plom. 11.26.2 (167) and 26.4 (ibid.), although 

there in the framework of a gnosticizing baptismal 

doctrine. The baptismal water is called fwr vdtop 

“not only because it is flowing river or spring water, 

but because ‘living water’ is what imparts fav [life]” 

(Georg Strecker, Das Judenchristentum in den Pseudo- 

klementinen [2d ed.; TU 70; Berlin: Akademie- 

Verlag, 1981] 202; for the baptismal doctrine of the 

Kerygmata in general, pp. 196-209). Lacking the 

term “living water,” and without the gnosticizing 

point, but still shaped by the Jewish tradition of the 

special lustrative power of flowing spring or river 

water, or seawater, is a series of passages from the 

later strata of the Pseudo-Clementine novel, as 

Strecker pointed out (Judenchristentum, 202 n. 2): 

Horn. 11.35.1 (171: ayayav pe eig rag ev rrj 

daAaaari TtXqalov ovaag Tvqyotg, cog eig aevaov 

epdrcnaev v8up, “leading me to the fountains that 

are near the sea, he baptized me in the ever f lowing 

water”); cf. Rec. 6.15.2 (GCS 2.196); Horn. 11.36.2 

(GCS2 1.172); Horn. 9.19.4 (GCS2 1.139): deraa 

7rorapoi fj irqyq eicei ye Kar daXoLaarj onroAovod- 

pevoi); cf. Rec. 4.32.2 (GCS 2.162). The Pseudo- 

Clementine tradition is, in any case, more traditional¬ 

ist (in relation to the Jewish-Christian tradition) 

than the Didache in restricting baptism to the kinds 

of water listed. 

32 Other examples from the early period are found in 

Klauser, “Taufet,” 179. Klauser believed he could 

show that the Latin term fans for the baptismal font 

echoed the old custom (pp. 180-81). 

33 According to Klauser (“Taufet,” 180 ) this passage 

in Tertullian is polemical in its intention (against 

the demand for aqua viva). 

34 For the motifs associated with Christian baptism 

(nothing needed to be said about these in the text), 

cf. Dolger, Taufritual, 80-86; Knopf, Lehre, 22; 

Voobus, Liturgical Traditions, 20. 

35 Cf. Rordorf, “Baptism,” 215. 

36 LSJ and BAGD, s.v., indicate only Herodotus 2.40 

(Hude) and Hippocrates De nat. mul. 95, irporrjOTev- 

aaaav em 8vo qpepag (“they fast beforehand for 

two days,” Littre, 7.412; cf. De morb. mul. 1.78; 

Littre, 8.178). 

37 Lampe, s.v., notes, besides Didache, Ammonius of 

Alexandria, Fragmenta in Acta apostolorum 13.2 (PG 

85.1541A). Wengst (Didache) has vr]arevadra in this 

passage like Constitutions. 
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(Sahidic) (SC 11.78): Ieiunent {vr\OT€veiv) qui accipient 

baptismum, in parasceve (irapaoKevr)) sabbati (odPfSaTOi>) 

(“Those who are to be baptized fast on the day of prepa¬ 

ration for the Sabbath”). Tertullian De bapt. 20.1 

(CChrSL 1.294): Ingressuros baptismum orationibus crebris, 

ieiuniis et geniculationibus et pervigiliis orare oportet (“It is 

fitting for those who will undergo baptism to pray with 

frequent prayers, fasts, genuflections and vigils”). 

Fasting by the baptizer and others before baptism is 

found (implicitly) in Ps.-Clem. Horn. 13.12.1 (GCS2 1.199); 

cf. (explicitly) Rec. 7.37.1 (GCS 2.214). Justin, however, 

already attests community participation in the fast in the 

continuation of the passage quoted above: rRiaiv ovvev- 

XO/Jieucov nai ovvvr)GTev6vTwv avrolq (“while we pray 

and fast along with them”).38 This practice of joining in 

the fast with others appears to have declined very early.39 

It is striking that even v. 4b speaks only of the fasting of 

the one to be baptized. Here again (as in vv. 2-3) the 

command appears in the singular; in my opinion, v. 4b is 

also part of the redaction.40 At the time of this redac¬ 

tion, only the person to be baptized still fasted. In addi¬ 

tion, the redactor, perhaps in a polemic against other 

usages, fixes the length of the fast: 7Tpo fXidq (sc. 

ppepaq), that is, the one to be baptized fasts for one 

whole day before baptism.41 In summary, in chap. 7 the 

Didachist took over a more rigorous Jewish-Christian 

source, liberalized it by adding to it, and adjusted or 

adapted it to his own situation. 

38 For the whole, see Johannes Behm, “ufjong," TDNT 

4 (1967) 933-35; Johannes Schiimmer, Altchristliche 

Fastenpraxis, 164-78. 

39 Voobus, Liturgical Traditions, 21. Dolger (Taufritual, 

87) connects the order in Did. 7.4 with the one-day 

or two-day Easter fast of the entire community. This 

can scarcely be correct. 

40 Rordorf, “Baptism,” 215. KeAevecq [or neAevaeic;, 

Bryennios’s conjecture, Aidaxv, 29, and elsewhere] 

8e vr)OT6vo(u . . . can scarcely be addressed to the 

leader of the community (cf. the cautious sugges¬ 

tions of Rordorf, ibid.). 

41 For this expression, cf. Hermas Sim. 6.5.3: n 7rpo 

jiidc; enpa^ev (“what he had done one day before”). 

A baptismal fast itpo piag is prescribed in Ps.-Clem. 

Horn. 13.11.4 (GCS2 1.199). On this subject (fasting 

on the day before baptism), cf. also Horn. 13.9.3 

(198); Rec. 7.34.3 (GCS 2.213); Horn. 13.10.7 (198); 

Rec. 7.35.7 (214); Horn. 13.12.1 (199); Rec. 7.37.1 

(214). Still, the Pseudo-Clementines are also familiar 

with prebaptismal fasting over more than one day: 

Horn. 3.73.1 (83), a fast of three months before bap¬ 

tism; Horn. 11.35.1 (171); Rec. 3.67.1-5 (141). The 

differences in length are probably to be explained 

by more or less strict forms of fasting: Schiimmer, 

Altchristliche Fastenpraxis, 167-68. 
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8.1-3 

la. Addition: On Fasting and Prayer 

The key word “fasting” {Did. 7.4) suggested the introduc¬ 

tion of a number of further directions regarding fasting 

in general (thus these regulations no longer concern 

baptismal fasting in particular). Associated with these is 

a section on prayer—in accordance with the traditional 

combination of fasting and prayer.1 This was the origin 

of chap. 8, which has the character of an excursus within 

the section on community rituals. It is clear that 8.1-3 is 

an addition. That need not mean, of course, that this 

section was only introduced after the fact. In my opinion 

it is rather the case that the Didachist is again writing on 

the basis of the tradition available to him. Only the 

clause wq eneAevoev 6 Kvpioq ev tu> euay-yeALui avrov 

(in 8.2) is attributable to the redactor. 

8 a. How to Fast (8.1) 

1 Let your fasts not [take place] with [those of] 
the wicked. They fast on Monday and 
Thursday; you, though, should fast on 
Wednesday and Friday. 

Comment 

■ 1 The introductory phrase at 8e prjareZat vpwv (“your 

fasts”) makes immediately clear that Christians fast regu¬ 

larly (we might say: as a matter of course). These are 

freely chosen days of fasting imposed by individual 

Christians on themselves. (Nothing is said about the 

motives for such fasting.) Thus this section is not intend¬ 

ed to introduce the custom of fasting but simply to fix 

the commonly accepted custom in a certain way and 

with more precision. In particular (as will appear imme¬ 

diately) this specification has to do with the time for fast¬ 

ing. The whole passage presupposes the customary fast¬ 

ing of pious Jews, to which the customs of those 

addressed by this text are primarily and generally orient¬ 

ed. It is, however, the intention of the text to make a dis¬ 

tinction in the choice of times in order to document the 

difference between Christian fasting and that of pious 

Jews. Christian fasting is to be distinguished from that 

of the viroKpLTai.2 Probably here as well as elsewhere,3 

viroKpiTrig is a designation for “deviants,” or “the 

wicked,” those who have turned away from true religion. 

Thus in this passage it is probably a general reference to 

rule for fasting is . . . quite different in Matthew 

and the Didache.” The word vnoKpLTaL does 

refer to Matthew, “at least to the legal saying 

reproduced in Matt 6:16-18, which may, of 

course, have been known to the Didache from 

independent tradition” (p. 203). In my opinion 

there may be a recollection of the Jesus tradition 

behind this verse, but there need not be. 

3 Cf. above, at Did. 2.6 and 4.12. Wilckens, 

“inroKpivopai," TDNT 8 (1972) 569: "vttokplolc; 

is apostasy from God and from orthodoxy.” 

1 Cf. Ezra 8:23; Neh 1:4; 9:1-2; Pss 35:13; 

69:11-13; 109:24-26; Jer 14:12; Dan 9:3; Joel 

1:14; 2:12; Jdt 4:9-12; 1 Macc 3:47-54; 2 Macc 

13:12; Tob 12:8; Matt 6:5-13 and 6:16-18 par.; 

Luke 2:37; 18:10-14; Acts 13:2-3; 14:23. 

2 This obviously recalls Matt 6:16-18: “The author 

of the Didache seems to refer his readers to the 

hypocrites about whom the Gospel of Mt. 

speaks; in speaking of fasting, he has in mind 

the words of Mt. which prescribe not to fast like 

the hypocrites” (Massaux, Influence, 3.155). This 

can scarcely be the case. Koester (Synoptische 

Uberlieferung, 202) writes: “The content of the 
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the pious of Israel; it is improbable that it means the 

Pharisees in particular.4 In the blanket condemnation5 6 

('viroKpLTaL) we find the expression of the contrast 

between two groups. The concern is not with individuals 

but with the overall phenomenon of a group whose 

piety is being rejected. The hypocrisy of the others need 

not be proved; it is already established, for both the 

writer and the addressees. The VTronpLTcd fast devrepa 

(sc. Tjjuepa) ao'/SjSarcot', that is, on Monday, and irepirtri 

(sc. rjptepa), that is, on Thursday. To distinguish them¬ 

selves from those others the Christians should fast on 

different days, namely, rerpada (sc. ppepav), that is, on 

Wednesday, and 7rapaoKevpv f> that is, on the eve of the 

Sabbath, which is Friday.7 The weekdays are designated 

according to the customary Jewish reckoning.8 This pas¬ 

sage provides the oldest attestation of Christian fasting 

on those two days of the week. 

The sharp polemic against the viroKpiTai, and the 

necessity of distinguishing oneself from the fasting cus¬ 

toms of the pious Jews by the choice of other fast days, 

presumes (on the one hand) an ongoing, close contact 

between the communities reflected here and their 

Jewish environment. On the other hand, the text 

requires us to suppose that these communities are in the 

process of separating themselves from the religious com¬ 

munion of Israel, or else they have already done so. 

Excursus: Jewish Fasting Practice 

The text of the Didache alludes to the fasting customs 

of pious and enlightened Jews that established indi¬ 

vidual, private days of fasting in addition to those 

that were obligatory for all. Here it is necessary again 

to differentiate between occasional and regular pri¬ 

vate fasting; the latter (not only, but frequently) took 

place two days a week (cf. Luke 18:12), and Monday 

and Thursday were commonly chosen for this.9 The 

most zealous private fasters included the Haberim, 

but they had no generally obligatory rule for fasting 

on Mondays and Thursdays. On this whole subject, 

see Str-B 2.241-44; 4.77-114; Johannes Behm, 

“vrjoTLq,” TDNT 4(1967) 929-31. 

The rules for Jewish-Christian liturgical praxis 

copied by the Didachist probably refer also to freely 

chosen private fasting, not to obligatory fasting by 

the entire community.10 The choice of fast days11 is 

based on a deliberate deviation from the Jewish fast 

days.12 We cannot say for certain why the choice fell 

4 Thus Bryennios, Aibax'Q, 30 n. 1; Schaff, Church 

Manual, 187. The key text in Matt 6:16, otolv be 

wqoTevriTe, pr) yiveode uq oL viroKpcral OKudpw- 

7rot ktA., has no reference to a class or group 

(although in Matthew it is not the time, as in the 

Didache, but the type of fasting that is criticized; 

see n. 2 above). In the Didache, vironpiTcti can 

mean the Jews in general, the Pharisees in par¬ 

ticular, or (still more generally) the pious of 

Israel. I consider this last the most probable 

interpretation. Interesting also is Rordorf, 

“Didache,” 23 n. 30: “probably . . . Christians 

who are tempted to imitate Jewish practices.” 

This possibility was already considered by 

Schiimmer, Altchristliche Fastenpraxis, 84. 

5 Wilckens, "vTtOKpLvopaL,” 569. Wilckens also 

points to the usage in the Pastorals (1 Tim 4:2); 

Hermas Sim. 8.6.5; 9.18.3; 19.2-3; and in his n. 

57 to the contrary passage in Gen. Rab. 48.6, on 

Gen 18:1: “Whenever channufa occurs in 

Scripture, it refers to heresy” (Midrash Rabbah I, 

Genesis I, trans. Freedman, 407). 

6 For the accusatives rerpaba and 'napaoKevrjv, 

cf. BDF, §161.3. 

7 This passage may be quoted in Lib. grad. 7.20 

(Kmosko, 183). See above. 

8 Str-B 1.1052; Eduard Lohse, “ad/3/3a7w ktA.,” 

TDNT 7 (1971) 6-7. Cf. Const. 5.14: bevrepq 

oafificiTidv . . . ttj TpiTp rob aafifiarov . . . TT) be 

rerpabi ... (14.1).. . /cat rr) ■nepicTr) . . . (14.6) . 

. . TrapaoKevrjq ovapq (14.10). . . . 

9 Cf. Schiimmer, Altchristliche Fastenpraxis, 84-99; 

on the Pharisees’ fasting: Epiphanius Pan. 16.1.5 

(GCS 1.211). For the choice of days: Str-B 2.243 

n. 2. 

10 This was different at a later time; cf. as early as 

Didasc. (Syriac) 21 (CSCO 407.208; 408.192). We 

cannot discuss here Tertullian De ieiun. (CChrSL 

2.1257ff.) and the questions associated with it 

(e.g., the intensification of fasting among the 

Montanists). 

11 For this whole question, cf. also Cremer, 

Fastenansage, 10-21. 

12 It is important that also in the Didasc. (Syriac) 21 

the fast days are deliberately distinguished from 

the corresponding usage in Jewish communities: 

“However, [fast] not according to the custom of 

the former people, but according to the new 

covenant which I have set up to [sic] you” (CSCO 

408.191). I do not believe that the Didascalia 

here depends on the Didache. (See above.) 

13 Hans Lietzmann considered this interpretation 

accurate (A History of the Early Church [4 vols. in 

2; trans. Bertram Lee Woolf; 3d ed.; London: 
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8.1-3 

on Wednesday and Friday. Later these two days were 

associated with events in the Lord’s passion, with 

Friday (understandably enough) being connected 

with the day of the Lord’s death, and Wednesday (for 

example) with the day of his arrest (thus Didasc. 

[Syriac] 21 [CSCO 407.208; 408.191-92]).13 But noth¬ 

ing of this nature can be suggested for the Didache.u 

The association with the days of the passion was alto¬ 

gether a subsequent invention. Knopf attempted to 

show15 that Tuesday or Wednesday and Friday were 

the only possible alternatives to the Jewish fast days, 

but why, in that case, the choice fell on Wednesday is 

something we cannot say.16 

Lutterworth, 1953] 1.69). Schummer 

(Altchristliche Fastenpraxis, 97-98) thought of the 

events of the passion in general. 

14 Audet, Didache, 368-69; Josef Blunder, “Qumran- 

Kalender und Passionschronologie,” ZNW 49 

(1958) 243-44. 

15 Knopf, Lehre, 23. 

16 Blinzler (ZNW 49 [1958] 245) inquired whether 

the choice of Wednesday was influenced by the 

calendar of the Qumran Essenes. Annie Jaubert 

(“Jesus et le calendrier de Qumran,” NTS 7 

[1960/61] 27-28) favors the influence of the old 

priestly calendar for the question of the choice 

of Wednesday and Friday. All this is highly 

improbable. 

/ 
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b. How to Pray (8.2-3) 8 
2 And do not pray as the wicked [do]; pray 

instead this way, as the Lord directed in his 
gospel: 

Our Father who are in heaven. 
May your name be acclaimed as holy. 
May your kingdom come. 
May your will come to pass on earth as it does 

in heaven. 
Give us today our daily bread. 
And cancel for us our debt. 
As we cancel [debts] for those who are indebt¬ 

ed to us. 
And do not bring us into temptation. 
But preserve us from evil [or, from the evil 

one]. 
For power and glory are yours forever. 

3 Pray this way thrice daily. 

Analysis 

The directions for fasting are followed by others on 

prayer (Did. 8.2-3). Just as Christians should be distin¬ 

guished from pious Jews by fasting on different days, so 

also their prayer customs should differ. Christians 

should (regularly, as we will learn) use a different prayer 

from that of the “hypocrites” (irnoKpiTai). It seems rea¬ 

sonable to think that this allusion to the prayer of the 

viroKpLTod refers concretely to the Shemoneh Esreh, the 

Tefillah as such.1 It is by no means necessary (although 

of course it is possible) to suppose the individual Jewish 

Christians within the region of this liturgy’s tradition 

still regularly prayed the Tefillah.2 In any case this is for¬ 

bidden by the liturgical and catechetical instructions 

here. The Lord’s prayer is to take the place of the Jewish 

Tefillah. But the instruction in Did. 8.2 has nothing to do 

with the introduction of the cursing of the minim3 4 in the 

twelfth benediction of the TefillahJ 

Comment 

■ 2 The Didachist may have (clumsily) inserted the pas¬ 

sage dig eneXeucrev 6 Kvpeoc, (= Jesus)5 ev m evayyeXico 

avrov (“as the Lord directed in his gospel”) into the 

1 For the Tefillah see Str-B 1.406-7; 2.696-702 (times 

of prayer); 4.208-10; Ismar Elbogen, Der judische 

Gottesdienst in seiner geschichtlichen Entwicklung 

(1913; repr. Hildesheim: Olms, 1962) 27-41 (ET: 

Jewish Liturgy: A Comprehensive History [Philadelphia: 

Jewish Publication Society; New York: Jewish 

Theological Seminary of America, 1993] 24-37); 

Karl Georg Kuhn, Achtzehngebet und Vaterunser und 

der Reim (WUNT 1; Tubingen: Mohr, 1950) 10-26. 

2 This is suggested as a possibility by Drews, 

“Apostellehre,” 269; more definitely by Knopf, 

Lehre, 23. 

3 For the Birkat Ha-Minim, see Str-B 4.218-19; 

Elbogen, Judische Gottesdienst, 36-41, 252-53 (ET: 

Jewish Liturgy, 45-46, 200-201), with the otherwise 

widespread but questionable opinion that the 

twelfth benediction was deliberately aimed at 

(Jewish) Christians; see Johann Maier, Judische 

Auseinandersetzung mit dem Christentum in der Antike 

(EdF 177; Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche 

Buchgesellschaft, 1982) 136-41, with bibliography. 

4 It is uncertain whether the Birkat Ha-Minim refers at 

all to Jewish Christians (among others); it is ques¬ 

tionable whether the benediction was meant to 

make public the identity of the heretics (as has 

often been asserted); and it is equally problematic 

whether the benediction played any role at all in the 

separation of church and synagogue. Cf. now the 

skepticism of Maier, Judische Auseinandersetzung, 

137-41; and previously Gunter Stemberger, “Die 

sogenannte ‘Synode von Jabne’ und das friihe 

Christentum,” Kairos 19 (1977) 16-21. See Peter 

Schafer, “Die sogenannte Synode von Jabne: Zur 

Trennung von Juden und Christen im ersten/zwei- 

ten Jhdt. n Chr.,” now collected in his Studien zur 

Geschichte und Theologie des rabbinischen Judentums 

(AGJU 15; Leiden: Brill, 1978) 45-55 (“in any case 

not exclusively against Jewish Christians or [later] 

Christians,” p. 51); in the same place he denies that 

the benediction served to separate church and syna¬ 

gogue. 

Likewise, title 4.1 (bis) (?); 6.2; 9.5 (bis); 10.5; 11.2 

(bis); 11.4, 8; 12.1; 14.1; 15.1, 4; 16.1, 7, 8. To the 

contrary: 4.12, 13; 14.3 (bis) (?). 
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8.2-3 

Table 9 

Matt 6:9-13 

Ilarep ppdv 6 ev rolg ovpavoig 

ayLaodr)T(i) to ovopa oov, 

eXdera 17 (laoiXeia oov, 

yevr)df)TU> to deXr)pa oov 

dg ev ovpavd Kai eni yrjg- 

tov apTov r)pdv tov emovoLov 

dog r/pZv orjpepov 

Kai d(peg ppiv toi d<peiXr)p.aTa r)pdv, 

dg Kai ripeZg aipriKapev Tolg 

dtpecXeTacg ripdv 

Kai pr) eioeveyK-rjg ppag 

eig netpaopov, 

dXXa pvoal rjpag an6 tov novr/pov. 

Did. 8.2 

Ildrep r)pdv 6 ev rd ovpavd 

dyiaaf)r)TU) to ovopa oov, 

eXdem rj (3aocXeia oov, 

yevrjdptu* to $eXr)pd oov 

dg ev ovpavd Kai eni yrjg' 

tov aprov ripdv tov emovocov 

dog rjpiv or/pepov, 

Kai a peg ppiv rpv 6ipeiXr\v ppdv, 

dg Kai ripelg ouplepev Tolg 

dipeiXeraLg ripdv, 

Kai pr) eloeveyKTjg r)pag 

eig neipaopov, 

aAAa pvoai ppag and tov novrjpov• 

otl oov eoTiv r) dvvapig Kai i) dotja 

eig Tovg aidvag. 

Luke 11:2-4 

IIocTep, 

dyiaadriToi to ovopa oov, 

eXden) 17 (iaoiXeia oov, 

tov aprov ripdv tov emovouov 

SiSov pplv to /cat?’ rjpepav 

Kai d(peg r)plv rag dpapriag ripdv, 

Kai yap avroi dipiopev navri 

otpeiXovn r)piv 

Kai pri eioeveyKijg ripag 

eig neipaopov. 

*H has (mistakenly) yevvridrjTU, which has been emended since Bryennios. 

source. The prayer to be spoken thus appears as a direct 

order from the Kyrios, a mandate that the Lord com¬ 

manded “in his gospel.” By evayyeXiov, the Didachist 

means either the living voice of the gospel or a written 

gospel.6 It is difficult to decide. In any case the gospel of 

the Kyrios is seen by this author as an obligatory instruc¬ 

tion. The word eaeXevoev is characteristic. The Lord 

establishes an order and a commandment in the gospel 

that regulates what Christians are to do.7 This is true in 

general (and will appear again and again; cf. Did. 11.3 

and 15.3-4). In the concrete case the instruction of the 

Lord is particularly concerned with the prayer to be 

used by Christians.8 For the Didachist the Kyrios in his 

gospel had, among other things, given specific direc¬ 

tions regarding prayer. 

The prayer that follows, the Lord’s Prayer, would have 

been found already in the liturgy that served the 

Didachist as source, but it is utterly impossible to decide 

whether the Didachist modified the given wording (per¬ 

haps according to the liturgical tradition familiar to him, 

or according to the wording of a gospel text before him). 

It is clear only that the text of the prayer as we now have 

it agrees strongly with the one handed on by Matthew, 

Knopf, Lehre, 23: Evangelium is “naturally not one 

particular, individual gospel, but, according to com¬ 

mon usage, the proclamation of and about the 

Lord.” The author must already have Matthew 6 in 

mind for the entire passage, however, and he 

alludes to it in writing eKeXevoev 6 Kvptog (“the 

Lord directed”); Lake (“Didache,” 28) claims, “the 

writer seems clearly familiar with a definite state¬ 

ment of Christ’s teaching, though hardly a written 

one, cf. avrov after ev rd evayyeXLa.” EKeXevoev is 

also said to indicate oral tradition (p. 30); Massaux 

{Influence, 3.145, and passim) thinks it alludes to the 

Gospel of Matthew; Koester {Synoptische Uberliefe- 

rung 10) thinks that “evangelium” in Did. 8.2 means 

the viva vox, “although an interpretation in terms of 

a written gospel is not entirely impossible” (p. 203). 

Cf. p. 209: “In retrospect we may say that. . . the 

word evayyeXiov in Did. 8.2 does, in fact, appear to 

refer to oral preaching.” Cf. also p. 240. For the 

whole subject, see n. 10 below, and Introduction, 

§7a(2). 

7 For the gospel as regula vitae christianae see above, 

Introduction, § 7a(2). 

8 Ovtq) probably does not fix the wording (any more 

than does ovrosg in Matt 6:9); instead, it character¬ 

izes the prayer that follows as a paradigm; so G. J. 
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with some characteristic deviations from the latter.9 It is 

hard to suppose that the Didache quotes directly from 

the text of Matthew’s Gospel.10 The agreements would 

rest on a common liturgical tradition. 

Excursus:TheText of the Lord's Prayer 

We will trace the differences between the Didache and 

the Matthean text.11 The singular ev tw ovpava (“in 

heaven”) in place of the plural in Matthew is essen¬ 

tially meaningless.12 In the “fifth petition” we find 

TTjjc dtpeiXpv (“debt”) against Matthew’s tol opeiXp- 

para (“debts”).13 The Didache’s dipiepev (“we for¬ 

give”) is interesting. Cf.: 

1. Matt 6:12 aippuapev S* B Z f1 pc vgst syP f; 

Gregory of NyssaP1- 

2. Matt 6:12 dipLopev D (L) W A 0 565 pc syc? co? 

(thus also Luke 11:4) 

S. Matt 6:12 dipiepev K1 f13 311 syc? co? Cl. 

In this scheme (2) and (3) are only dialectal variants. 

Is the present tense original, and is tli£ Didache ver¬ 

sion older than the Matthean at this point?14 Or does 

the aorist d<pr)Kapev reflect an Aramaic perfect—and 

if so, in what sense?15 

It is important that the Didache contains a formu¬ 

lated doxology at the end of the prayer. Clearly, the 

form of the Our Father handed on by Q did not yet 

have such a doxology; it is lacking in the Lukan text 

and also in the original text of Matthew. Adolf 

Schlatter and Joachim Jeremias have instructed us, 

however,16 that the Our Father was one of the prayers 

“with the ‘seal,’ i.e., with a freely formulated conclu¬ 

sion.” This means that, from the beginning, the one 

who prayed such prayers formulated a conclusion to 

the last petition ex tempore. It is in the nature of 

things that over time “a fixed form of the doxology”17 

Bahr, “The Use of the Lord’s Prayer in the 

Primitive Church," JBL 84 (1965) 154. Nevertheless, 

the agreements between Matthew and the Didache 

show that the paradigm of the Lord’s Prayer was 

already more or less fixed in this sphere of tradi¬ 

tion. 

9 Cf. Ernst Lohmeyer, Das Vaterunser (5th ed.; 

Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1962) 7 (ET: 

The Lord’s Prayer [New York: Harper & Row, 1965] 

15-16). Cf. also the synopsis in table 9. Schollgen, 

“Church Order,” 66: Did. 8.2 is tradition. 

10 Thus Funk, Patres apostolici, 1.19; Hemmer, Doctrine, 

xcv; Schaff, Church Manual, 188; Massaux, Influence, 

3.154-55. To the contrary: Koester, Synoptische Uber- 

lieferung, 203-9; Audet, Didache, 171-73; Lohmeyer, 

Vaterunser, 7 (ET: Lord’s Prayer, 16); Giet, L’Enigme, 

200; Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 86. Against 

Koester, most recently J. B. Bauer, “Aspekte des 

Kanonproblems,” Meqor Hajjim: Festschrift fur Georg 

Molin zum 75 Geburtstag (Graz: Akademische Druck- 

und Verlagsanstalt, 1983) 30-31. The arguments 

presented by Koester, says Bauer, are not conclusive. 

The Didache's aipiepev was also found in the Koine 

text of Matthew’s Gospel and in the version in the 

Apostolic Constitutions-, the latter also has ei> rolq 

ovpavoiq and b<peiXr)paT<x (the last again, in my 

opinion, not persuasive, because it is reasonable to 

suppose that the Constitutor used his text of 

Matthew to make corrections). Bauer asserts: 

“However the problem now stands, whether the 

Didachist knew the Gospel of Matthew or not, that 

he records the Matthean form can also be under¬ 

stood in this way: He knew not only this longer ver¬ 

sion but also the shorter text of the Our Father as it 

is found in Luke, and he wished, so to speak, to 

inculcate the longer version as canonical” (p. 31; 

with reference to J. B. Bligh). This can scarcely be 

the case. Wengst (Didache, 26-27) has now also 

asserted that this passage is a citation from 

Matthew’s Gospel. The liturgy or a written source 

are not genuine alternatives (p. 26), and the devia¬ 

tions from the traditional text of Matthew “do not 

weigh heavily” (p. 27). 

11 These differences are noted in table 9 by the use of 

underlining in the text of the Didache. 

12 Koester (Synoptische Uberlieferung 206) suggested 

that the singular in the Didache might even be origi¬ 

nal. Gerhard Schneider, “Das Vaterunser des 

Matthaus,” in A Cause de TEvangile: Etudes sur les 

Synoptiques et les Actes offertes au P. Jacques Dupont, 

O.S.B., a Voccasion de son 70e anniversaire (LD 123; 

Paris: Cerf, Publications de Saint-Andre, 1985) 63 n. 

23: the singular is secondary. The Apostolic 

Constitutions has the plural ev tolq ovpavolq (proba¬ 

bly corrected according to the familiar text of 

Matthew). 

13 Koester (Synoptische Uberlieferung, 206) considered 

whether the didachistic or Matthean form is the 

older. Schneider (“Vaterunser,” 63 n. 23) thinks this 

is probably a secondary accommodation. The 

Apostolic Constitutions again accommodated to 

Matthew with rd oipeiX-ppara. 

14 Cf. the suggestions in Koester, Synoptische Uberliefe¬ 

rung, 206-7. Differently Joachim Jeremias, Theology, 

196 n. 2: dipiopev or d<pLepev are softenings (“so 

far as there is no question of Lucan influence”). 

15 Jeremias, Theology, 201: ‘ld(pr)Kapev goes back to the 

Aramaic iebaqnan, which is meant as a perfectum 

coincidentiae and is therefore to be translated: ‘as 

herewith we forgive our debtors.’” 

16 Adolf Schlatter, Der Evangelist Matthaus (6th ed.; 

Stuttgart: Calwer, 1963) 217; Jeremias, Theology, 

203. Cf. also Joachim Jeremias, “Abba,” in idem, 

Abba, 170-71 (ET: The Prayers of Jesus [SBT 2.6; 
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8.2-3 

was adopted. Such a fixed form for the doxology 

appears for the first time here in the Didache; it later 

emerges (although expanded; see below) in the 

“majority text” of Matt 6:13 (end) (L W 0 0233 f13 2Jt 

f q boP').18 We do not know when and where these 

doxologies emerged. The passage in 1 Chr 29:11-12 

that is often adduced as the model for them is too far 

removed in its wording. Rabbinic traditions also offer 

only analogies. Cf. the doxology: “praised be the 

name of his glorious kingdom forever and ever.” This 

is how the priest and people respond to the great 

confession of sins in the temple cult (Str-B 1.423). 

The same benediction was spoken after the begin¬ 

ning of the Shema (Str-B, ibid.); compare also the 

Alenu prayer, whose conclusion is introduced by “for 

thine is the kingdom” (Str-B, ibid.). The object of the 

benediction is always the kingdom, as is the begin¬ 

ning of the doxology to the Matthean Our Father as 

later attested by the “majority text.” Here we should 

note that it is precisely this kingdom benediction, 

with which the later doxology of the Lord’s Prayer in 

Matt 6:13 in the majority text begins, that is lacking 

in the Didache. The Didache doxology is accordingly 

not in three parts (kingdom, power, glory), but only 

two (power and glory). In addition we note that the 

mention of the kingdom is also lacking in the Sahidic 

version of the doxology to the Lord’s Prayer (Matt 

6:13 [end]), and the same is true of one manuscript 

of the Fayyumic. Thus the two-part textual form of 

the doxology in the Didache agrees with the Coptic 

witnesses just listed (with the sole exception of the 

“Amen,” which is lacking in the Didache):19 

Sahidic:20 Didache: 

se tiuk ts tsom on oov eanv T) dvpafug 

mm neooy nai r) So£a 

uix meNS221 eig rovg aiavag. 

2XMHN. 

This should be compared with the text of a fragment 

in the Fayyumic(?) dialect: xe tiok ts ts^m hn rie^y 

oixeiiG2 2XHHH.22 Characteristic of all these examples 

is the absence of the first member, r\ (daouAeLa KaL 

(“the kingdom and”).23 The agreement of the Didache 

with this form of the text is remarkable. Nevertheless, 

it would be difficult to draw conclusions from this 

regarding the origins of the Didache,24 

London: SCM, 1967] 106-7). The quotation is from 

Theology, 203. 

17 Jeremias, Theology, 203. 

18 For the variants in 2148 pc g1 k syc p sa, see the 

information in Nestle-Aland. In particular, for the 

absence of the kingdom benediction in sa (and fay), 

and in the forms in k and syc, see immediately 

below. 

19 It is true that the kingdom benediction is also lack¬ 

ing in k, but the text of k shows only a one-part 

form overall. See n. 23 below. 

20 Text from George Horner, The Coptic Version of the 

New Testament in the Southern Dialect Otherwise Called 

Sahidic and Thebaic (7 vols.; Oxford: Clarendon, 

1911-24; repr. Osnabriick: Zeller, 1969) 1.46. 

Identical in its text is the version of ms. sa 9 (New 

York, Pierpont Morgan Library, M 569), not yet 

appearing in Horner’s edition. Cf. Franz-Jurgen 

Schmitz and Gerd Mink, eds., Lisle der koptischen 

Handschriften des Neuen Testaments, I: Die sahidischen 

Handschriften der Evangelien, 1. Teil (ANTF 8; Berlin 

and New York: de Gruyter, 1986) 19-24. The text of 

this passage was very kindly provided for me by 

Franz-Jurgen Schmitz of the Institut fur neutesta- 

mentliche Textforschung. 

21 Some mss. read rtaaiX2Te instead of neooy; f1 (cf. 

Horner, Coptic Version, 47) reads SN62 FieNe2 

instead of NieNS2 (cf. also the text of 2148 pc k). 

22 Text from J. David, “Fragments de l’Evangile selon 

Saint Matthieu en dialecte moyen-egyptien,” RB, n.s. 

7 (1910) 80-92. The text consists of three fragments 

of Matthew’s Gospel, the first of which (originally 

edited by M. Maspero) contains Matt 5:46—6:18 

with lacunae. David locates the fragments “in the 

central Egyptian dialect that has customarily been 

called Fayyumic” (p. 80). The text in question is on 

p. 84 of the article. The Middle Egyptian version of 

Codex Scheide (ed. Hans-Martin Schenke [TU 127; 

Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1981] 64) has no doxology 

with the Lord’s Prayer. The Bohairic version is split. 

Parts of it evidence the (three-part) doxology, and 

others have the text of the Lord’s Prayer without a 

doxology. Cf. George Horner, The Coptic Version of 

the New Testament in the Northern Dialect Otherwise 

Called Memphitic and Bohairic (3 vols.; Oxford: 

Clarendon, 1898-1905; repr. Osnabriick: Zeller, 

1969) 1.38-39. 

23 In Codex Bobbiensis (k), not only is the correspond¬ 

ing term to rj /SomAeio: kccl lacking, but also that 

for Kai r) <56£a. The text contains only a one-part 

doxology. At the same time (with 2148 pc sa™5), the 

additional to)p aiapoip is presupposed: quoniam est 

tibi virtus in saecula saeculorum (Itala 1.31). In the 

Cureton Syriac the corresponding term for r) Svpa- 

HLq kcx'l is absent. See the other variants in Nestle- 

Aland. 

24 Harnack (Lehre, 26; and “Prolegomena,” 168-70) 

originally saw this agreement with the Sahidic tradi¬ 

tion as an indication of the Didache’s origins in 

Upper Egypt. Should we consider the possibility of 

a subsequent adaptation of the Didache text to the 

Sahidic version, so that we would have to conjecture 

the original Didache text? Still, the three-part text is 

also attested in the Apostololic Constitutions. But the 
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More important than the (purely accidental?) 

agreement of our Didache doxology with the Coptic 

textual witnesses just mentioned is another matter. 

The specific form of the doxology in Did. 8.2 is found 

again in the doxology of the meal prayers in 10.5, 

and with only slight variation also in 9.4. In general, 

the doxology of the Lord’s Prayer and those of the 

meal celebration in chaps. 9-10 belong together, as 

the following synopsis illustrates: 

(a) otl aov eaTiv r\ bvvapLq Kai p Soija eiq rovq 

aiuvaq (8.2) 
(b) aoi. p bo^a eiq roiiq aiuvaq (9.2) 

(b) aoi p bo^a eiq Tovq aiavaq (9.3) 

(a) otl aov eaTiv p bo^a Kai p bvvapLq bed Ipaov 

XpLorov eiq rovq aiuvaq (9.4) 

(b) aoi 17 bo^a eiq rovq aiuvaq (10.2) 

(b) aoi p <5o|a eiq Tovq aiavaq (10.4) 

(a) otl aov eaTiv p bvvapLq Kai p bo^a eiq rovq 

aiuivaq (10.5). 

The constancy of the formula forces us to view the 

doxology of the Lord’s Prayer that appears in the 

Didache alongside those of the meal celebration. The 

one-part short formula (b) is contrasted with the long 

formula (a), which has two parts.25 In each of these 

formulae the mention of the (iaaiXeia is lacking. In 

conclusion, the Didache tradition is acquainted with a 

doxology existing in a short and a long form, both of 

which have found their way into the meal prayers and 

the Lord’s Prayer. We cannot exclude the possibility 

that their original Sitz im Leben was in the meal 

prayers and that they were transferred from there to 

the Lord’s Prayer. 

The presentation of the Lord’s Prayer is followed in 

v. 3 by a rubrical note: the readers or hearers are called 

upon to speak this prayer three times a day.56 This corre¬ 

sponds to the Jewish custom of having a fixed time for 

prayer “three times each day” (Dan 6:9, 11, 12 LXX: 

rpiq rrjq ppepaq).27 The provision in the Didache (or 

that of the liturgist) maintains the Jewish Tplq rrjq 

ppepaq but requires the replacement of the Jewish 

prayer with something different: namely, the Lord’s 

Prayer just cited. In this way also the Christians show 

themselves different from the invoKpLTaL. This passage in 

Did. 8.3 is of immense importance for the history of 

Christian worship. It may be noted that the hours for the 

threefold daily prayer are not yet fixed.28 

In summary, the whole section Did. 8.1-3 reveals a 

Jewish-Christian community in the process of setting 

itself apart in polemical fashion from its surrounding 

Jewish environment. This distinction is brought into 

action in this passage by means of the rejection of specif¬ 

ic ritual customs of Judaism and their replacement by rit¬ 

ual customs proper to Christians. 

Apostololic Constitutions would have been accommo¬ 

dated here to the text of Matthew, which was famil¬ 

iar to its author, and the two-part form of the 

doxology (to be discussed immediately below), 

which has its parallels in the doxologies of the meal 

prayers, speaks against a conjecture in the Didache 

text. See below. 

25 For the one-part formula cf. Rom 11:36b; for the 

two-part formula see the similar expressions in 1 Pet 

4:11; Rev 1:6. 

26 Of course, this refers to private prayer: Harnack, 

Lehre, 27; Klauser, Doctrina, 22; Mattioli, Didache, 

95ff.; denied by Clerici, Einsammlung, 95; and 

Wrege, Bergpredigt, 103: “public, liturgical praxis of 

the communities.” Our passage may be quoted in 

Lib. grad. 7.20 (Kmosko, 186). 

27 For the usage in the tannaitic period, see Str-B 

2.697-702. 

28 Funk differs [Patres apostolici, 1.20) and thinks 

already of the hours of “terce, sext, and none.” 

Tertullian De orat. 25 (CChrSL 1.272-73) attests 

prayer at the third, sixth, and ninth hours (with bib¬ 

lical and trinitarian reasoning), but distinguishes 

these hours of prayer from the legitimis orationibus, 

quae sine ulla admonitione debentur ingressu lucis et 

noctis (“the legitimate prayers, which, without any 

command, ought to be offered at first light and at 

dusk,” 25.5 [272-73]). The hours of terce, sext, and 

none are also found in Tertullian De ieiun. 10.3 

(CChrSL 2.1267). Clement of Alexandria Strom. 7.7, 

40.3 (GCS2 3.30) mentions the third, sixth, and 

ninth hours as times for prayer, “but the Gnostic 

prays throughout life” (aAA’ ovv ye 6 yvwaTLKoq 

Ttapa oXov evxerat tov (3Lov). See Origen De orat. 

12.1 (GCS 2.325); Cyprian De Dominica Oratione 34 

(CSEL 3.1.292). 
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9.1-10.7 

2. On the Eucharist (9.1-10.7) 

General 

With the transition to 9.1 we approach a high point in 

the Didache. The next chapters, 9 and 10, offer an archa¬ 

ic liturgical formulary without peer in the early period 

of Christian literature. In Didache 9-10 we have the old¬ 

est formula for the Christian eucharistic liturgy. These 

chapters have engaged researchers most intensively from 

the very beginning. As we might well expect, they also 

present us with a long series of difficult problems of 

interpretation. 

1. Didache 9.1—10.7 is a long, circumscribed section1 

consisting of prayers (before the meal: 9.2b, 3b, 4; after 

the full meal: 10.2-5), liturgical acclamations (10.6), and 

rubrical instructions (9.1, 2a, 3a, 5; 10.1, 7). There is no 

general depiction of the celebration, only an account of 

specific prayers. The ancient formulary appears to have 

been augmented by glosses from the hand of the redac¬ 

tor (9.5 and 10.7).2 Each gloss is found at the end of a 

section. Thus what we have before us is: 

a. the ancient, even archaic text of the source (liturgy): 

9.1-4 and 10.1-6; 

b. the redactional additions of the Didachist: 9.5 and 

10.7. We will discuss the problems of the myron prayer 

below. / 

It has often been observed that the prayers before and 

after the meal are in some sense parallel.3 These paral¬ 

lels can be illustrated as follows: 
(9.1) Ilepi be Trjg evxopiOTiag, (10.1) Met a be to epirXriodrjpai 

ovrug eiixopiOTijoare- ovrag eoxapiOTijoare 

(9.2) irpaTOP irepi tov TrorripLov 

EvxopiOTovpep OOL, 

iraTep rj/xwt', 

inrep Trjg ayiag apireXov 

Aavib tov iraibog oov, 

rjg eypdpioag pplv 

(10.2) EvxapiOTovpep OOL, 

iraTep ayie, 

inrep tov aylov opoparog 

oov 

ov KaTeoKijpuoag 

ep TccZg Kapbiaig pp^P, 

Kai inrep Trjg ypdoeag 

Kcci moTeug Kai adapa- 

oiag, 

rjg eypuproag pplP 

(9.3) 

(9.4) 

bid IpooH tov iraibog oov bid IpooH tov iraibog oov 

ooi i] 6o|a eig Tovg aiapag. ooi r) <5o|a eig rovg 

aiwpag. 

irepi be tov *apTOv 

EvxapiOTovpei' ooi, 

irarep r)puP, 

inrep Trjg farjg Kai ypdoeag 

rig eypupioag ppip 

bid Ipoov tov iraibog oov 

ooi r} a eig rovg aiwpag. 

uoirep f/e tovto < . . . > 

bieoKopiriopevov 

eiravio tup opeav 

Kai owaxhev eye veto ep, 

ovtcc ovvaxdr)Tu> oov 

r) eKKXrio'ia 

airo Tap irepdrup Trjg yrjg 

(10.3) ovt 

beoiroTa iraPTOKpaTop, 

EKTioag ra irdura epekep 

tov opoparog oov, 

Tpo<pijp T6 Kai ITOTOP 

ebaeag roig avdpairoig 

eig diroXavoiP, 

Ipa ooi evxapiOTTjowoiP, 

hpip be exopioco 

irpevpaTiKrjp Tpoippp Kai 

ttotop Kai far/p aiapiop 

bid CIr}ooi) ) tov iraibog 

oov. 

(10.4) irepi iraprup eiiyapi- 

OTovpep 

ooi, OTi bvpardg el• 

ooi r\ boija eig Tovg 

aiapag. 

(10.5) pprjodrjTi, Kvpre, 

Trjg eKKApoLag oov tov 

pvoaodai avTijp 

airo iraPTog iropripov 

Kai TeXeraoai avTr/p 

ep rrj dyairri oov, 

Kai ovpa^op avTrjp 

airo tup Teooapwp apepoip 
< . . . > 

eig Tr\p orjp (baoiXeiap- 

OTi oov eonp r) bo%a 

Kai r) bvpapig 

bid lr]aov Xpiorov 

eig Tovg aiapag. 

eig Trjp orjp (HaoiXeLap, 

rjp r]To'ipaoag avTrj- 

on oov eoTiP r) bvpapig 

Kai h bo£a 

eig Tovg aiwpag. 

(10.6) eXderui xapig 

Kai irapeXdeTa 

6 Koopog oinog. 
Voappa tu §ea Aavib. 

el Tig dyibg eoTiP, 

epxeodar 

el Tig ovk eoTi, peTa- 

1 According to Pillinger (“Taufe,” 156-57; cf., previ¬ 

ously, Kraft, Didache, 63-64 and 167-68), chaps. 

9-10 belong with what immediately precedes them. 

These two chapters constitute “an integral part of 

the baptismal liturgy” (p. 156). This can scarcely be 

the case. Cf. Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 42. 

2 Audet (Didache, 375), on the contrary, attributes 9.1, 

2a, 3a, 5; 10.1, 7 to the author. For Schollgen 

(“Church Order,” 66) 9.2-4 and 10.2-6 are tradi¬ 

tion. 

Cf. now the German synopsis in Clerici, Einsamm- 

lung, 5-6. 
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voe'iTu- 

papotvaddc appv. 

(9.5) , (10.7) 

*H reads nXdapaToq. For the emendation to aprov, see the com¬ 

mentary on 9.3. 

2. Very early it was noticed4 that, in a whole series of 

passages, the meal prayers in the Didache have Jewish 

prayers as their models.5 (See the details in the commen¬ 

tary below.) We must suppose that the ties of the com¬ 

munity tradition expressed in these prayers to the 

Judaism of their environment were still very strong.6 

This is true, in any case, for the liturgy and the commu¬ 

nities behind it. We may say, with a grain of salt, that the 

table prayers in the Didache rest to a great extent on 

Jewish models, although those had been strongly Chris¬ 

tianized.7 The literary findings reflect the social situa¬ 

tion of the Jewish-Christian group from whose ranks 

these prayers originally issued.8 To what, however, do 

the prayers really refer? 

3. After the introductory liturgical formula nepl be 

rrjq evxocpLOTiaq (“As for the thanksgiving”), the reader 

of a later era expects to find directions for the sacra¬ 

ment of the Eucharist, and that expectation-is height¬ 

ened by the context. Chap. 7 described baptism, and 

chaps. 9-10 are to deal with the Lord’s Supper. But what 

emerges in chaps. 9-10 is surprising in a number of 

ways. The sequence of elements appears to be reversed. 

The liturgical directions begin with the prayer of bless¬ 

ing over the wine (9.2), and only then follows the bless¬ 

ing of the bread (9.3-4).9 Still more striking is that the 

words of institution are absent; it is also questionable 

whether the prayers of blessing contain any reference at 

all to the kerygma of the passion.10 In addition, the 

expression in 10.1 (pera be to epirXpoftpvaL) implies a 

full meal. Under these circumstances the question arises 

whether chaps. 9-10 really deal with the sacrament of 

the Lord’s Supper. This has been one of the crucial 

problems in Didache research from the outset. 

4 Cf., e.g., Klein, “Gebete,” 133-46. 

5 Vokes was unwilling to accept the influence of 

Jewish liturgy (in line with his fiction theory); 

instead, he attempted to have recourse to NT 

expressions as models, and to assert that the 

prayers in the Didache bore only a distant resem¬ 

blance to Jewish prayers. Cf. Vokes, Riddle, 179-82, 

185-86, 193, 203. In fact, there is only one problem 

in this regard: possible relationships to the Gospel 

of John. For this, see below. 

6 Betz (“Eucharist,” 245, 253) assigns the prayers, in 

their original form, to Aramaic-speaking communi¬ 

ties. This is unnecessary. Their home is rather a 

Hellenistic Jewish Christianity. 

7 Betz (“Eucharist,” 256) finds wisdom traditions 

determinative for the prayers. This is questionable. 

It is certainly wrong, however, to conclude from 

this, as he does, that the prayers cannot be “a prod¬ 

uct of Hellenistic thought” (“Eucharist,” 258). 

Rordorf (“Didache,” 7) remarks correctly that the 

prayers constitute “the hinge” between the Jewish 

tradition of prayer and the eucharistic anaphora 

prayers of a later time. 

8 A separate problem is whether Johannine texts or 

motifs have influenced Didache 9-10. On this, see 

above, p. 47 n. 35, and p. 48 n. 40. In modern 

research, Erwin R. Goodenough (“John a Primitive 

Gospel," JBL 64 [1945] 173-75) has tried to find in 

Didache 9-10 (besides dependence on Jewish litur¬ 

gy) reminiscences of the narrative of the miraculous 

multiplication of loaves in John 6 (interpreted 

eucharistically by Goodenough). Moule (“Note,” 

240-43) also advocated the dependence of Did. 9.4 

on John 6. Finally, Lucien Cerfaux (“La multiplica¬ 

tion des pains dans la liturgie de la Didache,” Bib 40 

[1959] 943-58), in agreement with Goodenough 

and Moule, has posited references in the table 

prayers to John 6 and John 11:52. But the situation 

may be as follows: (1) The relationships between the 

table prayers and John 6 and 11:52 are superficial 

and accidental; literary and tradition-historical rela¬ 

tionships are excluded; (2) in some places (see 

above, p. 48 n. 40]) there are distant parallels to 

individual motifs in the Gospel of John, esp. chap. 

17 and 11:52, although contextual differences are 

determinative in each case; the common features 

may be adequately explained by common depen¬ 

dence on a third entity, namely, the language of the 

Christian liturgy. Betz (“Eucharist,” 255-56) consid¬ 

ers the possibility not of literary but of tradition-his¬ 

torical kinship, esp. with John 6, 15, and 17; cf. the 

list on p. 255. 

9 1 Cor 10:16-17 is not a parallel. Klauck, 

Herrenmahl, 262: “the cup-bread sequence does not 

indicate a different liturgical praxis, . . . but rests on 

a reversal by Paul (as in v. 21).” 

10 This is asserted by Sandvik, Kommen des Herrn, 

59-60; “life” in Did. 9.3; 10.2-3 is said to refer to 

the resurrection and “servant” to Jesus’ suffering. 

There would thus, in fact, be an anamnesis of Jesus’ 

passion, “but here the accent is on his resurrection, 

not on his death” (p. 60). 

11 Harnack, Lehre, 28-36; idem, “Prolegomena,” 

58-60. Harnack thought that the Eucharist was cele- 
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9.1-10.7 

4. What kind of meal is this, then? 

a. Among those who considered it to be eucharistic 

are Harnack,11 Volker,12 Greiff,13 Middleton,14 Creed,15 

Richardson,16 Bosio,17 Glover,18 and Kraft.19 There is an 

especially interesting variant in the work of Hans 

Lietzmann.20 In his interpretation this is “an agape intro¬ 

duced by a eucharistic celebration.”21 Did. 9.1-5 

describes the eucharistic celebration, and this was fol¬ 

lowed by an agape, which was a complete meal (between 

chaps. 9 and 10). The agape meal was then in turn fol¬ 

lowed by the prayers of thanksgiving in 10.1-6; the text 

in 10.6 (part of the eucharistic liturgy) is misplaced.22 

This description played a particular role within the 

framework of Lietzmann’s conception of the twofold 

origins of the Eucharist. 

b. Among those who considered this meal an agape 

were F. Kattenbusch,23 Connolly,24 Vokes,25 Dix,26 

Adam,27 and Gero.28 

c. Drews had his own solution to the problem: the 

meal prayers in chaps. 9-10 are said to refer to “a Lord’s 

Supper celebrated in the form of a unified, complete 

community meal,” while chap. 14 describes the official 

Sunday Eucharist of the local community, led by a bish¬ 

op.29 Knopf’s judgment was similar. He wrote of the 

prayers in chaps. 9-10, “What we have here is a celebra¬ 

tion in a smaller group where there is still a genuine 

meal (10.1), whereas [chap.] 14 refers to the celebration 

of the whole community, on Sunday, without a meal: the 

Mass with the consumption of the sacrament alone, as 

in Justin 1 Apol. 67. ”30 

d. The opinion that the prayers in chaps. 9-10 are 

agape prayers followed by the Eucharist in 10.6 has been 

widely adopted.31 The most important arguments for 

this idea are found first in the work of Zahn32 and later 

brated as part of the agape {Lehre, 28), as “a genuine 

meal” (Apostellehre, 3). Cf. also “Prolegomena,” 60: 

“This complete obscuring of the death of Christ 

and the forgiveness of sins is characteristic of the 

postapostolic or, better, the non-Pauline origin of 

the prayers.” 

12 Karl Volker, Mysterium und Agape: Die gemeinsamen 

Mahlzeiten in der Alten Kirche (Gotha: Klotz, 1927) 

105-7, 126-28, and passim. 

13 Pascharituale, 109-11, and passim. 

14 “Eucharistic Prayers,” 259-61. 

15 “Didache,” 374, 386-87. 

16 “Teaching of the Twelve Apostles,” 165-66: “a peri¬ 

od when the Lord’s Supper was still a real supper, 

and when the joyful and expectant note of the 

Messianic Banquet had not yet been obscured by 

the more solemn emphasis on the Lord’s Passion” 

(p. 166). 

17 Padri apostolici, 1.21. 

18 “Quotations,” 26-27. 

19 Kraft (Didache, 168) thinks of an “annual Baptism- 

Eucharist-service” as the Sitz im Leben for chaps. 

9-10. 

20 Mass, 188-94, at 189-90. 

21 Lietzmann, Mass, 190. 

22 Lietzmann, Mass, 192-93. 

23 “Messe, I: Dogmengeschichtlich,” RE3, 12.671. 

24 Richard H. Connolly, “Agape and Eucharist in the 

Didache,” DRev 55 (1937) 477-89. 

25 Riddle, 197-207. 

26 The Shape of the Liturgy (repr. of 2d ed.; London: 

Black, 1970; New York: Seabury, 1982) 90. 

27 “Herkunft,” 32-33 (combined with certain remarks 

on the myron prayer: see below). 

28 Gero, “Ointment Prayer,” 82; for his remarks in this 

connection regarding the myron prayer, see below. 

29 “Untersuchungen,” 74-79, esp. 78-79 (quotation on 

p. 79). 

30 Knopf, Lehre, 24. Cf. Klein, “Gebete,” 144-45: the 

meal in chap. 9 is a festive Sabbath meal held in the 

evening, at the beginning of the Sabbath (perhaps 

also a baptismal meal occasioned by the baptisms 

performed on Friday evening). On the Sabbath the 

community celebrates a festive, full-course meal, 

and on the Lord’s day (chap. 14) the Eucharist. 

31 For the sequence of the two celebrations the follow¬ 

ing variants have been proposed: 

• Originally, the full meal could have been inserted 

in the sacramental celebration (cf. “after dining,” 

/terd to denn'rjoou in 1 Cor 11:25), so that the 

sequence would have been: eucharistic bread, full 

meal, eucharistic wine. 

• At an early date the full meal was transferred to 

the beginning of the celebration (as it appears in 

the Didache), so that the sequence “agape”— 

Eucharist resulted. Cf. also Ep. apost. 15, Ethiopic 

(NTApoc, 1.257-58). 

• The reverse sequence (Eucharist—agape) is attest¬ 

ed in the Didache, according to Lietzmann. 

• Finally, there is also early evidence of the separa¬ 

tion of Eucharist and agape. 

32 Kanon, 3.293-98. The prayers in chap. 9 are agape 

prayers. “The prayers in Doctr. 10 constitute the 
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in that of Arthur Darby Nock,33 August Arnold,34 Martin 

Dibelius,35 and others. Agape prayers (or table prayers 

for the community meal) followed by the Lord’s Supper 

are also suggested by, among others, Bultmann36 and 

Jeremias,37 and with caution by Stuiber,38 Vielhauer,39 

and (again cautiously) now Rordorf and Tuilier as well.40 

e. Audet produced a remarkable variant on this 

model.41 

f. Voobus completed a thorough investigation42 in 

which he again spoke in favor of interpreting this as a 

eucharistic celebration. Chaps. 9-10 are eucharistic 

prayers, and the fact that the meal is a full-course dinner 

need not disturb us because Eucharist and agape had not 

yet been separated. Finally, Johannes Betz, adopting and 

correcting an idea of Peterson,43 advocated the idea that 

the table prayers in the Didache were originally eucharis¬ 

tic prayers, but the redactor of the document has made 

them agape prayers.44 v 

g. Most recently Wengst has defended the idea that 

chaps. 9-10 depict nothing but a full-course meal.45 It 

bears the name evx^peOTta, but it has nothing to do 

with the Christian Lord’s Supper. The celebration spo¬ 

ken of in chaps. 9-10 is purely a meal for the satisfaction 

of hunger, and nothing else.46 

5. It seems to me that if we are to reach a conclusion 

in this matter we must begin with Did. 10.6, a text that 

must be placed before the sacramental Communion.47 

This means that the Eucharist in our sense, that is, the 

sacramental Lord’s Supper, must begin after chap. 10. It 

is characteristic that Lietzmann, who defended a differ- 

transition from the agape to the sacrament proper” 

(p. 296). 

33 “Liturgical Notes,” 390-91. 

34 Der Ursprung des christlichen Abendmahls im Lichte der 

neuesten liturgiegeschichtlichen Forschung (2d ed.; 

FThSt 45; Freiburg im Breisgau: Herder, 1939) 

26-31. 

35 “Mahl-Gebete,” 126-27: “the special sacred action, 

whatever its makeup, did not occur between 9 and 10, 

but after 10.6. Between 9 and 10 is only the meal 

proper” (p. 126). He then says (p. 127) that the 

sacred action following 10.6 is the Eucharist. 

36 Theology of the New Testament (trans. Kendrick 

Grobel; 2 vols.; New York: Scribner’s, 1951-55) 

1.151: “It does appear to be true that the words of 

10:6 are to be understood as a transition to the 

sacramental Eucharist, the liturgy of which does not 

need to be set down because it was familiar to all. 

But then it is clear that two celebrations of entirely 

different kind have been secondarily combined. 

Therefore, the celebration implied in Did. 9 and 10 

existed at first by itself, and it must have been from 

it that the Lord’s Supper took over the title 

‘Eucharist’ (‘Thanksgiving’), which is a very strange 

term for the sacrament of the Lord’s Supper.” 

37 Eucharistic Words, 117-18, 134. 

38 “Eulogia,” 914; cf. also 919. 

39 Geschichte, 38-39. 

40 Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 40-41. Cf. also 

Rordorf, “Didache,” 15-16; Moll, Opfei; 106-15. 

41 Audet, Didache, 312-77. At 405-7 he distinguishes 

between the “breaking of the bread” (which, how¬ 

ever, is not to be understood as an agape) and the 

Eucharist itself (which follows chap. 10). The whole 47 

celebration is a vigil. It is introduced by the break¬ 

ing of bread. Did. 10.6 is the transitional formula: 

the baptized move to another room for the Eucha¬ 

rist proper, the “great ‘eucharist.’” 

42 Liturgical Traditions, 63-74. 

43 Peterson, “Probleme,” 168-71. Behind the prayers 

in chaps. 9-10 of the Bryennios text are remnants 

of ancient eucharistic prayers of the Egyptian 

church, or a church prayer (in chap. 10). For the 

Novatianist (?) redactor of the document respon¬ 

sible for the the Bryennios version, these prayers 

have been devalued and (in chap. 10) abbreviated to 

table prayers for ascetic circles. 

44 So Betz, “Eucharist,” 251-53. Betz counts Did. 

9.2-4; (9.5); 10.2, 3b-5 among the ancient parts. 

The blessing of the cup (9.2) has been shifted by the 

redactor; 10.3a is a later addition by the redactor, 

and 10.1 is also redacdonal. Klauck (Herrenmahl, 

263) uses the same explanation as Betz and sees the 

table prayers as reflecting the influence of the 

Hellenistic synagogue, as does Dibelius (see below). 

45 Wengst, Didache, 43-56. Bread and wine are suffi¬ 

cient for the satisfaction of hunger. “From the fact 

that this eucharist had the character of a full meal 

we may by no means conclude that the meal con¬ 

sisted of anything more than, or different from, 

bread and wine. Bread was the food for satisfaction 

of hunger” (p. 45). 

46 Of course, in that case, Did. 10.6 creates difficulties. 

Wengst admits (Didache, 46) that “originally” (as he 

says) this was “a fragment of a Lord’s Supper lit¬ 

urgy.” But the text in its present context has lost 

that function. In that case, however, how did this 

liturgical text come to be placed at the end of the 

prayer of thanksgiving? This “may be because of its 

eschatological orientation” (p. 47). 

Voobus’s attempt (Liturgical Traditions, 70-74) to 

show that Did. 10.6 is redacdonal (p. 73), and in fact 

“a general admonition and warning to the readers 

of the manual reminding them of the demand for 
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9.1-10.7 

ent position, raised objections to the placement of 

10.6.48 If we allow the text to stand as it has been hand¬ 

ed down we have scarcely any other choice but to sup¬ 

pose that 10.6 is the invitation to the Lord’s Supper, 

which follows immediately thereafter. In that case, how¬ 

ever, the meal envisioned in Did. 10.1 cannot be a 

Eucharist in the sacramental sense, but only a commu¬ 

nity meal. This is indicated also by epTcArjodrjvaL, if we 

do not attempt to interpret it artificially against its con¬ 

text.49 In that case the difficulty otherwise produced by 

the “reversed” sequence of wine and bread in 9.2-4 dis¬ 

appears. If we are to suppose that the sacramental meal 

follows after Did. 10.6 it seems plausible (with Rordorf)50 

to understand the prayer of thanksgiving in 10.2-6 as 

also a kind of “preface” preceding the sacrament to fol¬ 

low; the text itself, in its individual phrases, favors this 

interpretation. 

Thus we find the following progression of the liturgy: 

community meal (“agape ’?) as meal for satisfaction of 

hunger, introduced in each part (9.2-4) by short bless¬ 

ings of wine and bread (in which the formularies point 

to Jewish blessings of wine and bread as models); after 

the full meal (10.1) follows the prayer of thanksgiving 

(modeledpn the Jewish prayer after meals, but strongly 

Christianized), which at the same time introduces the 

celebration of the Lord’s Supper (10.2-5); this prayer in 

turn is followed by the invitation (10.6) and then (or 

after the free prayers of the prophets: 10.7) the Lord’s 

Supper itself. 

Two major objections may be raised against this inter¬ 

pretation. First, the rubric in Did. 9.1 speaks expressly of 

evxot-piOTia. If we are to maintain the position just enun¬ 

ciated we must suppose that ct>xotpLOTLOt here does not 

have the ordinary, sacramental sense, but describes the 

nonsacramental community meal. This would be a sin¬ 

gular but early usage of the word, not yet restricted to 

the sacrament. Correspondingly, evxotpLOTeiv in 9.1 and 

10.1 would mean the speaking of the prayers of blessing 

that are to be offered at the community celebration.51 

These propositions would be in harmony with the archa¬ 

ic character of the liturgy given here. 

A second difficulty results from the absence of the 

words of institution. If, understandably enough, one is 

not satisfied with Bultmann’s solution (the liturgy of the 

Lord’s Supper “[did] not need to be set down because it 

[was] familiar to all”),52 one might be tempted to sup¬ 

pose that there is a deliberate suppression of the words 

of institution, in order not to profane them.53 This sup¬ 

position is awkward, however, because there is no evi¬ 

dence at this early period for the so-called arcane 

discipline.54 Thus there remains an unresolved problem 

at this point. 

purity as a requirement of preparedness” (p. 74), is 

not persuasive. 

48 See p. 141 above. 

49 EptcXpodfivcn can be understood metaphorically; 

cf. Rom 15:24 and the linguistic parallels for that 

verse in BAGD. Thus Karl Volker (Mysterium und 

Agape: Die gemeinsamen Mahlzeiten in der Alten Kirche 

[Gotha: Klotz, 1927] 107) thought of a spiritual sat¬ 

isfaction in Did. 10.1. But even Zahn (Kanon, 3.293) 

wrote, “Here, however, it is a matter of eating bread 

and drinking wine, and hence ejmX'qad'fjvaL is to be 

understood as the satisfaction of hunger and thirst.” 

Cf. also the analogous pera to deLnvrjoca in 1 Cor 

11:25, and the replacement of the didachistic e/x- 

■nXpodpvca by /xerd 8e rr/v perdXrjfiU in Const. 

7.26.1 (because there, in Constitutions, the author is 

thinking not of a full meal but of the sacrament). 

50 “Didache,” 18. Cf., however, Arthur Darby Nock, 

“Liturgical Notes JTS 30 (1929) 391; and Stuiber, 

“Eulogia,” 912: “The participants in the meal ate 

invited to the prayer after the meal in a special 

address concluding, simultaneously, the eating, 

drinking, and table conversation. This invitation 

and the prayer after the meal that follows provided 

the formal basis for the later Christian eucharistic 

prayer.” 

51 I believe that the redactor’s usage was already dif¬ 

ferent, i.e., more advanced. The term eiixotpiOTLOt in 

9.5 (redactional) could already include the Lord’s 

Supper. Something analogous is then true of ev- 

XccptOTelv in 10.7 and 14.1. 

52 Theology of the New Testament, 1.151. 

53 This is suggested by Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 

40 n. 2. One should compare Jeremias, Eucharistic 

Words, 132-37. 

54 “To this time there is not a single secure proof of 

the existence of a Christian ‘arcane discipline’ in 

the first two centuries,” Otto Perler, “Arkan- 

disziplin,” RAC 1 (1950) 671. 
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9 a. Prayers for the Full Meal (9.1-5) 

1 As for thanksgiving, give thanks this way. 
2 First, with regard to the cup: 

"We thank you, our Father, 
For the holy vine of David your servant, 

which you made known to us 
through Jesus your servant. 

To you be glory forever." 
3 And with regard to the *Bread: 

"We thank you, our Father, 
For the life and knowledge 

which you made known to us 
through Jesus your servant. 

To you be glory forever. 
4 As this < .. . > lay scattered upon the 

mountains 
and became one when it had been gathered. 
So may your church be gathered into your 

kingdom from the ends of the earth. 
For glory and power are yours, 

through Jesus Christ, forever." 
5 Let no one eat or drink of your thanksgiving 

[meal] save those who have been baptized in 
the name of the Lord, since the Lord has said 
concerning this, 
"Do not give what is holy to the dogs." 

Comment 

■ 1 Didache 9.1 is an introductory rubric. Ilepl 8e rrjq eu- 

XoepLOTLaq corresponds formally to Trepi 8e tov fianTLO- 

paroq in 7.1; cf. also 11.3 (where, however, it is an 

imitation by the redactor). EvxocpiOTia in 9.1 is (in the 

sense indicated in the analysis above) a term for the 

blessing to be spoken and, at the same time, it is proba¬ 

bly also the designation for the community meal to fol¬ 

low, whose character is determined by such 

benediction(s). Here in 9.1, however, euxccpcorLa does 

not yet refer to the sacramental Eucharist of the Lord’s 

Supper. The following ovmq euxapLOTTjaare is to be 

understood in the same sense: the following is the man¬ 

ner1 in which you are to pray the benedictions.2 

■ 2 This verse gives the first of the two benedictions that 

are to be spoken. This is the blessing over the cup. That 

the cup is mentioned first3 is probably connected with 

the fact that at a Jewish meal with guests the first cup 

was given before the meal, and each person spoke a 

blessing over it.4 The action presumed by the liturgy is 

not described, but it can be guessed: the one presiding 

at the meal5 takes the cup filled with wine (in ancient 

1 Ovrag does not fix the wording, but offers a para¬ 

digm. See above at Did. 8.2. 

2 We cannot go into the complicated history of the 

word evxctpuJTelv here, but this much can be said: 

if the Jewish-Christian community meal described 

here was combined with the sacramental Lord’s 

Supper it is understandable that the designation of 

the community meal (namely, evxapLOTia., after the 

evxapiOTeh’ = "]~Q that made it what it was) was 

transferred over time to the Lord’s Supper (or its 

elements). Hermann Patsch (“Abendmahlstermino- 

logie auBerhalb der Einsetzungsberichte: Erwagung- 

en zur Traditionsgeschichte der Abendmahlsworte,” 

ZNW 62 [1971] 218) advocated the position that et)- 

Xaptaretr with object, in our literature, has no 

eucharistic (i.e., sacramental) reference, whereas 

absolute evxapiOTelv (without an object) does 

indeed have eucharistic (sacramental) significance. 

The usage in Did. 9.2-3 (where Patsch thinks of the 

sacrament) would be an exception. Thus even with¬ 

in his proposal the usage of the Didache is seen as 

inconsistent; this makes the entire proposal ques¬ 

tionable. EvxocpuJTelv and evXoyelv are used unsys¬ 

tematically in the NT (as has often been observed: 

cf. Hans Conzelmann, “xcupw ktA.,” TDNT 9 [1974] 

411). Both translate “pQ. But the choice of evxapc- 

OTelv for is not entirely accurate. In our texts, 

evxotpioreiv always means “thank,” not “praise” (in 

spite of what Audet says, Didache, 377-78). At most 

one may suppose that the meaning “to praise” is 

echoed because of the underlying "[ID. 

3 Audet (Didache, 405) concludes from the late posi¬ 

tion of the bread (and from 9.3) that the primary 

accent lies on that element, and thus explains the 

meal as the “breaking of bread.” 
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9.1-5 

custom, a mixture of wine and water), lifts it a little 

above the surface of the table, and speaks the following 

blessing or a similar text: 

1. EvxoipLOTOV(X6V OOL, TTOTep r)p,QV, 

2. virep Trjq dyiotq dpireXov Aavlb tov -KotLboq oou, 

rjq eyvwpLOctq pplv bid Irjoov tov ttotLboq oov 
3. ool rj bo%a elq rovq oduivaq. 

Part (1) expresses the blessing addressed to God; (2) 

formulates, in two succinct clauses, the object over which 

the praise and thanksgiving are spoken; (3) concludes 

the brief formula with a doxology. This doxology may be 

the response of those gathered at the table.6 The whole 

formulation is connected, here and in 9.3, with Jewish 

meal prayers. Indeed, 9.2 is based on the most common 

Jewish blessing over cup or wine: “Blessed art thou, Lord 

our God, Ruler of the universe, who creates the fruit of 

the vine.”7 The differences between the model and this 

prayer should be noted; they vary in importance.8 In 

place of nntf "[TO (“Blessed be you”) we find evxotpL- 

OTOvpev ool (“We give you thanks”), but this is only a 

formal difference without “theological” significance. In 

place of the address “Lord our God, Ruler of the uni¬ 

verse,” we read “our Father” (iraTep rjpuiv)9 This predi¬ 

cation certainly expresses the self-concept of the group, 

who understand themselves as the table company of chil¬ 

dren who receive the goods of time and eternity from 

the hand of the heavenly Father.10 An important change 

from the background prayers is the statement about the 

object for which thanks are given. The phrase 0:7(0: 

dp.'KeXoq (“holy vine”) takes up the Jewish expression 

[Dun "ID (“fruit of the vine”) and thus clearly shows its 

dependence on traditional Jewish wine blessings. The 

“fruit of the vine” has been replaced, however, by the 

expression “holy vine of David.”11 The obscure phrase 

4 

/ 

5 

6 
7 

8 

Str-B 4.616. There is occasionally a reminiscence of 

the kiddush (on this, with corrections of false ideas: 

Jeremias, Eucharistic Words, 26-29). Kiddush is “a 

blessing pronounced at the beginning of each 

Sabbath or feast day,” by the head of the household 

(Jeremias, Eucharistic Words, 26). Kiddush is spoken 

over a cup of wine; a blessing of the wine then fol¬ 

lows. Among those who proposed that the sequence 

in Did. 9.2 especially reflects that of the kiddush 

(more precisely of the blessing of wine connected 

with the kiddush) were Klein, “Gebete,” 134-35; 9 

Middleton, “Eucharistic Prayers,” 261-62; Voobus, 

Liturgical Traditions, 163. The attempt to create a 

special connection to the kiddush is, in my opinion, 

unnecessary. In that case, one would have to posit 

that the meal celebration in the Didache liturgy orig¬ 

inally took place on every Sabbath eve, and in fact 

Klein did propose that (“Gebete,” 144). 

The Jewish blessing of wine before the meal is spo¬ 

ken by each individual, and not (as is the blessing of 

bread) by one (namely, the head of the household) 

in the name of all. 

This was suggested by Dibelius, “Mahl-Gebete,” 119. 

Cf. m. Ber. 6.1 (ed. Holtzmann, 72-73). 

Dibelius attempted to show that the basis is not the 

older Jewish blessing of wine, but a spiritualizing 

form created in the Hellenistic synagogue (“Mahl- 

Gebete,” 119; now in A. F. Verheule, ed., 

Religionsgeschichtliche Studien: Aufsatze zur religions- 

geschichte des hellenistischen Zeitalters [NovTSup 50; 

Leiden: Brill, 1979] 231-85). (See also his analo¬ 

gous suggestions for the following prayers.) See ear¬ 

lier Lietzmann, Mass, 189-90, with reference to the 

well-known analysis of Wilhelm Bousset on the 

source of the prayers in Const. 7.33-38 (“Eine jiidi- 

sche Gebetssammlung im siebenten Buch der Apo- 

stolischen Konstitutionen,” Nachrichtungen der 

Gottinger Wissenschaftlicher Gesellschaft, Philosophisch- 

Historischer Klasse [1915] 435-89). Voobus 

(.Liturgical Traditions, 160-62) expressed some reser¬ 

vations about this. There is cautious agreement with 

Dibelius in Wengst, Didache, 53 n. 177, and passim. 

In general, for the predication of “father” to God in 

contemporary Judaism, see the overviews in Str-B 

1.392-96, 410; Gottlob Schrenk, “itarfip ktX.,” 

TDNT 5 (1967) 978-82; H.-W. Kuhn, “d|3/3d,” EDNT 

1 (1990) 1-2; Otto Michel, "itaTpp,” EDNT 3 (1993) 

53-57; Jeremias, Abba, 19-22 (ET: Prayers, 15-18). 

For the predication TDK, “our father” (combined 

with 13d7q, “our king”), in the Jewish literature of 

the early common era (1st to late 2d century), cf. 

esp. Jeremias, Abba, 28-33 (ET: Prayers, 24-29). 

There can scarcely be a direct influence of the 

“Abba, Father” of the post-Easter experience of the 

Spirit (Rom 8:15; Gal 4:6). 

I am not convinced that the term dyia dpneXoq is 

reminiscent of the Jewish kiddush (thus Klein, 

“Gebete,” 134-35; Voobus, Liturgical Traditions, 

163). 

10 

11 
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ayta djuireXoq Aavid12 is symbolic language.13 It proba¬ 

bly alludes to the whole matter of salvation14 (since virep 

rrjg ayiaq dpnreXov parallels vjcep Trjg farjq nai 

yvccaeccg in the second benediction in 9.3).15 Thus 0:710: 

dpnreXoq is probably a metaphor for salvation itself.16 

The more precise definition (apireXov) Aavtd tov 

iraidoq oov, which is puzzling at first, acquires its mean¬ 

ing in what follows: rjg eyvupioaq17 pp.lv did Ipoov tov 

iraidog oov. That is, God has shown, has revealed,18 the 

holy vine (eschatological salvation) through Jesus,19 

God’s servant. I understand this to mean that in the 

presence of the cup and the wine, which are earthly 

gifts, the thoughts of the community are directed far¬ 

ther, to the heavenly good, which God has given to God’s 

own and which can be understood through the 

metaphor of the “holy vine.” The concepts are thus 

transparent: the subject of revelation is God, and its 

object is the “holy vine,” that is, salvation, and more 

specifically eschatological salvation, which was once 

promised but has now been given. “We thank you for the 

holy vine that you promised to David, your servant, and 

that you have now revealed through Jesus, your 

12 To Harnack (Lehre, 29), the whole expression was 

puzzling. Peterson (“Probleme,” 170) has declared 

the whole benediction incomprehensible. The 

Bryennios text is said to be secondary; in fact, “it 

appears that [in it] an attempt has been made to 

transform the eucharistic prayer into a table 

prayer.” See above, Introduction, §3a. 

13 In my opinion the formula in Did. 9.2 does not 

create a reference to the blood of Christ (thus 

Klein, “Gebete,” 135; Greiff, Pascharituale, 70-72). 

Differently Clement of Alexandria (has dives salv. 

29.4 (GCS2 3.179): ourog (6) tov olvov, to alpa rrjg 

apireAov Trjg Aafiid, eexeaq ppuv ^7r'L rdg rerpo)- 

pevotg fvxdt-g (“This is the one who pours the wine, 

the blood of the vine of David, onto our wounded 

souls”). One may ask whether Clement is quoting 

the Didache (while changing its meaning)—for the 

contrary opinion, see above, Introduction, §2a—or 

whether this symbolism is familiar to him, also, 

apart from the Didache. The other instances favor 

the latter position. Origen Horn. 6.2 in Iudic. 

(Lommatzsch, 11.258): antequam verae vitis, quae 

adscendit de radice David, sanguine inebriemur 

(“Before we drink of the blood of the true vine, 

which rose from the root of David”). P. Der Balizeh, 

IIv., lines 6ff. (Roberts and Capelle, Euchologium, 

26; cf. van Haelst, “Nouvelle reconstitution,” 449): 6 

olvog o[i>TO<;~\ 6 e^eXdwv Ik rrj[g aylag a]pTre\ov 

zifcvuetd] nai to vdicp ap[vov apu]pov (“This is 

the wine which has come from the holy vine of 

David and the water from the blameless lamb”). 

Here the liturgical expression “David’s vine” is com¬ 

bined by means of Christian interpretation (John 

15:1-8) with John 19:34. 

14 Dibelius, “Mahl-Gebete,” 120. The considerations 

he raises in this connection can be allowed to rest. 

Cf. also Wengst, Didache, 49. 

15 Thus the meaning of the symbol is different from 

that in the OT, where Israel is frequently represent¬ 

ed by the metaphor of the vine: Hos 10:1; Jer 2:21; 

Ps 80:8-13; cf. 2 Esd 5:23 (ofjudah: Ezek 15:1-8; 

17:6; 19:10-14). When Wisdom appears as a vine in 

Sir 24:17 we are already approaching the use of the 

image that lies behind John 15:1-6. But Did. 9.2 has 

nothing to do with these interpretations. This is not 

a derivation of the common OT metaphor in which 

the vine stands for Israel or Judah, so that we 

should understand the holy vine to be the church as 

the new, eschatological people of God (this is the 

interpretation of Gibbins, “Liturgical Section,” 

375-76, 383; J. Vernon Bartlet, Church-Life and 

Church-Order during the First Four Centuries with 

Special Reference to the Early Eastern Church-Orders 

([ed. Cecil J. Cadoux; Oxford: Blackwell, 1943] 20; 

Voobus, Liturgical Traditions, 126; Rordorf and 

Tuilier, Doctrine, 45; Sandvik [Kommen des Herrn, 

61-62] sees it as an image of the church as temple). 

Nor is it the interpretation appearing in Sir 24:17; 

John 15:1-8, which sees the vine as representing the 

one who brings salvation. It is obviously not a refer¬ 

ence to the Messiah either, in spite of 2 Bar. 36-40 

(the rule of the Messiah); Cave of the Treasure 51.4 

(Call Bezold, Die Schatzhohle = “MPdrath gazze” = 

[The Cave of treasures/La caverne des tresors]: eine 

Sammlung biblischer Geschichten aus dent sechsten 

Jahrhundert jemals Ephraem Syrus zugeschrieben 

[2 vols. in 8; Leipzig, 1883-88; repr. Amsterdam: 

Philo, 1981]). This interpretation of Did. 9.2 fails by 

the very fact that a distinction is drawn in 9.2 

between ctp-rreAog and tralg (Voobus, Liturgical 

Traditions, 125). The work of Rainer Borig, Der 

wahre Weinstock (Munich: Kosel, 1967), is not help¬ 

ful for our specific question. 

16 Betz (“Eucharist,” 264-67) sees a whole group of 

intentions: “the expected Davidic messiah and wis¬ 

dom” (p. 266), but ultimately the table community 

as well (p. 267). 

17 Hg eyvupcoag is an attraction; the same is found 

also in 9.3 and 10.2. Cf. BAGD, s.v. yvuplfa. For the 

attraction of the relative, see BDF, §294; BDR, 

§294. 

18 This is, of course, the meaning of yvwpl^eiv here. 

Cf. also 9.3; 10.2. This word is found in the Didache 

only in the fixed expressions of the meal prayers: rjg 
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servant!”20 It is uncertain whether, in this connection, 

one is meant to think of concrete promises to David in 

the Old Testament; the expression may have been for¬ 

mulated without any concrete scriptural reference in 

mind.21 The designation of Jesus as irate; oov (sc. fieov) 

is certainly not a Christian imitation of a Jewish model, 

which would only have spoken of David as the “servant 

of God.”22 Instead, dta 'Ipoov tov iratdo; oov, which 

reappears verbatim in 9.3; 10.2, 3, is an old liturgical 

expression.23 We know that iral; is seldom predicated of 

Jesus. It appears primarily (although not exclusively) in 

liturgical material.24 Reference to Jesus as “servant of 

God” has an archaic flavor.25 We could imagine that this 

was deliberate in view of the occasional inclination of 

liturgical language to speak in solemn, ancient expres¬ 

sions that border on foreignness. More probably, howev¬ 

er, the basis lies in tradition history: the whole predi- 

dachistic liturgy stemmed from the early Jewish 

Christianity of Palestine. The idea of Jesus as iral; 

(fteov) would then be a sign of the antiquity of the tradi¬ 

tion found here.26 Accordingly, iral; (deov) here and in 

9.3; 10.2-3 does not (yet) mean “child of God” but 

rather “servant of God.” Ilal; oov = J-QJL In the context 

of our table prayers, then, it is difficult to posit any allu¬ 

sion to the servant of God in Deutero-Isaiah. One cannot 

say with greater certainty what special associations were 

combined in this exalted title for Jesus within our tradi¬ 

tion. Only the office of the iral; deov as eschatological 

mediator of salvation and as revealer (yvwplfetv), his 

relationship to David, and the schema of promise and 

eyvwptaaq pplv 8ra 'Ipoov . . . (9.2, 3; 10.2). It is 

characteristic of the language of these table prayers. 

19 The simple 'Irjoov is striking (Harnack, Lehre, 

29-30). Thus also in 9.3; 10.2; contrast dta 'Ipoov 

Xptoiov in 9.4 (where, however, iralq is lacking). 

20 Cf. Dibelius, “Mahl-Gebete,” 120, who recalls the 

expression in Isa 55:3 (wrongly cited by Dibelius as 

55:33): Ta oata Aauld ia inora. 

21 Cf. Dibelius, “Mahl-Gebete,” 120. Precisely if the 

(otherwise obscure) expression “vine of David” 

(apireAoq AavLd) acquires its meaning only by 

means of the continuation (19c; eyvuptoaq ktX.), it is 

not very likely that this expression can be explained 

as something pre-Christian, namely, Hellenistic 

Jewish, that was then added to the relative clause by 

Christian editors, as Dibelius would have it. Instead, 

the text is more readily understood within the 

Christian schema of “promise fulfilled,” as is the 

paralleling of David with Jesus. 

22 The expression Aavl8 6 iralq aov (cf. Luke 1:69; 

Acts 4:25) corresponds to "]1DU TH; cf. the Shemoneh 

Esreh (Babylonian recension) 15 v. 1. (Willy Staerk, 

Altjudische liturgische Gebete ausgewahlt und mit 

Einleitungen [KIT 58; Bonn: Marcus and Weger, 

1910] 18); Habhinenu prayer, recensions a and b 

(Staerk, Gebete, 20); Musaph prayer for Rosh 

Hashanah 1 (Staerk, Gebete, 23). See Joachim 

Jeremias, "ira.it; deov,” TDNT 5 (1967) 681 n. 184. 

23 There is a similar association of David and Jesus as 

iralq (deov) in Acts 4:25-30; in v. 25 David (cf. Luke 

1:69), and in vv. 27 and 30 Jesus (although Jesus is 

aytoq iralq). Still, we should note that in Acts 4:27, 

30 (and earlier in 3:13, 26) iralq = vloq. Ulrich 

Wilckens (Die Missionsreden der Apostelgeschichte [3d 

ed.; WMANT 5; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener- 

Verlag, 1974] 164) concludes “with some assurance 

to a pre-Lukan tradition of proof of prophecy, . . . 

in which the title vloq from Ps 2:7 and the title iralq 

from Isa 42:1 were fused.” 

24 Cf. Acts 3:13, 26; 4:27 (aytoq iralq), 30 (same); then 

in Barn. 6.1; 9.2; 1 Clem. 59.2, 3, 4; Mart. Polyc. 14.1, 

3; 20.2. Somewhat distant: Matt 12:18 (following Isa 

42:1). For later material, see Harnack, 

“Bezeichnung,” 224-38. 

25 “The solemn, archaic-sounding expression iralq 

deov" (Knopf, Lehre, 26). 

26 Harnack was the first to observe that the pais predi¬ 

cation is ancient in its origins (“Bezeichnung,” 

212-14); this has often been repeated. The geneal¬ 

ogy of the predication is disputed: the question is 

whether there was a distinctive pais Christology, 

and in particular whether there is reference to the 

“cebed YHWH” songs. From the (already boundless) 

literature, let me mention only some examples: 

Jeremias, Abba, 191-216 (ET: TDNT 5 [1967] 

700-716); Oscar Cullmann, The Christology of the 

New Testament (rev. ed.; trans. Shirley C. Guthrie 

and Charles A. M. Hall; Philadelphia: Westminster, 

1963) 51-82; Morna D. Hooker, Jesus and the Servant 

(London: SPCK, 1959); M. Rese, “Uberprufung 

einiger Thesen von Joachim Jeremias zum Thema 

des Gottesknechtes im Judenthum,” ZThK 60 (1963) 

21-41; Wilckens, Missionsreden, 163-68; Ferdinand 

Hahn, Christologische Hoheitstitel (5th ed.; Gottingen: 

Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1995) 54-66, 386-87 (ET 

of 1st ed.: Titles of Jesus in Christology: Their History 

in Early Christianity [trans. Harold Knight and 

George Ogg; New York: World, 1969] 54-67); Jan- 

Adolf Buhner, "ayadoq," EDNT 3 (1993) 5-6. For 

further literature, see ThWNT 10.2 (1974) s.v. iralq 

ktX.; Joachim Jeremias, “iralq ktX.,” TDNT 5 (1967) 

636-37. 
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fulfillment (in 10.3, then, probably in relation to the 

Lord’s Supper) are clearly evident.27 

Then follows the doxological conclusion ool 17 do^a 

elq rovg aiccvag (v. 2c), which we can best think of as a 

response by those present at the meal.28 

■ 3 Verse 3 gives the second benediction, the blessing of 

bread, introduced by the rubric 7repl de tov K.Xdop,a.Tog. 

This suggests that we should understand nAdopa to 

mean the bread broken at the meal celebration.29 In that 

case, the plural irepl de twv KAaoptamu would seem 

more appropriate. The problem appears again in 9.4, 

where H gives us tovto KXdopa, and the parallels from 

later liturgies have aprog in the analogous location.30 

Peterson has pointed out that KXdopta is a technical 

term in the eucharistic language of Egypt; it refers to the 

particle of the host.31 The expression would then have 

entered the text of the Didache at a secondary stage. 

According to Voobus also, nAdopot is secondary.32 The 

original text may have had aprov.33 This emendation is 

probably correct. The secondary xXdopa instead of 

aprog could also be an indication of the Egyptian char¬ 

acter of the H tradition. 

The wording of the prescribed prayer is parallel in 

construction to the blessing of wine (see above): 

1. Evxotp lotov p.ev ool, Tcdrep ppuiv, 

2. vrcep rrjg &VS xal 7vwoewg, 

rjg eyvdptoag r)pli> did 'Ipoov tov ttqadog oow 

3. ool r) do%a eig tovg alutvag.34 

As Did. 9.2 was based on the traditional Jewish bless¬ 

ing over the cup, so here the Jewish blessing of bread 

lies behind the formulation. “Blessed art thou, Lord our 

God, Ruler of the universe, who brings forth bread from 

the earth.”35 For part (1), see above. Part (2) names the 

schema in accordance with the divine gift, namely, “life” 

((W17) and “knowledge” {yvuoig).™ While this is stated by 

means of a metaphor in the blessing of the wine (“the 

holy vine of David”), here at the blessing of the bread it 

is predicated directly. Zcor) nai yvi'ooig sounds almost like 

Charles Bigg (“Notes on the Didache,"JTS 6 [1905] 

413) had already pointed to the connection with the 

Egyptian liturgy (and claimed the use of this term as 

evidence for the late origin of the Didache, p. 414). 

32 Liturgical Traditions, 89, 146-48; idem, 

“Background,” 83. 

33 On this whole subject, cf. Niederwimmer, 

“Textprobleme,” 124-25; now also Wengst, Didache, 

78, 97-98. The thesis that xXdopa comes from the 

eucharistic language of Egypt would still not pro¬ 

vide evidence of the originally eucharistic character 

of the prayer (as Peterson wishes to say: 

“Probleme,” 168-69). Cf. also Wengst, Didache, 98. 

34 Cf. (Ps.-)Athanasius De virg. 13 (von der Goltz, 

47.3-4): 

1. evxap lotov pen ool irdrep 17/rcor 

2. vTtep Trjq ay lag avaordoeug aow 

did 7dp Iqoov tov iracdog oov eyvapcoaq qplv 
avTqv . . . 

35 Cf. m. Ber. 6.1 (ed. Holtzmann, 72-73). 

36 According to Peterson (“Probleme,” 178) the origi- 

nal Egyptian liturgy mentioned avaoTaoiq as an 

element of salvation (as does De virg. 13), and this 

would have been replaced by fa377 in the Bryennios 

text; in addition, yvuoLq would have been inserted. 

See the doubts about this proposal expressed in 

Voobus, Liturgical Traditions, 86-87. 

37 Remotely comparable is Diogn. 12.2-3, where Gen 

2:9 is interpreted. 

38 Z(ssr\ in Did. 1.1, 2, and 4.14 comes from different 

traditions, but in the mind of the Didachist there is 

no difference between far) in 9.3 and 10.3. 

27 For the association of the nalg title with revelation, 

see nn. 34 and 39 below. See Harnack, “Bezeich- 

nung,” 234-35. The predication iralq (tieov) is thus 

characteristic of the table prayers in the Didache. 

For the redactor this predication probably had, on 

the whole, the value of a venerable liturgical relic. It 

is characteristic of him that when he is formulating 

his own text, namely, in 9.5, he immediately turns to 

a different predication: Kvpioq. 

28 Differently Audet (Didache, 401-2), who conjectures 

apqv, and understands that to be the response of 

the gathered community. 

29 Bryennios, Atbaxv, 35 n. 4: “KXaopa 6 ev rr) evya- 

piOTLa xXdptpoq aprog." See BAGD, s.v.; Schaff, 

Church Manual, 192. 

30 Serapion Euchologion 13.13 (Funk, Didascalia, 

2.174); P. Der Balizeh IIv., lines 3-4 (Roberts and 

Capelle, Euchologium 26; and van Haelst, “Nouvelle 

reconstitution,” 449); (Ps.-)Athanasius De virg. 13 

(von der Goltz, TU, n.s. 14.1a [1906] 47.4-5). Const. 

7.15.3 reflects the Didache’s source as follows: dairep 

f)P tovto bieoKopiaopevov xal ovvaxdev eyevero 

elg dproq (“As this was scattered and brought 

together as one bread”). 

31 Erik Peterson, “Meplq: Hostienpartikel und Opfer- 

anteil,” in idem, Fruhkirche, 99-100. KXaopa cannot 

mean “the broken bread” but only “the fragment.” 

Here, however, it cannot be translated that way. 

“Hence I see no other possibility of overcoming the 

difficulty than to suppose that the word KXaopa in 

chap. 9 of the Didache has entered the text under 

the influence of the Egyptian liturgy” (p. 100). 
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a hendiadys.37 Zcoij is the “life eternal” (fair) alwucoq) for 

which 10.3 also gives thanks.38 Cf. “immortality” 

(dc&avaoia) in 10.2. This is the true, genuine, real life, 

the life that alone deserves the name, in contrast to the 

earthly alienation characterized by death, rvtioLq should 

be understood in an analogous sense. It is the gift for 

which 10.2 also gives thanks, and is related to the yvtiocq 

Kvpiov in 11.2 (redaction). Knowledge here does not 

mean the intellectual apprehension of objects, but the 

revealed knowledge of God, the insight into the hidden 

meaning of life and the universe that is bestowed by rev¬ 

elation, the uncovering of what would otherwise be radi¬ 

cally alien and hidden from the human being. The 

opposite of this was the ignorance and obscurity of 

earthly life.39 When, moreover, the key word yudioiq is 

absent in the concomitant passage of the Apostolic 

Constitutions, it is difficult to draw from that fact the 

conclusion that Kal yvuoewq was originally absent from 

the text of the Didache as well, and that it was only added 

in the course of the text’s later development.40 It has a 

solid place in Did. 10.2, and it is also original in 9.3. 

Dibelius’s hypothesis41 that this was a prayer originally 

stemming from Hellenistic Jewish circles that had 

already prayed in a spiritual sense for the heavenly 

manna is without any support.42 

Hq eyvupcoaq rjp.lv 5ia Irjoov tov iraLdoq aov (v. 3b) 

corresponds, word for word, to the phrase in the bless¬ 

ing of the cup (9.2). Again we may suppose that ool rj 

86%a eiq rovq aitivaq (v. 3c) was spoken as a response 

by the participants at the meal.43 

■ 4 Unlike the blessing of the wine, the blessing of bread 

is followed by another prayer that, with restrained 

pathos, establishes an important relationship between 

the unity of the bread and the eschatological gathering 

of the church. The symbolism that emerges here reap¬ 

pears (with appropriate variations) in many later liturgi¬ 

cal prayers.44 Let me only mention (Ps.-)Athanasius De 

virg. 13 (von der Goltz, 47.4-9); Serapion Euchologium 

13.13; (Funk, Didascalia, 2.174, 18-22); P. Der Balizeh fol. 

IIv., lines 3— 11 ;45 plus, of course — though not an inde¬ 

pendent witness — Const. 7.25.3;46 cf. table 10.47 Still, one 

need not suppose that in any of these cases (apart from 

Constitutions, of course) there is a direct literary depen¬ 

dence on the Didache. What we find here, apparently, is 

/- 

39 Thus the text here is not speaking of knowledge of 

Scripture (as in Barn. 1.5, etc.; Hermas Vis. 2.2); the 

concept is also free from polemic (cf., in contrast, 

Ignatius Eph. 17.2): this would also be out of place 

in a liturgical formula. But the tradition in which 

the Didache operates is utterly free from any hint of 

danger from Gnosticism. By contrast, 1 Clem. 59.2 

and Mart. Pol. 14.1 offer significant material paral¬ 

lels to the concept of yroxng in the Didache, because 

here the office of the pais is the communication of 

knowledge: 1 Clem. 59.2, bid rod rjyairrjpevov 

Ttaiboq avrov ’Irjoov Xpiorov, be ov exdAeoev rjpdq 

dnrb OKorovq elq (pwq, onto ayvoiolaq eiq etrlyvaoLv 

boi-rjq ovoparoq avrov (“through his beloved ser¬ 

vant, Jesus Christ, through whom he has called us 

from darkness into light, from ignorance into the 

glorious knowledge of his name”); Mart. Pol. 14.1, 

Kopec 6 dcoq 6 7ravroKparap, 6 rov dyairrjrov Kal 

evAoyrjrov iraeboq oov Irjoov Xpeorov rtarrjp, be’ ov 

rrjv irepl oov eir'eyvaoev cLArppapev (“Lord, God 

almighty, Father of your beloved and blessed ser¬ 

vant, Jesus Christ, through whom we have received 

knowledge of you”). These passages are also impor¬ 

tant because both belong to the liturgy: the passage 

from the Martyrdom of Polycarp is probably from the 

anaphora prayer of the community at Smyrna. Cf. 

Harnack, “Bezeichnung,” 221. 

40 Cf. the suggestions of Peterson, “Probleme,” 178. 

Wengst (Didache, 78) deleted Kal yvaoeuq. 

41 “Mahl-Gebete,” 120-21. 

42 Cf.: “We will first suppose, hypothetically. ... It may 

thus be supposed ...” (“Mahl-Gebete,” p. 120). 

Betz (“Eucharist,” 260-61) differs: behind Did. 9.3, 

he thinks, was Gen 2:9; the ancient eucharistic 

prayers (and Betz considers the prayers in chaps. 

9-10 to be such prayers) understood the eucharistic 

gifts as the gifts of paradise. 

43 Audet (Didache, 402) conjectures aprjv as the 

response. 

44 Moreover, there is a variant of the same idea in Did. 

10.5. 

45 Roberts and Capelle, Euchologium, 26; van Haelst, 

“Nouvelle reconstitution,” 449. 

46 For these parallels, see Clerici, Einsammlung, 104-8. 

47 See the further parallels in Clerici, Einsammlung, 

108-12. Cf. esp. Cyprian Ep. 63.13 (CSEL 3.2.712): 

quo et ipso sacramento populus noster ostenditur aduna- 

tus, ut quemadmodum grana multa in unum collecta et 

conmolita et conmixta panem unum faciunt, sic in 

Christo qui est panis caelestis unum sciamus esse corpus, 

cui coniunctus sit noster numerus et adunatus (“And 

under this same sacred image our people are repre¬ 

sented as having been made one, for just as numer¬ 

ous grains are gathered, ground, and mixed all 
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Table 10 

Did. 9.4 (Ps.-)Athanasius De virg. 13 Serapion Euchologium 13.13 P. Der Balizeh, IIv. 11. 3-111 

uoirep pv Kai Kafiuq Kai uoirep [Kai ov Tpojirov 

TOVTO 6 dproq ovToq 6 apToq ovToq ofvToq 6 apjroq 

Si eoKopinopevov2 EOKopmopevoq* virapxEi eoKopmopevoq pv eoKopiaopevoq pv 

eiravu tuv opeuv 0 eiravu erravu tuv opeuv [ejiravu [tuv opeuv] 

— Tavrpq rrjq Tpane^pq — Kai [Sofvjvuv Kai apovpuv 

Kal ovvaxdtv Kai ovvaxdziq Kai ovvax&tiq Kafi ovppjiyeiq 

eyevero ev, eye veto ev, eyevETO eiq ev, e[yev]eTO ev oupa, . . . 

- — - (lines 6—9)4 

ovtu avvaxdpTU ovTuq Emovvax^VTu ovtu Kai Tpv ayiav ovT[uq] eir[iovva]%ov 

oov r) e/c/cArjaia oov r\ EKKApoia oov EKKApoiav ovva^ov Tp[v] Ka-doAiKpv [ek]k Ap[oi 

- — - tov I(poo)v X(piOTO)vJ.5 

am) tuv irepdruv dm) TUV TTEpaTUV ek iravToq edvovq6 - 

Tfjq ypq Trjq yfjq 

eiq tpv opv flaoiAeLav eiq Tpv (3aoiAeiav Kai iroipoov piav 

- oov, £uoav KadoAiKpv EKKApoLav.7 

otl oov eotlv p Soija otl oov eotlv t) bvvapiq 

/cat 17 bvvapiq Kai 17 Soija 

bid 'Ipoov XpioTov - 

eiq Tovq aiuvaq. eiq Tovq aiuvaq t. aiuvuv, 

— appv. 

1 I am citing the text of van Haelst, but not in the lines of the papyrus; the lines are adjusted to this synopsis. 

2 My emendation; see below. 

3 V.l. bieoKopiriopevoq (cf. von der Goltz, 47.4-9). 

4 Lines 6-9: . . . oaw [. . . Ka$]wg 6 olvoq o[vToq] 6 el-eAduv ek Tp[q ayiaq dJpireAov A[auei.S] /cat to vbup eij ap(vov apujpov /cat 

ovpfpLKTa] .6lo eyeveTo 'ev JpvJoTpptov. 

5 The words of institution follow. 

6 Added: /cat iraor\q x^Pa<7 Ka'L ndopq iroAeuq /cat Kuppq /cat olkov. 

7 In 13.14 there follow the words of institution over the cup. 

an especially ancient piece of liturgy. Our passage pre¬ 

sents the oldest example in a liturgical formula.48 

Excursus: The Text of the Prayer 

There may have been an occasion for improvement of 

the Didache text at three different points. (1) KAaopa 

may not be original (see above). The original may 

have been dproq, but in that case the whole syntax 

would have to be changed.49 It seems simpler to me to 

delete KAaopa in 9.4 as a later (Egyptian) addition; 

then the conjectural <ro>50 would also be superflu¬ 

ous. The Apostolic Constitutions has preserved the orig¬ 

inal text: uoirep pv tovto bieoKopiriopevov.51 The 

suggested conjectures by Jean Magne are highly imag¬ 

inative.52 (2) Aid Ipoov Xpiorov could be a later 

together to make one loaf of bread, so in Christ, 

who is the bread of heaven, we know there is but 

one body and that every one of us has been fused 

together and made one with it”; trans. G. W. Clarke, 

The Lettters of St. Cyprian of Carthage, vol. 3: Letters 

55-66 [New York and Mahwah, N.J.: Newman, 

1986] 105); and 69.5 (CSEL 3.2.754): nam quando 

Dominus corpus suum panem vocat de multorum grano- 

rum adunatione congestum, populum nostrum quem 

portabat indicat adunatum (“For when the Lord calls 

bread His own body—and bread is a conglomerate 

of many individual grains, made into one — he sig¬ 

nifies that we, the people whom He bore, are unit¬ 

ed into one”; trans. G. W. Clarke, The Lettters of St. 

Cyprian of Carthage, vol. 4: Letters 67-82 [New York 

and Mahwah, N.J.: Newman, 1989] 56). (The com¬ 

parison is then continued with regard to the wine.) 

J. Gribomont has investigated the motif of ecclesiam 

adunare in the Roman canon (“Ecclesiam adunare: 

Un echo de l’eucharistie africaine et de la Didache,” 

RThAM 27 [1960] 20-28). Interesting in the present 

context is the suggestion that the expression can be 

traced to the influence of the “African” liturgy (p. 

26). Gribomont posits the influence of the Didache 

on the African liturgy (p. 27: hardly likely), but he 

himself raises the objection that there could be 
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9.1-5 

expansion (so Audet).53 It is absent from the parallels 

in Ps.-Athanasius and in Did. 10.5. The text seems to 

be established, however, by the bi avrov in Const. 

7.25.4. (3) In the doxology we should perhaps estab¬ 

lish the sequence: on oov eonp r\ bvpapuq /cat, tj <5o£a 

. . . eig rovq aiupaq; cf. Did. 10.5 and the parallel text 

in Ps.-Athanasius De virg. 13. 

The Old Testament root and foundation of the pas¬ 

sage is found in the prophetic hope for the gathering 

of the people of Israel in the day of salvation.54 Cf. 

Isa 11:12: /cat ovpagei. rovq artoXopepovq lopar)X nai 

rovq bteartappepovg lovba ovpa£ei e/c tup reooapup 

rtrepvyup rrjq yrjq (“And he will gather the lost of 

Israel and the scattered ones of Judah he will gather 

from the four corners of the earth”); Jer 39:37 LXX: 

ibov eyu ovpayu avrovg e/c rtaopg rfjq yrjq, ov 

bieorreipa avrovg . . . /cat ertiorpepu avrovg eig top 

toitop tovtop (“Behold I gather them from all the 

earth where I scattered them . . . and I shall return 

them to this place”); Ezek 11:17: /cat ovpayu avrovg 

e/c tup xwpcof, ov bieortetpa avrovg ep avraig, /cat 

buou avrolq rpp yrjp rod 'Iopar)X (“and I shall gather 

them from the lands where I scattered them, and I 

shall give them the land of Israel”); Zech 2:10 LXX: 

e/c tup reooapup apepup rod ovpapov ovpdgu vpag, 

Xeyet Kvptoq (“From the four winds of the heaven I 

shall gather you, says the Lord”).55 This hope entered 

into the prayer language of Judaism; see Shemoneh 

/_ 

common dependence on a “paleo-Christian liturgy” 

(ibid.). Cf. also the doubts regarding the acceptance 

of a relationship to the Didache in Clerici, 

Einsammlxmg, 135-42. 

48 Clerici has discussed the changes experienced by 

this motif at a later time. We will not pursue the 

matter here. Cf. the interpretation of the later his¬ 

tory in Clerici, Einsammlung, 104-12. 

49 Cf. the suggestions of Voobus, Liturgical Traditions, 

88-89, 146-48 (following Peterson); and see above, 

n. 31. 

50 Usually included since Gebhardt. 

51 Niederwimmer, “Textprobleme,” 124-25; now also 

Wengst, Didache, 80. 

52 “Klasma, sperma, poimnion: Le voeu pour le 

rassemblement de Didache IX, 4,” in P. Levy and E. 

Wolff, eds., Melanges d’histoire des religions offerts a 

Henri-Charles Puech (Paris: Presses universitaires de 

France, 1974) 206-7. According to Magne, orteppa 

previously stood where nXdopa is now, and still ear¬ 

lier (in harmony with OT models) it was itoipPLOP. 

In addition, Magne (p. 208) makes the Didache a 

product of Gnosticism. 

53 Audet, Didache, 234. 

54 For the prehistory of the symbolism in Did. 9.4 

(10.5), see Riesenfeld, “Brot von den Bergen,” 

145-47; Clerici, Einsammlung, 67-92. 

Esreh (Palestinian recension) 10: “Raise a banner for 

the gathering of our exiles; praised art thou, YHWH, 

who gathers the scattered of your people Israel!”56 Cf. 

the Babylonian recension: “Raise a banner to gather 

all our exiles from the four ends of the earth into our 

land; praised art thou, YHWH, who gathers the scat¬ 

tered of your people Israel.”57 Cf. the Musaph prayer 

for Rosh Hashanah 4;58 and, finally, a blessing with 

the schema ahaha rabba: “bring us together in peace 

from the four corners of the earth, and bring us in 

upright ways into our land.”59 

Israel’s hope for the reunion of those who have 

been separated has entered, mutatis mutandis, into 

the primitive Christian hope for the final assembly of 

the elect. Cf. Mark 13:27: “And then he will send his 

angels and gather the [his] elect from the four winds, 

from the end of the earth to the end of heaven” (kai 

Tore artooreXei rovq ayyeXovq nai eraavpa^et rovq 

eKXeKTOvq [avrov] e/c tup reooapup apepup art 

aKpov yrjq euq anpov ovpapov; cf. Matt 24:31). For 

this theme, cf. also John 11:52.60 It is obvious why this 

hope found expression in the church’s liturgies. Of 

course the adoption of the Jewish motif within the 

Christian liturgy required certain adaptations: What 

this community implores is no longer the gathering 

of Israel and the triumphant reunion of the whole 

people, but the gathering of the church onto iteparup 

55 Cf. also Deut 30:1-5; Isa 27:13; 43:5-7; 56:8; Jer 

23:8; 31:8, 10; Ezek 28:25; 34:11-16; 37:21; 39:27; 

Mic 4:12; Pss 106:47; 147:2; Neh 1:8-9; 1 Chr 16:35; 

Sir 36:11; 51:12(f); 2 Macc 1:27; 2:7, 18; Tob 13:5; 

Ps. Sol. 8.28; 11.2ff.; 17.26, 44. This motif plays a 

special part later in the Testaments of the 12 

Patriarchs (cf. Clerici, Einsammlung, 76-77): T. Jud. 

23.5; T. Iss. 6.2-4; T. Dan 5.8-9; T. Naph. 4. The 

leading of Israel home is occasionally combined 

with the salvation of the “nations”: T. Ash. 7.2-3; 

T. Benj. 9.2 (but do these statements belong to a 

subsequent layer?). For the linguistic parallels with 

the Didache, cf. also T. Naph. 6.7: “We were all scat¬ 

tered to the ends of the earth” (bieortap-qpep ovp oi 

rtapreq euq eig ra rtepara); and T. Ash. 7.2: “You 

will be scattered to the four corners of the earth” 

(vpeig biaoKoprtiO'd'qoeode eig rag reooapaq 

yupiaq ri)g yrjq)- See Clerici, Einsammlung, 76. 

56 Holtzmann, Berakot, 16. 

57 Holtzmann, Berakot, 20. 

58 Staerk, Gebete, 24. 

59 Staerk, Gebete, 6; German translation in Str-B 1.398. 

60 Later: Mart. Pol. 22.3: ipa Kape ovpaydyt] 6 Kvpcoq 

'IrjooOg XpLoroq pera tup enXeKrup avrov eig rr\p 

ovpaPLOP faotXeLap avrov—the final wish of the 

author (“May the Lord Jesus gather me as well with 

his elect into his heavenly kingdom”). In contrast, it 
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rfjg ypg and its being brought home into the 

PaocAeia (sc. rot; t9eo0).61 In the liturgy of the 

Didache the hope for eschatological reunion of the 

separated is related to the meal celebration.62 As the 

bread eaten at the common meal ovpax&ep eyepero 

ev, so will the church be—on that day. It should be 

obvious on the face of it that the symbolism of Did. 

9.4a should not be examined with logical stringency: 

the phrases about what was (previously) “scattered on 

the hillsides,”63 and is (now) gathered into one,64 do 

not strictly describe some particular techniques in 

farming and bread production,65 but are simply 

intended to point to and beyond the one common 

element (with respect to bread and church): one bread 

from the bteoKOpTaapePOP “on the surrounding 

hills”; one church from many who are now dispersed 

throughout the world.66 

The prayer almost constitutes an “interpretive saying.” 

As the bread has come into being through the gathering 

of grains once scattered on the surrounding hills,67 so 

may God gather the diaspora of the church68 from the 

ends of the earth69 into God’s reign. The jSamAeta is 

understood in an eschatological sense as the realm of 

the end time, in which all dispersion will be at an end. 

God’s reign is determinative for the church. 

The community gathered for the meal responds70 to 

this prayer by saying: on oov eoriv 17 <5o|a kul rj 5uua- 

pug dca Irjoov Xpiorov elg Tovg oduvag.71 

■ 5 At this point the Didachist72 has inserted a rubrical 

comment. Only those baptized (in the name of the 

Lord)73 may take part; only they may eat and drink “of 

your thanksgiving [meal].” It is not clear whether here 

seems to me that the eporpg motif in John 17:11, 

20-23 belongs in a different context. 

61 God’s basileia: in Did. 8.2 (in the quotation of the 

Lord’s Prayer) and in 10.5, the material parallel to 

9.4. It seems questionable to me whether the 

Didache text thinks directly of the metaphor of “har¬ 

vest” for the “judgment of the world” in connection 

with the gathering of the scattered (Riesenfeld, 

“Brot von den Bergen,” 146-47). 

62 Cf. earlier 1 Cor 10:17, although there with regard 

to the Eucharist; Ignatius Eph. 20.2. As the parallels 

show, the motif had its later Sitz im Leben primarily 

in the anaphora of the Eucharist. The same motif 

reappears in Did. 10.5, a prayer that looks back in 

gratitude to the “agape” but at the same time looks 

forward to the sacrament. 

63 'Etrapu tup opeup remains uninterpreted thus far. 

Riesenfeld (“Brot von den Bergen,” 149-50) sug¬ 

gested a connection with Isa 40:4, and recalls 1 Bar. 

5.5-8 and Ps. Sol. 11.2-4. This is highly question¬ 

able. 

64 H reads /cat ovpax^P eyepero cp. Wengst (Didache 

80) decided (with Constitutions) for elg aprog 

instead of ep. 

65 For information on the ritual gathering of wheat 

for the eucharistic bread, see Adam, “Herkunft,” 

57-61, who sees in it evidence of the “east Syrian 

roots of the Didache” (p. 57). 

66 The interpretation presented here avoids making 

claims with regard to Johannine reminiscences. 

There is sometimes a different tendency in recent 

research, e.g.: Goodenough, “John a Primitive 

Gospel," JBL 64 [1945] 174-75, who sees in this pas¬ 

sage (besides dependence on Jewish liturgy) remi¬ 

niscences from the Fourth Gospel (chap. 6); also 

Moule, “Note,” 240-43. Moule finds the received 

interpretation problematic (instead of /cAaa/xa, one 

would tend to expect aprog, and instead of bueoKop- 

■rnopepop rather bLeotrappePOP; avpayeiv must 

remain odd in the traditional interpretation, and 

why eirdpu tup opeup? pp. 240-41). These difficul¬ 

ties are largely eliminated if (with Moule, “Note,” 

242) one refers Did. 9.4 to “the gathering of the 

kAaopara after the feeding of the multitude” (sc. 

according to John 6). Even the eirdpu tup opeup 

would be explained, namely, as an echo of John 6:3 

(elg to opog). To the contrary, and correctly, 

Riesenfeld, “Brot von den Bergen,” 143-45. Lucien 

Cerfaux has contradicted Riesenfeld’s presentation 

and again established connections to John 6 and 

11:52, although not necessarily literary connections 

(“La multiplication des pains dans la liturgie de la 

Didache,” Bib 40 [1959] 943-58). Against the pre¬ 

sentations by Goodenough, Moule, and Cerfaux: 

Clerici, Einsammlung, 92-102; Voobus, Liturgical 

Traditions, 137-57; idem, “Regarding the 

Background of the Liturgical Traditions in the 

Didache: The Question of Literary Relation 

between Didache IX,4 and the Fourth Gospel,” VC 

23 (1969) 81-87. I also regard the derivation from 

the Fourth Gospel as out of place. Cf. also Rordorf 

and Tuilier, Doctrine, 46 n. 3. Possible relationships 

to John 11:52 can be adequately explained by their 

dependence on a common liturgical tradition. On 

the work of Magne, see above, p. 151 n. 52. 

67 For the uncontracted genitive plural opeup, see 

BDF, §48; BDR, §48. 

68 On this see Kurt Niederwimmer, “Kirche als 

Diaspora,” EvTh 41 (1981) 294. “The exxArjata, 

here and in 10.5, is the whole community (different¬ 

ly from 4.14).” See also Knopf, Lehre, 27; and previ¬ 

ously Harnack, Lehre, 31. 

69 For rd nepara rrjg yijg, cf. T. Naph. 6.7; Matt 
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9.1-5 

6vxglplot[(x means the entire meal celebration or the 

foods themselves. It is also uncertain whether evyotpi- 

ot'ia at this point refers simply to the nonsacramental 

meal of the community (which has been the subject thus 

far),74 or whether (and recall that we are looking at a 

redactional text) the term already includes the sacra¬ 

mental Lord’s Supper that will follow at 10.6. I consider 

the latter more probable. 

Here again (cf. Did. 1.6), the Didachist has the tenden¬ 

cy to give authority to his remarks by adding a support¬ 

ive quotation (v. 5b): Kai yap irepi tovtov elprjKev75 6 

Kvptoq introduces a quotation from the Jesus tradition. 

The subsequent quotation, pp Score to ayiov Tolq kvol, 

is found word for word in Matt 7:6; however, it is not cer¬ 

tain that the Didachist is quoting Matthew’s Gospel.76 In 

the Didache we should consider the possibility of oral tra¬ 

dition, or a quotation from an unknown apocryphal 

gospel. The Didachist interprets the logion77 as an 

authoritative confirmation of the prohibition he has just 

expressed. If Jesus forbade giving what is holy to the 

dogs, he thus forbade (also at any rate)78 the giving of 

the sacred food to the unbaptized.79 Hence to ay lop = 

the sacred food (possibly we should expand this to mean 

that oi ayioi = the baptized), and oi nvveq = the unbap¬ 

tized.80 The concept to ayiov can certainly refer to the 

food of the Christian community meal;81 it is more prob- 

/ 

12:42/Luke 11:31; 1 Clem. 36.4 (= Ps 2:8); Ignatius 

Rom. 6.1; Hermas Sim. 8.3.2. 

70 Dibelius, “Mahl-Gebete,” 121-22. 

71 The response may originally have been: on aov 

eoTiv r\ bvvaptg kocl r) 5o%a eig rovg aiavag. See 

above. Audet conjectures dp.rjv (Didache, 401). 

72 Betz (“Eucharist,” 249) differs: this is “old tradition, 

not first composed by the redactor of the Didache 

but taken over.” 

73 For the formulation oi (HanTLoflevreg eig ovo/xa 

Kvpiov, cf. the baptismal formula in Did. 7.1, 3, and 

above, pp. 126-27 nn. 8, 11, and 12. 

74 Stuiber, “Eulogia,” 915: “If this is a liturgical agen¬ 

da, evxapiOTia would refer to the foods over which 

the one evyapLOTia is spoken as table prayer.” 

75 Cf. Did. 1.6: dAAd /cat irepi tovtov 8e elpr)T<xi\ and 

16.7: dAA' <hg eppePp, both of which are redac¬ 

tional. 

76 Obviously, Massaux (Influence, 3.156) thinks here of 

a quotation from Matthew, as does Hagner, Use, 

280. To the contrary: Koester, Synoptische Uberliefe- 

rung, 198-200, 240. Wengst (Didache, 28) is inclined 

once again to think of Matthew. The logion is also 

found in Gos. Thom. (Coptic) 93: “Do not give what 

is holy to the dogs, because they will throw it on the 

dung heap” (cf. Leipoldt, 49). Cf. also Basilides in 

Epiphanius Pan. 24.5.2 (GCS 1.262). 

77 For the aporetic question (as I see it) about the 

meaning of the mashal in Matthew’s Gospel, cf. 

Erich Klostermann, Das Matthausevangelium (4th 

ed.; HNT 4; Tubingen: Mohr [Siebeck], 1971) 

66-67; Otto Michel, “kiW,” TDNT 3 (1967) 1101-3; 

Sigfred Pedersen, “kvcot',” EDNT 2 (1991) 332; 

Ulrich Luz, Matthew 1-7: A Commentary (trans. 

Wilhelm C. Linss; Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1989) 

418: “The logion is a riddle. Neither (a) its origin 

nor (b) its original meaning nor (c) its meaning in 

the Matthean context can be completely made 

clear.” 

78 Kai yap irepi tovtov. Strictly speaking, the redactor 

does not say that the Jesus saying refers only to this 

case. We can understand him to mean, “The word 

of the Lord, which you know, forbidding us to give 

what is holy to the dogs, can also be interpreted to 

mean that it is forbidden to give the eucharist to the 

unbaptized.” Gregory Dix differs: Christ’s prohibi¬ 

tion applies not only to the sacramental Eucharist, 

but also to the community meal (The Shape of the 

Liturgy [2d ed.; repr., London: Black, 1970; New 

York: Seabury, 1982] 92-93). 

79 Otto Michel (“kvuv," TDNT 3 [1967] 1103) sees a 

material relationship between the Jesus saying and 

its interpretation in the Didache: “The cultic form of 

the saying of Jesus suggests that it be applied also to 

the Church’s worship.” 

80 Rev 22:15 is somewhat different, and different again 

is the polemic against false teachers in Phil 3:2; 2 

Pet 2:22; Ignatius Eph. 7.1. Who are the Kvveg in 

Matt 7:6? The unworthy hearers of the proclama¬ 

tion? Or the Gentiles? Or the false brethren? Or the 

apostates? 

81 Cf. Richard H. Connolly, “Agape and Eucharist in 

the Didache,” DR 55 (1937) 488; Rordorf and 

Tuilier, Doctrine, 39 n. 1. Indeed, we should note the 

regulation for the catechumens at the agape: 

Hippolytus Apost. Trad. 26-27 (SC 11.102-5); cf. Die 

Canones Hippolyti 33.2.172 (ed. Achelis [TU 6.4; 

Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1891] 106-7); more remotely 

comparable is Ps.-Clem. Rec. 2.70.5-6; 71.1-3 (GCS 

2.92-93) and—with regard to monastic community 

meals—Ps.-Athanasius De virg. 13 (ed. von der Goltz 

[TU, n.s. 14.2a; Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1906] 47-48): “If 
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able, however, that we should assume that the Didachist sacramental celebration of the Lord’s Supper, and his 

is not thinking simply of the community meal that has prohibition applies in a special sense to that 

been the subject before this. Instead he includes the celebration.82 

a woman catechumen is found at the table, do not 

let her pray with the believers, neither sit down to 

eat your bread with her . . . for are you not holy to 

the Lord God, and is not your food and drink sanc¬ 

tified?” (eav be evpedij KaTpxoupevr) ev tt? 

rpa7T6p7, p-r) avvevx^odui perd tusv ttiotuiv, ovbe pq 

Koc&lcnjq <payelv tov aprou oov pef aurrjg . . . ou 

yap ayia el Kvp'uo tco dea, Kai to (3puipd oov nai to 

■jropa oov -pyiaopevov earl). For the exclusion of 

the novices from the ritual meal at Qumran, see 

IQS 6.16-17, 20-21. 

82 Possibly serving as a bridge to the redactor’s inter¬ 

pretation is the circumstance that, in Jewish tradi¬ 

tion, to dytov is sometimes used for “sacrificial 

meat.” Cf. Klostermann, Matthausevangelium, 

1102-3; Luz, Matthew 1-7, 418. 
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10.1-7 

b. Prayer of Thanksgiving (Eucharist) (10.1-7) 

1 When you have had your fill, give thanks this 
way: 

2 "We thank you, holy Father, 
For your holy name, 

which you made dwell in our hearts. 
And for the knowledge and faith and immor¬ 

tality, 
which you made known to us 
through Jesus your servant. 

To you be glory forever. 
3 You, almighty Lord, created all things for the 

sake of your name, 
and you gave food and drink to human 

beings for enjoyment, 
so that they would thank you; 

But you graced us with spiritual food and 
drink and eternal life 

through <Jesus> your servant. 
4 *For all things, we thank you. Lord, because 

you are powerful. 
To you be glory forever. 

5 Be mindful. Lord, of your church, 
to preserve it from all evil 
and to perfect it in your love. 

And < .. . > gather it from the four winds, 
into the kingdom which you have prepared 

for it. 
For power and glory are yours forever. 

6 May grace come, and may this world pass by. 
Hosanna to the God of David! 

/ If anyone is holy, let him come. 
If anyone is not, let him repent. 
Maranatha! Amen." 

7 Allow the prophets, however, to give thanks as 
much as they like. 

Comment 

■ 1 With 10.1 the Didachist returns to the quotation of 

his source. Verse 1 is a rubrical commentary on the litur¬ 

gical agenda. The meal took place between chaps. 9 and 

10. The phrase pera he to eiA'K\rjodr)vai suggests that 

the preceding meal was a full meal for satisfaction of 

hunger (cf. John 6:12: wq he eueiv\riodr]oau).1 

In Did. 10.2-5 the liturgy hands on the prescribed 

prayer of thanksgiving after the meal. It functions, at the 

same time, as the transition to the sacramental liturgy 

that follows. The prayer consists of three benedictions 

1 

(the first in v. 2, the second in vv. 3-4, and the third in 

v. 5), each introduced by an address (irotTep ajie in v. 2, 

heoTTora ixavTOnpaTop in v. 3, KVpce in v. 5), and con¬ 

cluded by a doxology (ool 17 <5ofa eiq rovq aiavaq in vv. 

2 and 4; otl oou eoTtv r) hvvapiq Kai rj ho^a eiq rovq 

odaivotq in v. 5). 

The model for this long prayer is (as has long been 

acknowledged) the Jewish prayer after meals, the Birkat 

Ha-Mazon.2 This is introduced by the “invitational bless¬ 

ing,” after which the one who is to recite the benediction 

takes the cup of blessing, lifts it slightly from the table, 

For the Birkat Ha-Mazon, see Holtzmann, Berakot, 

78-79; Str-B 4.631-32; Klein, “Gebete,” 140-41; 

and particularly Finkelstein, “Birkat Ha-Mazon,” 

211-62; cf. also Middleton, “Eucharistic Prayers,” 

263-67; Hruby, “Birkat Ha-Mazon,” 205-22. 

Cf. also Luke 6:25; Acts 14:17, and perd to detirvrj- 2 

om in 1 Cor 11:25. On the whole subject, see above, 

p. 143 n. 49. Klein (“Gebete,” 142) refers to Deut 

8:10; cf. Audet, Didache, 431. The passage plays a 

role as a scriptural basis for the Jewish table prayer 

(cf. Holtzmann, Berakot, 79; Str-B 4.632), and the 

blessings that follow are, in part, constructed on the 

model of Jewish table prayer. 
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and recites the text of the prayer after meals.3 We may 

presuppose corresponding actions (with the exception 

of the invitational benediction?) for the ritual now 

before us. The text of the Jewish table prayer was 

expanded in the course of time, so that it would be diffi¬ 

cult to attempt to re-create its original wording.4 The wit¬ 

ness of Gamaliel II is important for establishing the 

extreme age of the original three benedictions (m. Ber. 

6.8a).5 The fourth benediction is a later accretion (and 

yet it is old!).6 Still, the parts of the Jewish and Christian 

prayers do not correspond. The first part of the Didache 

prayer (v. 2) is constructed more according to the model 

in 9.2 and 9.3;7 only the second part (vv. 3-4) recalls, in 

its content, the first Jewish benediction (and yet v. 4 is a 

direct reflection of a passage in the second benedic¬ 

tion); finally, the third part of the Didache prayer (v. 5) is 

reminiscent of the third Jewish benediction. Of course 

the motifs of the Jewish “model” have been fundamen¬ 

tally reinterpreted.8 Even from a formal point of view, 

however, we may observe crucial differences. 

■ 2 The first benediction is constructed according to the 

same scheme as the prayers in 9.2 and 9.3, with element 

(2) doubled: 

1. EvxapiOTOvpiev ool, 7rarep ayce, 

2. virep tov ayiov ovoparoq oov, 

ov9 KaTeoKijvuoaq ev raiq Kapdiouq riotin', 

Kal virep rrjq yvipoeoiq Kal irioTeuq Kal afiavaoiaq, 

rjq eyvwpioaq ppxv dia 'h]O0v tov iraidoq oov 

3. ooi ri do^a eiq rovq aitivaq. 

The community praises God10 who has made the 

divine ovopa (“name”) to dwell in it—namely (as we are 

probably meant to understand), through and since bap¬ 

tism.11 ''Ovopa (more precisely: to ayiov ovopa oov)12 is 

God’s epiphany, God in person.13 KaTaoKrjvovv (for 

p®)14 plays on God’s “dwelling,” God’s presence; in this 

way15 God makes a dwelling for the divine name— 

secretly and invisibly, but really and effectively—in our 

innermost being, ev Talq Kapbiaiq ripuv,19 that is, in the 

heart and center of a person.17 The continuation, Kal 

virep T-rjq yvwoeuq . . . , is parallel to virep tov ayiov 

dvopaToq . . . and continues the listing of the goods of 

salvation. We should probably understand this to mean 

that through this very indwelling of God (God’s holy 

name, as the OT-flavored text says) we are given salva¬ 

tion, knowledge, faith, and immortality. While the goods 

3 See the details in Str-B 4.627-34; Jeremias, 

Eucharistic Words, 110. 

4 This is attempted by Finkelstein, “Birkat Ha- 

Mazon,” 223-35; Hruby, “Birkat Ha-Mazon,” 

207-16. 

5 Holtzmann, Berakot, 77-79. 

6 The wording of the first three benedictions was, 

however, also expanded and changed over time. On 

this see Finkelstein, “Birkat Ha-Mazon,” 261-62; 

Hruby, “Birkat Ha-Mazon,” 205-22. 

7 Still, as a rule the first benediction in Didache 10 is 

paralleled with the second benediction of the 

Jewish prayer after meals. See Finkelstein, “Birkat 

Ha-Mazon,” 216. Dibelius also (“Mahl-Gebete,” 

122-23) paralleled Did. 10.2 with the Birkat Ha-Arez, 

but then suggested (in line with his hypothesis) that 

the text should be understood “as a Hellenistic 

development of the Hebrew prayer after meals” (p. 

122), or as “a prayer after meals used in Greek 

Judaism” (p. 123), and that this was then 

Christianized in the Didache. But these ideas are, 

altogether, quite arbitrary. 

8 These differences are analyzed esp. by Finkelstein, 

“Birkat Ha-Mazon,” 213-19, although I cannot 

agree with him at every point. 

9 Attraction: cf. BDF, §294; BDR, §294. 

10 ndrep ayie as in John 17:11. The expression is 

found in the NT and the Apostolic Fathers only 

there and in Did. 10.2. See the further connections 

between Did. 10.2, 5 and John 17 described by 

Clerici (Einsammlung, 97), who correctly emphasizes 

that “despite these common themes ... no literary 

dependence [can be] established.” Instead, we 

should think of a common liturgical tradition 

(ibid.). Wengst (Didache, 81 n. 77) writes: “Both pas¬ 

sages [Wengst is thinking of irdrep otyie in John 

17:11 and Did. 10.2] make it likely that the address 

‘holy Father’ is derived from liturgical language.” 

Cf. also Odes Sol. 31.5 (Charlesworth, 115-16); 

“Pater sancte,” Acts of Peter (against Simon) 27 

(Lipsius-Bonnet, 1.74). 

11 Wilhelm Michaelis, “KaTaoKf]v6u>,” TDNT 7 (1971) 

389; Rordorf, “Didache,” 19; unrestrictedly: Knopf, 

Lehre, 28. 

12 For to ayiov ovopa (“the holy name”), cf. ayiov 

Kal tpofiepov to ovopa avtov (“his holy and awe¬ 

some name”), Ps 110:9; to ovopa to ayiov, Lev 

18:21; (+ pov) 22:2; /cal ayiov to ovopa avrov, Luke 

1:49; to peyaAoirpeireq /cal ayiov ovopa avrov 

(“his magnificent and holy name”), 1 Clem. 64. 

13 Similarly Drews, “Apostellehre,” 270; Knopf, Lehre, 

28; Audet, Didache, 431. 'Ovopa here stands for 

what the Greeks would call ovola. 

14 Cf. Michaelis, “/caraa/crjt'oa),” TDNT 7 (1971) 387. 

15 KaraoKr]vovv is not intransitive, but transitive, or 

rather causative: cf. Ps 22:2; Jer 7:12; Ezek 43:7. 156 



10.1-7 

of salvation in 9.3 were fcorj (“life”) and yvcpocq (“knowl¬ 

edge”), now yvccoLq (“knowledge”), TtloTcq (“faith”),18 

and ddocvaoia (“immortality”) are named.19 The goods 

of salvation that God bestows are mediated and revealed 

through Jesus, the “servant.”20 The next expressions, rjq 

eyvccptaaq ktX., and am rj 56%a eiq Tovq cddivaq, corre¬ 

spond directly to the conclusions of the prayers in 9.2 

and 3.21 The stylistic relationship of the three prayers in 

9.2; 9.3; and 10.2 is quite clear. 

■ 3-4 The second benediction then follows the motifs of 

the Jewish prayer after meals (see above),22 beginning 

with the Birkat Hassan. As reconstructed by Finkelstein,23 

the oldest version of this benediction in the prayer was: 

“Blessed art thou, O Lord, our God, king of the universe, 

who feedest the whole world with goodness, with grace, 

and with mercy.”24 It is uncertain to what extent the 

Jewish model for the Didache prayer had already been 

expanded beyond the reconstructed original form.25 The 

prayer in the Didache is constructed as follows: 

1. OV, beOKOTOC ir(XVTOKf)(XTOp, 

2. eKTioaq toc navra. evenev tov ovopaToq aov, 

Tpoiprjv T€ kotov ebunctq wlq otvdpwiroLq Gtg 

ocKoXavoiv, Iva ool eoxocpiOTpouaiv, 

rjplv be exapiou KvevpaTiKqv Tpoiprjv Ka'L kotov Kai 
fwi)v oduiviov bta Iqoov26 tov 7tacboq aov. 

3. Kepi27 ■Kccvmv evxocplotovp.ev ooi, otl bvvaToq el- 

not28 r) 8o%a eiq Tovq altivaq. 

The prayer first calls upon God, the beoKOTqq ttocvto- 

KpaTcop (“almighty Lord”) who created all things. The 

address beoKora29 is made more explicit by the addition 

16 H has mistakenly written vpdv; this was emended 

by Bryennios, Aiba\q, 37 and n. 4. 

17 For this expression and its earlier history, cf. Jer 

7:12: (eiq tov toitov ...) ov KaTeoKqvaoa to ovopa 

[xov eeel epnpoodev (“the place where I caused my 

name to dwell previously”); Ezek 43:7: ev olq 

KaTaoKqvdoec to ovopd pov (“among whom he will 

cause my name to dwell”); 2 Esd 11:9: KaTaoKqvd- 

oca to ovopa pov (“to cause my name to dwell”); Ps. 

Sol. 7.6: ev rd KaraoKqvovv to ovopa oou ev peoa 

r)pu>v e\erji)r}o6peda (“in causing your name to 

dwell among us we will be shown mercy”). Our text 

speaks of God’s dwelling in our hearts, which is 

revealed through baptism. For the indwelling of 

God, Christ, and the Spirit, cf. Rom 8:9; 1 Cor 

14:25; Jas 4:5; Barn. 16.9; Ignatius Eph. 15.3. For 

Christians as God’s temple: 1 Cor 3:16; 6:19; 2 Cor 

6:16, and Ignatius Eph. 15.3. 

18 In the Didache also at 16.2, 5. 

19 Adavaoia appears only here in the Didache-, we find 

to dddvmov in 4.8. For ddavaoia, cf. Ignatius 

Eph. 20.2 (in a eucharistic context); far) ev ddava- 

o'ia (“life in immortality”) as one of the 8 dp a too 

deov (“gifts of God”): 1 Clem. 35.2 (with 7rLoTiq). In 

Acts of John 109 (18) (22.1, p. 208.6 in Bonnet), 

Christ is called upon in the eucharistic prayer: 

“Root of immortality and font of incorruption” 

(pitqa T-qq ddavaoiaq Kai q irqyq rfjq aipdapoiaq). 

20 Wengst (Didache, 80, following the Georgian), has 

deleted qpiv after eyvapioaq. But cf. the parallels 

in 9.2 and 3. 

21 Audet again conjectures apqv as a response 

(Didache, 401). 

22 Dibelius, “Mahl-Gebete,” 123, referred to m. Ber. 

6.8b (“Whoever drinks water for his/her thirst 

speaks praise: ‘through the word all things came to 

be’” [Holtzmann, Berakot, 81]) and unnecessarily 

regarded this reference as more important than that 

to the Birkat Hassan. 

23 Finkelstein, “Birkat Ha-Mazon,” 227. 

24 The translation follows that in Jeremias, Eucharistic 

Words, 110. 

25 The clause later added (?—Hruby differs, “Birkat 

Ha-Mazon,” 208), “blessed art thou, Lord, who 

nourishes all things,” corresponds to the doxology 

in the Didache prayer: ooi q ktX. The phrase 

“for the sake of [God’s] great name,” lacking in the 

reconstructed oldest form, appears to be attested 

already by the Didache. See below. 

26 On this, see below, n. 37. 

27 On this, see below, n. 46. 

28 On this, see below, n. 41. 

29 Addressing God as beo-Rorqq is something inherited 

from Hellenistic Jewish tradition. In the NT see 

Luke 2:29; Acts 4:24; Rev 6:10; with reference to 

Jesus: 2 Pet 2:1; cf. Jude 4, and indirectly perhaps 

2 Tim 2:21. AeoiroTqq occurs only here in the 

Didache. As predicated of God in the Apostolic 

Fathers: Barn. 1.7; 4.3; Hermas Vis. 2.2.4-5; Sim. 1.9; 

and frequently in 1 Clement. Especially characteristic 

of the present context is 6 beaitOTqq Tdv dirdvrav, 

1 Clem. 8.2; bqpiovpyoq Kai bea-noTqq Tdv avravTcov, 

20.11; cf. 33.2; 6 beoiroTqq incdpxei Tdv anavToiv, 
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of ttavTOKparop;30 as creator, God is at the same time 

the universal ruler over all creatures.31 God is not only 

the one who created all things “for the sake of the divine 

name,”32 however, but at the same time the creator is the 

one who graciously holds the world in being. The world 

here means especially human beings, who receive food 

and drink from God’s hand33 precisely in order to give 

thanks to God.34 

To this point the prayer does not follow the Jewish 

model word for word, but its motifs are certainly the 

same. With pplp de exotpiow ktA. (“you graced us, etc.”) 

it deliberately steps beyond its Jewish model.35 God gives 

earthly food and drink to all people, but to us, namely, 

the Christians, God gives -npev par Lapp Tpo<pr)P nai 

ttotop36 (“spiritual food and drink”; TTPevpaTiKp is 

emphasized), and thereby farjv ocluplop (“eternal life”). 

This gift, in fact, occurs dta Ipoov tov troudoc; aou.37 

nvevfjLaTLKT) rpcxpr) or (TTPevpaTinbp) itotov is not a 

“spiritualizing” expression,38 but can be understood as a 

look ahead to the sacramental Lord’s Supper, for which 

this prayer is a transitional preparation. The expression 

describes the bread and wine of the Lord’s Supper as 

sacramental food. Compare the possibly pre-Pauline 

expressions TTPevpctTLKOP fiptipa and TTPevpaTLKOP ttopa 

in 1 Cor 10:3-4. In this, the sacramental food, all earthly 

food is perfected, elevated to the spiritual plane, and 

transformed. It conveys more than earthly life: it pro¬ 

vides (cor) aiuPLoq.39 

■ 4 The benediction concludes with a phrase that (in 

comparison to the others) is somewhat expanded: ttepl 

52.1; ov yap, beoiroTa, eirovpavce (3aoiXev rap 

aiuvuv, 61.2; cf. also Diogn. 3.2 and 6 yap 

beo-rroTpg nai bppiovpydg tup oXwp deog in Diogn. 

8.7. 

30 2 Cor 6:18; frequent in Revelation (1:8; 4:8, etc.); 

1 Clem. Title; 2.3; 32.4; 56.6 (from Job 5:17); 60.4; 

62.2; Hermas Vis. 3.3.5; Polycarp, Phil. Title; Diogn. 

7.2; then in the creeds: cf. Heinrich Denzinger, 

Enchiridion symbolorum: definitionum et cleclarationum 

de rebus fidei et morum (Barcelona: Herder, 1963) 

1-19. It occurs only here in the Didache. 

31 Cf. 3 Macc 2:2: Kvpce, Kvpce, fiaocXeu tup oiipavuv 

nai beoiroTa iraorjg KTtaeug, ayue ep dyioig, 

popapxe, iraPTOKpamp (“Lord, Lord, King of the 

heavens and Ruler of all creation, Holy one among 

the holy ones, Monarch, Almighty”); Diogn. 7.2: 6 

iraPTOKpaTup Kai iraPTOKTLOTrig teal aopaTog ’deog 

(“The all-ruling and all-creating and unseen God”); 

cf. also Const. 7.38.1. 

32 The expression “for the sake of the divine name” 

recalls the Jewish model; cf. n. 25 above. It is true 

that this phrase is lacking in the reconstructed old¬ 

est form of the Jewish prayer. 

33 For eig anoXavoLP, cf. (6 deog 6 ttapexuv) r)plv 

iraPTa TrXovolug eig dtroXavotv (“God who richly 

provides us with everything for our enjoyment”), 

1 Tim 6:17; irpog diroXavoLP, 1 Clem. 20.10; BAGD, 

s.v. 

34 Wengst (Didache, 80) (following the Coptic and 

Constitutions) has eliminated t.pa ool ev- 

XapLovpowaLP. But at this point Constitutions 

diverges altogether from its source, and the omis¬ 

sion in the Coptic may be accidental. 

35 Dibelius (“Mahl-Gebete,” 123) differs. He supposes 

that the expression r)plp be exaplou TTPevpaTLKpp 

Tpo(pi)p Kai 7totop “and possibly also Kai. £ar)p 

alwPLOp" comes from the spiritualizing Hellenistic 

Jewish model that he posits. The first part that is 

again Christian would then be the final phrase 

(p. 124). All this is said without any proof. 

36 For Tpo<pr) Kai ttotop, BAGD, s.v. ttotov, refers to 

Josephus Ant. 7.159, and Longus 2.7.4 

(Schonberger, 74): Kai ovt€ Tpo<pr)g ep.epprjp.Tpp 

ovTe ttotop Trpoae(pep6p,r]p (“I neither remembered 

food nor approached drink”). 

37 Note the sequence “food—drink” in contrast to Did. 

9.2-3, but in harmony with 9.5. The prayer has 

regard for the eucharistic elements. For the contrast 

between “earthly” and “spiritual/sacramental,” cf. 

Ignatius Rom. 7.3 {‘pftopa/a<p-dapTog)-, Justin 1 Apol. 

66.2 (Goodspeed, 74-75); Irenaeus Adv. haer. 4.18.5 

(SC 100.610-13). For the final phrase H has only 

bta tov Tcacbog oov, but Irjaov should be added, fol¬ 

lowing the Coptic (cf. also the Georgian). Thus 

Schmidt, “Koptische Didache-Fragment,” 85, 97. Cf. 

the expressions in Did. 9.2, 3; 10.2. 

38 Thus Dibelius, “Mahl-Gebete,” 124; cf. n. 35 above. 

In a different sense (namely, a Christian spiritualiz¬ 

ing of the Jewish model): Finkelstein, “Birkat Ha- 

Mazon,” 214. 

39 “Did. 10.3-4 extols the eucharistic gift as the fulfil¬ 

ment of the gifts of creation which confer temporal 

life” (Leonhard Goppelt, “ttlpu ktA.,” TDNT 6 

[1968] 147). 

40 For on bvparbg el, cf. Ps 88:9; Peterson 

(“Probleme,” 171) refers to Karl Preisendanz, Papyri 

Graecae Magicae: Die griechischen Zauberpapyri (2 

vols.; Leipzig and Berlin: Teubner, 1928) 2.101 

(13.275-76). 

41 H’s av should be emended: the Coptic has the 

equivalent of ool. Harnack (Lehre, 33) conjectured 

ov-ooi, which is possible but unnecessary. See 

Niederwimmer, “Textprobleme,” 126. 
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rraprup evyoplotovpep ool, otl bvparoq el:40 ctot4117 

bo%a elq rovq alwpaq (“For all things, we thank you, 

Lord, because you are powerful”).42 Verse 4a could be 

regarded as a later addition,43 if it were not for the fact 

that there is evidence of a parallel in the Jewish prayer 

after meals (not in the first benediction, but in the sec¬ 

ond): “And we praise you for all. . . ,”44 The reminis¬ 

cence of the Jewish model45 suggests the reading 

attested by the Coptic version: irepi rraPTWP (rather than 

the 7rpo rrdtPTWP in H).46 Cf. also Mart. Pol. 14.3: bia. tov- 

to nal rrepl 7tocptup oe alpu, oe evAoyti, oe bo^afoj 

(“Therefore for all things I praise you, bless you, and glo¬ 

rify you”); and Const. 7.38.1: EvxopLOTOvpep ool rrepl 

rraPTUP, beorrora rraPTOK.pd.Top (“We give you thanks for 

all things, almighty master”); and 7.38.4: rrepl rrdpTup 

ool bra XpLorov evyotp lotov pep (“for all things we give 

thanks to you through Christ”).47 

■ 5 The third benediction in the Didache prayer is dis¬ 

tantly reminiscent of the third benediction in the Jewish 

prayer after meals. The original version reconstructed by 

Finkelstein48 is said to have been: “Have mercy, O Lord, 

our God, on Israel thy people, and on Jerusalem, thy 

city, and upon Zion, the dwelling place of thy glory, and 

upon thy altar and thy temple. Blessed art thou, O Lord, 

thou who buildest Jerusalem.”49 Among the later expan¬ 

sions (?) is the call for relief from all distress. With 

regard to the Didache prayer, finally, we should also 

recall an addition to the third benediction of the Birkat 

HaMazon that is prayed on the Passover eve, in which 

the motif of remembrance has a role to play.50 It is true 

that the things that recall the Jewish prayer have been 

Christianized in Did. 10.5. The Didache does not pray for 

Israel or Jerusalem, but for the church of God; the 

memento motif and the plea for redemption are adapted 

accordingly.51 The prayer is constructed as follows: 

1. pprjofiriTL, Kvpce, 

2. rrjq eKKArjolaq oov 

tov pvoao-daL avrqp arro rraPToq rroprjpov 

nal reAetcoom avr-qp ep rr) ayarrij oov, 

kocI ovpa^op avrrjp arro tup Teooapup avepup 
< . . . >52 

elq rrjp or)p j3aoLAelap, r)p qTolpaoaq avrij- 

3. otl oov eoTLP 17 bvpapcq nal 17 6o|a 

elq Tovq alupaq. 

The introductory pppodpTL, Kvpre, may recall the 

insertion, cited above, in the third benediction of the 

/_ 
42 After aiupaq the Coptic adds 2xntm (and follows it 47 

with a signum dispositionis). Dibelius (“Mahl-Gebete,” 

122) and Koester (Synoptische Uberlieferung, 194) 

regard this as the original text. Audet also adopts it 48 

{Didache, 401). In that case “amen” would be the 

response of the congregation. It is problematic, 

however; see Niederwimmer, “Textprobleme,” 126. 

43 Or is it out of order? Drews (“Apostellehre,” 

270-71) suggested, following von der Goltz, that 49 

rearrangements need to be made in vv. 3 and 4. 

Knopf’s opinion (Lehre, 28) is similar. This sugges- 50 

tion is unnecessary. According to Lietzmann {Mass, 

191-92) v. 4a is in the wrong place, “but we can no 

longer determine the original—which may not even 

have been in these prayers” (p. 236). 

44 Cf. the text in its various versions: Finkelstein, 

“Birkat Ha-Mazon,” 228, 247-48. According to 

Finkelstein (p. 229), this was a later insertion. 

45 Observed already by Klein, “Gebete,” 143 (although 

Klein read repo rrexvrwv . . .). 

46 F01-rrepl: Dibelius, “Mahl-Gebete,” 124; Klauser, 

Doctrina, 24; Wengst, Didache, 80. The old editions 

read repo, with H, but so does Audet, Didache, 236. 

Rordorf and Tuilier {Doctrine 180) read repo, but 51 

note (p. 181 n. 3) that the Coptic probably has the 

correct reading. On this question, see 

Niederwimmer, “Textprobleme,” 125-26. 

Peterson, “Probleme,” 171 and n. 86. Peterson (p. 

171) calls attention also to the similar introductory 

formula creep rravruv. See the examples there. 

Cf. the various versions and the analysis in 

Finkelstein, “Birkat Fla-Mazon,” 230-33, 253-58. 

The original text, as suggested by Finkelstein, is on 

pp. 230 and 233. So also Hruby, “Birkat Ha-Mazon,” 

215. 

The translation follows Jeremias, Eucharistic Words, 

110. 

Following Jeremias’s translation {Eucharistic Words, 

252): “Our God, and God of our fathers, may there 

arise, and come, and come unto, be seen accepted, 

heard, recollected and remembered, the remem¬ 

brance of us and the recollection of us, and the 

remembrance of our fathers, and the remembrance of 

the Messiah, son of David, thy servant, . . . and the 

remembrance of Jerusalem thy holy city, and the 

remembrance of all thy people, the house of Israel. 

May their remembrance come before thee, for res¬ 

cue, goodness.” According to Jeremias {Eucharistic 

Words, 252), this addition “may go back in essence 

to the time of Jesus.” 

Dibelius, “Mahl-Gebete,” 124-25: the original 

prayer concluded at 10.4, and 10.5 was a later addi¬ 

tion, “a special prayer for the church” (p. 125). The 

doublet ovva^ov exvrqv kt\. (cf. 9.4) is said to show 
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Birkat Ha-Mazon, but somewhat also the Shemoneh Esreh 

(Palestinian) 7: “Look upon our suffering . . . and save 

us for your name’s sake.”53 But the memento motif as 

such goes back much farther. The Lord is called upon in 

many ways to remember the covenant, Israel, and the 

Messiah, and to take action to save those who are God’s 

own.54 The memento of the Didache is also within this tra¬ 

dition, but the motif has been translated into a Christian 

context, as the continuation shows.55 In any case, the 

precondition for the prayer in the Didache is faith that 

God has entered into a covenant with the church and 

that promises are involved. When the community cries 

out to God nvr)(ydr}Ti, Kvpie, it prays for the fulfillment 

of the promises: “here we have . . . the primeval form of 

all the commemorations in the later liturgies.”56 

This is now made more concrete in three petitions 

(■tov pvoaofta.L avtt)p . . . reAetcaom avTpv . . . ovva^ov 

avTpv . . . ).57 The first petition, (tov) pvoaotfcu avrrjv 

(sc. ttjv eKKXrjoiav) and irccvTog Tcovrjpov58 (“to preserve 

it from all evil”), could possibly be related to a similar 

expression in the third benediction of the Jewish prayer 

after meals.59 One may also compare the expression 

quoted above from the Tefillah. But here the object of 

the prayer is the entiXpoia. The second petition, (tov) 

TeXetwaai avTpv (sc. Tpv eKaXpoiav) ev tt? dyairri oov 

(“to perfect it in your love”), refers to the eschatological 

perfection of the church.60 TeXeiovv here means “to 

complete,” “to bring to perfection.”61 The perfection of 

the church is thought of either in a moral sense (in 

which case it is divine love62 by and through which the 

church reaches perfection, by being made holy),63 or— 

and this is more probable—in an eschatological sense (in 

which case we should understand ev rr) (xycacf] oov as 

the love of God that perfects the church in unity).64 The 

unity of the church in the end time is, in any case, the 

matter of the third and last petition: nai avva^ov avTpv 

. . . (“gather it, etc.”). We have already seen this motif in 

Did. 9.4. Compare: 

that this is an addition. It is true that there is a pos¬ 

sibility of “Jewish influence” in pwqoOriTL ktA., but 

“in the content, we can no longer make a distinction 

between the Jewish foundation and the Christian 

superstructure” (ibid.). 

52 I regard tt)v dytaodeioav (H) as a later gloss. See 

below. 

5S Holtzmann, Berakot, 15. 

54 Closest in language is Ps 73:2: pwriodriTi rrjg ovva- 

yuyrjs aov- VS eKTrjoa air’ dpxvs (“remember your 

congregation, which you acquired long ago”). For 

more on this, see Otto Michel, “pip.vrjOKopai,” 

TDNT 4 (1967) 675-76; G. Schmidt, “AfrijaiVi: 

Eine liturgiegeschichtliche Skizze,” in Viva vox 

Evangelii: Eine Festschrift fur Landesbischof D. Hans 

Meiser zum 70. Geburtstag am 16. Februar 1951 

(Munich: Lutherische Kirchenamt in Hannover, 

1951) 259-64; Clerici, Einsammlung, 48-64; Voobus, 

Liturgical Traditions, 166-69. 

55 For the reforming undergone by the tradition, see 

Clerici, Einsammlung, 57, 60-63; and Voobus, 

Liturgical Traditions, 168. 

56 Lietzmann, Mass, 192. Lietzmann’s remark (n. 2) 

that this topos did not appear in the OT and Jewish 

tradition has since been refuted. 

57 The object of each petition is the church. In Did. 

4.14 (didachistic redaction? see above, p. 113 n. 14) 

the reference is to the individual congregation, 

while in the prayers in 9.4 and 10.5 it is the entire 

community; similarly, in 11.11 it seems that ckkAt/- 

oLa means the whole church. 

58 For pvoaodaL Ttva air6 Tivoq (thus also in 8.2), cf. 

BDF, §180.1; BDR, §180 (1); and the examples in 

BAGD, s.v. Of course, this is not a quotation from 

Matt 6:13 (Massaux, Influence, 3.162). John 17:15 

has rqpelv avroiig tov irovrjpov (“to protect them 

from the evil one”), but there is no literary relation¬ 

ship. 

59 “Deliver us, deliver us, Yhwh, our God, with great 

haste from all our difficulties” (from the German 

translation by Holtzmann, Berakot, 79). According 

to Finkelstein’s and Hruby’s analyses (see above), 

this passage is one of the later additions. 

60 Voobus (Liturgical Traditions, 126 n. 84) refers to 

Papyrus Egerton 5 (Harold I. Bell and Thomas C. 

Skeat, eds., Fragments of an Unknown Gospel 

[London: British Museum, 1935] 58): eipr/uevoov, 

oii<ov6p.r]aov, reXLugov rfot'] Aa6[jJ ov eKTcaoi, tov 

Actdv tov [7tfpLOvoiov (“Pacify, govern and perfect 

the people whom you have created, the special 

people”). The text is from the 4th-5th centuries 

(p. 56). 

61 Gerhard Delling, “reAoq ktX.,” TDNT 8 (1972) 84. 

62 In any case aydirrj oov is subjective genitive, not 

objective (as Clerici wanted to see it: Einsammlung, 

96). 

63 Cf. 1 Clem. 49.5: ev rr) dyd.itr\ eTeXeuidrioav 

Ttavreq oL enXeKToi tov deov (“All the elect of God 

have been perfected in love”). Cf. also 50.3: ot ev 

dyairri TeXeucdevTeq. See Voobus, Liturgical 

Traditions, 127-29. 

64 Cf. John 17:23. John 17 in part recalls the motifs of 

the Didache prayers, not because the Didache is 

dependent on John but because motifs from the 
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Did. 9.4 

ovtoi ovvax$VTa 

aov 17 6KK\r]oLa 

am tup mparup 

rrjq yrjq 

eiq rr)p ar\p PaocAeLap 

Did. 10.5 

Kai avva^ov 

avvpp 

am tup Teaaapup 

apepup 

eiq rr)v app /3am,AeLap 

We should by no means conclude from this doublet that 

10.5 is a later addition.65 For the synaxis d7ro tccv reo- 

oocpuv avepuv (“from the four winds”), cf. especially 

Zech 2:10 LXX; Mark 13:27 par.66 The appositional 

phrase that follows in H (tt)v ayiaotieloav, “once it is 

sanctified”) is textually suspect.67 It is lacking in the 

Coptic and in the Apostolic Constitutions. In my opinion it 

represents a later gloss.68 

The gathering of the church is an eschatological 

event, when the church will enter into God’s basileia of 

the end time. The idea is that the reign of God is the 

future of the church. The church is seen as the people of 

God on pilgrimage, and the goal of their journey is the 

reign of God.69 The reign of God has been prepared for 

the church.70 

Then follows the doxology, on aov eoriv 17 dvvapug 

Kai 17 56%a eig rovg aiuivag (“for power and glory are 

yours forqver”), which concludes the prayer,71 presumably 

to be understood as the response of the congregation. 

■ 6 The eucharistic prayer has come to an end. We 

immediately expect the note that we now find in v. 7 

(about the free prayer of the prophets). But before that 

comes v. 6, which, from both a literary and a material 

point of view, is one of the most difficult cruces interpre- 

tum in the Didache. 

Excursus: The Difficulties of 10.6 

First of all it is clear that in 10.6 we are faced with a 

different type of discourse than in the preceding vers¬ 

es. In that regard there is an obvious caesura between 

vv. 5 and 6. What follows in v. 6 is no longer part of 

the prayer of thanksgiving; its genre is that of ritual 

acclamation.72 The verse consists of a series of short 

sentences, apparently quite loosely connected. This 

observation also corresponds to the tradition-histori¬ 

cal findings: while the preceding prayers make use of 

models drawn from the Jewish meal prayers, the 

same is not true of v. 6. Old Testament and Jewish tra¬ 

ditions continue to play a role here, but the text that 

follows is no longer derived from concrete Jewish 

meal prayers, as were the prayers that preceded it.73 

The Sitz im Leben of v. 6 is the ayaAAiaaiq of the 

primitive Christian meal celebration. These are jubi¬ 

lant cries anticipating the vanishing of this world and 

the coming of the new, combined with invitation and 

warning associated with the eucharistic Communion. 

With these eschatologically oriented, almost ecstat¬ 

ic cries, the meal comes to an end—as has been sup¬ 

posed. This opinion can, however, stand unassailably 

only for 10.6a. The expressions in 10.6b (the formula 

of invitation and warning) apparently do not belong 

at the end of the Communion but rather at the 

beginning. Thus v. 6 is an important indication that 

now, and only now, is the communion of the Lord’s 

Supper beginning—that is, that the preceding meal 

was an agape or a celebration similar to an agape. 

In addition, Lietzmann was probably right in think¬ 

ing that the whole passage should be read as a dia¬ 

logue: 

Liturgist: EAdeTU Xdptq Kai irapeAderu 6 eoapoq 

ovToq. 

Congregation: Ooappa tu via74 Aa(3i8. 

liturgy have entered into John 17. Cf. above, p. 140 

n. 8. 

65 Thus Dibelius, “Mahl-Gebete,” 125. Cf. n. 51 above. 

66 See above, commentary on 9.4. 

67 Voobus, Liturgical Traditions, 93. Nevertheless, I 

cannot share Voobus’s concerns and suggestions 

regarding the basileia clause here and in 9.4 (ibid., 

p. 90). 

68 Niederwimmer, “Textprobleme,” 119. Cf. now also 

Wengst, Didache, 82. 

69 Massaux (Influence, 3.163) sees the expression fjp 

r\Toipaaaq avTQ as representing literary depen¬ 

dence on Matt 25:34. 

70 Voobus (Liturgical Traditions, 13) interprets this 

quite differently: he suspects an older predecessor 

form in which the unity of the church was not yet 

conceived eschatologically and was not connected 

with the coming of God’s reign. 

71 The Coptic has again added 2XMHN, which Dibelius 

(“Mahl-Gebete,” 122) and Audet (Didache, 236) 

regard as original. The Coptic again has a signum 

dispositions after qxhhn. 

72 In the NT we might compare Eph 5:14b. 

73 Finkelstein (“Birkat Ha-Mazon,” 216-17, 234) dif¬ 

fers. He sees in Did. 10.6 a reflection of the prayers 

beginning with pmn that follow the fourth benedic¬ 

tion in the Jewish prayer after meals (cf. the transla¬ 

tion in Str-B 4.632). This is quite unlikely. 

74 This is the reading adopted by Lietzmann (Mass, 

193). In the edited text (Mass, 188) he reads deu, 

with Aafiib in both places. H has the abbreviated 

proper name bab. 
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Liturgist: El Tiq ay tog ear lv, cpxeada' el riq ovk 

eoTLV, peTavoelra. MapavaPa. 

Congregation: Apr\v?b 

This means, however, that we have here, in el tic, 

aycoq eoTiv . . . , the invitation to Communion, and 

in the next part a warning against unworthy participa¬ 

tion in it. 

With this transition to the sacramental 

Communion the celebration reaches its climax in the 

ritual acclamations. 

Verse 6a, first of all, abruptly directs attention to the 

parousia. The community now gathered for the meal is 

the advance guard of eternity and—standing as it does 

immediately before the sacramental union—desires noth¬ 

ing more deeply than the final disappearance of this 

world and the arrival of the one that is to come.76 The 

XOtpLq77 whose coming is implored is eschatological sal¬ 

vation.78 The sentence eA$er<o x^P^Q k(XL 6 

Koopoq ovroq (“may grace come, and may this world 

pass by”)79 is formulated as a petition. The community 

cries out for redemption,80 that is, for the passing away 

of the present and the coming of the future world.81 The 

following cry, “Hosanna!” is the oldest example of the 

use of “hosanna” in Christian ritual.82 Oaavva (= WJJEfn 

for KD rtircin)83 is the acclamation found in Ps 118:25 

(MT) that had retained a place in the Jewish liturgy for 

special feast days.84 Originally a plea for help, it had in 

the course of time become an expression of praise.85 It is 

apparently to be understood in the same way here. With 

a solemn “hosanna” the community rejoices in God,86 

75 Lietzmann, Mass, 193. It is true that Lietzmann 

regards the dialogue “as a supplement to the main 

formulary.” 

76 For early Christian prayer for the parousia, or in 

turn for the delay of the eschaton, cf. the informa¬ 

tion in Harnack, Lehre, 34-35. 

77 Xapcq (H) is to be preferred to 6 Kvptoq, which is 

presumed by the Coptic version; Dibelius (“Mahl- 

Gebete,” 125) differs. Franz J. Dolger (Sol Salutis: 

Gebet und Gesang im christlichen Altertum. Mit beson- 

derer Riicksicht auf die Ostung in Gebet und Liturgie 

[LWQF 16/17; Munster: Aschendorff, 1972] 207-8) 

explains that xdpic is a designation for Jesus (see 

below n. 78), and this was still evident to the copy¬ 

ist: “he deliberately substitutes the commonly 

understood formula for the secret name charis" 

(p. 208). 

78 The reference is said to be to “sacramental grace 

and hence the sum of Messianic salvation” (Hans 

Conzelmann, “xalpa ktA.,” TDNT 9 [1974] 400). 

That charis is here synonymous with logos = Jesus 

(suggested by Dolger, Sol Salutis, 206-8; Lietzmann, 

Mass, 193 n. 2; Kleist, Didache 9.161 n. 66) is some¬ 

thing I join Conzelmann (TDNT 9.400) in regarding 

as less probable. The commentary on this passage 

may be found in 1 Pet 1:13: eAiclaaTe em rpv (pepo- 

pevpv vp.lv xdpt-V ev ccKOKaAijpeL Ipaov XpiaTov 

(“Hope in the grace brought to you by the revela¬ 

tion of Jesus Christ”). Klauck (Herrenmahl, 360) 

thinks, as did Conzelmann, of the union of the 

sacramental and eschatological coming of charis. 

79 For 7tapepxeaPat in this sense, cf. Mark 13:30 par., 

13:31 par.; 2 Cor 5:17; 2 Pet 3:10; less directly 

1 Clem. 27.5. ATrrjAPav: Rev 21:1. 0 Koopoq ovroq 

(the central apocalyptic concept) appears only here 

in the Didache. 

80 See Rom 8:23. 

81 After uxpe neiKOCMoc cini (“Let this cosmos pass 

away”), Coptic again has pxtnui (and signum disposi- 

tionis). This “amen” is accepted by Dibelius, “Mahl- 

Gebete,” 122; Audet, Didache, 236. 

82 For “hosanna” in the Didache see Sandvik, Kommen 

des Herrn, 37-40. 

83 Eduard Lohse, “daavva," TDNT 9 (1974) 682 n. 6 

and 683 n. 14. 

84 Str-B 1.845-47; Lohse, “daavva,” 682; Sandvik, 

Kommen des Herrn, 37. 

85 Lohse, “daavva ” 682; Sandvik, Kommen des Herrn, 

37. 

86 The wording is uncertain: 

(1) daavva ra Pea Aavld (H) 

(2) daavva ra oIkoi Aavld (Coptic; Audet, Didache, 

62-67, 236, 420; Mattioli, Didache, 147) 

(3) daavva rd via Aavld (Constitutions; Bryennios, 

Acdaxp, 38). 

Reading (3) is probably a simple assimilation to 

Matt 21:9, 15. Reading (2) gives less meaning, in 

context, than reading (1). (Audet assesses the situa¬ 

tion differently; on pp. 62-67 he gives an extensive 

argument for his decision.) It is understandable how 

the other readings may have been built up on the 

basis of (1). (For the reading Pea, see now also 

Wengst, Didache, 82; cf. ibid., p. 83 n. 88.) Dibelius 

(“Mahl-Gebete,” 126 n. 10) suggested as the original 

text daavva ra Pea o'Ikov Aavld (?). For the whole 

subject see Niederwimmer, “Textprobleme,” 

126-27. The “hosanna” acclamation in the Didache 

does not come from Matthew’s Gospel but from 

liturgical tradition: Koester, Synoptische 

Uberlieferung, 198; Lohse, “daavva,” 684. 

87 Differently Knopf, Lehre, 29: “Here Christ is the 

God of David.” 

88 “The community experiences the meal as an antici¬ 

pation of the parousia,” writes Sandvik, Kommen des 
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10.1-7 

who sends the Messiah, the son of David.87 Future and 

present eschatology are intertwined.88 

In contrast, v. 6b is not a jubilant cry, but an invitation 

and a warning. El Tig ay tog €Otlv, epyecrdw (“if anyone 

is holy, let him come”) concerns the conditions for 

admission to the Lord’s Supper.89 The formula appears 

to be ancient liturgical material, and to underlie 1 Cor 

16:22 in a similar form: 

1 Cor 16:22 

el ng ov iptAel tov Kvptov 

-qra ava.depa. 

/lapavada. 

Did. 10.6 

el ng ay tog ear iv, 

epxlodw 

el tl<; ovk eoTiv, 

peTavoelrar 

papavada.90 

The phraseology of the Didache is reminiscent of the 

acclamation in the later liturgies: ra ayia rolg ayioLg 

(“holy things for holy people”) and especially John 

Chrysostom Homily 17.5 in Hebr. (PG 63.133): "Orav yap 

elm], Ta ayta rolg ayiotg, tovto Aeyef El Tig ovk 

eoTiv ay cog, prj itpooLTW (“For when he says, ‘Holy 

things for holy people,’ he means, ‘If someone is not 

holy, let him not approach’”).91 Here, as there, the cry 

has the tone of a warning. One who is holy, and only 

such a one, may approach. One who is not should do 

penance. In the Didache, ay Log describes either, in sim¬ 

ple terms, the baptized person (in which case juera- 

voeLToo represents baptism)—this would make the content 

of this passage identical with Did. 9.5—or else (and this is 

more probable) this text appeals to those already bap¬ 

tized to come as ayLOL to the Lord’s Supper; this is not 

something that the status of baptizatus implies without 

further qualification.92 Thus I am unable to perceive any 

contradiction between 9.5 and 10.6.93 

The subsequent papavada (“Come, Lord”)94 should 

probably be understood in terms of the immediate con¬ 

text. That is, it does not refer directly back to v. 6a 

(eA$6Tco ktA.), but continues and deepens the 

warning expressed in v. 6b (peravoeLTw). Thus we can¬ 

not arrive at an understanding of the expression in this 

passage directly by interpreting the Aramaic expres¬ 

sion95 (although it is probable that it implies an impera¬ 

tive sense in the present context as well);96 instead, the 

/ 

Herrn, 40. Sandvik takes the same view in interpret¬ 

ing “maranatha.” I have some reservations about 

this; see below. 

89 I must say that this opinion is not undisputed. Cf. 

Harnack, Lehre, 36; Jacquier, Aidaxp, 130; Schaff, 

Church Manual, 61, 197; Knopf, Lehre, 29; Greiff, 

Pascharituale, 50. In that case one might consider it 

a call to join the church. (Greiff, if I have under¬ 

stood him correctly, seems to be thinking of an 

eschatological entry.) Against the interpretation 

stated above it is objected that the early church had 

no eucharistic procession. But epxeadcc can be 

understood in a broader sense. Audet’s opinion 

(Didache, 413) is arbitrary: “epxeadu is not necessar¬ 

ily the equivalent of 7tpoaepxeadu).” The one who is 

“holy” is said to be the one who is baptized, the call 

to repentance is a call to baptism for those who are 

not yet baptized, and the whole is a “rite of ‘pas¬ 

sage’ between the ‘breaking of bread’ and the great 

‘eucharist’” (p. 415). The baptized are now invited 

to the great eucharist, the Eucharist proper, and in 

the meantime they must move from one room to 

another. According to Audet there is a contradic¬ 

tion between Did. 10.6 and 9.5: 10.6 (the ancient 

liturgy) presupposes that even those who are not 

baptized participate in the breaking of bread, while 

9.5 (the author) forbids it (Didache, 415). 

90 Bornkamm, “Anathema,” 164-76; Vielhauer, 

Geschichte, 38. Frequently Lucian Alexander 38 

(Macleod, 2.348) is referred to as a parallel: El rig 

adeog fj XpLonavoq rj EiUKOvpeiog r)Kei 

KaraciKOTrog tuv dpyiuv, ipevyera (“If any atheist or 

Christian or Epicurean comes as a spy of our rites, 

let him flee”). 

91 Peterson, “Probleme,” 172-73. For Peterson these 

observations support his thesis that in Did. 10.6 we 

find “only fragments of Mass texts and not, for 

example, rudimentary witnesses to a liturgy from 

apostolic times” (p. 172). Peterson also asks (in light 

of his hypothesis regarding the location of the 

Bryennios text) “whether the formula peravoelrw 

in the Bryennios text. . . does not, perhaps, pre¬ 

sume a developed technical language in ascetic 

circles” (p. 173). 

92 Cf. 1 Cor 11:27-29; Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine 69 

n. 2. 

93 Audet, Didache, 415; Bornkamm, “Anathema,” 

171-72. 

94 Written as a single word in H. 

95 Cf. the methodological notes of Peterson, Elg deog, 

131. That I am, nevertheless, inclined to understand 

“maranatha” in Did. 10.6 differently from Peterson 

is a separate matter. 

96 As is well known, analysis and interpretation of the 
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meaning is ultimately determined by the immediate con¬ 

text.97 That context (v. 6b) has the character of a call to 

repentance. Accordingly, ixapa.va.fia probably calls for 

the Lord’s coming and at the same time recalls that the 

eschatological advent of the Mar/Kyrios will be the 

advent of the judge. Thus (similarly to 1 Cor 16:22) this 

cry has a minatory character. It points to the eschatologi¬ 

cal judgment of the Kyrios, who will bring his law into 

effect, and hence calls sinners to repentance: pera- 

voeLroi—papavafial98 The “amen” that follows is the 

response of the congregation. 

■ 71 consider v. 7 to be an added rubrical remark by the 

Didachist, applying to a problem that apparently was 

important to the communities for which he wrote. We 

are to understand that the preceding prayers are to be 

used as a paradigm for the meal celebration. As litur- 

gists—not in the intention of the liturgy itself, but proba¬ 

bly in the mind of the Didachist—one would ordinarily 

think of the episkopoi of 15.1 (q.v.). In the communities 

of the Didache, however, the freewheeling charism of the 

prophets is still active, and, as I shall show, the Didachist 

makes an effort to show as much concern for these 

prophets as for the local officials.99 While the prayers in 

chaps. 9-10 offer a more or less obligatory text as para¬ 

digm for the meal prayers of the local officials,100 the 

prophets were able to formulate their prayers freely:101 

Tolq be TrpocprjTaiq eiaTpeirere evxotpiOTelv, oaa 

fieXovaiv. This clause can be understood to mean either 

that the prophets have the right to add their own, freely 

formulated prayers after those preceding, or (and this is 

more probable) that the prophets (as liturgists) simply 

have the right to formulate the meal prayers ad libitum 

and are not limited by the given paradigms. In any case 

10.7 reflects a situation that was typical for the 

Didachist, in which the community is still acquainted 

with the work of the prophets but is more and more 

often led by local, resident officials (the episkopoi)', cf. 

15.1-2. The appearance, without explanation, of the key 

verb as (present) perfect or imperative are both pos¬ 

sible in terms of the language itself. Joseph A. 

Fitzmyer wishes to trace the expression to “an 

imperative with the elision of the reduced vowel 

and initial aleph because of the preceding long a” 

(“New Testament Kyrios and Maranatha and Their 

Aramaic Background,” in idem, To Advance the 

Gospel: New Testament Studies [New York: Crossroad, 

1981] 228). For “maranatha” in general, cf. Hans 

Georg Kuhn, “papavafiu,” TDNT 4 (1967) 471-72; 

Gerhard Schneider, “papavada,” EDNT2 (1991) 

S85; Hans Peter Riiger, “Aramaisch im Neuen 

Testament,” TRE 5 (1978) 607; Peterson, Elq fieoq, 

130-31; Bornkamm, “Anathema,” 164-76; Charles 

F. D. Moule, “A Reconsideration of the Context of 

Maranatha,” NTS 6 (1959/60) 307-10; Siegfried 

Schulz, “Maranatha and Kyrios Jesus,” ZNW 53 

(1962) 125-44; William F. Albright and Christopher 

S. Mann, “Two Texts in I Corinthians,” NTS 16 

(1969/70) 271-76; Sandvik, Kommen des Herrn, 

13-18; Matthew Black, “The Maranatha Invocation 

and Jude 14, 15 (1 Enoch 1:9),” in Barnabas Lindars 

and Stephen S. Smalley, eds., Christ and Spirit in the 

New Testament: In Honour ofC.F. D. Moule 

(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1973) 

189-96; Fitzmyer, “New Testament Kyrios,” 218-35; 

Klauck, Herrenmahl, 358-63. 

97 After recording the prayer that the Lord come 

(nxpeq'i <n>xenxc), the Coptic also offers what 

amounts to an interpretive gloss, rix[c] xqi (“the 

Lord has come”). This interpretation, equivalent to 

the Greek 6 Kvptoq f)\dev (likewise the Georgian) 

has no claim to originality. Lietzmann (Mass, 193) 

wished to find a double meaning: Our Lord, come! 

(namely, for the parousia), and: Our Lord has come! 

(namely, now, in the sacrament); so also Betz, 

“Eucharist,” 271-72; Sandvik, Kommen des Herrn, 

17, either: “Lord, come to your parousia, and come 

now, while we are gathered for the meal,” or “Lord, 

as you are already here at our meal, come to your 

parousia.” 

98 Peterson (Eiq deoq, 130-31) has gone too far in 

supposing, wrongly, that the words “maranatha, 

amen” are used here in an apotropaic-exorcistic 

sense. Cf. Moule, “Reconsideration.” Correctly 

against Peterson: Kuhn, “papavada,” TDNT 4 

(1967) 471 n. 47; Bornkamm, “Anathema,” 170. I 

see the connections as follows: the maranatha for¬ 

mula had its origins primarily in an invocation of 

Christ, calling for his parousia. Its original Sitz im 

Lehen was the Eucharist. In 1 Cor 16:22 and Did. 

10.6b the formula appears to be present especially 

to sharpen the call for repentance. Cf. Bornkamm, 

“Anathema,” 170. 

99 See below, commentary on 15.1. 

100 Richard P. C. Hanson has shown that in the 2d cen¬ 

tury, and until the middle of the 3d, if not even 

longer, the bishops exercised freedom in formulat¬ 

ing the anaphora (as long as they maintained the 

conventions prescribed) (“The Liberty of the 

Bishop to Improvise Prayer in the Eucharist,” VC 15 

[1961] 173-76). 

101 For ennpe-Keiv tlvL with the infinitive, cf. BAGD, 

s.v. 

164 



10.1-7 

word TrpcHprjTaL (“prophets”) reveals 10.7 as an addition 

by the hand of the Didachist. 

Excursus: The Addition in the Coptic Version 

The Coptic text has a famous insertion at this point:102 

“But (be) because of the word of the oil of anointing 

(? [ct]iiioyc|i: see immediately below) give thanks, say¬ 

ing: ‘We thank you, Father, for the oil of anointing 

(? ctih[oy]c|i) that you have made known through 

Jesus your Son (ujHpi; the Coptic has the same word 

also in 10.3 end; but at this point, as in 10.3, the 

Coptic word was certainly intended to reflect iraZq). 

Thine is (the) glory forever. Amen (dprjp).’”103 

Schmidt (“Koptische Didache-Fragment,” 85 and 94) 

rendered ctiiioyc|i as pvpov, and translated cynpi as 

iraiq. Thus he arrived at the following reconstruction: 

irepl be tov Xoyou tov pvpov ovmq evxapiaTqaaTe 

Aeyovreq- EvxapLOTovpev ool, iraTep, virep tov pvpov 

ov eyvdpraaq ppZv bra 'Ipoov tov iraLboq oov ool r) 

a eiq Tovq aidvaq' appp (“Concerning the word of 

the myron, give thanks in the following way, saying, 

‘We give you thanks, Father, for the myron which you 

have made known to us through Jesus your child. To 

you be the glory forever. Amen”).104 

Amazingly enough there is a quite analogous 

prayer at the same position in Const. 7.27.1-2. A syn¬ 

opsis of the two prayers looks this way: 
✓_ 

102 Col. 1,11. 15 (end)-20 (beginning). The text is most 

readily found in Lefort, Peres apostoliques, CSCO 

135.32 (on this, see Gero, “Ointment Prayer,” 68 n. 

4). For the whole of what follows, cf. 

Niederwimmer,. “Textprobleme,” 119-21. 

103 From the German translation by Schmidt, 

“Koptische Didache-Fragment,” 85, 87 (with a single 

alteration). The notes in parentheses (except for be 

and dp-qp) are mine. 

104 Nevertheless, Schmidt supposed that the text of the 

Greek source deviated in part: “Koptische Didache- 

Fragment,” 95. For the question of the linguistic 

placement of the text, see above, Introduction, §4a. 

I do not venture to decide whether, in Or. 9271, we 

have a copy of a Coptic source or an attempt at a 

translation from the Greek. See above, p. 25. 

105 Cf. 7.44.2: ov Kal vvv tovto to pvpov boq evepyeq 

yeveodaL eirl tu (SaitTipopevut, wore fUepaiap Kal 

7myiov ev aind tt)p evoibiav peZvaL tov XpioTov 

oov, Kal ovvairodavoPTa avTOP ovpapaoTrjpaL Kal 

ov^rjoat avToi (“Grant now that the myron be visible 

on the baptizand, so that the sweet aroma of Christ 

might remain firm and settled in him, and so that, 

having died with him he might arise and live with 

him”). The virep rfjq evoibiaq tov pvpov in Const. 

7.27 may be original (in contrast to the Coptic). So 

also Wengst, Didache, 82. 

Coptic 

ixepl be tov Xoyov 

tov pvpov (?) 
ovioiq evyaptOTpoaTe 

A eyovreq- 

EvxaproTovpev ool, 

irdrep, 

virep tov pvpov (?) 

ov eyvdpLoaq qpZv 

bid Iqoov tov iraLboq oov 

ool ry 5o£a 

eiq Tovq aidvaq- apqv. 

Constitutions 

Tlepl be 

tov pvpov 

ov'roiq euxapLOTrjaaTe- 

EvxapLOTovpev ool, 

dee bppLovpye mv oXcov, 

Kal virep Trjq evoibiaq tov 

pvpov105 
Kal virep tov adavarov 

aiZhvoq 

ov eyvdpLoaq r/pZv 

bra 'Ipoov tov iraLboq oov, 

otl oov eoTLP t) bo^a 

Kal r) bvvaprq 

eiq Tovq aiZovaq' dprju. 

It is immediately apparent that the Apostolic 

Constitutions on the whole, although not necessary in 

every detail, contains the later form of the myron 

prayer.106 The church order of Hippolytus also has, 

immediately after the eucharistic prayers, a prayer of 

blessing for the presentation of the oil (Hippolytus 

Trad. Apost. 5 [SC 11.54]); cf. also the Oratio pro oleis 

106 Bihlmeyer (Apostolischen Vater, 20) reconstructed the 

original wording of the prayer (which he considered 

the genuine text of the Didache) as follows: irepl be 

tov pvpov ovTaq evyapLOTr/oaTe• EvxapcoTovpev 

ool, iraTep rjpdv (or dyce), virep tov pvpov, ov eyvd- 

pLoaq ppZv bra 'Ipoov tov iraLboq oov ool r) bo%a 

eiq Tovq aidvaq' (aprjp). Peterson differs 

(“Probleme,” 157): Ilepl be tov pvpov ovTaq ev- 

XapLOTpoare. Evyaplotovpep ool iraTep virep Tr\q 

evabiaq tov pvpov Kal virep tov adaparov aiupoq, 

ov eypdproaq r\pZp bra Ipoov tov iraLboq, otl oov 

eoTLP r\ bo^a Kal r) bvpapLq eiq Tovq aidpaq appp. 

Wengst (Didache, 82) reconstructs the text as fol¬ 

lows: irepl be tov pvpov ovrcoq evxapLOTijoaTe ev- 

XapLOTOvpep ool, iraTep, virep Tf\q evoibiaq tov 

pvpov, ov eypdproaq rjpip bra Irjoov tov iraLboq 

oov ool r) 6o|a eiq Tovq aidpaq• appp. Wengst con¬ 

siders this text the original (“at least. . . possibly,” 

Didache, 59). 
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et aquis oblatis after Communion in the Euchologion of 

Serapion 17 (Funk, Didascalia, 2.179-80). 

It is not clear whether the myron prayer in Did. 10.7 

(Coptic) is a prayer of blessing over the oil of the sick 

(for the oil of the sick, cf. Mark 6:13; Jas 5:14-15),107 

or whether it is a blessing of the oil used at bap¬ 

tism.108 For example, Bihlmeyer109 thought primarily 

of the oil used for anointing the sick,110 while 

Peterson111 referred it to the “oil for the postbap- 

tismal anointing.”112 The myron prayer undoubtedly 

gives (at first glance) the impression of antiquity, and 

for that reason the passage is occasionally regarded 

as a genuine element of the Didache text113 that was 

then suppressed by H (or its source) for one reason 

or another.114 Const. 7.27 can then be adduced to 

demonstrate that at the time of the compiler of the 

Apostolic Constitutions, the Didache still had a myron 

prayer at this point. Of course, the argumentation 

can be reversed. Hippolytus’s church order and the 

Euchologion of Serapion indicate the tendency to add 

a prayer over the oil of anointing to the eucharistic 

formula. Such a prayer could also have been interpo¬ 

lated into the Didache text (at a later date) and have 

traveled from there into Const. 7.27.115 The myron 

prayer in the Didache would thus be a subsequent 

interpolation116 in line with later liturgical usage. 

Voobus117 has pointed to the striking Xeyoureq (elimi¬ 

nated by the Apostolic Constitutions), which does not 

correspond to the linguistic usage of the Didache 

rubrics.118 Another indication is even more impor¬ 

tant. While the prayers of the Didache give thanks for 

the gifts of salvation, that is, for spiritual food and 

drink, the myron prayer in the Coptic gives thanks for 

the myron itself.119 Observations like these suggest 

that the myron prayer represents nothing but an imita¬ 

tion of the table prayers.120 In addition, the compiler 

of Constitutions attempted (by introducing the phrase 

Kal vtt6p tov ddaparov aiuvoq) to accommodate the 

text more fully to the table prayers.121 

This picture would change if Stephen Gero’s suppo¬ 

sitions were correct.122 His starting point is the key 

word ctihoymi, which shapes this whole section.123 

Schmidt (inspired by the parallel in Const. 7.27.1-2) 

interpreted CTiNoyqt as the rendering of myron,124 

and that has remained the dominant interpretation. 

The first doubts were raised by Lefort,125 according 

107 Serapion Euchologion 17 is a prayer over the oil for 

the sick. Its relationship to the prayer over the oil in 

Hippolytus Apost. Trad. 5 is uncertain. According to 

the Latin version, this was the oil for the sick. 

108 For the topic of anointing the sick and the anoint¬ 

ing with oil before and after baptism, as well as bap¬ 

tism with oil, cf. Dolger, Taufritual, 137ff. (on the 

prebaptismal anointing); Heinrich Schlier, 

“aXeiipa," TDNT 1 (1964) 229-32; Voobus, 

Liturgical Tradition, 43-44. 

109 Apostolischen Vater, xx. 

110 As does Wengst, Didache, 58. 

111 “Probleme,” 162. 

112 Voobus (Liturgical Traditions, 45-50) treats the con¬ 

nection between evabLa — p,vpov and baptism. 

Const. 7.22.2-3 suggests that baptism is in view. 

Here a distinction is made between the eXouov 

aycov of the prebaptismal anointing and the pvpov 

of the postbaptismal anointing. Schlier (“dXe'upa," 

TDNT 1 [1964] 231 n. 8) suggested that in Did. 10.7 

(Coptic) there might be “evidence ... of the conflu¬ 

ence of water baptism with baptism in oil, as in Act. 

Thom.” That is off the mark. 

113 Bihlmeyer, Apostolischen Vater, xx; Peterson, 

“Probleme,” 156-68; Kraft, Didache, 169; considered 

as a possibility by Wengst, Didache, 59, 82 (text). 

114 Peterson (“Probleme,” 158-68, at 162) has expressed 

an imaginative idea about this: that the use of oil at 

baptism was suppressed, both in chap. 7 and in 

chap. 10, for dogmatic reasons. He suggests that in 

the Bryennios text it “may have something to do 

with a Novatianist recension of the Didache." 

115 From this it would then follow that the Constitutor 

already had an interpolated Didache text before him. 

See above, Introduction, §5. 

116 Schmidt, “Koptische Didache-Fragment,” 95; 

Klauser, Doctrina, 25; Audet, Didache, 67-70; 

Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine 48; Niederwimmer, 

“Textprobleme,” 119-21; in detail, Voobus, 

Liturgical Traditions, 54-56. 

117 Liturgical Traditions, 56. 

118 Previously Schmidt (“Koptische Didache-Fragment,” 

95) had drawn attention to this, and also pointed to 

the problematic rrepi be tov Aoyov tov pvpov. Both 

are signs of interpolation. “Therefore it is my opin¬ 

ion that this prayer was inserted by someone later, 

when the Didache began to be used in the liturgies 

of the Egyptian church” (ibid.). Cf. also Audet, 

Didache, 69. 

119 Voobus, Liturgical Traditions, 56-57. 

120 Peterson’s argument (“Probleme,” 158) that “the 

pvpov prayer [is] closely aligned stylistically with the 

prayers in chapters 9 and 10” would thus be super¬ 

fluous; the characteristic variants show that we are 

simply dealing with an imitation. See Audet, 

Didache, 69; Voobus, Liturgical Traditions, 57. 

121 Voobus, Liturgical Traditions, 57. 

122 Gero, “Ointment Prayer,” 67-70. 

123 “It is obvious that the exegesis of this passage 

depends entirely on the interpretation one gives to 

the word stinoufi” (Gero, “Ointment Prayer,” 68). 

124 Schmidt, “Koptische Didache-Fragment,” 85: p.vpov, 

oil of anointing. More cautiously Horner, “New 

Papyrus Fragment,” 227: “the holy chrism, the 
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10.1-7 

to whom one should expect cosn, not CTmoyqi, as 

the word corresponding to pvpov.126 Lefort translated 

ctiiioymi, as in the past, with “perfume.”127 For Gero 

this meaning makes clear that the Coptic blessing 

prayer cannot be a myron prayer, and any question¬ 

able reference to the sacrament of baptism is also 

excluded. But in that case what does ctinoyc|1 mean? 

Gero’s thesis is that “the text is a prayer over incense 

burned at the solemn communal meal described in 

Didache 9 and 10.”128 Gero is compelled to combine 

this theory with a series of further hypotheses. 

Ultimately what results for him is the following pic¬ 

ture: the meal depicted in chaps. 9-10 is an archaic 

community meal at which a prayer of blessing was 

spoken over incense, which was then burned.129 The 

Didache prayer is thus a blessing of incense and a gen¬ 

uine element of the Didache. The Egyptian redactor of 

the Apostolic Constitutions took the text in a different 

direction. He no longer understood this archaism130 

and arbitrarily reinterpreted the text. Now, for the 

first time, the incense was replaced by the baptismal 

myrow.131 Gero suspects a similar lack of understand¬ 

ing of the archaic usage behind the archetype of H 

and the Georgian that ultimately led to the passage 

being eliminated entirely.132 

Unfortunately this stimulating hypothesis is ham¬ 

pered by certain difficulties. To begin with, it is clear 

that CTiNOYqi is certainly regarded as a saving gift 

/_ 

aroma or sweet-smelling pvpov” (with reference to 

Const. 7.27). 

125 Peres apostoliques, CSCO 136.26 n. 13. In line with 

Lefort’s reservations, Adam (“Herkunft,” 31-35) 

developed a hypothesis of his own, based on the 

idea of a Syriac source, and supposing Syriac 

or rfAui-j as the basis for CTiNOYqi (with the mean¬ 

ing “refreshment,” here specifically the agape cele¬ 

bration). According to this, the word simply refers 

to the preceding agape meal, and the prayer trans¬ 

mitted by the Coptic is nothing but the “concluding 

prayer, expressing thanks for the whole celebration 

in the simplest words” (p. 33). See the critique of 

this position in Voobus, Liturgical Traditions, 44-45; 

and Gero, “Ointment Prayer,” 72 n. 29. 

126 Gero (“Ointment Prayer,” 69 n. 10) referred correct¬ 

ly to Luke 23:56 (Sahidic)—although there pvpov is 

represented by ctoi, as noted already by Lefort, 

Peres apostoliques, CSCO 136.26 n. 13—and Ezek 

27:17 (Bohairic), where CTiNoyqi represents pvpov. 

Walter E. Crum (Coptic Dictionary [Oxford: 

Clarendon, 1962] 363A) includes both these ex¬ 

amples (as well as a reference to the Didache pas¬ 

sage), although placing them under the rubric 

“fragrant substance, incense”; and Gero writes: “But 

Lefort is clearly correct in saying that a Coptic 

translator normally would not have chosen stinoufi 

to render myron” (ibid.). 

revealed by God to God’s own people “through 

Jesus.” This important statement would scarcely be 

applicable to incense. In addition, Gero ignores the 

observations of Schmidt, Audet, and Voobus about 

the imitative language indicating the secondary char¬ 

acter of the Coptic prayer.133 Finally, Gero (like all 

the advocates of the hypothesis of genuineness) has 

difficulty in explaining the omission of this passage 

in H (and the Georgian). 

The result is that, in spite of Gero’s ingenious pre¬ 

sentation, it is still preferable to hold to the judgment 

that the Coptic prayer of blessing is secondary, and 

that it was probably a prayer over the oil of anointing. 

The linguistic difficulty of the use of the word 

CTiNoyqi for pvpov must still be taken into account.134 

The development would therefore have been as fol¬ 

lows. (1) In the original Didache the entire passage 

was not present. (2) At a relatively early time (ca. 200 

c.E. or earlier?)135 the text of the Didache experienced 

an interpolation at this point, the interpolation of a 

myron prayer imitating the archaic language of the 

preceding prayers in the Didache. (3) The compiler of 

the Apostolic Constitutions had the interpolated text 

before him; he incorporated this passage, but not 

without changing some details, as was his custom. (4) 

The noninterpolated text continued its independent 

existence and constituted the basis for the archetype 

of H and the Georgian. 

127 Peres apostoliques, CSCO 136.26 1. 6. Gero, 

“Ointment Prayer,” 69 n. 12: “Stinoufi can be ana¬ 

lyzed as sti, ‘smell,’ plus noufi, ‘good.’” Thus the 

direct Greek equivalent would be e*'tablet. 

128 Gero, “Ointment Prayer,” 70. 

129 Gero, “Ointment Prayer,” 82-84. 

130 An interpretation in terms of the eucharistic incens¬ 

ing is excluded because that custom is post- 

Constantinian. For a full discussion see Gero, 

“Ointment Prayer,” 74-80. 

131 Gero, “Ointment Prayer,” 81, 84. 

132 Gero, “Ointment Prayer,” 84. 

133 See above, pp. 165-66. 

134 This difficulty may possibly be resolved by noting 

that in the Greek text the interpolation in fact alter¬ 

nated pvpov with evudia (as we now read in the text 

of the Apostolic Constitutions). Cf. Schmidt, 

“Koptische Didache-Fragment,” 95: “I suspect that 

the Greek Vorlage, like the Apostolic Constitutions, 

read virep Tfjq evwdiac; tov pvpov, because the 

Coptic has the same word for evadia and pvpov.” 

Cf. also the text in Wengst, Didache, 82. 

135 On this, see Voobus, Liturgical Traditions, 58. 
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III. The Church Order 11.1-15.4 
At 11.1 the mode of discourse changes again. The quota¬ 

tion from the liturgy (expanded at the end by the redac¬ 

tor in Did. 10.7) is finished. What now follows is a series 

of canonical instructions concerned with the relation¬ 

ship of the local communities to the itinerant charis- 

matics and other traveling sisters and brothers, with 

questions having to do with confession, the choice of 

local officials, and finally problems of church discipline: 

these make up chaps. 11-15. It appears that we are now 

looking at the part of the Didache that can be called a 

“church order” in the narrower sense of the term. 

Did. 11.1-2 represents the transition to this section. 

With navra rot Ttpoeipripeva (v. 1), the redactor refers 

to the preceding chapters of the work, and with the 

phrase oc~ av ovv eXdwv <5u5a|ij vpaq ... he is already 

introducing the material that follows. 

The whole section (chaps. 11-15) seems to be orga¬ 

nized as follows: 

1. Transition (11.1-2) 

2. On the reception of itinerant apostles and prophets 

(11.3-12) 

3. First appendix: On the reception of other traveling 

brothers and sisters (12.1-5) 

4. Second appendix: On the duty to house prophets who 

desire to remain in the community, and duties toward 

teachers (13.1-7) 

5. On confession and reconciliation (14.1-3) 

6. On the election of bishops and deacons (15.1-2) 

7. On church discipline (15.3-4) 

The structure of this section becomes apparent when 

we clarify its tradition-historical and literary origins.1 

The Didachist (I believe) again makes use of a written 

source, which he then expands and brings up to date by 

means of additions from his own pen. In fact, what he 

has before him is an ancient text that deals with situa¬ 

tions within the Christian community that have signifi¬ 

cantly (although not entirely) changed at the time when 

the Didachist is writing. That is, the literary layers 

reflect different situations: The ancient tradition avail¬ 

able to the Didachist speaks of itinerant charismatics, 

apostles, and prophets who visit resident Christians for 

brief periods of time. Thus there is a contrast between 

the itinerant apostles and prophets on the one hand and 

the resident groups on the other. The situations presup¬ 

posed by the predidachistic source could have held true 

for particular regions within early Christianity in the 

border regions of Syria and Palestine, and may have 

endured throughout the final decades of the first cen¬ 

tury. But between the time of this old tradition and the 

time of the Didachist things have changed within the 

region supplying the traditions for the Didache. There is 

nothing said any longer about itinerant apostles; the 

group of charismatics is now composed of prophets and 

teachers, whereby the prophets are still to be regarded 

as itinerants who now, at least in part, desire to become 

resident. As a result the Didachist sees a need to give 

advice applicable to this situation. Did. 11.1-2 shows 

that something analogous is true of the teachers. A fur¬ 

ther specific assignment falling to the Didachist is the 

division of responsibility between the two sets of lead¬ 

ers: the charismatics on the one hand and the office¬ 

holders within the community (the episkopoi and 

diakonoi) who, unlike the charismatics, have served from 

the beginning as local, resident officials within the com¬ 

munity. 

This description involves a specific assessment of the 

literary strata in this chapter.21 do not think it is neces¬ 

sary to posit two redactional levels.3 It is sufficient to dis- 

1 On this, see Niederwimmer, “Itinerant Radicalism,” 
323-27. [Ed. See now also Stephen J. Patterson, 
“The Legacy of Radical Itinerancy in Early Chris¬ 
tianity,” in Jefford, Context, 313-29.] 

2 Audet assigns Did. 11.1-2 to D1; D2 begins with 11.3 
and includes the instructions that the apostolic 
author subsequently added to his work (Audet, 
Didache, 110-15, 436). For the analysis by Schille, 
“Recht,” 84-103, cf. the critique in Niederwimmer, 
“Itinerant Radicalism,” 323-24 n. 8. In my opinion, 
the approximating result of the analysis of chaps. 
11-14 in Giet, L’Enigme, 219-24, 234-37, is artifi¬ 
cially complicated. 

Giet proposes two redactions: chap. 15 is said to be 
a “later addition” (L’Enigme, 243), and chap. 16 may 
also go back to a postdidachistic redaction (p. 256). 
Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 49, 63, 93-94, and 
passim: chaps. 14-15 are probably postdidachistic, 
as is chap. 16. On this, see above, p. 43 n. 13. 
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tinguish between the predidachistic tradition and the 

didachistic redaction (a single redaction to which, I must 

admit, one must attribute a relatively great amount of 

the material in these chapters). Each of these two layers 

corresponds to a particular social situation.4 In my opin¬ 

ion, ancient predidachistic tradition is found only in 

11.4-12; the rest is to be attributed to redaction5—that is, 

in this part of the book the Didachist does not appear 

merely as a compiler and redactor but offers rather long 

expositions from his own pen. That he formulates on his 

own much more extensively than in other parts of the 

book is connected with the changed social conditions. 

The Didachist attempts (in these matters as well) to 

remain faithful to his tradition, but at the same time he 

feels called upon to accommodate that tradition to the 

present time and therefore to give instructions applica¬ 

ble to the new social situation. 

4 De Halleux (“Ministers,” 300-302) goes much far¬ 

ther. He not only rejects (correctly) the idea of a 

second redaction, but wishes to see chaps. 11-15 

altogether as a literary unit (which is probably 

wrong). It is true that in his polemic against the 

contemporary model of Harnack (a polemic that is 

correct in principle) he mistakenly overlooks the 

development undergone by the charismatic groups 

in the traditional region of the Didache. In addition 

he attempts to show that the apostles, prophets, and 

teachers in the Didache were always one and the 

same group—the prophets. (This last point was 

already made by Kretschmar, “Askese,” 141: “The 

summary, all-inclusive name for these charismatics 

is ‘prophet’ [11.4ff.; 13.3]”). Even Wengst (Didache, 

23), who does not collapse the three groups of 

charismatics into one, attempts to see chaps. 11-15 

as a literary unit and has, for that reason, rejected 

my description (p. 23 n. 83). Wengst’s skepticism is 

countered, however, by the argument that I consider 

strong: that in 11.4-12 the focus is on the itinerant 

apostles and itinerant prophets, while in the later 

passages nothing more is said about the apostles; 

instead, the text speaks only of prophets and teach¬ 

ers (cf. esp. 15.1-2). The inclusion of the traditional 

section 11.4-12 is explained (apart from the conser¬ 

vative attitude of the compiler) by the fact that this 

piece of tradition refers to the prophets who, even 

at the time the Didache was written, continued to 

play a role in the community. 

Niederwimmer, “Itinerant Radicalism,” 325-26. 

Kraft (Didache, 62) has correctly seen that 11.3-12 is 

the heart of the tradition. When he proceeds to 

assign the rest of chaps. 11-15 to various layers of 

tradition (pp. 62-63), I consider this excessive 

analysis. For the question whether 11.11 may be 

partly or entirely redactional, see below. 
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11.1-2 

1. Transition (11.1-2) 

11 
1 Accordingly, receive anyone who comes and 

teaches you all that has been said above. 
2 If the teacher himself turns away and teaches 

another doctrine so that he destroys [the cor¬ 
rect teaching], do not listen to him, but [if he 
teaches] so that justice and knowledge of the 
Lord increase, receive him as the Lord. 

Comment 

■ 1 This text is redactional. The Didachist creates a 

bridge between the liturgical agenda quoted before this 

and the next piece of tradition available to him, which 

speaks of itinerant apostles. Hence the phrase 6q uv ovv 

eXduiv ktX. (v. 1). Tavra Travra ra TtpoeLpripeva (“all 

that has been said above”) appears to refer to chaps. 

1-10,1 that is, the whole of the preceding text. The 

author intends the hearers to take his writing as a stan¬ 

dard by which to judge teachers who are unfamiliar to 

them. Ae^aode avrov (“receive [anyone]”) anticipates 

co£ KvpLoq (“receive him as the Lord”), which 

the Didachist found in his Vorlage (cf. v. 4). Aex^oi^aL 

here means, in concrete terms, “receiving” an arriving 

teacher into the house.2 The key word bex^o^at returns 

more tharTonce in what follows, at 11.2, 4; 12.1. The sit¬ 

uation is thus one in which the communities are being 

visited by traveling teachers. Hospitality requires that 

they be received politely, and the fraternal/sororal unity 

of Christians with one another further motivates the 

command. Yet there are betrayers at work. How can the 

genuine teacher be distinguished from the false? The 

Didachist’s answer is, Test the teachers who come to you, 

to discover whether their teaching agrees with what has 

just been presented to you. 

■ 2 The instruction be^aotie avrov corresponds to the 

warning that follows. The latter applies to cases in which 

the <5tbaonaiv does not correspond to the bibaxp as 

given. I expand OTpa<peiq with and TavTrjq rrjq 5lbaxpq' 

this refers to someone who has “turned away” from the 

correct teaching. Such a one teaches a different doc¬ 

trine, aXXpv bibaxvv-3, 4 To eiq to KaraXvaai (“to 

destruction”) one must mentally add tt)p bibaxvpX but 

one could also include biKaioovvr)v or yvwaiv, as the 

continuation shows.5 The positive side is then again con¬ 

sidered, somewhat awkwardly: eiq be to npoadeivai 

bLK0CL0Ovvr)v kocI yvwoLP Kvpiov (“so that justice and 

knowledge of the Lord increase,” v. 2b). This expression 

1 Tavra rravra ra 7rpoeipppeva recalls ravra navra 

irpoeLirovreq in Did. 7.1—both of them redactional. 

Ildvra is missing from the Coptic—by mistake? 

2 Mark 6:11 par.; Matt 10:40-41; Luke 10:8, 10. Cf. 

2 Cor 7:15; Col 4:10. On the acceptance of a bishop 

in a strange community, see Ignatius Rom. 9.3. On 

the reception of sisters and brothers, see Ignatius 

Phld. 11.1. 

3 Audet (Didache, 70-71, 110-11, 236) adopted the 

plural a\\aq 6lbaxaq from the Coptic title of the 

book, in line with his theory. This can scarcely be 

correct. 

4 Harnack, Lehre, 37; materially identical is Funk, 

Patres apostolici, 1.25-26: ra irpoecpppeua orrr/r 

bLpaxpv rrpoeipripevriv. For KaraXvetv in the sense 

of “do away with, abolish, annul,” cf. BAGD, s.v. 

For the whole, cf. 2 John 10: et nq epxeral irpoq 

vpaq Kai Tavrrp/ Ti)r bcbaxVP ov <pepei, pr) Xap- 

(Savere avrov eiq oiKtav Kai xatpetr avru) pr] 

Xeyere (“do not receive into the house or welcome 

anyone who comes to you and does not bring this 

teaching”). The parallel is not accidental; the causa 

of 2 John is quite analogous to the Didache in its 

concern for the question of the attitude of local 

Christians toward itinerant teachers. In addition see 

Ignatius Eph. 9.1: eyvu>v be rrapobevaavTaq nvaq 

eKeldev, exovraq KaKrjp bibaxw' o'vq ovk eiacrare 

arreipai eiq vpaq, fivoavreq ra dr a (“I have learnt, 

however, that some from elsewhere have stayed with 

you, who have evil doctrine; but you did not suffer 

them to sow it among you, and stopped your ears”). 

Here it is already the episcopal officer who, by the 

power of the office, warns a community (not his 

own) against itinerant false teachers. 
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is clumsy6 but the reader understands that irpoofteivaL is 

the positive contrast to /taraXveiv.1 We thus find an 

opposition established between the teacher who “dis¬ 

solves” righteousness and knowledge and the teacher 

who “increases” both.8 AiKaioavvrj9 and yvwoLq10 consti¬ 

tute a characteristic hendiadys (“justice and knowl¬ 

edge”), and Kvpiov is associated with both. The Kyrios is 

probably Jesus here.11 Both “righteousness” and “knowl¬ 

edge” are, for the Didachist, the descriptive terms for 

the “essence” of the new faith. This new faith brings 

with it specific knowledge (namely, of the Lord), and 

that in turn creates the new righteousness that is charac¬ 

teristic of the new society. Hence, for a teacher who 

increases righteousness and knowledge, the command is 

to “receive him as the Lord” (be^aode avtov uiq Kvpiov). 

In using this formulation, the Didachist is dependent on 

the segment of tradition to be discussed just below (see 

Did. 11.4), but in a broader sense he is relying on the 

primitive Christian principle according to which the 

Kyrios himself appears in his messengers.12 The messen¬ 

ger is to be received like the one who sent him or her; 

hence the true teacher is to be received as if the Kyrios 

himself had entered the house. In fact it is literally true 

that, when such a true messenger enters the house, it is 

the Lord himself who enters! 

6 Before this clause we should imagine something like 

eav be bibaoKt],... See Harnack, Lehre, 37; Knopf, 

9 Mio-dog biKQtLoavvqq in Did. 5.2 clearly comes from 

a different tradition-historical context. 

Lehre, 30. 10 For knowledge as one of the goods of salvation in 

7 npooTvdevccL is already found in the assurance for¬ 

mula in Did. 4.13, where it is used negatively; here it 

the predidachistic liturgical agenda see Did. 9.3 and 

10.2. 

is positive. 11 For the predication of “Kyrios,” see above, p. 134 

8 That is, such a one brings new righteousness and n. 5. 

knowledge in addition to what is (already) present 

in the community. 
12 The closest material parallel is Matt 10:40-41; cf. 

also John 13:20; Ignatius Eph. 6.1. 
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11.3-12 

2. On the Reception of Itinerant Apostles 
and Prophets (11.3-12) 

General 

The next section, Did. 11.3-12, is a complete unit in 

itself. Verses 4-6 speak of the apostles, while vv. 7-12 

focus on the prophets. I consider the introductory 

expression in 11.3 redactional. In detail, the pericope 

can be subdivided as follows:1 

a. Introduction (11.3) 

b. On itinerant apostles (11.4-6) 

(1) The dignity of the apostle (11.4) 

(2) The criteria for distinguishing true apostles 

from false (11.5-6) 

c. On itinerant prophets (11.7-12) 

(1) The dignity of the prophet (11.7) 

(2) The decisive criterion for distinguishing genuine 

prophets from pseudo-prophets (11.8) 

(3) Three specific cases (11.9-12) 

'Cf. Niederwimmer, “Itinerant Radicalism,” 326-27 n. 16. 

/a. Introduction (11.3) 

3 In the matter of apostles and prophets, act this 
way, according to the ordinance of the gospel. 

Comment 

■ 3 In my opinion Did. 11.3 comes from the pen of the 

Didachist.1 For the superscription with irepi cf. 7.1; 9.1. 

These superscriptions are drawn from existing tradition. 

I therefore believe that the Didachist has formulated 

such a superscription by analogy in 11.3. Ilepl be mv 

dirooToXoov nai iTpcupriTtiv thus looks forward to what is 

to come, that is, the piece of tradition that the Didachist 

is about to quote. It does, in fact, speak of “apostles and 

prophets” (and only these).2 In the Didachist’s interpre¬ 

tation, the exposition to follow agrees with the “ordi¬ 

nance of the gospel.” Therefore he introduces it with 

Kara to boy pa tou evayyeXLou ovtu> Troitjcrare. The ref¬ 

erence to the “gospel” (singular) is characteristic of the 

redactor; see 8.2; 15.3, 4. What is meant is either the 

viva vox evangelii or a written gospel whose text the 

Didachist can presume to be extant among his readers 

and hearers.3 It can be called boy pa too evayyeXLov 

1 Here, according to Audet (Didache, 110-15, 436), D2 

begins. Audet (pp. 110-11) sees in Did. 11.1-2 the 

conclusion of the original Didache (D1), and adopts 

the reading of the Coptic, aAAag dcdaxag (see 

above). 

2 De Halleux’s explanation (“Ministers,” 306-7) is 

very forced. He tries to understand the kocl as 

explicative (because of the absence of tuiv before 

■npoipqTusv), and thus arrives at the idea that in the 

Didache apostles and prophets represent a single 

group: “the prophets of the apostolic genre.” Cf. 

also at 13.2 below. 

3 Examples: Massaux, Influence, 3.163-64: Did. 11.3-9 

is composed of recollections from the Gospel of 

Matthew; Koester, Synoptische Uberlieferung, 10-11: 

Did. 15.3 already refers to a written gospel, but 
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because in it the Kyrios presents his binding instruc- as lawgiver, and because, in the understanding of the 

dons;4 cf. cog ene\evaev 6 nvpioq eu rco evayyeXLip Didachist, the gospel contains the decrees of the Kyrios, 

avrou (“as the Lord commanded in his gospel,” 8.2). it is easy enough to speak of a doypa tov etiayyeAiov.D 

There seems to be no problem in thinking of the Kyrios 

whether this is the case already here in 11.3 remains 

uncertain; Klauser, Doctrina, 25: the text appears to 

be reminiscent of Matt 7:15-20; 10:5-42; Audet 

{Didache, 442) thinks of the gospel that was written 

and circulated between D1 and D2; for Vielhauer 

(Geschichte, 254), the expression boy pa rod evayye- 

Xiov refers “probably to oral preaching”; Wengst 

{Didache, 27-28) suspects references to the Gospel 

of Matthew here as well, and in particular the 

Matthean missionary discourse. For the question of 

the Didachist’s knowledge of an apocryphal gospel, 

see above, p. 51. 

4 Cf. rpioc ovv boy para eorcv KvpLov (“there are, 

then, three teachings of the Lord”) in Barn. 1.6; 

further in 9.7, and /Se/Satw^rjmt ev roiq bbypaocv 

rod KvpLov Kai Tusv onrooToXuv (“to be confirmed in 

the teachings of the Lord and of the apostles”) in 

Ignatius Magn. 13.1; cf. Acts 16:4. Aoypa in this 

passage means “instruction, prescript, decree” (sc. 

of the gospel). 

As the reference to the boypa tov evayyeXLov cor¬ 

responds to the phrase ug eneXevoev 6 Kvpcog in 

Did. 8.2, so ovtu ttoipoaTe corresponds to ovtoi 

■Kpoaevx^ode in 8.2. 
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11.4-6 

b. On Itinerant Apostles (11.4-6) 

4 Let every apostle who comes to you be 
received as the Lord. 

5 He shall stay <only> one day, or, if need be, 
another [day] too. If he stays three days, he is 
a false prophet. 

6 When the apostle leaves, let him receive noth¬ 
ing but [enough] bread [to see him through] 
until he finds lodging. If he asks for money, 
he is a false prophet. 

Analysis 

Only now does the quotation from an ancient, predi- 

dachistic tradition begin. In terms of genre the piece of 

tradition (vv. 4-12) is one of the “community rules for 

dealing with itinerant charismatics”:1 cf. Matt 10:40-42.2 

The subject here is an archaic institution, preceded by 

the group of Jesus’ disciples, and spreading thereafter 

within certain regions of the post-Easter church, 

although under much altered conditions.3 Did. 11.4-12 

is evidence for the existence of this institution of itiner¬ 

ant charismatics in the last years of the first century c.e. 

It should probably be located in the border region 

between Palestine and Syria. 

Comment 

■ 4 Ilaq de4 dnrouToXoq epxopevoq ivpdq vpaq (“Every 

apostle who comes to you”) initially means the first and 

most venerable group of Christians, who expected a hos¬ 

pitable welcome from local believers.5 The representa¬ 

tives of this group bore the honorable title crnooToXoq, 

which here is evidently not yet restricted to the Twelve.6 

The group of itinerant apostles is open, and their num¬ 

ber is indeterminate.7 It seems certain that epx^o^at 

npoq vpaq referred to a repeated occurrence. The arriv¬ 

ing apostles are (as the continuation will show) homeless 

messengers without property, existing on the contribu¬ 

tions of the Christian sisters and brothers with fixed resi¬ 

dences. As messengers of the Kyrios they are entitled to a 

hospitable welcome and support, and this is to be given 

them. The instruction says: bex^RTw <Xq Kvpioq (v. 4b),8 

1 Gerd TheiBen (“Legitimation und Lebensunterhalt: 

Ein Beitrag zur Soziologie urchristlicher Missio- 

nare,” NTS 21 [1974/75] 201). TheiBen includes 

Matt 10:40-42 and Didache 11 in this genre. 

2 For comparable material see the contrasting genre 

of rules for traveling messengers (Mark 6:6b-13; 6 

Matt 10:5-26; Luke 9:1-6; 10:1-12). Cf. also 1 Cor 

9:14. 

3 Cf. only Kretschmar, “Askese,” 129-35, and Nieder- 

wirnmer, “Itinerant Radicalism,” 321-22 (with refer- 7 

ence to the relevant investigations of Gerd 

TheiBen). 

4 Pierre Nautin (“Notes critiques sur la Didache,” VC 

13 [1959] 118) considers <5e a mistake and deletes it, 

as does Wengst, Didache, 82. Ae is absent in the 

Coptic and Ethiopic. 

5 For the general subject of hospitality in antiquity, 

cf. Otto Hiltbrunner, Denys Gorce, and Hans Wehr, 8 

“Gastfreundschaft,” RAC 8 (1972) 1061-1123; 

Michaela Puzicha, Christus peregrinus: Die Fremden- 

aufnahme (Mt. 25,35) als Werk der privaten Wohl- 

latigkeit irn Urteil der Allen Kirche (Miinsterische 

Beitrage zur Theologie 47; Munster: Aschendorff, 

1980) 8-11. Still, one should consider that the hos¬ 

pitality required and expected of Christians, which 

is the subject of the next section, was superseded by 

eschatological motivation. 

For Audet (correctly) it is here not the Twelve who 

are spoken of but (questionably) the apostles men¬ 

tioned in the title of the Didache as he deduces it 

{Didache, 446). 

There are no fundamental statements here about 

the office of apostle—of course! For the addressees 

of the text those kinds of assessments are a matter 

of course and need not be communicated to them. 

The theme of the tradition is not theological reflec¬ 

tion on the office of apostles but the concrete, par¬ 

ticular question about how they are to be hospitably 

received in a given locality. 

Massaux (Influence, 3.164) suspects an echo of Matt 

10:40. For the relationship to the Synoptic tradi¬ 

tion, cf. Koester, Synoptische Uberlieferung, 209-10. 

The phrase is absent in Coptic and Ethiopic but is 

probably original (against Wengst, Didache, 82). 
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that is, in the persons of his messengers the Lord him¬ 

self is a guest in the house.9 

■ 5 Now come some regulations regarding the length of 

an apostle’s stay and the provisions to be given to such 

an apostle for continuing the journey (vv. 5-6). These 

regulations also serve as a criterion for distinguishing 

true from false apostles. The remarks are addressed (as 

is the whole of the traditional section) to locally resident 

Christians. Among other things, they have need of dis¬ 

tinguishing marks that will enable them to protect them¬ 

selves against deceivers. When a previously unknown 

Christian appears with a claim to be an apostle, how is 

the truth of the claim to be measured? The first criteri¬ 

on applies to the length of stay: ov navel be <ei pi)> 

ppepav plav (“he shall stay <only> one day,” v. 5a).10 

The strikingly rigorous rule shows that (1) radical home¬ 

lessness is one of the factors in the existence of apostles 

in the Didache, and (2) they did not appear as ongoing or 

even temporarily resident functionaries in these commu¬ 

nities. Instead, their life is itinerancy. Their office is 

proclamation, preaching to the whole world. The hori¬ 

zon of their activity (even though this is not expressly 

stated in the text) is its eschatological motivation. They 

seek, as we might say, provisional lodging for only one 

day at a time, in order to move on.11 Still, there was also 

the rule eav be r) xpeta,12 koc'l tt)v aXXrjv [sc. rjpepav] 

(“if need be, another [day] too”)—to which we may add 

pevel (v. 5b). That is, there may be a case of necessity in 

which the apostle is absolutely unable to travel farther 

on the following day (for whatever reason).13 In such 

cases an additional day is allowed. There is, however, an 

immediate further restriction: rpelq be eav pelvrj, \pev- 

boTrpo<priTr]q eorlv (“If he stays three days, he is a false 

prophet,” v. 5c).14 It should really say pevboartooToXoq 

rather than pevborrpoippTrjq, but the one supplying the 

tradition is apparently unfamiliar with the word pseudoa- 

postolos15 and therefore chooses instead—out of sheer des¬ 

peration—a word familiar16 from Old Testament and 

Jewish language, but probably already from Christian 

usage as well, “false prophet.”17 

■ 6 There is a further admonition concerning the guest’s 

provisions when travelling onward on the following 

morning (or after two days): e^epxopevoq be 6 octto- 

oroXoq iapbev Xapfiaveru el pi) aprov, eaq ov aoXiodij 

(“let him receive nothing but bread until he finds lodg¬ 

ing”). The Christians resident in the place who have 

offered hospitality to the itinerant apostle are required 

to provide the bare necessities for the continuation of 

the journey. At the same time the special character of 

apostolic itinerancy emerges once again here; it is a life 

based on a willing abandonment of everything beyond 

what is really and absolutely necessary. The appropriate 

concern is always limited to the next day’s needs. There¬ 

fore the apostle, when continuing the journey, is to be 

provided with food for (only) the next day18—not more. 

In the evening the apostle will find welcome in another 

Christian house. Moreover, the host’s provision for the 

apostle is limited to the products of nature: eav be ap- 

yvpiov airrj,19 pevboTrpoipr/Trjq (rather than pevboarroo- 

ToXoq) earl (“if he asks for money, he is a false 

prophet,” v. 6b). This recalls the prohibitions of Jesus 

against taking wallet or money on missionary activity: 

9 See above, on Did. 11.2. 

10 Additional ei pp: Harnack, Lehre, 39, taking it from 

the editions. This correction is attested by the 

Ethiopic. 

11 A lengthy residence by itinerant apostles is out of 

the question. As we will see immediately below, the 

case is different with the itinerant prophets. 

12 More common is xpeiav execv; see BAGD, s.v. For 

eav r) xpela, Bauer notes the parallel in Diodorus 

Siculus Bibl. Hist. 1.19.5 (Oldfather, 1.62). 

13 Knopf {Lehre, 30-31) writes correctly: “we should 

probably think of difficult circumstances that delay 

the departure rather than the pastoral needs of the 

community.” 

14 The Ethiopic has modified this. According to that 

version an apostle may remain up to three days. 

15 This is attested for the first time in 2 Cor 11:13 and 

is probably an ad hoc construction by Paul. The 

word is then again absent from the writings of the 

Apostolic Fathers and reappears for the first time in 

Hegesippus (Eusebius Hist. eccl. 4.22.6); Justin Dial. 

35.3 (Goodspeed, 130); Tertullian De praescr. 4.4 

(CChrSL 1.190); Ps.-Clem. Horn. 16.21.4 (GCS2 

1.228); Const. 6.9.6. Highly instructive is Rev 2:2. 

16 The concept is used frequently in the rest of the 

Didache. In the Apostolic Fathers, it is also found in 

Hermas Man. 11.2.4, 7 (bis). 

17 No consequences may be drawn from the use of the 

term pevdoTrpoipriTpq regarding the equation of 

airoaroXog and rcpo<pr]Tr)Q. Correctly: Rordorf and 

Tuilier, Doctrine, 52. 

18 Cf., however, Mark 6:8: pi] aprov and Luke 9:3: 

pr\re aprov. 

19 Wengst, Didache, 84: Xapfiavp (following the 

Coptic). 
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jU?7 €ig rr)u $u>vr)v xccAkov (“no money in their belts,” 

Mark 6:8); paf]Te apyvpiov (“nor money,” Luke 9:3); p.rj 

Krriopade xpvoov p,r}8e apyvpov p.r\be x^^kou eig rag 

&vag vpu)V (“Take no gold, or silver, or copper in your 

belts,” Matt 10:9);20 p,rj /Saarafere /SctAAavnov (“Carry 

no purse,” Luke 10:4). They appear as those who are 

radically poor for God’s sake, who have ceased to try to 

make their lives secure on the basis of property, but 

instead have surrendered themselves completely to 

God’s care, which nourishes them from day to day 

through the gifts of their friends. In all this they simulta¬ 

neously appear as the ambassadors of a new world to 

come. 

20 According to Massaux (Influence, 3.164-65), the 

Didache is also dependent on Matthew here. 

/ 
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c. On Itinerant Prophets (11.7-12) 

7 Do not test any prophet who speaks in the 
Spirit, and do not judge him, for all sins will 
be forgiven, but this sin will not be forgiven. 

8 Not everyone who speaks in the Spirit is a 
prophet but only the one whose behavior is 
the Lord's. So the false prophet and the 
prophet will be recognized by their behavior. 

9 No prophet who orders a meal in the Spirit 
eats of it himself; if he does, he is a false 
prophet. 

10 If any prophet teaching the truth does not do 
what he teaches, he is a false prophet. 

11 No prophet, who is reliable and true, who acts 
for the earthly mystery of the church but does 
not teach [others] to do what he himself 
does, shall be judged by you, for his judg¬ 
ment is with God. The ancient prophets acted 
in the same way. 

12 You shall not listen to anyone who says in the 
Spirit, "Give me money, or something," but if 
he is asking that something be given for 
others who are in need, let no one judge him. 

Analysis 

After the apostles, the prophets are now named as the 

second group of charismatics. That they also (initially, 

and here in Did. 11.7-12) are thought of as peregrinantes 

is intimated by the context; this is in turn confirmed by 

13.1-7, where the text speaks of prophets who wish to 

settle in the communities.1 

Comment 

■ 7 The section begins with a warning: koll Trapra 

TTpO(priTrjv AaAovpra ev irpevpan ov Trecpdaere ovde 

biOiKpivelre (“Do not test any prophet who speaks in the 

Spirit”). To prophets belongs AaAelv ev TTPevpan.2 A 

prophet is TTPevparuiog: ev Ttvev\uan and speaks Ttvev- 

parued. Prophets are found to be irpevpaTLKoq and give 

instructions to their fellow Christians. The reader of the 

macrocontext is also aware of the rule in Did. 10.7 (for¬ 

mulated by the Didachist) according to which prophets 

are expressly granted the right to give thanks however 

they wish. That text, however, is a redaction within the 

predidachistic tradition. To return to the source: 

TteipapeLP here means to “put someone to the test,”3 and 

biaKpiPeiP in this location means “make ajudgment” on 

someone,4 apparently after the completion of the test¬ 

ing.5 Both are forbidden; the prophet who speaks in the 

Spirit is not to be put to the test.6 This is so because to 

put those who speak in the Spirit to the test means test¬ 

ing the Spirit working within them, and that would be a 

sin against the Holy Spirit: ttaaa yap dpapria oupe- 

dpaerai, avrr] 8e rj dpapria ova cupedpoeTat. Neither 

of these statements is quoted as a dominical saying (at 

1 One should note that no limitation is placed on the 

length of a prophet’s stay as there was for the 

apostles in Did. 11.5. 

2 Cf. ev TrvevpaTL deov AaAelv, 1 Cor 12:3. In 14:2 

the text speaks of AaAdv yAmot]: irvevpaTL be 

AaAel gvoTripta. Cf. also Hermas Man. 11.5, 8, and 

9: Kai TrAr)ode'u~ 6 avdpwiroq eneivoq r<a 7rvevpan 

to aylw AaAel elq to TtArjdoq Kadwq 6 Kvptoq j3ov- 

Aerau (“and that man, filled with the Holy Spirit, 

speaks to the multitude as the Lord wishes”). 

3 BAGD, s.v. 

4 BAGD, s.v. 

5 Knopf differs (Lehre, 31), agreeing with Drews 

(“Apostellehre,” 273): “We cannot say how 7rei.pa- 

%eiv and biaKplvecv are to be distinguished, but the 

former may refer to the behavior of the prophet 

and the latter to the prophet’s speech.” 

6 The community is not to arrogate to itself the right 

to criticize. 

7 Massaux (Influence, 3.165) differs; cf. also Hagner, 

Use, 280. Massaux posits dependence on Matt 12:31. 

Cf., to the contrary, Koester, Synoptische Uberliefe- 

rung, 215-17. 

8 For the topic of the discernment of spirits or the 

distinction between real and false prophecy, cf. 

Matt 7:15-20; 1 Thess 5:20-22; 1 Cor 12:3, 10; 
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least not overtly). At the same time, there is a tradition- 

historical relationship between this passage and the 

logion in Mark 3:28-29 (Matt 12:31) and Matt 12:32/ 

Luke 12:10 (Q). Our version of the logion can scarcely 

be traced to Mark/Matthew or to Q (or Matthew/Luke); 

it probably represents a separate form of the tradition.7 

The reference to the Son of man (Q) is absent, as is any 

relationship to Jesus’ miracles (Mark). Here in the 

Didache the logion is connected with the early Christian 

prophets. 

■ 8 Now of course this does not mean that all those who 

appear as prophets are genuinely what they seem.8 The 

genuine prophets can be distinguished by the Tpoiroi 

Kvpiov, as the text says, using an extremely characteristic 

expression.9 TpoiroL describes the prophets’ way of life;10 

by it the genuine prophets can be recognized:11 onto tup 

napirup avrup eiuypuoecr&e auTovq (“you will know 

them by their fruits,” Matt 7:16; cf. v. 20);12 Hermas Man. 

11.7: d7r6 rfiq fcotjg bortipa^e top ap&puirop top eyoPTa 

to Trpevpa to delop (“Test the man who has the divine 

Spirit by his life”); cf. Man. 11.16: bortipa^e ovp ccko tup 

epyup Kai Trjq ftcfjq top apfipuirop top Xeyoptol eavTOP 

KPevpuTOcpopop elpca (“Test, then, from his life and 

deeds, the man who says that he is inspired”). Indeed, 

here it is especially the TpoitOL KUpiov by which the true 

prophets will be known. “Kyrios” means Jesus. Thus the 

true prophet is in continuity with the lifestyle and praxis 

of Jesus—the earthly Jesus!13 This reference to the way of 

life of the earthly Jesus does not appear here by acci¬ 

dent—if there is really a social and tradition-historical 

connection between the discipleship movement of Jesus 

(in which the aKoXovdouPTeq oriented themselves to 

Jesus’ way of life) and the itinerant prophets of the 

Didache tradition. 

■ 9 Next comes the discussion of particular cases. The 

one first mentioned is not entirely clear: Kai iraq 

KpO(pr)Tr)q 6pifapu Tponrefap ep 7TPevpan15 ov ipayerat 

art avTrjq. . . . Opi^ecp Tpairefap seems to mean “order 

a meal.”16 The prophet who has arrived as a guest gives 

an order that a meal (for the needy of the community?) 

should be prepared.17 A prophet who takes part in the 

meal is a false prophet (v. 9b).18 

■ 10-11 Then follows19 a second characteristic for distin¬ 

guishing true from false prophets. The one who teaches 

the truth (rj aXrjfteia), but does not do it, is a false 

prophet.20 Now (v. II)21 the text addresses a special case, 

as a recollection of Matt 7:15-21. 

14 H has the mistaken 6 pL^iov (which may already have 

been in its Vorlage). It was emended by Bryennios, 

Aibaxq, 43. 

15 Wengst (Didache, 84) deletes ep icpevpaTi (with the 

Coptic). 

16 BAGD, s.v. 

17 Audet (Didache, 450) thinks that this is probably the 

meal celebration in chaps. 9-10. That is question¬ 

able. Cf. Knopf, Lehre, 31. 

18 Hermas Man. 11.12 lists the faults of the false 

prophets, including Kal evdvg irapog eoTi Kal 

apaLbrjg Kal TroXvXaXog Kai ep Tpu<palg TroXXaig 

dpaaTpetpopePoq Kal ep erepaLg woXXalg andraig 

(“He is instantly impudent and shameless and talka¬ 

tive and lives in great luxury and in many other 

deceits”). 

19 Wengst, Didache, 84: Kal irag . . . ; H: irag be. . . . 

20 Ignatius Eph. 15.1: kccXop to bibaoKecp, eap 6 

Xey up holt) (“Teaching is good if the teacher does 

what he says”). Cf. also Ps.-Clem. Ep. ad virg. 1.11.8 

(Hugo Duensing, “Briefe,” 176). 

21 Wengst (Didache, 84) again deletes be. 

14:37; 1 John 4:1-3; Hermas Man. 11. 

9 Did. 11.1-2 is not valid with regard to prophets. 

Schollgen (“Church Order,” 54) interprets thus: v. 7 

is said to formulate the “prohibition against putting 

prophets to the test while they speak in the Spirit,” 

so that spiritual speech cannot be put to the test. 

The distinction, on the contrary, emerges of itself 

out of their way of life (vv. 8-12). 

10 Cf. BAGD, s.v.', and the “laudatio” in SIG 

2.783.10-11: aiel Kal Kad' rjpepap empouip rij 

TroXec KXelop tl TrapexeoflaL, tt)p pep eireLKCLap 

tu>p TpoKWP yeyeppr)p,epog (“always thinking how to 

provide something more for the city, being most 

proper in manner”); and Ep. Arist. 144 (SC 89.172): 

irpog aypr]P enicjKepLP Kal rpo-KUP e^aprcopop 

biKaLoavp-qg epeKep oeppwg iraPTa apareraKTal 

(“All [these ordinances] were ordained in a solemn 

fashion with a view toward chaste behavior and the 

fashioning of behavior on account of righteous¬ 

ness”). 

11 Wengst (Didache, 84) reads, with the Coptic: yp<o- 

aeade top irpo<pqTiqp el dXqdiPog eoTiv (“recognize 

whether the prophet is true”). 

12 Cf. Giorgio Otranto, “Matteo 7,15-16a e gli pevbo- 

•Kpo<pr)Tai nell’ esegesi patristica,” VetChr 6 (1969) 

33-45. 

13 Massaux (Influence, 3.165-66) understands Did. 11.8 
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one that we again can no longer fully understand. To 

begin with, whatever it concerns applies only to the 

'KpocprjTpq 8edoKLp.aop.evoq,22 aXp^tvoq, that is, the 

“true and tested” prophets.23 Then the crucial clause 

reads: (7xpoiprjTrjq) txollpv elq pvorripLOV KoapiKOV 

eMiXpoLaq, prj 8l86lok<pv 8e ixoieiv, ooa avroq ttolsI. 

This text constitutes a classic crux interpretum in the 

Didache. Its formulation is probably cryptic by design,24 

although the original audience certainly understood 

what it was about. In contrast it appears that even the 

Coptic and Ethiopic translators no longer understood 

the text.25 

Excursus:The Crux of 11.11 

The Coptic version (in the German translation by 

Carl Schmidt)26 reads: “who teaches and attests a 

worldly (KoaptKoq) tradition {^apaboaiq) in the 

church (eKKArioia).” The question is whether there 

ever was a Greek form of the text corresponding to 

this or whether the Coptic form does not represent, 

instead, an ad hoc alteration by the translator, who 

no longer understood the Greek text before him. 

Something analogous may be said of the Ethiopic ver¬ 

sion, which reads at this point (in the English transla¬ 

tion by George Horner):27 “who acts in the assembly 

of men and acts unlawfully.” Attempts to work with 

the Coptic28 or Ethiopic text as a basis do not take us 

any farther. It is the text of H that must be explained. 

It is obscure, but at least it has integrity.29 

(1) Some interpreters30 have attempted to arrive at 

an understanding of this passage by recourse to the 

expression following in v. 11c, uaavraq yap eiroLr}- 

aav k(xl oL dpxotloL TtpoiprjraL, with reference to the 

familiar symbolic actions of the Old Testament 

prophets.31 They then attribute something similar or 

analogous to the Christian prophets of the Didache as 

well. In that case one could understand the text to say 

that the Didache prophets sometimes clarify or illus¬ 

trate their prophetic witness through symbolic 

actions.32 This opinion can be given concrete shape 

by reference to the analogy, implicit in the concept of 

p.voT'qpiov KoapiKOV, between the heavenly and earth¬ 

ly realms. The text could then be understood to mean 

that the Christian prophets (following their OT mod¬ 

els), by means of certain actions, present heavenly 

mysteries in an earthly manner33—most probably the 

union between Christ and the church.34 In the first 

place, however, it is clear that in fact only the Old 

Testament prophets could be meant by apxaloL 

Trpo<pfjTaL (and not, e.g., the prophets of the earliest 

Christian period).35 

(2) Moreover, the text (as Harnack first rightly real¬ 

ized, in principle, despite his false interpretation of 

22 For beboKLp.aap.evoq, cf. 1 Thess 2:4; 2 Cor 8:22; 

1 Tim 5:10; 1 Clem. 42.4; 44.2; 47.4. 

23 In fact, beboKtpaapevoq, aXpBivoq could be a clari¬ 

fying addition by the Didachist; cf. 'rtpoq>r)Triq 

dXrjdivoq in 13.1, and the eTtLOKOttOL Kal bictKovot 

. . . aXrtdelq Kai beboKipaapevot in 15.1. Or does 

the whole of v. 11 come from the Didachist? Verse 

12 would follow very well after v. 10. 

24 Cf. Knopf, Lehre, 32. 

25 The Georgian version (apart from two meaningless 

alterations) contains the H text. 

26 “Koptische Didache-Fragment,” 89.30-32. 

27 The Statutes of the Apostles or Canones ecclesiastici 

(London: Williams & Norgate, 1904) 193,11. 22-23. 

Cf. Duensing in Adam, “Herkunft,” 36. 

28 Adam (“Herkunft,” 29) returns to the Coptic text 

and suggests—in line with his fundamental thesis—a 

Syriac Vorlage. He posits that the Syriac would have 

had ;n\tre, reflected in the Greek version by itoielv 

and in the Coptic by ri.xpAA.ocic (p. 30). Otherwise, 

in the interpretation of the substance, Adam arrives 

at a conclusion that, in my opinion, is correct. 

29 Drews, “Apostellehre,” 274; Audet, Didache, 451. 

Differently Bigg and MacLean (Doctrine, 36), who 

suggest a corrupted text. 

30 I restrict myself to the only two attempts at interpre¬ 

tation that are worth consideration (as Drews, 

“Apostellehre,” 274, observes correctly as well). 

31 For the symbolic actions of the OT prophets cf. 

(1 Sam 15:27-28); 1 Kgs 11:29-40; 2 Kgs 13:14-19; 

Hos 1:2-11; Isa 20:2-6; Jer 19:1, 10-13; Ezek 4:1-3, 

etc. In the NT see Acts 21:10-11. For the early 

Christian interpretation of these kinds of OT 

prophetic actions (together with other motifs, e.g., 

in Num 21:8-9), reference is occasionally made, in 

connection with this passage in the Didache, to 

Barn. 12.6-7; Justin Dial. 94.2 (Goodspeed, 209); 

Irenaeus Adv. haer. 4.20.12 (SC 100.668-75). 

32 This was first suggested by Bryennios (Aibaxp, 44 

n. 16) and is also proposed, with caution, by Schaff 

(Church Manual, 203), who also suggested Hicks’s 

interpretation as the most likely possibility after this 

one (giving a review of Hicks’s work). Cf. also Zahn, 

Kanon, 3.301: “He (i.e., the prophet) sometimes 

accompanies his prophetic speech, as did the 

‘ancient prophets,’ with symbolic actions, which 

under some circumstances may appear unedifying.” 

33 Taylor, Teaching, 81-92, 150-51. Somewhat differ¬ 

ently A. Broek-Utne (“Eine schwierige Stelle in einer 

alten Gemeindeordnung [Did. 11,11],” ZKG 54 

[1935] 576-81): the reference is to eschatological 

mysteries known only to the prophet, who alone is 

permitted “to accomplish deeds that would not be 

recommended for others” (p. 580). 

180 



11.7-12 

the term upxcdoL Ttpo<pr)Tai)36 can be understood still 

more concretely if one thinks not of a symbolic 

action, but of the whole of the prophet’s way of life, 

namely, a matrimonium spiritual'e, a spiritual marriage 

in which the prophet lives with his companion.37 This 

marriage (as the key phrase pvorppcov Kooputov 

€KK\r)Oi(x<; would suggest) is ecclesiologically motivat¬ 

ed; that is, it represents the union of the Kyrios with 

his bride, the church.38 The advantage of this inter¬ 

pretation is that it achieves a focused meaning for an 

otherwise baffling text; the disadvantage is that it 

requires us to locate the beginnings of the institution 

of spiritual marriage relatively early. It may be, howev¬ 

er, that the community at Corinth was already 

acquainted with spiritual marriage in Paul’s time (cf. 

I Cor 7:36-38).39 

If these suggestions are correct, the passage should be 

interpreted as follows: it may happen that the prophet 

will not arrive alone but accompanied by a Christian 

woman with whom he lives in a spiritual marriage. This 

may have been somewhat alienating for many Christians 

(and in fact it is only permitted for genuine prophets). In 

such a case the local Christians should recall that this 

spiritual marriage has (as we would now say) the charac¬ 

ter of a “real symbol.” In it the heavenly syzygy between 

Christ and the church is made visible through an earthly 

illustration; it is present in the ascetic union of the two 

Christians. What the prophet does is thus done as an 

earthly reflection of the heavenly mystery of the church 

(namely, its syzygy with the Kyrios).40 Spiritual marriages 

are here (in the Didache) explicitly approved—although 

with certain provisos—and they are defended against the 

objections that may have been expressed by individual 

fellow Christians,41 on the condition that the prophet in 

question does not say that his way of life is not the one 

and only way that is obligatory for all Christians (i.e., 

bibaoKuv be Trotelv, ooa avroq notel).42 If the prophet 

lives in his spiritual marriage without trying to impose 

that way of life on others, then: ov Kpiftpoerai etp' vputv 

pera deov yap e'xei ttju Kpiotv (“he shall not be judged 

by you, for his judgment is with God,” v. lib). Finally, 

the text introduces one last argument to make the insti¬ 

tution of spiritual marriage more comprehensible. The 

prophets who live in this way thus correspond typologi- 

cally only to the Old Testament prophets who behaved 

in the same way (as is said totum pro parte in v. 11c). We 

therefore have a double typology before us. On the one 

34 Harris, Teaching, 71-72: “Revera itafere verba obscura 

explicanda sunt" (“Indeed the obscure words should 

be so explained” Funk, Patres apostolici, 1.29). 

35 Against Harnack, Lehre, 46-47. For this expression, 

cf. Josephus Ant. 12.413; and Luke 9:8, 19: 

TrpotprjTriq Tig tup upxotiup ctPeoTp (“one of the 

ancient prophets had arisen”). 

36 Harnack, Lehre, 44-47; idem, “Prolegomena,” 121. 

37 This is the interpretation of (among others) Drews, 

“Apostellehre,” 276; Knopf, Lehre, 32-33; Gunther 

Bornkamm, “pvarripiop ktA.” TDNT 4 (1967) 

824-25 (“probably”); Hans von Campenhausen, 

Kirchliches Amt und geistliche Vollmacht (2d ed.; BHTh 

14; Tubingen: Mohr, 1963) 78 n. 10 (ET of 1st ed.: 

Ecclesiastical Authority and Spiritual Power in the 

Church of the First Three Centuries [London: Black, 

1969] 73 n. 119); Mattioli, Didache, 150 n. 75 (per¬ 

haps); Adam, “Herkunft,” 43; Kretschmar, “Askese,” 

137 and n. 18; Wengst, Didache, 85 n. 100, and 98. 

Of course, one should take leave of Harnack’s false 

interpretation of apxcnot 'KpotpfiTcu (which Wengst 

also adopted, with some caution). The necessary 

reflection on this was already presented by Drews, 

“Apostellehre,” 276. 

38 The basic passages for the concept of the syzygy are 

Gen 1:27 and 2:24. This concept could serve as a 

foundation both for marriage (as in Eph 5:22-24) 

and for renunciation of marriage by individuals, as 

well as for spiritual marriage. On the whole subject, 

see Niederwimmer, Askese, passim. 

39 For the discussion of this, see Niederwimmer, 

Askese, 116-20. 

40 The alternative proposed by Drews is false: “Then it 

is not a matter of illustrating the relationship 

between Christ and the community; rather, one 

should live according to that relationship.” 

41 By contrast, when the Ps. Clementine Epistula ad 

virgines speak against living with the napdepoi, they 

are polemicizing against an institution that has 

already become depraved; cf. 1.10.1 (Duensing, 

“Briefe,” 175) and the whole second letter 

(Duensing, “Briefe,” 180-88). These letters probably 

originated in the 3d century (Altaner and Stuiber, 

Patrologie, 47; cautiously also Duensing, “Briefe,” 

168). Adam (“Herkunft,” 48) pleads, to the con¬ 

trary, for a period “about 170.” Their origin in east¬ 

ern Syria appears to me to be certain. As regards 

the Didache, however, that is not an argument for 

locating the Didache in eastern Syria, contrary to 

what Adam says. 

42 The point of the Coptic version is different: see 

above. Adam (“Herkunft,” 43) suggested: “The 

Syriac version to be detected behind the Coptic 
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hand, spiritual marriage corresponds to its heavenly 

model, namely, the union of the Kyrios with his bride, 

the church; on the other hand, however, the prophet liv¬ 

ing in a spiritual marriage repeats, in typological fash¬ 

ion, the model (understood in a salvation-historical 

sense) of the Old Testament prophets. One can see that 

in this (isolated) passage some of the “theological” con¬ 

victions of the Didache tradition, or of the Didachist, 

peek through, and yet it is characteristic of the unique 

quality of this book (and its sources) that the didactic 

implications are not expounded nor given full scope but 

remain merely as hints, and that they appear unsystemat¬ 

ically, in a way that seems almost accidental, as if evoked 

by particular situations. 

■ 12 Finally, the concluding verse of the section discuss¬ 

es one last case. The admonition corresponds to v. 6b. A 

prophet is disclosed as a false prophet if, when (suppos¬ 

edly) speaking ev -npevpaTL, he demands money or 

something of value (erepd nra).43 In that case, one 

should not listen to him (cf. 11.2). It is a different matter 

if the prophet makes such demands on behalf of the 

needy (vorepodPTeq).44 In that case: prjdeu; avrop 

KpcveTW (“let no one judge him”; cf. ov Kpidpaerai e<p' 

vpiip in v. 11). 

This ends the quotation from the predidachistic tradi¬ 

tion.45 The ordering of the instructions remains to be 

considered. Each time, the dignity of the charismatics is 

first emphasized (11.4, 7); only then follow the criteria 

by whose aid one can distinguish false prophets from 

genuine apostles or prophets. That means that, for those 

who handed on this tradition, the first matter of con¬ 

cern was apology for the charismatics; only secondly was 

there interest in a polemic against the false prophets. 

fragment appears to be a description of previous 45 We should recall that in 11.11 it is possible that 

circumstances.” That can scarcely be true. either a part or the whole is a redactional text. 

43 Cf. Hernias Man. 11.12b. 

44 Wengst (Didache 44) has dAAoi; (with the Ethiopic) 

instead of d'AAup varepovvTUP (H). 

182 



12.1-5 

3. First Appendix: On the Reception of Other 
Traveling Christians (12.1-5) 

In the next part the Didachist’s text begins. He turns 

first to the problem of the reception of noncharismatic 

Christians. His source seems not to have offered any¬ 

thing of the sort, although this question requires an 

answer within the overall context and may even have 

been of special importance for the ecclesiastical situa¬ 

tion of his own time. 

The structure of the section is as follows: 

a. Reception and testing of new arrivals (12.1) 

b. Travelers passing through (12.2) 

c. Persons newly arrived who desire to remain (12.3-5). 

12 a. Reception and Testing of New Arrivals (12.1) 

1 Let everyone who comes in the name of the 
Lord be received, and then, when you have 
taken stock of him, you will know—for you 
will have insight—what is right and false. 

■ 1 Here, as the larger context shows, and in contrast to 

the charismatics (apostles and prophets) who were the 

subject just previously, 7rag 8e 6 epxopevoq (v. la) can 

only refer tcynoncharismatic Christians. Epxopevoq 

■npoq vpaql ev ovopaTL Kvpiov (“who comes in the name 

of the Lord”) means that a stranger arrives in a place 

and asks to be received, asserting Christian identity.2 

The phrase is “Bible language”—cf. Ps 117:26, quoted in 

Mark 11:9 (Matt 21:9; Luke 19:38); John 12:13; and Matt 

23:39/Luke 13:35 (Q).3 This expression is meant to 

make clear that the guest is under the special protection 

of the Lord. The admonition to receive the traveler 

(Sex^rjrto) is founded not only on the conventional rules 

regarding guests but also and especially on the fact that 

a Christian is asking to be received by fellow Christians.4 

Before any kind of testing, the new arrival is to be 

received unquestioningly as a guest.5 Only then is it 

proper to examine the guest. 

'EveLTa be (v. lb) follows the sequence indicated 

above. The rule of hospitality is preserved, for the new 

arrival has received shelter and food; now (and only 

now) can the testing of the guest begin. AoKLp.aaa.VTeq 

avTov (“when you have taken stock of him”)6 is formulat¬ 

ed in very general terms.7 rvaoeo&e (sc. belpav Kal 

apLorepav)8 here means that on the basis of a successful 

testing the local Christians will be able to make a judg¬ 

ment about the new arrival. rtvccoKeLV be%Lav Kal apLO- 

repav is again a biblicism: cf. Jonah 4:11. “Knowing 

right hand from left” (literally “judging left and right”) 

means discerning what is right and what is false, in this 

1 npoq vpctq is lacking in H (probably through over¬ 

sight, because the Georgian version has it). The 

phrase is attested by Coptic, Ethiopic, and the 

Apostolic Constitutions. See Niederwimmer, 

“Textprobleme,” 127. Differently Rordorf and 

Tuilier, Doctrine, 188 and 188-89 n. 3; Wengst, 

Didache, 84. 

2 Kyrios = Jesus. Ep opopan Kvpiov = aq xPLOTLapoq. 

Such a one comes and speaks the name of Jesus, 

i.e., declares that he or she is a Christian. 

3 Cf. also the similar expression in 1 Sam 17:45. It is 

applied christologically in John 5:43. 

4 One can scarcely split hairs over the fact that it no 

longer explicitly says “receive him or her as the 

Lord” (11.2; cf. 11.4). 

5 “Apparently this rule is inspired by fear of sinning 

against those who bear the name of the Lord. It is 

better to support someone who is unworthy than to 

turn away a worthy person” (Drews, “Apostellehre,” 

277). 

6 This olvtop can refer to the following ypaaeode. 

7 1 John 4:1; 1 Clem. 42.4 are only distant parallels. 

Hermas Man. 11.7 speaks of the dokimasis of the 

prophets. 

8 The object of ypuoeode is probably de^Lap Kai 
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case distinguishing genuine Christians from impostors 

who only want to exploit and misuse Christian hospi¬ 

tality. The testing that is called for here presumes that 

there have been bad experiences connected with 

Christian hospitality. It is to be noted that the testing 

and decision are still the right of individual Christians; 

this is not a prerogative of local officials. No criteria for 

the testing are mentioned. It is a matter for the insight 

of individuals: avveoiv yap e£ere. Evveocq (“insight”) is 

apparently given special associations through the preced¬ 

ing yvwoecfde (“you will know”).9 

apcarepav, so that the phrase avveatv yap eijere is 

to be read as a parenthesis; this was suggested 

already by Bryennios (in a letter to Harnack). 

Harnack adopted it (Lehre, 48) with reservations. Cf. 

also Knopf, Lehre, 33; and Audet, Didache, 238. It is 

true that the text is uncertain at this point: Coptic, 

Ethiopic, and the Apostolic Constitutions have, or wit¬ 

ness to, eyere, which may be original (adopted by 

Audet, Didache, 454; and Wengst, Didache, 84). H 

reads eijerai, which has been emended, since 

Bryennios (Aibayr), 45), to e|ere. 

For ovveoLV eyeuv, cf. Hermas Sim. 9.22.2, 3. 

DvveoLq is a special favorite of Hermas, “but with 

no broad distribution” (Hans Conzelmann, “avv- 

iT?/K,” TDNT 7 [1971] 896 n. 74). 
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12.2 

b. Travelers Passing Through (12.2) 

2 If the person who comes is just passing 
through, help him as much as you can, but he 
shall not stay with you more than two or 
three days—if that is necessary. 

■ 2 Now some individual cases are discussed. In the first 

(v. 2) the new arrival is only traveling through. Ilapobioq 

(occurring only here in our literature) really means 

“beside the road, located on the road.”1 In this passage 

the word is used as a substantive and has the unique 

meaning “the one traveling through.”2 The injunction to 

“help him” {Bopdelre avm ooov bvvaade) calls for gen¬ 

erous care of the guest, who is to be provided with 

everything that can be offered for the stay and for the 

continuing journey. This generous hospitality to their 

counterparts is one of the most striking characteristics 

of the adherents of the new faith.3 It is also true here 

that hospitality is not to be misused; hence the stipula¬ 

tion “not to stay” (ov peveZ be irpoq vpaq ei prj buo rj 

Tpelq rjpepaq). The reader naturally recalls the similar 

expressions in 11.5 (although they had a different sense 

there). In fact, the -Kotpobtoq is to be permitted to remain 

more than one day, “if need be,” eav rj avatar] (cf. euv 

be rj xpcta in 11.5).4 

1 Especially applied to walls, doors, and windows; cf. 

the information in LSJ, s.v.; and Edwin Mayser, 

Grammatik der griechischen Papyri aus der Ptole- 

maeneit (2d ed.; 2 vols.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1936) 

1.3.102. Gregory of Nyssa interprets {In Cant. cant, 

hom. II, PG 44.793A) the parable of the fourfold 

field and paraphrases napa rr)v obop with k&p 

-napobioq re mi. TTeTraTrjpepr]. See the other patris¬ 

tic uses of ■napobioq in Lampe, s.v. 

2 BAGD, s.v. It should be ei pep napobirriq (or napo- 

bevap) eoTLP 6 epxopeuoq, and perhaps we should 

conjecture it that way. For napobirriq, see LSJ, s.v., 

esp. Sib. Or. 14.33; for vapobevuv in this sense see 

Ignatius Eph. 9.1 and Rom. 9.3. 

3 For the theme of early Christian hospitality (<pi\o- 

ijepice), cf. Luke 14:12-14; Rom 12:13; 1 Pet 4:9; 

1 Tim 3:2; 5:10; Titus 1:8; Heb 13:1; 1 Clem. 1.2; 

Hermas Man. 8.10; Sim. 8.10.3; 9.27.2; Justin 1 Apol. 

67.6 (Goodspeed, 76); Aristides Apol. 15.7 (Good- 

speed, 21); Dionysus of Corinth, in Eusebius Hist, 

eccl. 4.23.10; Otto Stahlin, “^epoq,” TDNT 5 (1967) 

20-25; Ceslas Spicq, Notes de Lexicographie Neo- 

Testamentaire (2 vols. and Sup; OBO 22.1-3; 

Fribourg: Editions Universitaires; Gottingen: 

Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht; Paris: Gabalda, 1978-82) 

2.932-35 (ET: Theological Lexicon of the New 

Testament [trans. and ed. James D. Ernest; 3 vols.; 

Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 1994] 3.454- 57); 

Denys Gorce, “Gastfreundschaft: C. Christlich,” 

RAC 8 (1972) 1103-7. 

The Didachist has formulated his instructions in the 

style of the Vorlage. Still (apart from the difference 

in content regarding the length of time), the prima¬ 

ry difference to be noted is between the apostles, 

who are obligated to constant peregrinatio, and the 

fellow Christians, who are (from time to time) on 

journeys. 
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c. Persons Newly Arrived Who Desire 

to Remain (12.3-5) 

3 If he wants to settle in with you, though, and 
he is a craftsman, let him work and eat. 

4 If he has no craft, take care in your insight that \ 
no Christian live with you in idleness. 

5 If he is unwilling to do what that way calls for, 
he is using Christ to make a living. Be on your 
guard against people like this. 

■ 3 The next case is el 5e deXet irpoq vptciq KadrjodaL.1 

Thus a situation is proposed in which the new arrival 

intends to settle in one place. In such an instance, what 

claim does he have to community support? Three possi¬ 

bilities are discussed. The first is that the new arrival has 

learned a trade or craft and can exercise it: rexp iTr/q 

coV.2 In that case the community is not obligated to offer 

assistance or shelter: Epya^eotiu nai cpayero), that is, 

such persons should earn their daily bread through their 

own efforts.3 4 

■ 4 A second possibility is that the new arrival does not 

have a craft or trade to practice (ovk exei T£Xprlp)>i and 

hence cannot live from it. Such a case is referred to the 

ovveocq (“insight”) of the community.5 Concretely this 

would mean that the community shall see to it6 that the 

new arrival will find work. The community, however, 

must take care in all cases to prevent any Christian 

among them from living in idleness.7 Apyoq (from 

u-epyoq) refers here not to the unemployed but to the 

idle and lazy. XpcoTLavoq8—originally probably a 

description by outsiders,9 and still apparently avoided by 

Paul—is here, in the text of the Didachist, already a com¬ 

mon and unproblematic self-designation.10 XpiOTtavoq 

is a title of honor, and the name of Christian is not to be 

dishonored by those who bear it.11 That would happen, 

however, if the community were to tolerate an idle beg¬ 

gar in its midst, someone living as a parasite at others’ 

expense. 

■ 5 The series of casuistic assertions concludes with a 

third possibility, el d ov $eAet ovm iroteiv, that is, the 

situation that occurs when someone is unwilling to live 

by the labor of his or her hands. In such a case the per¬ 

son in question calls dishonor upon the name of 

Christian and is not a xPiOTiapoq, but (as the play on 

words has it) a xp^repiropoq. The community must 

guard itself against such persons.12 

1 Cf. the casuistry: ei per irctpodioc; earn’ . . . (v. 2), el 

de deAet . . . Kadrjodca (v. 3), ei 8e ovk exec Texvrp’ 

. . . (v. 4), ei 8'oil fteAeu ovtu iroteiv . . . (v. 5). 

2 Cf. Acts 19:24, 38; Rev 18:22; Diogn. 2.3. 

3 Obviously that does not exclude the possibility that 

the brothers and sisters will offer assistance in the 

exercise of his or her craft locally, as, e.g., in find¬ 

ing a place of work. Cf. Acts 18:3. 

4 Texvrjv 'exeiv is a common expression: cf. BAGD, 

s.v. Hermas Sim. 9.9.2: jolvtv\v rpv rex^pv oi>K 

exu-■■■ 
5 Cf. above at Did. 12.1: ovveovv yap e^ere. 

6 Ilpovoeiv 7nog means “take care, that. . . cf. 

BAGD, s.v. 

7 Cf. 2 Thess 3:10-12; Didasc. (Syriac) 13 (CSCO 

407.153-54/408.139-41); Ps.-Clement Ep. ad virg. 

1.11.1-2 (Duensing, 175-76). 

8 Erik Peterson, “Christianus,” in idem, Fruhkirche, 

64-87; Hans Conzelmann, Acts of the Apostles 

(Hermeneia; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1987) 88-89; 

Walter Grundmann, “xplu,” TDNT9 (1974) 

536-37, 576; Gerhard Schneider, “XpcoTLavoq,” 

EDNT 3 (1993) 477-78. Wengst (Didache, 86) reads 

pevei rather than ^poerai. xp^onavoc;, in depen¬ 

dence on the Ethiopic. 

9 Acts 11:26; cf. Acts 26:28; later: 1 Pet 4:16 (the 

name “Christian” as an accusation—pr) caoxvveoda, 

SogafeTa 8e tov Peov ev tu ovopaTL tovtu> [“do not 

consider it a disgrace, but glorify God because you 

bear the name”]); Mart. Pol. 12.2. Among Gentiles: 

Tacitus Annales 15.44.2 (Koestermann, 356; for the 

variants chrestiani and christiani cf. the text-critical 

notes on the passage); Suetonius Nero 16.2 (Ihm, 

231); Pliny Ep. 10.96 (Mynors, 388-89); 97 (340); 

Lucian Alex. 25 (Macleod, 2.343); 38 (2.348); De 

morte Peregr. 11-13(3.191-92); 16(3.193). 

10 As in Ignatius Eph. 11.2; 14.2 (v.l.); Magn. 4; Rom. 

3.2; Pol. 7.3; Mart. Pol. 10.1; 12.1. Ignatius also con¬ 

structs the adjective in Trail. 6.1 and the substantive 

XPiOTLaviopoq in Magn. 10.1, 3; Rom. 3.3; Phld. 6.1. 

Cf. Mart. Pol. 10.1. 

11 Peterson (“Christianus,” in idem, Fruhkirche, 87) has 

expressed reservations about the genuineness of the 
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12.3-5 

Excursus: Using Christ to Make a Living 

The word xpf-OTepnopoq13 is not attested before Did. 

12.5 and may represent a neologism by the Didachist. 

O epiropoq is, in the broad sense, someone who trav¬ 

els, and then specifically (and this is at the basis of 

the didachistic construction of the word) a merchant, 

more properly a wholesale merchant who undertakes 

business journeys to distant places, in contrast to the 

KcarriAoq, the small, local merchant.14 A xP^Tep-KO- 

poc is apparently someone who “deals in” Christ, that 

is, who misuses Christian faith and the name of 

Christ for personal enrichment.15 On this subject cf., 

for example, 1 Tim 6:5; 2 Clem. 20.4. For the term 

XpiOTepiropoq, cf. the Syriac version of the Ps.- 

Clementine Ep. ad virg. 1.10.4 in the German transla¬ 

tion by Duensing, 175.35-36: (regarding the itinerant 

teachers, who) “do business, with the aid of winning 

words, with the name of Christ”; 1.11.4: “doing busi¬ 

ness in the name of Christ” (Duensing, 176.10);16 

1.13.5: “workers who regard fear of God and right¬ 

eousness as a source of profit” (179.34-35).17 The 

Greek text, lost at this point, could have offered 

Xpcorep-rropoq.18 The word xpiaTcpnopoq then occurs 

again in Hippolytus Fragm. in Ruth (GCS 1.2.120); Ps.- 

Ignatius Trail. 6.2 (Funk and Diekamp, Patres apostoli- 

ci, 2.98), oil XpLOTtavoi aAAa xP^Tep-uopOi (“not 

Christians but sellers of Christ”); Magn. 9.5 (126), oi 

Xpi-orepTropoL, tov Aoyov KaTcpAeiiouTeq nai tov 

Ipaovv TruAovvTeq (“the Christ-sellers, who merchan¬ 

dise the word and sell Jesus”); Athanasius Fragmenta 

in Malthaeum (PC 27.1381A); Basil Ep. 240.3 (PG 

32.897A); Gregory Nazianzus Or. 21.31 (PG 

35.1117C): Ka’daipel pen ye to iepov tuv ’deoKa'irq- 

Accv, Kai xpioTep7r6pwr' (“he cleanses the temple of 

merchants of God, sellers of Christ”); Or. 40.11 (PG 

36.372C): ppde yevuipeda XpioTOKornpAoD9 Kai 

XpiOTepiropob (“Let us not become merchants of 

Christ and Christ-sellers”); Chrysostom Horn. 6.1 in 

1 Thess. (PG 62.430); Antiochus monachus Horn. 37 

(PG 89.1548A); Alexander of Alexandria Ep. Alex, (in 

Theodoret Historia ecclesiastica 1.4.3; GCS 19.9) has 

XpiOTep-nopla (a printing error in the text). 

word XpiOTtavoq in the original Didache text. This 

can scarcely be correct. 

12 For 7rpooexeiu, cf. Did. 6.3, which is also from the 

pen of the Didachist. 

13 Cf. the examples in Lampe, s.v.; William Telfer, 

“The Didache and the Apostolic Synod of Antioch,” 

JTS 40 (1939) 265 n. 1; and Adam, “Herkunft,” 

38-39. 

14 Later, then, the term xP^fOKcnrriAoq does emerge; 

see below (cf. kairr]Aevetv tov Aoyov tov deov, 2 

Cor 2:17, where Paul adopts and varies a common 

polemical expression directed against pseudophilos¬ 

ophy; see the examples in Hans Windisch, “m7n?- 

Aevcc,” TDNT 3 [1967] 604-5). Ludwig Mitteis and 

Ulrich Wilckens (Grundziige und Chrestomathie der 

Papyruskunde [1.1; Leipzig: Teubner, 1912; repr. 

Hildesheim: Olms, 1963] 268) refer to the frequent 

compounds with epiropoq (e.g., OLTepiropoL). In my 

opinion this common usage constitutes the precon¬ 

dition for the clever and ironic construction 

XpiOTeptropoq. From a different perspective, con¬ 

structions like xptOToyovoq, xproTopaxoq, and 

other similar words are parallels. 

15 The construction xproTepTropoq is probably chosen 

with a view to the brothers and sisters who appear 

to be on journey, but who then prove to be pseudo- 

Christians. According to Adam (“Herkunft,” 38), 

this is an “understandable contrast to xp^OToipopoq” 

(?). Adam asserts in this connection (p. 38) that this 

is based on a specifically Syrian usage that frequent¬ 

ly described the Christian as a “merchant” (in the 

sense of Matt 13:44). 

16 Adam (“Herkunft,” 39) prefers the translation: “but 

they sell evil things in the name of Christ.” 

17 The Coptic fragment (Lefort, Peres apostoliques, 

CSCO 135.35-43 and 136.29-37) unfortunately has 

no text for this passage. 

18 Adam, “Herkunft,” 39. That the Didache must be 

directed to “the same kinds of communities that 

can be deduced from the Epistolae ad virgines” 

(ibid.) by no means follows from this. 

19 XpLOTOKdnrqAoq is also found in Isidore of Pelusium 

Ep. 1.90 (PG 78.245A). 
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4. Second Appendix: On the Duty to Support 
Prophets Who Desire to Remain in the Community, 
and Duties toward Teachers (13.1-7) 

While at the time of the Didachist there was no longer 

any need to expect itinerant apostles, the itinerant prophet 

continued to be a familiar figure in the cofnmunity. 

Alongside them there now appeared bibaanaXoi (about 

whom the ancient tradition in Did. 11.4-12 had not had 

anything to say). 

The problem treated in Did. 13.1-7 is a new one, char¬ 

acteristic of the time of the Didachist: the prophet 

arrives with the intention of settling down in the local 

community.1 The local community must be instructed 

about how to behave in such situations. The dominant 

theme of the whole is the prophet; teachers are spoken 

of only in passing. 

The structure is as follows:2 

a. Fundamental principles (13.1-2) 

b. Directions for the distribution (13.3-7).3 

1 Differently Audet, Didache, 455-56. He sees no new relationship 

here and does not acknowledge the picture of the increasingly res¬ 

ident character of the “itinerant hierarchy.” 

2 Niederwimmer, “Itinerant Radicalism,” 327 n. 17. 

3 For Audet’s thesis on the origins of Did. 13.3 and 13.5-7, as well 

as the originality of v. 4, see below. 

a. Fundamental Principles (13.1) 

1 Every true prophet who wants to settle in with 
you deserves his food. 2/ In the same way, a 
true teacher, too, deserves his food, just as a 
worker does. 

Comment 

■ 1 The Didachist first states the fundamental principle 

in reference to the prophets; afterward, in vv. 3-7, he 

gives the principle more concrete detail. If one of the 

prophets (who, we are to understand, was previously 

homeless) desires to settle in the local community 

(Kadrjodou as in 12.3), that should be permitted.1 (The 

precondition that this must be a genuine prophet is made 

clear, in passing, by the use of 'apo'K'qrrfq aXrjftivoq.) 

The problem is not the prophet’s settling down but the 

question of a livelihood. The basic rule for this is that he 

must “deserve his food”: a^Loq cart rrjq rpocpfjq avrov. 

This is quoted as a valid legal principle. In its full form 

(as its repetition in v. 2 will show) it reads: a^Loq 6 

epyarpq rrjq rpo(prjq avrov. Cf. Matt 10:lOb/Luke 10:7b 

(Q?): a£to? 7dp 6 epyarrjq rrjq rpo<prjq (Luke: rov fua- 

dov) avrov. See further 1 Tim 5:18b (rov p,LO&ov), where 

the logion appears as a scriptural (?) quotation.2 It is dif¬ 

ficult to decide whether the principle is regarded by the 

1 The prophet apparently has this right; in contrast, it 2 For this logion cf. Erich Klostermann, Das 

would be unthinkable for the itinerant apostles in Matthdusevangelium (4th ed.; HNT 4; Tubingen: 

the Didache (cf. 11.5). Mohr, 1971) 87; Martin Dibelius and Hans 
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13.1 

Didachist as a saying of the Lord,3 or simply as a bind¬ 

ing legal principle from tradition. He is probably, howev¬ 

er, construing it as a command from the Lord (as the 

continuation in vv. 5 and 7—Kara tt)v evToXrjv—sug¬ 

gests).4 In the nature of things the Didachist intends 

thereby to give statutory effect to the principle that 

locally resident Christians are obligated to provide a 

livelihood for the prophets who desire to settle among 

them. The office of prophet itself is adequate reason for 

this obligation of support. It gives a legal claim to 

Tpcnpr). Thus here the principle of epya^eo^w kocl 

(payers (“let him work and eat,” Did. 12.3) does not 

apply. Instead, the prophets need not live from the work 

of their hands; the community must provide for their 

daily needs. 

■ 2 The verse provides an analogous rule for teachers—as 

before, this applies only to the genuine teacher, 

bibdaKaXoq aXpdiVoq (or, as the text says, the commu¬ 

nity is to guard itself against the \fevbobibdoKaXoq\ Did. 

11.1-2). It is true for the teachers (as for the prophets) 

that they are “worthy of their food,” that is, that the 

community is obliged to provide for their livelihood.5 

Excursus: The "Teacher" 

The Didache speaks of the bibaoKaXoq only here, in 

11.1-2, and in 15.1-2. The word refers neither to the 

(itinerant) apostles nor to the prophets,6 but to a 

Conzelmann, The Pastoral Epistles (Hermeneia; 

Philadelphia: Fortress, 1972) 78-79; I. Howard 

Marshall, The Gospel of Luke (New International 

Greek Testament Commentary; Grand Rapids: 

Eerdmans, 1978) 412-27, esp. 420-21; Francis 

Wright Beare, The Gospel According to Matthew (San 

Francisco: Harper & Row, 1981) 243; Gottfried 

Holtz, Die Pastoralbriefe (4th ed.; ThHK 13; Leipzig: 

Evangelische Verlagsanstalt, 1986) 126-27; Joseph 

A. Fitzmyer, S.J., The Gospel According to Luke 

(X-XX1V) (AB 28A; Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 

1985) 841-50, esp. 848; and esp. A. E. Harvey, 

‘“The Workman Is Worthy of His Hire’: Fortunes of 

a Proverb in the Early Church,” NovT 24 [1982] 

209-21. The logion raises a number of open ques¬ 

tions: Is the form with rpoipr) (Matthew) or that 

with pLadog (Luke and 1 Timothy) earlier? Is the 

7pcupr) in 1 Tim 5:18b a supposed quotation from 

the OT, from an apocryphal work, or perhaps even 

a quotation from Luke’s Gospel? Or does the refer¬ 

ence to ypcttpri apply merely to v. 18a? These ques¬ 

tions need not be answered here. In the nature of 

things what we have here is a general legal principle 

that appeals, in the fashion of hokmah, to wisdom 

and the assent of reason (sit venia verbo: an immedi¬ 

ately obvious fundamental principle of “natural 

law”). We may leave aside the question whether it 

stems originally from the Jesus tradition or was 

adopted by it. Harvey (“Workman,” 211 n. 9) refers 

to ptodbu poxdr)aavTi bLbov (“give a wage to the 

one who has toiled”) in Ps.-Phocyl. 19 (cf. Sib. Or. 

2.74 \p), and lun’ovvra b’ <x^lop /puidbv pepeodai 

(“one who toils is worthy to receive pay”) in Ps.(?)- 

Euripides Rhesus 161-62. The Christian maxim is 

universally valid and therefore applicable to a vari¬ 

ety of cases. In the Jesus tradition it refers to the 

disciples; for Paul (who appears only to allude to it 

in 1 Cor 9:14) it refers, correspondingly, to the post- 

Easter missionaries; in Did. 13.1 it applies to the 

prophets; and in 1 Tim 5:18b it refers to the pres¬ 

byters. Common to all these cases is that a general 

principle is given special application to a different 

set of significant persons in a religious community. 

Cf. also the quotation in Ps.-Clem. Horn. 3.71.3 

(GCS2 1.82): Toil puodov. 

The question remains open whether this is oral or 

written tradition and, if it is written, whether (in 

this case) it comes from the Gospel of Matthew or 

perhaps from an apocryphal writing. Harnack 

(Lehre, 50) concluded: “Here again the author draws 

on a saying of the Lord in Matthew’s version.” 

Similarly Massaux, Influence, 3.166; Hagner, Use, 

280; cf. Wengst’s reflections, Didache, 28-29. He 

writes that a quotation from the Gospel of Matthew 

is (in spite of the possibilities considered by Koester, 

Synoptische Uberlieferung, 212-13) “by far the most 

probable” (Wengst, Didache, 28 n. 102). 

Nonetheless, the explicit command in vv. 3-7 to 

give aTTapxv to the prophets who take the place of 

the high priest in the OT (v. 3) is best understood as 

a Christian command, namely, a command from the 

Lord, and especially as a consequence of the logion 

quoted by the Didachist in Did. 13.1 and 2. 

Did. 13.2 repeats the binding commandment again, 

this time in more detail: the Didachist shows that 

the full text (as known to him) was: d£iog eoTcv 6 

epydrpq rijq rpoprjg ainov. This form of the text 

agrees almost word for word with Matt 10:10b. The 

Didachist’s form is made awkward by the insertion 

of uairep 6 epyar-qg. It is explained by the unbal¬ 

anced combination of two statements: ear if d£iog 

Ti)q rpoiprig ainoii and the complete quotation of 

the formula. 

De Halleux (“Ministers,” 311) differs, identifying 
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charismatic office different from both of them.* * * * * 7 The 

bcbaoKaXog was still absent from the old tradition in 

11.4-12, but is mentioned here quite deliberately. 

Taken in context, 13.2 strongly suggests8 (and this is 

confirmed by 11.1-2) that the charismatic teachers 

had also begun their work as itinerants. It is also true 

of the teachers in the Didache (as of its prophets) that 

at the time of the Didachist it sometimes (or even fre¬ 

quently) occurred that they wished to become resi¬ 

dent in one place. Hereafter 15.1-2 (q.v.) will treat 

the relationship between the charismatic teachers and 

the “local clergy.” Nothing is said about the function 

of the bibaoKaXoL, nor did anything need to be said 

as far as the readers of this document were con¬ 

cerned, because they were all familiar with the person 

and work of the bcbaoKaXog.9 

the teacher with the prophet. The reference would 

be to the prophet as teacher. And because, ulti¬ 

mately, prophet and apostle are also identified (cf. 

“Ministers,” 307), all these words, in principle, refer 

only to a single group. See above, p. 173 n. 2. 

7 On the teachers in the Didache, see Stempel, 

“Lehrer,” 209-17. In my opinion, however, Stempel 

has overestimated the role and function of the 

teacher in the Didache. See the general information 

now in Zimmermann, Lehrer, passim; on the Didache 

esp. pp. 141-43. 

8 It is true that Did. 13.2 lacks a specific reference to 

fteAuv K(xi}rjoi}(xt. The Didachist could also include 

the teachers (having already spoken once of the 

community’s obligation to provide sustenance) 

without necessarily implying that they, like the 

prophets, originally belonged among the peregri- 

nantes. But 11.1-2 alone already compels us to con¬ 

clude that the teachers in the Didache must also 

have begun as itinerant charismatics. 

Zimmermann (Lehrer, 142) thinks with reference to 

the teachers that “because they must have been resi¬ 

dent in larger numbers than the prophets they may 

well have been the middle term between the triadic 

charismatic offices and the episkopoi/diakonoi (15.1). 

The whole Didache can certainly be regarded as the 

product of such a bubaoKaXog.” I cannot see that 

“the content of this office had surely undergone an 

essential change with increasing distance from 

Judaism” (p. 143; cf. also p. 218). Zimmermann’s 

remarks must be read within the context of his the¬ 

sis about the existence of an early Jewish-Christian 

Pharisaic teaching office (cf. pp. 218-19). 
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13.3-7 

b. Directions for the Distribution (13.3-7) 

3 So when you [sg.] take any firstfruits of what is 
produced by the winepress and the threshing 
floor, by cows and by sheep, you [sg.] shall 
give the firstfruits to the prophets, for they 
are your [pi.] high priests. 

<4 If, however, you [pi. throughout v. 4] have no 
prophet, give [them] to the poor.> 

5 If you [sg. throughout vv. 5-7] prepare dough, 
take the firstfruits and give them according to 
the commandment. 

6 Likewise, when you open a jar of wine or oil, 
take the firstfruits and give them to the 
prophets. 

7 Take the firstfruits of money and clothing and 
whatever [else] you own as you think best 
and give them according to the command¬ 
ment. 

Comment 

■ 3 The text just preceding had spoken of the Tpocpp due 

to the charismatics. Now vv. 3-71 give a more precise 

indication of what is meant by rpocpp (whereby it is strik¬ 

ing that now the text speaks explicitly and solely of 

prophets as the recipients of these benefits). First men¬ 

tioned are the anapxp yevvppaTuiv Xpvov Kai aXccvoq, 

f3oa>v re Kai irpopdmp. The term yevvppa (“first- 

fruits”), strictly speaking, applies only to the last two 

expressions.2 In fact H reads yepppaTup, but this (in 

contrast to Constitutions yeppppdrwp) is probably a 

simplification.3 rep(p)ppaTa Xppou means the product 

of the winepress—therefore the wine—while yep(p)ppara 

aXo)Poq is the product of the threshing floor, the grain. 

The whole expression is biblical; cf. Num 18:30 

(although there it is yepppa).4 Botiv re Kai npoflaTuv 

(“cows and sheep”) is constructed by analogy to the pre¬ 

ceding pair.5 Thus the prophets are entitled to bread, 

wine, and meat from cattle and sheep; in fact they are 

entitled to the anapxp, the firstfruits, the gifts that were 

originally dedicated to God and then belonged to the 

temple, that is, to the priests. With the term airapxp6 

(awkwardly used twice), the Didachist deliberately 

adopts a term from Old Testament cultic language.7 He 

decrees that the cultic demand of Scripture (the OT) 

that the anapxp be surrendered as an offering is now 

translated into an obligation toward the Christian 

prophets active in the community. To them is due the 

1 Possibly quoted in Lib. grad. 13.2 (Krnosko, 307): see 

above, pp. 12-13. For the question whether Did. 

13.3 is quoted in Didascalia apostolorum, see above, 

p. 15. According to Audet (Didache, 106-10, 238- 

40, 453, 457-58) Did. 13.3, 5-7 is an interpolation 

(while 13.4 is to be regarded, in addition, as a later 

gloss: p. 458). 

2 Teppppa is “that which is produced or born (of living 

creatures), child, offspring" (BAGD, s.v.). Bauer 

remarks (ibid.) that the use of the term here is “jus¬ 

tifiable because the last two nouns refer to ani¬ 

mals.” 

3 Bryennios (Aidaxp, 47) conjectured yepppparcop, 

as do the later editions throughout. Differently 

Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 190: yeppparcop. Is 

this possibly correct? 

"Otoip acpaippre rpp dnapxpv an avrov, Kai 

XoyLodpoeTCii rolg AevLracg cog yepppa and 

aXcoPOg Kai cog yepppa and Appov (“When you have 

set apart the best of it, then the rest shall be reck¬ 

oned to the Levites as produce of the threshing 

floor, and as produce of the winepress”). 

But cf. Deut 12:6, 17; and similarly 2 Esdr 20:37. 

The repetition of the word anapxp is striking. The 

repetition paints the solemn, cultic action. 

For anapxp in the LXX, see Gerhard Delling, 

“dnapxpf TDNT 1 (1964) 484-85; Alexander Sand, 

“anapxp,” EDNT 1 (1990) 116-17. Verses 3-7 are 

held together by the key word anapxp (vv. 3 bis, 5, 

6, 7). The constantly recurring expression tpp 

anapxpp Aa(3cop, dog (dcooecg) describes the solemn 

action of cultic offering, originally the sacrifice 

belonging to God alone. The anapxp >s “taken,” 

and then given to the prophets (representing the 

OT priests, or [as the Didachist sees it] the high 

priests). 
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airapx'f] of what God gives to humanity, and this is 

because they, the prophets, take the place in the 

Christian community that belonged to the high priests 

in Israel. Indeed the prophets are “your” high priests 

(Did. 13.3b).8 Therefore, the cultic offering that the Old 

Testament community owed to its high priests now 

belongs to them.9 We may ask whether the terminology 

(according to which the prophets appear as apxtepetg) 

allows us to conclude that the prophets led worship in 

the Didache communities.10 Did. 10.7 seems to presume 

that at the time of the Didache the local officials led wor¬ 

ship, but the prophets had the right to charismatic 

prayer; 15.1-2 shows both groups in leadership func¬ 

tions (see below). 

Excursus:The Didachist and Judaism 

This passage at 13.5 is important for understanding 

the position of the Didachist with respect to Judaism. 

The Old Testament cultic law is transferred, rather 

freely, to the new, ecclesiastical situation and is 

altered accordingly. In order to underscore the status 

of the prophets and to insure that thy community rec¬ 

ognizes its obligation to care for them, the Didachist 

parallels11 the Christian prophets of his own time 

with the apx^pelq of the old covenant, thus making 

the prophets (metaphorically) the “high priests” of 

Christians.12 This is a striking formulation, and it has 

no direct parallels in early Christian literature.13 

■ 4 Then in v. 4 the text is interrupted by a parenthetical 

remark, eav be pt) expre irpOipr]Tr]v, bore [sc. tt)f 

orjrapxw] T0^? 7rrcoxot?-14 This statement is probably (as 

Audet has suggested)15 a later, but still very old, gloss.16 

This is the expression of a time when even the prophets 

have become a rarity. In such cases the community 

should give its offerings to the poor. 

■ 5 Verse 5 is connected to the discussion in v. 3 and 

continues it. The guiding word of vv. 3-5 remains 

onrapxp, the gifts that are due the prophets. Lltlocv 

8 There is a characteristic alteration in Const. 7.29.1: 

irdoau d'Kapxqv yeupppotTccu \r)vov, aXavoq fiowv 

re Kcd TTpofidroiv buioecq rolq iepevoiv. Now it 

refers to the Christian priests. Cf. 2.26.3, where the 

Constitutor (dependent on the Didascalia apostolo- 

rum; cf. n. 12 below) parallels the high priests with 

the bishops, the priests with the presbyters, and the 

Levites with the deacons. 

9 This is expressed only as a general idea. For the OT 

prescriptions regarding priests’ incomes cf. Deut 

18:3-4; Num 18:8-32; Ezek 44:30; Neh 10:32-39; 2 

Chr 31:4-10. The OT is aware of prescriptions for 

priests’ income, but there are no specific regulations 

for the income of the high priest. The error in the 

Didache casts a revealing light on the Didachist. For 

the real income of the high priest at the time of 

Jesus, see Joachim JeremiasJerusalem in the Time of 

Jesus (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1969) 150-51. The 

episode in 2 Kgs 4:42 (a gift of firstfruits to an OT 

prophet) was apparently less suitable for the 

Didachist’s argument. 

10 Thus Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 52-53; different¬ 

ly de Halleux, “Ministers,” 312. 

11 The system of thought that lies behind this is obvi¬ 

ously that of typological exegesis, even if this is not 

expressed and perhaps is not even brought to the 

level of consciousness (cf. earlier, at Did. 11.11). We 

should also take note of the elements that are 

brought to bear to make up the Didachist’s demon¬ 

stration: (a) the evroXr) (KvpLov), which was quoted 

in vv. 1-2; and (b) the typological interpretation of 

the OT. The mandata Domini and the OT (unref lec- 

tively interpreted in Christian fashion) are the 

instances to which the redactor appeals. 

12 Compare the contrary position of Tertullian De 

bapt. 17.1 (CChrSL 1.291): summus sacerdos, si qui est, 

episcopus . . . (“the high priest, if anyone, is the 

bishop”) and Didasc. (Syriac) 9 (CSCO 401.103; 

402.100); and (Latin) 25.20-21 (TU 75.41). For the 

question whether the Didascalia is quoting the 

Didache at this point, see above, p. 15. 

13 Harnack, Lehre, 52. 

14 Wengst, Didache, 86: ru irraxv (with Constitutions 

and the Ethiopic). 

15 Audet, Didache, 458. He considers Did. 13.3, 5-7 an 

interpolation (106-10, 238-41, 453, 457-58), so that 

according to him the gloss is to be regarded as a 

gloss within an interpolation. But the positing of an 

interpolation in chap. 13 is questionable. Cf. 

Niederwimmer, “Itinerant Radicalism,” 326. 

Against the supposition that there is a gloss in v. 4, 

see Wengst, Didache, 40 n. 136. 

16 Cf. Niederwimmer, “Textprobleme,” 121. That the 

text in Const. 7.29.2 seems to be presupposed does 

not speak against this. One must presume that this 

is a relatively ancient gloss in the Didache text. 

17 H on la is rare. Hesychius (ed. Schmidt, 3.35) has 

Sairdvripa, ppupa, onrjpecnor, but appears to con¬ 

fuse rd onLa and oneicc. cf. the notes ad loc. In 

the Apophthegmata patrum (PC 65.192A), ania may 

be dough, i.e., bread dough (eal Aa/Hav onLav eiq 

to (xproKortelov, evoipoev dprovq, “Taking dough 

into the bakery, he made loaves of bread”); in 196B 
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13.3-7 

TTOLelv is a crux interpretum for linguistic reasons. This 

phrase may mean “prepare dough.”17 When that has 

been done,18 the rule is: Tr)v dirapxw Xafiwv dog Kara 

rpv evToXriv. The phrase Kara Tpv evToXpv is character¬ 

istic of the style of the Didachist (cf. 1.5 and the repeti¬ 

tion in 13.7). In the present passage (and in 13.7) it 

appears that the reference is to a commandment of the 

Lord,19 most probably the admonition a^Loq eon (6 ep- 

ydrpg) Tr)g rpo<prjq avrov just cited (vv. 1-2).20 The 

effort to give as concrete a determination as possible to 

the sacred offerings to be made for the prophets also 

affects the following verses (vv. 6-7). 

■ 6-7 The next verse concerns the offering of wine and 

oil.21 Both are preserved in earthen containers or jars 

(Kepdpiov). Finally, v. 7 speaks of money. The following 

Lpanopoq (in spite of Knopf’s protest)22 has its usual 

meaning here: “clothing.” Kal -rrotUToq KTr/parog (“what¬ 

ever else”) makes clear that the preceding list is only a 

set of examples, and in principle every kind of property 

is subject to the obligation to make offerings of the 

dTrapxV- The succession of the three final phrases is 

noteworthy. Aafiuv rr)v dirapxpv (“take the firstfruits”) 

again recalls the cubic nature of the gifts; dv ool 

do^rj (“as you think best”) liberates the givers from any 

kind of niggling legalism and appeals to the generosity 

of individuals; dog Kara rpv evroXpv finally makes clear 

again, in conclusion, that the offering here demanded 

rests on a binding “commandment” of the Kyrios,23 

(AirqX’dov ovv eig to aproKOTrelou TroLfjoca 8vo 

a it tag, “They'therefore went off to the bakery to 

make two loaves of bread”) and C (emLrjoa cf 

OiTtag . . . erroLpoa rag 8vo Oiriag, “I made six 

loaves ... I made the two loaves”) the word could 

simply mean bread. Bonifaz Miller (Weisung der 

Vater [Freiburg im Breisgau: Lambertus, 1965]) 

translates the first example as “grain” (p. 105), but 

understands onLccg in the other three passages as 

“bread” (109). I do not want to exclude the possibili¬ 

ty that the striking oltlocv in the Didache passage is 

the work of the copyist, while the original text may 

have read eav oltLcx (from oltLov) TTOLr/g. (The 

Ethiopic reads “bread,” while the Apostolic Consti¬ 

tutions paraphrases: aproi deppoL.) 

18 According to Drews (“Apostellehre,” 278) and 

Knopf (Lehre, 35) one should add, by inference: and 

when the dough has been baked into bread. But see 

n. 17 above. 

19 According to Drews (“Apostellehre,” 278) a quota¬ 

tion from “an unknown gospel source.” See idem, 

“Untersuchungen,” 63-67, where he postulates a 

source of dominical commandments. Cf. above at 

Did. 1.3-7. 

20 Another possibility is that evToXp refers to the OT 

commands. This is less probable; the use of the sin¬ 

gular is also against it. 

21 The Ethiopic has the addition nai peXnoq. The 

text of the Apostolic Constitutions has still more inter¬ 

polations. 

22 Knopf refers to “the piece of cloth, either pur¬ 

chased or woven by oneself, that is to be cut cor¬ 

rectly” (Lehre 35). 

23 Georg Schollgen, “Die Didache—ein fruhes Zeugnis 

fur Landgemeinden?” ZNW 76 (1985) 141: “It is not 

very likely that... all the required onrapxcrL are 

demanded of every member of the community; in 

that case, the Didache would have anticipated a 

twofold offering from the produce of the grain har¬ 

vest: first at threshing (v. 3) and then again when 

bread is baked (v. 5); there is then a similar double 

offering of grapes and wine (vv. 3 and 6). Hence 

it is more likely that, as regards the individual 

ccKocpxoti, there were different possibilities for ful¬ 

filling one’s obligation to support the prophets.” 

(For Schollgen’s protest against the interpretation 

of v. 3, or vv. 3-7, as indicating rural conditions, see 

above, p. 54.) 
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5. On Confession and Reconciliation (14.1-3) 

1 Assembling on every Sunday of the Lord, break 
bread and give thanks, confessing your faults 
beforehand, so that your sacrifice may be 
pure. 

2 Let no one engaged in a dispute with his com¬ 
rade join you until they have been reconciled, 
lest your sacrifice be profaned. 

3 This is [the meaning] of what was said by the 
Lord: "'to offer me a pure sacrifice in every 
place and time, because I am a great king,' 
says the Lord, 'and my name is held in won¬ 
der among the nations.'" 

Analysis 

The text is redactional. Its subject is not really the 

Sunday worship service1 but the particular issue of con¬ 

fession, or reconciliation, as precondition for the purity 

required for the carrying out of the sacrifice that is 

brought before God in the meal celebration. To that 

extent chap. 14 is not a doublet of chaps. 9-10.2 In the 

whole section comprising chaps. 11-15, the Didachist 

has in view the local community to which he is giving 

instructions for good order and church discipline. Thus 

he now arrives at a discussion of the questions of inter¬ 

nal community life, and so deals with dissension, recon¬ 

ciliation, confession, and the purity of sacrifices. The 

presumption that chap. 14 belongs to a later, second 

redaction3 does not seem compelling.4 

Comment 

■ 1 The whole clause Kara. KvpLUK.r\v . . . evxotpi-OTqaaTe 

(v. la) simply constitutes the introduction to the central 

statement, which will follow only in v. lb. The Didachist 

wants to speak about confession and the purity of sacri¬ 

fices, and for that purpose he places the reader in the 

time of the Sunday worship service. The description of 

1 Thus, e.g., Harnack, Lehre, 53; Drews, “Apostel- 

lehre,” 279; Knopf, Lehre, 35. For Drews and Knopf 

chaps. 9-10 are about a private meal celebration, 

and only at chap. 14 does the text begin to speak 

about the official Sunday Eucharist of the commu¬ 

nity. Cf. above, p. 141. They then have difficulties 

with the context and must emphasize that in the 

section on the Sunday celebration the author 

restricts himself to the discussion of a single point 

(namely, the question of the forgiveness of sins). For 3 

Klauser, Audet, and Voobus, see n. 2 below. 

2 Differently (and characteristically) Klauser, Doctrina, 

28: “Cur hoc loco denuo de eucharistia sermofiat, non 

bene perspicitur. Forsitan hoc capitulum paulo postea 

additum est” (“Why there should be discussion of the 

Eucharist at this place is not clear. Perhaps the chap- 4 

ter was added somewhat after”). Audet has an easier 

time of it here because he ascribes the chapter to 

D2: “The author returns to the subject, not because 

he is a bad writer, or because he had, oddly enough, 

forgotten something, or because he is compiling his 

materials at random, or because someone else had 5 

created a subsequent interpolation of 14:1-3, but 6 

simply because experience has demonstrated, in the 

meantime, the inadequacy of the instructions in 

9-10” (Didache, 460). Voobus (Liturgical Traditions, 

78) has still another explanation: The author (in 

light of the mention of the prophets) makes a 

digression ad vocem “prophets” in chaps. 11-13 and 

returns, in chap. 14, to the subject of the Eucharist; 

(for Voobus the prayers in chap. 9 are eucharistic 

prayers: see above, p. 142); but this time it is not the 

Eucharist as such that is the topic, “but the subject 

of the confession of sins and its significance in rela¬ 

tion to the cultic life. If so, then this chapter is not a 

repetition at all” (ibid.). 

Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 49, 63, 93. Rordorf 

(“Didache,” 23) raised the question whether the 

(second) redactor of the Didache did not return to 

the subject of Sunday because his community was 

inclined to oa.pftctTL$eLV (?). So also Rordorf and 

Tuilier, Doctrine, 65. See below, p. 195 n. 9. 

One must admit that Did. 15.1-2 represents an 

interruption. Did. 14.1-3 is only continued and con¬ 

cluded by 15.3-4. See below. That does not compel 

us to see 15.1-2 as a later insertion. It is simply a 

digression. At 15.3 the author again takes up the 

thread he had dropped. 

Audet, Didache, 72-73, 240, 460. 

Const. 7.30.1 has paraphrased: Tr)v avaordoLpov 

tov Kvpiov rpiepav, rr)u KvpcaK-qv ipapev (“the day 

of the resurrection of the Lord, we say the ‘Lord’s 

day’”), thus showing that it found both KvptaKr\v 

and Kupiou in the source. It is possible that a 
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the time, Kara KvptaKpp be Kvpiov (“the Sunday of the 

Lord”), is striking and obviously pleonastic. We expect 

xa#’ rjpepap be Kvpiov (as Audet has conjectured),5 but 

it is proper to maintain the pleonastic text provided by 

H.6 For the omission of ppepa, cf. Jer 52:12: ev . . . 

beKarri tov pppoq, and the expression ayopaloi 

ayoPToa in Acts 19:38.7 Thus it is also possible, in early 

Christian language, for KvpiotKr) to stand alone (in place 

of KupLOCKp ppepa, Rev 1:10), as in Gos. Pet. 9.35 (SC 

201.56): Tfi be pvkt'l fj e-jre<puoKep rj avpiaurp, and 13.50 

(62): ''Opdpov be Tpq KvpcaKrjq (“in the night in which 

the Lord’s day dawned”); cf. Ignatius Magn. 9.1: ppneTL 

oafifiaTL^oPTeq, dAAa Kara KvpL0tKr\p fupTeq (“no 

longer celebrate the Sabbath, but live for the Lord’s 

day”). KvpLOtKr} here, as in this Didache passage, is 

already a familiar term for the day of the week that is 

consecrated by the resurrection of the Lord.8 The com¬ 

munity is accustomed to gather on that day. This is the 

custom that our passage presumes: ovpax’depreq.9 The 

Didachist orders that a Eucharist be celebrated on every 

Lord’s day when the community comes together: 

KXaaare aprop nai evxotpiOTrjoaTe. There is something 

of a parallel to the whole in Acts 20:7: 'Ep be tt\ pva tup 

oappdrup ovppypepup rjpup xAaaat aprop (“On the 

first day of the week when we met to break bread”); cf. 

also Ignatius Eph. 20.2: avpepxeode . . . epa apTOP 

nXuPTeq (“join in the common meeting . . . breaking one 

bread”). What, more precisely, does the double expres¬ 

sion (nAdoare aprop and evyccpiOTpoctTe) mean in this 

passage? Does xAaaare dprop*0 refer to the breaking of 

Semitism underlies this pleonasm: Td adfifiara 

KvpLov (Lev 23:38; cf. Exod 20:10) would have been 

replaced by Christians with q KvpLani) Kvpiov 

(Taylor, Teaching, 61). Cf. nn. 3 and 9. 

7 BAGD, s.v. dyopuloq. 

8 For the resurrection on the first day of the week see 

esp. John 20:1, 19; for the celebration on the Lord’s 

day as the day of resurrection cf. (in addition to the 

passages mentioned hereafter) John 20:26; 1 Cor 

16:2; Barn. 15.9; Justin 1 Apol. 67.3 (Goodspeed, 

75); 67.7 (Id)-Dial. 24.1 (117); 41.4 (138); 138.1 

(260). The stato die in Pliny Ep. 10.96.7 (Mynors, 

339) would also refer to Sunday. Cf. b. ‘Abod Zar. 6b 

(Eduard Lohse, _“ffd/3/3aror',” TDNT 7 [1971] 29 n. 

227); Werner Foerster, “KvpLcacoq,” TDNT 3 (1967) 

1095-96; Lohse, “ctd/S/farot',” 28-35. C. W. 

Dugmore has raised some problems about the 

received interpretation of this passage in the 

Didache (“Lord’s Day and Easter,” in Neotestamentica 

et Patristica: Eine Freundesgabe, Herrn Professor Dr. 

Oscar Cullmann zu seinem 60. Geburtstag uberreicht 

[NovTSup 6; Leiden: Brill, 1962] 275-77). He sug¬ 

gests the day of Easter for KvpLcacq: “If we take xvpi- 

anri in its later meaning of ‘Sunday,’ we get ‘on the 

Sunday of the Lord.’ Since every Sunday is the 

Lord’s Day, the Sunday of the Lord can only mean 

the Sunday on which he rose from the dead, i.e. 

Easter Sunday, but the phrase is infelicitous” (p. 

276). Dugmore also (p. 277) understands the para¬ 

phrase in Const. 7.30.1 (see n. 6 above) as referring 

to the day of Easter. All this is highly questionable. 

9 The Didachist is not aware of a Sabbath celebration 

in the community. For the Sabbath observance of 

later, heretical, and especially gnostic-influenced 

Jewish Christianity, cf. Lohse, “odfifictTop,” 32-34. 

This Didache passage is interpreted differently by 

Rordorf and Tuilier (Doctrine, 65; cf. earlier 

Rordorf, “Didache,” 23): The specific reference to 

Sunday could be an indirect polemic against oa(3(3a- 

TL$eLV. Rordorf and Tuilier even consider this very 

probable (with references to Gal 4:8-11; Col 

2:16-17; Ignatius Magn. 9.1-2), and they wish to 

explain the pleonasm Kura KvptaKqp tov Kvpiov 

from that standpoint. The formulation would be 

intended to exclude the Sabbath as the day for cele¬ 

bration. 

10 Breaking of bread, as in the Jewish ritual, at the 

beginning of the meal (see above, commentary on 

9.3): Mark 8:6 par.; 8:19; Matt 14:19; Luke 24:30; 

Acts 20:11; 27:35 (cf. KaTccuXap in Mark 6:41 par.); 

at Jesus’ final meal: Mark 15:22 par.; 1 Cor 11:24; as 

post-Easter, probably eucharistic meal: 1 Cor 10:16; 

Acts 2:46; 20:7; cf. Ps.-Clem. Horn. 14.1.4 (GCS2 

1.204): top aprop en evxctpiOTia KXaoag /cal 

em.delg a\ag (“having broken the bread for thanks¬ 

giving and having put salt on it”). For the whole, cf. 

KbaoLg tov apTov (“breaking of the bread”), Luke 

24:35; Acts 2:42. The literature is legion; for an 

overview, see, e.g., Johannes Behm, “OvuTDNT 3 

(1967) 726-43; Jeremias, Eucharistic Words, passim; 

Emmanuel von Severus, “Brotbrechen,” RAC 2 

(1954) 620-26; Gerhard Delling, “Abendmahl II. 

Urchristliches Mahl-Verstandnis,” TRE 1 (1977) 

56-57; Joachim Wanke, “xAdw,” EDNT 2 (1991) 

295-96; Klauck, Elerrenmahl, 259-64, and passim. 

Literature in Wanke, “kXocu,” 295; and ThWNT 

10/2.1138-43. 
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bread as meal for satisfaction of hunger, and evxaPiaTV' 

oare to the sacramental Eucharist proper?11 Or are the 

two expressions a hendiadys, together describing the 

meal celebration culminating in the Eucharist? The lat¬ 

ter is probably more likely. In any case, with evxocpt- 

orrjoaTe the author is thinking of the benedictions 

given in chaps. 9-10, and perhaps also of the free ev- 

Xapiorelv of the prophets (10.7). The redactor would 

already have included here in 14.1 (as in 10.7) the 

eucharistic prayers in the narrower sense. 

As I have said, however, the whole previous clause, 

which speaks of the Sunday celebration, serves simply to 

establish a precondition for the central statement of the 

text, which is now stated. Before the breaking of bread 

and thanksgiving, the members of the congregation are 

to acknowledge their sins, to “confess,” in order that the 

sacrifice to be carried out during the meal will be ritual¬ 

ly pure (v. lb). That is the point at which the Didachist is 

aiming in v. 1. The Two Ways tractate had already called 

for a public confession of sins (see above at 4.14; ev 

eKKXrjoia may be an addition by the Didachist). This 

subject is now resumed.12 Tlpoe^op.0Xojeiodat13 appears 

only here in our literature,14 and describes a confession 

of sins before the beginning of the Eucharist.15 

FlapairTippaTa (“faults”) is used as in 4.3, 14. The con¬ 

fession of sins purifies those participating in the 

Eucharist and constitutes the precondition for the purity 

of the sacrifice presented at the meal: oirtpg nadapa rj 

dvoia vptiv16 rj. Here Kadapa means “ritually pure.” 

Const. 7.30.2 interprets this with a paraphrase, oirag 

apepiTTog r\ r\ dvoia vpd)v Kai evavcnpopog de<X (“and 

so let your sacrifice be blameless and acceptable to 

God”).17 What is meant by dvoia, the sacrifice to be pre¬ 

sented at the meal?18 It seems tempting to understand 

dvoia to refer to the sacred action of the eucharistic cel¬ 

ebration,19 or more precisely to associate it with the 

eucharistic elements (as, e.g., Justin does in Dial. 41.3 

[Goodspeed, 138]).20 In that case Did. 14.1-321 would 

11 Cf. Audet (Didache, 460-61), who refers KXaoare 

aprov to the breaking of bread and evxapiOTpoare 

to the Eucharist proper. Cf. his interpretation of 

chaps. 9-10 above, p. 142. 

12 The Didachist formulates in a manner reminiscent 

of Did. 4.14; cf. there (ev eKKXpaiq) eZ,opoXoyr)ot) 

ra Trapa-KTuipara oov with 14.1: Tcpoe^opoXoypod- 

pevot ra TrapaTtrapara vpav. 

13 H reads Trpooe^opoXoyqodpevoi, as do Rordorf and 

Tuilier, Doctrine, 68, 192 (earlier Rordorf, 

“Remission des peches,” 286 n. 4; and idem, 

“Didache,” 25 n. 37). Nonetheless, the emendation 

in Harnack, Lehre, 54, going back to von Gebhardt, 

which most of the editions have accepted, should be 

maintained as correct. Cf. Ttpoeiitovreq, Did. 7.1, 

and irpovrjOTevodrw, 7.4. The Apostolic Constitutions 

has Kai e^opoXoyovpevoi (although in a different 

sense). 

14 Lampe, s.v., refers otherwise only to Joannes 

Jejunator (?), Sermo de poenitentia, PG 88.1929B. He 

does not have irpooe^opoXoyelodaL. 

15 Poschmann, Paenitentia secunda, 89. I consider it 

improbable that the two Didache quotations (4.14 

and 14.1) refer to 1 Cor 11:28, as Poschmann sup¬ 

poses (ibid.). A further question is whether the 

author is thinking of individual confessions in the 

presence of the congregation (or before the bishop 

or another fellow Christian), or simply of a com¬ 

mon confession by the whole congregation. (Posch¬ 

mann supposes the latter, p. 90; Rordorf, 

“Remission des peches,” 286, agrees; as does Moll, 

Opfer, 110.) On this subject, see above p. 113 n. 16. 

In addition Poschmann considers it important that 

in the Didache nothing is said about an absolution 

(Paenitentia secunda, 92). 

16 H has a mistake, qpav, which was emended by 

Bryennios, Aidaxv, 49. Cf. also Constitutions. 

17 For the pure sacrifice of the eschatological commu¬ 

nity cf. 1 Pet 2:5; Heb 13:10; Jas 1:27, etc. 

18 “During the first three centuries the Eucharist was 

understood in a threefold way as sacrifice. The sac¬ 

rifice presented to God is, first of all, the prayers, 

second, the bread and wine, . . . third, the sacred 

action at the altar itself as analogue to the sacrifice 

of the death of Christ” (Lietzmann, Mass, 68). 

19 E.g., Harnack, “Prolegomena,” 139; Knopf, Lehre, 

36: “dvoia: the Eucharist as sacrifice”; Lietzmann, 

Mass, 193; Drews, “Apostellehre,” 279: dvoia refers 

to the Lord’s Supper, not merely the prayers, as sac¬ 

rifice. The proof of this is said to be the Malachi 

quotation that follows; see Koester, Synoptische Uber- 

lieferung, 214-15. 

20 Ilepi de tuv ev 7tavri tottu (up’ ppuv tuv edvav 

irpooipepopevuv avrw dvouHv, tout’ eon rov aprov 

rfj(; evxapioriag Kai tov rrorripiov opoiug rrjg ev- 

Xapioriaq, irpoXeyet [sc. the prophet Malachi, 

1:10-11] Tore (“concerning the sacrifices offered to 

him by us, the nations, in every place, that is, the 

bread of the Eucharist and, likewise, the cup of the 

Eucharist”). Justin, however, is also acquainted with 

the other idea according to which the eucharistic 

prayers are a sacrifice to God: Dial. 117.1 

(Goodspeed, 234). 

196 



14.1-3 

represent the oldest explicit instance of the understand¬ 

ing of the Lord’s Supper as a sacrifice.22 This interpreta¬ 

tion, however, is uncertain. The context permits still 

another possibility: that dvoLa refers in a special sense 

to evx^-P^OTXioaTe. The sacrifice that is spoken of so 

often here would then be the eucharistic prayer offered 

by the congregation.23 It is stained if guilty persons 

speak it, but it is pure if their guilt is removed. But is 

this alternative a justifiable interpretation of the Didache 

text? No matter how unsatisfying it may appear to a 

later, more reflective consciousness, one cannot exclude 

the possibility that these alternatives are utterly foreign 

to the state of mind reflected in the text (and other, sim¬ 

ilar texts); that is, the tradition that comes to light here 

associates the sacred meal with the idea of sacrifice in 

the most general way, without making detailed specifica¬ 

tions about what precisely is to be understood by “sacri¬ 

fice” in this instance.24 That seems to be the most 

appropriate understanding of the Didache text. In any 

case, it is true that participation in the dvoia demands 

moral purity as ritual purity—and the prior purification 

by exhomologesis is intended in that sense. 

■ 2 The demand for purity is made concrete by means of 

an additional rule. The sacrifice is pure if it comes from 

those who are reconciled—by which we should apparent¬ 

ly understand the ranks of the holy community of the 

end time, in which there is no longer any trace of enmity 

(v. 2).25 With Iraq 5e ex^P ktA. the Didachist again 

resumes the style of the rules in 11.4-6. Apupc^oXia real¬ 

ly means “hemmed in on both sides, attacked,” and then 

“ambiguity, doubt, confusion”;26 but these meanings of 

the word yield no sense in this passage. Here it must 

mean something like “quarrel.”27 Trip apuptfioXiav 

Iuera Tivoq then means: “to be in a state of enmity with 

someone.”28 Whether eraipoq here means “the neigh¬ 

bor” in the broader sense or more narrowly the mem¬ 

bers of the same religious group,29 fellow Christians in 

/ 

21 The term dvoia is used three times (the third in the 

quotation from Malachi). 

22 1 Clem. 44.4 may be considered older, but the mean¬ 

ing of the phrase Sapa rfjq eiriOKOTrfjq there is 

uncertain. Otherwise one must obviously distin¬ 

guish between the explicit examples and the idea 

itself; the latter can be older than the former. Thus, 

e.g., it seems to me that 1 Cor 10:16-22 implicitly 

presupposes the idea of the Eucharist as sacrifice. 

23 Thus, e.g., Harris (Teaching, 106), with reference to 

the quotation in Ps.-Cyprian De aleat. 4 (CSEL 

3.3.96): ne inquinetur et inpediatur oratio vestra (“lest 

your prayer be troubled and impeded”); Johannes 

Behm, "dva,” TDNT 3 (1967) 189-90 (cautiously). 

Wengst thinks that dvoia probably means first of all 

the prayers spoken by the congregation and second, 

in a broader sense, “the congregation itself as those 

who celebrate” {Didache, 55). 

24 It seems to me that the statements of Audet 

{Didache, 462-63) tend in the same direction, as do 

especially those of Voobus, Liturgical Traditions, 

107: “According to all the canons of typology, this 

[the reference of the word dvoia to the Eucharist] is 

the answer which must be given. However, for the 

sake of circumspection, the question should be 

raised whether the same notion also covered prayer, 

thanksgiving, hymns, in one word, all the acts of 

worship. There are reasons for thinking that the 

line between these acts and the evxapioria as ‘sac¬ 

rifice’ par excellence was not yet sharply drawn.” 

Voobus adds (pp. 107-8) that dvoia here does not 

yet have the usual meaning of propitiation for sins. 

Cf. also Frank, “Maleachi 1,1 Off.,” 72: “It is impossi¬ 

ble on the basis of the text to attempt to define the 

precise referent of‘sacrifice,’ whether the congrega¬ 

tion’s prayer of thanksgiving or the breaking of 

bread. All that is permitted us is the conclusion that 

the whole action of the congregation on Sunday is 

understood as a sacrifice before God.” According to 

Moll {Opfer, 110) dvoia refers to “the whole action”; 

115: “the sacrificial gifts in particular,” or rather 

“the . . . eucharistic prayer of thanksgiving spoken 

over the bread, which remains symbolically attached 

to the sacrificial gifts.” 

25 Rordorf, “Remission des peches,” 289: “The peni¬ 

tential stance thus has not only a vertical dimen¬ 

sion, the sincere confession of sins before God, the 

holy one, but also a horizontal dimension, namely, 

reconciliation among brothers and sisters.” For the 

quotation of the present passage in Ps.-Cyprian De 

aleat. 4, see above, Introduction §2b. 

26 Cf. LSJ, s.v.: “state of being attacked on both sides”; 

“ambiguity,” “doubt,” “uncertainty of mind.” 

27 BAGD, s.v. Lampe refers {s.v.) to Leontius of Naples 

Vita Johann. Eleemos., ed. Gelzer, pp. 12-13: wore 

prjdeva e'xetf icpoq top TrX-qoiop avrovq p.ax'n1' V 

ap.<pifio\lav (“so that no one my hold toward his 

neighbor a dispute or quarrel”). 

28 "Trip before apapi^oXiap is unusual. Von Gebhardt 

suggested tipo." (Knopf, Lehre, 36). Audet, Didache, 

463: a Semitism (with reference to Moulton, 

Grammar, 2.430). 

29 Cf. Dittenberger, ed., Orientis Graeci Inscriptiones 

Selectae, 2.573.1. 
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this case,30 is not clear. The only thing that is obvious is 

the rule that Christians may not participate in worship 

(probably more precisely the eucharistic meal) until they 

have reconciled with their foes. The verb for “to be rec¬ 

onciled,” diaWdooeodaL as in Matt 5:24, like the 

didachistic rule as a whole, recalls the dominical saying 

in Matt 5:23-24. First go and be reconciled to your 

brother or sister, and then come and offer your gift (in 

Matthew 5, of course, this would be the sacrifice in the 

temple at Jerusalem; in Didache 14 it is the sacrifice 

brought by the church).31 Anyone taking part in the sac¬ 

rifice without being reconciled would desecrate the com¬ 

munity’s sacrifice. Koipovodou (“to be profaned”) is a 

common expression in cultic language.32 It is the oppo¬ 

site of nafiapd (v. 1). While in v. 1 the point was to call 

people to confess before offering the sacrifice, in v. 2 it 

is to call them to reconciliation. 

■ 3 Strikingly enough, however, the Didachist supports 

his demand not by appealing to the Lord’s words in Matt 

5:23-24, but by means of an Old Testament quotation, 

namely, Mai 1:11, 14, which calls for a fivoia nafiapa 

(“pure sacrifice”). The introductory formula (avTrj yap 

eoTLP rj ppifeloa vivo Kvpiov) makes it obvious that what 

follows is a quotation.33 Kyrios here probably does not 

refer to Jesus.34 The text of the Septuagint (?) is quoted 

freely.35 In the second part (Mai 1:14) the quotation is 

more exact than in the first (1:11).36 The text of Mai 

1:10-14 has otherwise played a significant role in the 

early church’s scriptural citations.37 For the most part it 

serves as a standard argument for the purpose of distin- 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

Koester (Synoptische Uberlieferung, 215 n. 1) rightly 

criticizes what Knopf says (Lehre, 36) about the “nar¬ 

rowing” of the rule “limiting it to the community” 

that thus takes place. 

The Didachist does not designate his advice as a 

word of the Lord, but it is possible that he is think¬ 

ing of the logion: thus with assurance Harnack, 

Lehre, 55; Drews, “Apostellehre,” 279. According to 

Massaux (Influence, 3.156-57), we should consider 

literary dependence on Matthew. According to 

Koester (Synoptische Uberlieferung, 214) the author 

draws “on the treasure of freely circulating commu¬ 

nity rules.” Koester constructs thus: Mark 11:25 

rests on the same tradition but has already 

Christianized the logion. The Didachist 

“Christianized” the logion “in an entirely different 

way than in Mark 11:25” (ibid.). 

Friedrich Hauck, “kolvuvckoi; ktA.,” TDNT3 (1967) 

809; Franz Georg Untergassmair, “Kotvoq,” EDNT 2 

(1991) 302-3. 

Cf. dAAd Kai irepi tovtou 8e eippraL in Did. 1.6 

and Kai yap irepi tovtov elppKev 6 evpioq in Did. 

9.5 (both redactional). These introductory formulae 

are characteristic for the Didachist. 

Differently Funk, Patres apostolici, 33: Kyrios = Jesus: 

“Jesu Christo dictum Veteris Testamenti attribuitur.” 

Likewise Wengst, Didache, 31. 

Mai 1:11b LXX Did. 14.3b 

. . . Kai ev iravri tottoi 

dvpiapa TTpoadyerai 

ra ovoparL iuov 

Kai dvoia Kadapa ... 

ev 7ravri tottu 

Kai xpova 

npoaipepeiv 

poi 

tivoiav Kadapav 

Mai 1:14b LXX 

8lotl fiaoiAevc; 

peyaq eyco eipi, 

Did. 14.3c 

otl fiaoiAevq 

peyaq eipL, 

Aeyet Kvpioq Aeyec Kvpioq, 

TravTOKpancp, — 

Kai to ovopa pov Kai to ovopa pov 

enapaveq davpaorov 

ev Toiq edveocv. ev Toiq edveaiv. 

The combination of Mai 1:11b and 14b is unusual. 

It is probably explained by the fact that the 

Didachist does not intend to polemicize (against 

Judaism); hence vv. 12-13 are omitted from the 

quotation, as Frank (“Maleachi l,10ff.,” 71) cor¬ 

rectly pointed out. Cf. Audet, Didache, 464; Moll 

(Opfer, 112) speaks of a “selection process” that he 

traces to the Didachist. There is a similar combina¬ 

tion of vv. 11 and 14 in Clement of Alexandria 

Strom. 5.14.136.2-3, but one need not suggest influ¬ 

ence from the Didache (against the note in GCS3 

2.418). Muilenburg (Literary Relations, 91-92, 95) 

suggested that Did. 14.3 is a quotation from the 

Hebrew text. Indeed the davpaarov in the Didache 

text (Mai 1:14b), against eirupaveq (LXX, as well as 

Clement of Alexandria in the passage cited), is strik¬ 

ing. According to Muilenburg it better reflects the 

Flebrew kto than does the LXX word (which is a 

misunderstanding of the Hebrew text). But dav- 

paoTov would not be a good translation either: cf., 

in contrast, eixdpofiov in Aquila, Symmachus, and 

Theodotion (Muilenburg, Literary Relations, 92). 

Against positing a translation from the Hebrew is 

Vokes, Riddle, 91; he suggested that davpaarov is a 

reminiscence of Ps 8:2 (there is a typographical 

error in his text at this point) or Deut 28:58. A dif¬ 

ferent problem arises from the added Kai xpova in 

Did. 14.3b. It recalls the version of Targum 

Jonathan: and on every occasion when you do My 

will (in R. P. Gordon, “Targumic Parallels to Acts 

XIII 18 and Didache XIV 3,” NovT 16 [1974] 287). 

Gordon says of the text of the Didache, “Here the 
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14.1-3 

guishing the new Christian ritual observance from that 

of the old covenant. That contrast, however, is not 

emphasized here in Did. 14.3 (at least not overtly). In the 

context of the Didache, the quotation from Malachi is 

simply intended to verify the demand for a pure sacri¬ 

fice.38 The quotation is linked to the remarks in 14.1-2 

by means of the key phrase dvaia aadapa.. The author 

was probably already thinking of the dvoLa Kordapa in 

the Malachi text when formulating Did. 14.1. 

In retrospect we find a more or less cogent train of 

thought here. While in chaps. 11-13 the Didachist had, 

in a sense, looked outward (toward the arriving guests of 

the community), in chaps. 14-15 he looks inward (at the 

relationships within the community itself). In doing so 

he touches on two groups of questions: on the one hand 

the moral status of the community, and on the other 

hand problems that arise with regard to the leadership 

of the community (the subject of chap. 15). In the first 

instance he decrees that the community may only offer 

its eucharistic sacrifice in a pure state when (1) the 

members have been purified of sin by a previous confes¬ 

sion, and (2) all quarrels have been cleansed away by a 

prior reconciliation. Only in this way can the sacrificing 

community be clean; only in this way can it offer the 

pure, eschatological sacrifice prophesied by Malachi.39 

At this point the train of thought is interrupted. The 

real continuation of the topic here introduced is to be 

found in Did. 15.3. Inserted between these two parts is a 

section on problems of community leadership, probably 

inspired by the association of “presiding at the Eucharist 

with the Eucharist itself.”40 

readings of MT (and LXX) and Targum Jonathan 

are combined in ev -navTi TOira Kai xpovut” (p. 288). 

Of the two possibilities suggested by Audet, Didache, 

463-64 (a reminiscence of an old, lost form of the 

text, or an accommodation of the text to the 

church’s sacrifice), Gordon, while writing “although 

there is indeed an ancient text,” nevertheless con¬ 

siders the latter more likely, namely, “that both the 

Targum and Didache have adapted Mai i 11 to suit 

their own particular doctrinal needs” (p. 288). 

36 For davpaorov, which is still remarkable, see n. 35 

above. One may ask whether it is possible to con¬ 

clude from the free quotation of the OT that the 

Didachist may also have quoted the Gospel text 

before him (if he had one) with the same freedom. 

37 Justin Dial. 28.5 (Goodspeed, 122); 41.2 (138); 

116.3 (234); 117.1 (234) and 4 (235); Irenaeus Adv. 

haer. 4.17.5-6 (SC 100.592-95); Tertullian Adv. 

Marc. 3.22.6 (CChrSL 1.539); 4.1.8 (1.546); Adv. Iud. 

5.4, 7 (2.1351, 1352); Clement of Alexandria Strom. 

5.14, 136.2-3 (GCS3 2.418), etc. Cf. Frank, 

“Maleachi l,10ff.,” 70-72. The Didache quotation 

appears to be “the earliest Christian application of 

the saying in Malachi” (p. 71). 

38 “The prophetic promise has now been fulfilled” 

(Frank, “Maleachi 1,1 Off.,” 72). 

39 The method of scriptural interpretation this time is 

not especially typological; rather it follows the gen¬ 

eral principle of prophecy and eschatological fulfill¬ 

ment. 

40 Funk (Patres apostolici, 33) emphasized xeiporovr)- 

aare ovv eavrolq emaKOTrovg Kai biaKOVovq {Did. 

15.1), from which follows that the episkopoi and 

diakonoi administer the eucharistic liturgy. Similarly 

Drews, “Apostellehre,” 280; Knopf, Lehre, 37; Audet, 

Didache, 464-65. This is probably correct. J. 

Muhlsteiger (“Verfassungsrecht der Friihkirche,” 

ZKTh 99 [1977] 272) remarks: “The Sunday synaxis 

. . . appears to have been perceptibly disrupted by 

the irregular availability of prophets and teachers; 

this called for a remedy. The directive in Did. 15.1 

about the selection of bishops and deacons thus 

appears as a practical consequence of the necessity 

of a regular eucharistic celebration on Sunday.” 
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6. On the Election of Bishops and Deacons (15.1-2) 

15 
1 Select, then, for yourselves bishops and dea¬ 

cons worthy of the Lord, mild-tempered men 
who are not greedy, who are honest and v . 
proven, for they too perform the services of 
prophets and teachers for you. 

2 So do not disregard them, for they are the per¬ 
sons who are honored <by God> among you, 
together with the prophets and the teachers. 

Analysis 

This text is another that in my opinion need not be 

attributed to a second redaction;1 it comes from the pen 

of the Didachist. The section is evoked by the contrast¬ 

ing situations of itinerant or resident charismatics on the 

one hand and the “local clergy” on the other. The local 

communities have begun (probably long since) to choose 

officials from their own ranks, so that the itinerant 

charismatics, or those who are now settling down, col¬ 

lide with the group of officeholders representing the 

local community. The Didache is concerned to achieve a 

resolution between these two groups.2 

Comment 

■ la-b First of all the Didachist calls on the community 

to choose their own officers or representatives from 

among themselves (v. la). That call can scarcely be 

understood to mean that he is thereby introducing a new 

custom; rather he is expressing an opinion (also intend¬ 

ed to establish a rule) regarding already existing usages. 

We must in all probability understand the text to mean 

that the choice of officers is the business of the whole 

community.3 The injunction to choose officers is, at any 

rate, addressed to the entire (individual) congregation. 

1 

The procedure for making the choice is not prescribed. 

XeipoTovelv here means “choose” or “elect,” not 

“appoint.”4 Those who are chosen bear the titles 

eitLOKOitOL Kai Stanovoi) this is most probably to be 

understood to mean that a number of eirioKonoL and/or 

bianovoi are to work in each community.5 Therefore, in 

the region from which the tradition of the Didache 

comes, (1) there is not yet a monepiscopate. (2) The 

community officers do not include the group called 

Trpea(3vTepoL.6 7 The phrase in the Didache that mentions 

bishops and deacons recalls Phil 1:1 (ovv ctuokottolc; 

Kai biaKOVOiq),1 and given that this parallel is not acci¬ 

dental we would have to recognize the retarded nature 

of the development of canon law in the Didache s milieu 

(Philippians would have to be about a half century earli¬ 

er than the redactional level of the Didache). The 

absence of presbyters apparently indicates that the devel¬ 

opment of the “local clergy” perceptible in the Didache's 

milieu was not specificallyJewish-Christian in its influ¬ 

ences.8 9 10 Further, (3) the eirioKOTrot. Kai 8l(xkovol are not 

itinerant charismatics but ecclesiastical officials “on the 

local scene.” (4) One becomes a bishop or deacon not by 

being called to follow the Kyrios in the same pointed 

Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 49, 63, 93. There are 

also some propositions regarding the posterior 

character of chap. 15 in Kraft, Didache, 64, 174 

(“This is one of the most recently composed 

sections of the Didache")-, and Giet, L’Enigme, 

240-44. 

Niederwimmer, “Itinerant Radicalism,” 333-38. 

One should note that the observations regarding 

the canonical-legal developments in the region of 

the Didache’s tradition do not permit any generaliz¬ 

ing conclusions. Cf. also the restrictions in 

Schollgen, “Church Order,” 69-70. Schollgen 

emphasizes as well (pp. 62, 69) that the Didachist 

does not introduce any new offices. But were there 

really no conflicts at all between the two groups (p. 

70)? 

Giselbert Deussen emphasizes the differences 

between this and 1 Clement (“Weisen der Bischofs- 

wahl im 1. Clemensbrief und in der Didache,” ThGl 

62 [1972] 132). 

4 XetpoTovelv, “elect" or “choose”: 2 Cor 8:19; 

Ignatius Phld. 10.1; Smyrn. 11.2; Pol. 7.2; “appoint”: 

Acts 14:23; Titus 1:9 v.l. (cf. also the subscriptiones to 

2 Timothy and Titus); BAGD, s.v.; Eduard Lohse, 

“Xetp ktA.,” TDNT 9 (1974) 433-34; Horst Balz, 

“XCLpoToueoi," EDNT 3 (1993) 464-65. 

5 Kleist (Didache, 164 n. 91) suggests another possi¬ 

bility: “the plural ‘bishops’ was perhaps meant to 

mean ‘a bishop and his presbyters’” (?). 

6 In the Apostolic Constitutions the presbyters are 

promptly added (7.31.1). 

7 1 Clem. 42.4-5 and 1 Tim 3:1-10 must be excluded 
as parallels. 

8 Cf. Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 77. 

9 The Apostolic Constitutions has expanded these. 

10 For the literary genre of the text, cf. 1 Tim 3:1-10; 

2 
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15.1-2 

sense that still marks Did. 11.4-12, but by being elected 

by a local congregation. Finally, (5) the function of bish¬ 

ops and deacons is therefore not ordered to the whole 

church, but to the needs and tasks in the individual con¬ 

gregation by whom they were elected. 

Here follow some very concise9 directions regarding 

the qualifications required of candidates for the office 

of eTrioKOTroq or biouiovoq (v. lb).10 The most general 

qualification is that they be “worthy of the Lord,” oi 

tov nvpiov (sc. ’ZijctoO).11 Other, special attributes follow: 

avbpeq Tipotelq (“mild-tempered men”),12 6tf>iXa.pyvpoi 

(“not greedy,” they have to handle the community’s 

funds);13 aXpdeiq (“honest”), bebonipaopevoL 

(“proved,” i.e., not neophytes—only tried and tested 

Christians may be chosen as officers of the 

community).14 

■ 1c-2 Finally, vv. lc and 2 regulate the relationships 

between the prophets and teachers on the one hand and 

the local officials on the other (a relationship that appar¬ 

ently was not always without friction). The Didachist’s 

language is carefully chosen here. AeiTOvpyelv Xeirovp- 

yLav is paronomasia;15 the meaning of the expression in 

context, unfortunately, is not completely clear.16 In any 

case, it refers to the sacred office that prophets and 

teachers as well as the “local clergy” perform for the 

community.17 The point of the statement in v. lc is clear: 

both groups should be able to function alongside and in 

cooperation with each other. It is generally conceded 

that the prophets and teachers exercise a sacred office 

in the community; the congregation must recognize that 

5:17-25; Titus 1:5-9; 1 Pet 5:1-5; Polycarp Phil. 5.2; 

6.1. Similar admonitions, much expanded, are 

found in the Didascalia apostolorum; cf. Didasc. 

(Syriac) 3 (CSCO 401.27-30/402.27-30); 4 

(401.52-58/402.43-49); 7-8 (401.75-102/ 

402.67-98); 11-12 (407.127-48/408.119-34); 16 

(407.172-76/408.155-60). Harnack pointed out 

that in the Didache the required qualifications are 

the same for emoKOTroc and buxKOVoi without dis¬ 

tinction (Lehre', 57); cf. also Audet, Didache, 465. 

11 Cf. Ignatius Eph. 2.1, 6 deov dgiog Kai vp-tiv; Rom. 

10.2, allot deov Kai vpav (“worthy of God and of 

you”); Eph. 4.1, to yap <i|iovopaorov vpiw Tcpeo- 

pvreptov, tov Peov a|i ov (“for your justly famous 

presbytery, worthy of God”); compare, in a broader 

sense, Eph. 15.1; Magn. 12. 

12 For this, cf., e.g., 1 Tim 3:3 (the bishop); the admo¬ 

nition in 1 Pet 5:3 (the presbyters); Polycarp Phil. 

5.2, evoTrXayxvoc (the deacons); 6.1 evcnrXayxt'oc, 

eig navrag eXerpioveg (“compassionate and merci¬ 

ful to all,” of the presbyters). 

13 1 Tim 3:3 (the bishop); Polycarp Phil. 5.2 (the dea¬ 

con); cf. similar statements in Titus 1:7 (the bishop); 

1 Pet 5:2 (the presbyters). 

14 For aXpdelg, beboKipaopevoc, cf. deboKipaopevog, 

<xAr\div6g in Did. 11.11 (the prophets); aApdivog in 

13.1 (the prophets); aApfhvog in 13.2 (the teach¬ 

ers). If 11.11 comes from the Didachist, these may 

be characteristic expressions from his pen. 

15 On this see, BDF, §488, la; BDR, §488, la. 

16 For this word group see Hermann Strathmann and 

Rudolf Meyer, “XeiTovpyeu,” TDNT 4 (1967) 

215-31; ThWNT 10/2.1162-63 (literature); Ceslas 

Spicq, Notes de Lexicographie Neo-Testamentaire (2 

vols. and Sup; OBO 22.1-3; Fribourg: Editions 

Universitaires; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & 

Ruprecht; Paris: Gabalda, 1978-82) 1.475-81 (ET: 

Theological Lexicon of the New Testament [trans. and 

ed. James D. Ernest; 3 vols.; Peabody, Mass.: 

Hendrickson, 1994] 2.378-84); Horst Balz, “Aci- 

rovpyLa,” EDNT 2 (1991) 347-49; Emil Joseph 

Lengeling, “Liturgie,” Handbuch theologischer Grund- 

begriffe 2 (1973) 75-97. In this passage the concept 

is already intended as a designation for Christian 

worship, and it refers especially to the activity of the 

prophets and teachers and that of the local officers. 

This language is clearly distinct from that in the NT 

(apart from Acts 13:2, where a later usage is visible). 

Compare from the early period 1 Clem. 44.2-6. For 

the development of usage in this regard (for which 

the example in Did. 15.1 is very important), cf. 

Strathmann, “XecTovpyeu,” TDNT 4 (1967) 228-29; 

Lengeling, “Liturgie,” 76; Balz, “XeLTOvpyia,” 

EDNT 2 (1991) 349. 

17 Contrasted here are on the one hand the TtpoipproLL 

Kal dcdaoKaXoL and on the other the eidoKOTtoL Kai 

didiKOVOL. Nothing is said about the apostles in the 

first group because at the time of the Didachist 

there appear to have been no more apostles. 

Differently de Halleux, “Ministers,” 313; he also 

concludes here, from the absence of the article 

before dcdaoKaXoL in the phrase 7rpo<prj7ai Kai 

ScSaoKaXoL, that they are one and the same group 

(see above at Did. 13.2). 
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the local officials also (nai otVToi is emphatic) perform 

this kind of sacred service for the community.18 

■ 2 The Didachist’s remarks apparently serve to protect 

the elected local officials from disparagement: /xr) ovp 

imepibr)T€ avTovq (“do not disregard them,” i.e., the 

bishops and deacons: v. 2a).19 'Tirepopotu means to over¬ 

look someone, that is, to disparage or have a low opin¬ 

ion of them.20 Rather they have the same rank as the 

prophets and teachers; both groups together (auroi . . . 

pera twv -npo(pr}Tutv nai 8i8aoKaAuv) make up the list 

of those who are TenpripePOL vptiv (v. 2b). To rert/Lir/- 

pevoin we should probably add tov $eou,22 and the 

whole expression would then mean: “those among you 

who are honored by God, those among you to whom 

God has assigned a special Tiprj, a special rank.” This 

designation, please note, applies to both groups; it is 

obvious as regards the itinerant charismatics, but it is 

also true of the local officials, who are equally entitled 

to this honorable title. The last statements (vv. lc and 2) 

probably indicate that the local officials, together with 

the prophets and teachers (or, to the extent that the last 

two groups are absent, they alone) lead the worship ser¬ 

vice that formerly was in the hands of the prophets and 

teachers alone.23 It remains striking, in all this, that noth¬ 

ing is yet said about an obligation to support the “local 

clergy.” For the time being that is reserved to the other 

group (cf. 13.1-3, 5-7).24 

18 I believe it is wrong to assume (as in Harnack’s view 

of the history) that the episkopoi and diakonoi origi¬ 

nally had purely administrative functions and only 

later assumed the teaching office of the charismat¬ 

ics. See Niederwimmer, “Itinerant Radicalism,” 337 

n. 56. 

19 Rordorf and Tuilier (Doctrine, 194 n. 1) refer to 

Apoc. Pet. (NHC 7.3), p. 79, lines 23-31 (James M. 

Robinson, ed., The Nag Hammadi Library in English 

[3d ed.; San Francisco: HarperCollins, 1990] 376). 

The bishops and deacons are rejected there (in a 

gnostic context), however, for entirely different rea¬ 

sons. 

20 As in Barn. 3.3 (a free quotation of Isa 58:7). See 

BAGD, s.v. 

21 Comparable, but somewhat distant, are Clement of 

Alexandria Strom. 6.13, 107.2 (GCS3 2.485); Hypoty- 

poses in Eusebius Hist. eccl. 2.1.3 (itpoTeTipri pivot); 

Hippolytus De Antichr. 2 (GCS 1.2.4). 

22 Tpdiv is a partitive genitive; both these suggestions 

are already in Harnack, Lehre, 58. 

23 Did. 15.1-2 excludes the Montanism hypothesis: 

Creed, “Didache,” 384. 

24 The relationships in chaps. 11-14 and 15 are 

described quite differently by Gottfried Schille 

(“Das Recht der Propheten und Apostel — gemein- 

derechtliche Beobachtungen zu Didache Kapitel 

11-13,” in Paul Watzel and Gottfried Schille, eds.; 

Theologische Versuche [Berlin: Evangelische Verlags- 

Anstalt, 1966] 102-3, and passim). For a critique 

see Niederwimmer, “Itinerant Radicalism,” 338 n. 
60. 
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15.3-4 

7. On Church Discipline (15.3-4) 

15 
3 Correct one another not in anger but in peace, 

as you have [received] it in the gospel; and let 
no one speak to anyone who wrongs anoth¬ 
er—let him not hear [a word] from you —until 
he has repented. 

4 Perform your prayers and your almsgiving and 
all that you undertake as you have [received] 
it in the gospel of our Lord. 

Analysis 

After the digression in Did. 15.1-2 the Didachist returns 

to the theme introduced in 14.1-3. Thus 15.3-4 would 

more logically follow 14.3.1 In my opinion 15.3-4 is 

again redactional, which means that it comes from the 

pen of the Didachist.2 Characteristic of him is the 

double reference to the “gospel.” The presupposition 

for the entire passage to follow is the image of the com¬ 

munity as an eschatological brother- and sisterhood in 

which mutual peace reigns, and in which each member 

is responsible for the others. The community itself exer¬ 

cises the right of discipline, and the most extreme 

means at its disposal is excommunication. An appeal 

to institutions outside the community is still unthink¬ 

able.3 

Comment 

■ 3 The section begins with the commandment of mutu¬ 

al fraternal/sororal correction: eXeyx^Te ocXXrjXovg.4 

One brother or sister engages in dialogue with another, 

confronts him or her with the fault committed, and calls 

him or her to repentance (cf. Matt 18:15 par.).5 But this 

correction should not be done in wrath; rather it should 

be (as we would now say) “nonaggressive” and should 

not destroy the brotherly or sisterly harmony between 

the one doing the correcting and the one who is cor¬ 

rected: prj ev opyij aAA’ ev elprivri (“not in anger but in 

peace”).6 The admonition to meet one another not in an 

aggressive manner but with a harmonious attitude is 

something that can be read in the “gospel” (cog e'xere ev 

1 Thus Knopf (Lehre, 38), who in particular would 

prefer to attach it to Did. 14.2: “If the case in 14.2 

occurs, and those concerned cannot be reconciled 

with one another, the other members of the com¬ 

munity should intervene and gently put them right.” 

Similarly at an earlier period Drews, “Apostellehre,” 

280-81. For the explanation of the interpolation in 

15.1-2 see above, p. 194 n. 4. 

Not from a second redaction: see above. 

For the quotation in Ps.-Cyprian De aleat. 4, see 

above, Introduction, §2b. 

EAeyx^v occurs twice in the tractate: at Did. 2.7 

and 4.3. The history of this theme’s origin explains 

why it recurs more than once within the book. 

This is the duty of the one who presides over the 

community in 1 Tim 5:20; 2 Tim 4:2; Titus 1:9, 13; 

2:15. One should not see the contrast (here the cor¬ 

rectHo is the concern of all, while there it is the duty 

of the officeholders) as an alternative. Poschmann 

(.Paenitentia secunda, 95-96) sees this correctly. On 

the Didache passage he comments, “Correction and 

punishment of the sinner appears, in principle, to 

be the duty of all the faithful. But it is apparent 

from the nature of the thing, and it is also not diffi¬ 

cult to discern from the form of admonition itself, 

that ultimately this ‘judging’ will be done by one in 

authority among the brothers and sisters.” “In addi¬ 

tion, the association of the bishops and deacons 

with the function of correction is also expressed . . . 

by the transitional particle be. Concretely we are 

thus to picture the situation here also in such a way 

. . . that the case requiring discipline has been dis¬ 

cussed in the assembled community, but in the first 

instance the church leaders, as the authoritative 

representatives of the community, were the agents 

of judicial functions” (p. 96). 

Eipr\vr) is here the equivalent of “peace, harmony.” 

See BAGD, s.v. Cf. 1 Clem. 63.2: eKKO^re rqv 

utiepcTOV tov ^r/Xovg upav bpyqv Kara rqv evrev- 

%lv, rjv erroLpoapeda nepi eipqvqq Kal opovolaq 

(“Root out the wicked passion of your jealousy 

according the entreaty for peace and concord which 

we have made in this letter”). Rordorf (“Remission 

des peches,” 295 n. 3) refers among other passages 

to IQS 5.24-25: “each should reproach his fellow in 

truth, in meekness and in compassionate love for 

the man. No-one should speak to his brother in 

anger or muttering” (trans. of Florentino Garda 

Martinez, The Dead Sea Scrolls Translated [2d ed.; 

Leiden: Brill; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1996] 9). A 

more distant comparison is with T. Gad 6.3: k<xl eav 

apapr-q elq ae, elne aura ev elprjvq (“and if some¬ 

one sins against you, speak to him in peace”). 
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tu €1)0:776Alta).7 This appears to mean a written gospel 

book,8 but it is not clear which one. The admonition 

here expressed, which the author finds in his gospel 

book, is reminiscent of Matt 5:229 or 18:15-17. But the 

question is whether he really had Matthew’s Gospel at 

hand10 and not some other gospel unknown to us.11 

The next rule (Did. 15.3b) seems to apply to the cases 

of those who persist in sin despite brotherly or sisterly 

correction.12 Cf. the casuistry in Matt 18:15-17. Sin is 

described as an aoToxclv Kara tov erepov. Aarox^lv 

means “to miss the goal, to fall away.”13 In this passage it 

is used in a specific sense: doroxeIv Kara. tlvoc, must 

mean “to fall short, to sin against someone.”14 Ilaq 

ocoToxuv Kara rod erepov15 thus refers to someone who 

errs by sinning against someone else. What must happen 

in such a case? Mpbeiq XocXeLru ppde Trap' vpuv 

aKOverco means “no one should speak with him or her, 

nor should he or she hear (anything) from you,”16 

which is practically the equivalent of excommunica¬ 

tion,17 although only until the moment of repentance 

(ecoq oil peravopop). 

■ 4 The verse sounds like an epilogue. The author has 

just expressed his opinion on the topic of church disci¬ 

pline and other questions touching Christian life now 

occur to him: eiixoti, eXeppoavvai Kai iraoca al irpd|- 

eu; (“prayers, almsgiving, and all that you undertake”). 

For the Lord’s Prayer, which is to be prayed three 

times a day, see above at Did. 8.2-3. It is possible that 

nothing is said about fasting because the author 

remembers what had already been said in 8.1.18 

7 Cf. Did. 8.2; 11.3. 

8 Examples of this interpretation: the passage “seems 

to indicate the existence of a written gospel” (Kleist, 

Didache, 165 n. 97); Vielhauer, Geschichte, 253-54: in 

Did. 8.2 the “gospel” means the gospel viva vox, but, 

in contrast, Did. 15.3 seems “to point to a written 

document” (p. 254). Did. 15.4 could refer to the viva 

vox, but 15.3 speaks against that. At the same time, 

even here (namely, in Did. 15.3-4, in comparison 

with 2 Clem. 8.5) the concept of “gospel” is “still 

understood in terms of content, not in a literary 

sense” (ibid.). Koester, Synoptische Uberlieferung, 

10-11: Did. 15.3 and 4 appear to refer already to a 

written gospel. For Koester’s opinion on 8.2 and 

11.3, see above, p. 51. For Did. 15.3-4, see also 

Koester, 240. Rordorf and Tuilier (Doctrine, 88) sug¬ 

gest for Did. 15.3-4 (and only for these verses) a ref¬ 

erence to a written gospel, “and this note confirms 

once again that this chapter is probably a later addi¬ 

tion.” Cf. also 194 n. 4. For the whole question see 

above, Introduction, §7a. Is this a reference to an 

apocryphal gospel of the Q type? (Cf. Rordorf, 

“Remission des peches,” 293.) Audet (Didache, 182 

and frequently elsewhere) suggested a gospel related 

to Matthew. 

9 Matt 5:22 forbids wrath in general, however, and 

does not refer to fraternal or sororal correc¬ 

tion. 

10 Examples of this interpretation: Funk (Patres apos- 

tolici, 35) suggested an allusion to Matt 18:15-17; cf. 

Drews, “Apostellehre,” 282; Massaux (Influence, 

3.167) considered that passage and possibly Matt 

5:22 as well; Koester, Synoptische Uberlieferung, 

210-11: only Matt 18:15 is possible, but a more 

stringent proof of knowledge of Matthew’s Gospel 

cannot be produced; Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 

194 n. 4: possibly comparable to Matt 18:15-20; 

Wengst, Didache, 25-26: the passage presupposes 

the Gospel of Matthew. 

11 In addition one gets the impression that the author 

simply refers to the gospel but does not quote it. 

According to Koester (Synoptische Uberlieferung 240) 

that is generally true of the Didache as a whole. 

12 Drews, “Apostellehre,” 282; Knopf, Lehre, 38. 

13 In our literature it is otherwise applied to falling 

away from faith (and similar instances): 1 Tim 1:6; 

6:21; 2 Tim 2:18; 2 Clem. 17.7. Cf. BAGD, s.v. 

14 BAGD, s.v.; Lampe, s.v.: “hence err, i.e., act un¬ 

justly.” 

15 Harris (Teaching, 9) emended to eraipov (cf. Did. 

14.2). This was also considered by Audet (Didache, 

483), but in the edition, at p. 240, he has erepov. 

16 This phrase is a crux. Knopf (Lehre, 38) calls it a 

“tautology and a difficult construction.” The shift in 

the subject causes difficulty; in p-qbeiq XaXeira, the 

community is the subject, while in pr/de . . . cocov- 

eru, the subject seems to be the doroxuv(l). 

Something like kocl ppdeiq aKovera avrov would be 

simpler. Or is this a corruption of the text, as 

Harnack (Lehre, 59) had already suggested? Pierre 

Nautin (“Notes critiques sur la Didache,” VC 13 

[1959] 119-20) suggested an expansion: ppdeiq . . . 

■nap vpuv dKOuera (irepi avrov). This may be 

correct. 

17 This was denied by Harnack, Lehre, 60. Drews, 

“Apostellehre,” 282: “[the sinner] is to be excluded 

both from the Lord’s Supper and from contact with 

the community.” Poschmann, Paenitentia secunda, 

95: “It should be noted that all are obligated to 

refuse contact with the unrepentant sinner, even 

though he or she has only sinned against a single 

individual.” For Poschmann’s further suggestions 

regarding the subject of church discipline see above 
at n. 5. 
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15.3-4 

Almsgiving is ultimately part of (Jewish-) Christian reli¬ 

gious devotion; cf. above, at Did. 1.5-6. The phrase 

TrtiocxL ai Trpaijeig includes everything that could other¬ 

wise be listed specifically as part of Christian behavior. 

The Didachist does not intend to go into detail; he is 

content with a sweeping reference to “the gospel.” The 

formula in v. 3 is repeated and expanded: ug exeTe 

tco evocyyeXiu) tov nvpiov ppusv.™ It seems improbable 

that the Didachist was thinking specifically of Matthew 6 

at this point.20 

18 Massaux (Influence, 3.157 n. 32) differs: “The ‘acts’ 

(7rpd|etg) may very possibly represent the third ele¬ 

ment of good works, namely fasting.” 

19 See above at v. 3. 

20 Massaux, Influence, 3.157; also Wengst, Didache, 26. 

/ 
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IV. Eschatological Conclusion 16.1-8 
General Comment 

With Did. 16.1 begins the concluding section of the 

book, which contains an eschatological text. More pre¬ 

cisely one must distinguish between a parenetic section 

(16.1-2) and an apocalyptic section (16.3-8). The latter 

breaks off sharply at 16.8. The whole seems to be orga¬ 

nized as follows: 

1. Eschatological parenesis (16.1-2) 

2. The apocalypse (16.3-8)1 

a. The appearance of false prophets and the collapse 

of the Christian community (16.3-4a) 

b. The appearance of the Antichrist (16.4b-d) 

c. The great apostasy and the preservation of the 

faithful (16.5) 

d. The revelation of the three signs of the truth 

(16.6-7) 

e. The arrival of the Kyrios (16.8) . . . 

The conclusion of the apocalypse is unfortunately lost in 

H and can no longer be reconstructed in detail from 

Constitutions or the Georgian version; it is probable, 

however, that the apocalypse in the Didache ended origi¬ 

nally with a short reference to the final judgment of the 

world.2 

The eschatological conclusion of the Didache has been 

repeatedly associated with the Two Ways tractate. Chap. 

16 (or parts of chap. 16, or the source of the chapter) is 

then regarded as the original conclusion of the Two 

Ways tractate. The Didachist then would have copied the 

tractate in chaps. 1-6 of the Didache and returned to his 

source in chap. 16, which constituted the conclusion of 

the tractate.3 The principal argument in favor of this 

hypothesis making chap. 16 (or its prior forms) part of 

the tractate may be the observation that the tractate, in 

the form available to Barnabas (and similarly the Canons 

of the Apostles as well), very probably had an eschatologi¬ 

cal conclusion, which is demonstrable in the form found 

in Doctr. 6.4-5. (The text of the epilogue, however, is dif¬ 

ferent.) Something similar has been proposed regarding 

the source of the Didache. Chap. 16 is said therefore to 

come from the eschatological final section of the Two 

Ways tractate, or more precisely from the version of the 

tractate that was available to the Didachist as a source. 

The principal argument against this is the observation 

that while Did. 1.1—6.1 has parallels (some of them very 

close) in the Doctrina apostolorum (setting aside the sectio 

evangelica), the same is no longer true for Didache 16. 

Z 
1 The defining elements are as follows: eu yap rale; 

eoydraLq ppepacq (v. 3a) opens this section; 

av^auovapq yap rfjq avoplaq (v. 4a) is part of the 

previous section. The remaining organization is 

indicated by the numerative (nal) Tore in vv. 4b, 5, 

6 (including the scriptural proof in v. 7), 8. Cf. 

Philip Vielhauer and Georg Strecker, “Apocalyptic 

in Early Christianity,” in NTApoc, 2.589-91. 

Consider also the similar beginnings: 

v. 4b: Kai Tore ipav-qaerac 

v. 5a: Tore qi-ei, 

v. 6a: eai tots (pavqaerai 

v. 8: Tore operat. 

2 Section (e) thus probably dealt, originally, with “the 

coming of the Kyrios to judge the world.” Aono 

(Entwicklung 169-74) has insisted that Didache 16 is 

lacking the idea of judgment. He finds it absent as 

early as 16.2b as well as in what follows. Aono can 

only maintain this judgment, however, by having the 

apocalypse in the Didache (despite Constitutions and 

the Georgian) end with 16.8. He considers it “more 

probable that the author deliberately ended chapter 

16 just as the other manuscripts [sic] read” (p. 171). 

To this it should be said that, as certainly as any¬ 

thing can be, 16.8 (if only for paleographical rea¬ 

sons: see below) is not the end of the original 

Didache. Rather, in the original, judgment would 

indeed have been mentioned in what followed, as 

the paraphrases in the Apostolic Constitutions and 

the Georgian still show. 

3 This hypothesis seems to have appeared first in the 

work of P. Savi (cf. Ehrhard, Altchristliche Litteratur, 

51 and n. 1, 55). Ehrhard himself also accepted this 

idea (p. 51). It later found a number of adherents, 

e.g., Hemmer, Doctrine, xciv (probably); cf. earlier at 

xxix; Creed, “Didache” 379; Drews, “Unter- 

suchungen,” 68-73 (for the source redacted by the 

Didachist); Knopf, Lehre, 2: “In the original of this 

proselyte catechism, which was available to the 

author of the Didache, the greater part of chap. 16, 

the apocalyptic final scene (16.3-7) was very proba¬ 

bly present. Possibly 16.2 was also part of the Jewish 

document because there is again a clear parallel to 

this passage in Barn. (4.9-10).” In more recent 

times see esp. Koester, Synoptische Uberlieferung 160: 

“Did. 16: a little apocalypse that was probably com¬ 

bined with the ‘ways’ even before its inclusion in the 

Didache.” Cf. also pp. 173, 190. Koester therefore 

speaks of the “apocalypse of the ways” (p. 173). In 

addition see Kamlah, Paranese, 214. Against the 

combining of chaps. 1-6 with chap. 16 are Rordorf 

and Tuilier, Doctrine, 81-83; Vielhauer, Geschichte, 

731-35; Aono, Entwicklung, 164-65, 256-57. 
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Table 11 

Did. 16.1-2 Luke 12:35 Matt 24:42 Matt 25:13 Mark 13:35 (cf. 33) 

(la) yppyopeire ypr)yopelre ovv, rpriyopeire ovv, yprjyopetre ovv 

inrep rrjq fafjq vpav 

(lb) oi Avxvot, vpuv 'Eoraoav vpav ai oo<pveq 

pr) o(3£adr)TG>oca>, 7r epiefaopevai 

Kai ai ooipveq vpav Kai oi Avxvot 

pr) eKAveofiaoav,1 KOLLOpeVOL. 

Matt 24:44/Luke 12:40 (Q) 

(lc) dAAa yLveode eroLpoi,- (...)Kai vpetq 

yiveo&e erotpot, 

ov yap oldare on fj ov doKelre otl ovk otbare on ovk otbare ovk otbare 
ttjv copav, ev r\ up a (Luke: r) up a noia ppepa 

ov boKeire) 

rfjv rjpepav yap 7rore 

6 Kvptoq r)ptiv 

epxerai.2 

6 vioq tov 6 Kvptoq vpav 

avdpamov 

ovbe ttjv upav. 6 Kvptoq rrjq oiKtaq 

epxora l. epxerat. epx^rat • • • 

(2a) TWKvaq be 

ovvaxdpaeode 

$r)Tovvreq ra dvrjKovra 

raiq \pvxalq vpuv 

Barn. 4.9 

(2b) ov yap dxpeArjoei . . . ovbev yap u<peAr)aet 

vpaq rjpaq 

d 7raq xpo^oq 6 iraq xpwoq 

— rrjq farjq /cat 

rrjq TrLoreaq vptiv, rrjq TTLOTeuq rjptiv, 

eav prj ev m eav prj vvv ev m 

60X&T0) Kcupw avopu naipti 

— Kai rotq peAAovatv 

- OKavbaAotq, aq Ttpeitet 

reAeta^rjre. violq deov, avnorapev. 

1 Cf. Eph 6:14; 1 Pet 1:13. 

* CL 2 Clem. 12.1. 

This can only be explained if either Didache or Doctrina 

has better preserved the original conclusion of the 

source; in light of Did. 6.11 prefer the latter option. The 

simplest and least forced explanation may well be that 

the Didachist found in his source (the Two Ways trac¬ 

tate) a short eschatological epilogue (note: short and not 

apocalyptic in its content), somewhat in the form in 

which it now appears in Doctr. 6.1 and 6.4-5 (Barnabas 

21/Canons 14 rest on another, perhaps older version). 

The Didachist, when he came to this point, omitted the 

epilogue he found in his source (except for 6.1), for 
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understandable compositional reasons. Now, at the end 

of his whole document, he inserts in its place an eschato¬ 

logical conclusion; in its content, however, it is not 

derived from the Two Ways tractate.4 

But where does the material in chap. 16 come from? 

The answers given to this question are sometimes com¬ 

bined with the hypothesis just discussed, according to 

which chap. 16 belonged to the Two Ways tractate (in 

one or another version); sometimes they are indepen¬ 

dent of that hypothesis. Cf. also tables 11-15 (derived 

from Koester, Synoptische Uberlieferungen, 175-90). 



16.1-8 

1. According to the traditional view, chap. 16 is 

dependent on Matthew, and specifically Matthew 24:5 cf. 

Harnack,6 Funk,7 Robinson,8 Vokes,9 Johnson,10 

Massaux,11 Richardson,12 Stommel,13 Hagner,14 and 

others.15 Beyond this, other literary models enter into 

consideration. Thus the Gospel of Luke could be quoted 

(e.g., Connolly,16 Richardson17); Pauline letters could 

have been used (e.g., Johnson,18 Stommel19); there could 

be dependence on Barnabas (thus, e.g., Harnack,20 

Robinson,21 Connolly,22 Vokes,23 Muilenburg,24 

Richardson25). There is no disputing that Did. 16.7 

quotes the Old Testament, namely, Zech 14:5. Is chap. 

16 therefore a compilation of various literary texts?26 

“It will be clearly seen that the Didache’s Apocalypse is 

founded on that in Matt. XXIV, enriched from 

various New Testament sources, from Barnabas, and 

from the Old Testament.”27 Massaux’s opinion is more 

4 See above, p. 38 n. 62, and the commentary below 

on Did. 16.1. From among the other presentations 

let me mention those of Drews and Bammel. Drews 

(“Untersuchungen,” 69-70) suggested (to list only 

the most important points) various recensions of 

the basic document with different conclusions. One 

(already shortened) form can still be discerned 

behind Barnabas 21/Canons 14; another, still fur¬ 

ther shortened, is in Doctrina. In contrast, Didache 

16 is probably closest to the original form because 

Drews suspected “that originally a longer apoca¬ 

lypse constituted the conclusion of D” (p. 70). 

Bammel (“Schema,” 253-62) differs. He investigates 

the eschatological epilogues of related documents 

and comes to the conclusion that these epilogues 

were subject to extensive changes (p. 257). Hence 

one may not regard Didache 16 in its present form 

as simply the original conclusion of the Two Ways 

tractate in the source. In addition there were two 

types of eschatological epilogues: “The one looks 

toward the blessed end, the other points to the 

judgment, and only in that connection to the 

/jLLodoq" (p. 258). Bammel assigns Didache 16 to this 

second type. Chap. 16 is not, however, a unit; vv. 

1-2 are an eschatological parenesis while vv. 3-8 are 

the “depiction of the cosmic eschatology” (p. 259). 

In v. 2b the characteristic epilogue type appears, 

and it leads in vv. 3-8 to a digression (p. 259). The 

resumption of the thread dropped in v. 3 has been 

lost from H. The original conclusion should be 

sought in a formula close to the Georgian text 

(p. 260). But what we now read in vv. 3-8 is a subse¬ 

quent “apocalyptic inflation” (p. 261). 

5 Cf. Did. 16.1a/Matt 24:42 

Did. 16.1 c/Matt 24:42 and 44 

Did. 16.3/Matt 24:11-12 and 7:15 

Did. 16.4a/Matt 24:12 and 10 

Did. 16.4b/Matt 24:24 

Did. 16.4d/Matt 24:21 

Did. 16.5b/Matt 24:10 

Did. 16.5c/Matt 24:13 (10:22b) 

Did. 16.6a/Matt 24:30a 

Did. 16.6b/Matt 24:31 

[Did. 16.7/Matt 25:31] 

Did. 16.8/Matt 24:30b; 26:64. 

6 Harnack, Lehre, 60. 

7 Funk, Patres apostolici, 35: “Summa capitis ex 

Evangelio secundum Matthaeum 24 hausta est” (“The 

bulk of the chapter is drawn from Matthew 24”). 

8 Robinson, Didache, 68. 

9 Vokes, Riddle, 111. 

10 Johnson, “Motive,” 118-19. 

11 Massaux, Influence, 3.167-73. 

12 Richardson, “Teaching,” 165. 

13 Stommel, “Erjueiov,” 27-42; and A. J. B. Higgins, 

“The Sign of the Son of Man (Matt XXIV,30),” NTS 

9 (1962/63) 380-82. 

14 Hagner, Use, 280. 

15 There is an original variation on this in Butler, 

“Relations,” 276-83. Aono (Entwicklung, 186, 188) 

posits indirect dependence on Matthew. 

16 Connolly, “Streeter on the Didache,” 374-75. 

17 Richardson, “Teaching,” 165. 

18 Johnson, “Motive,” 119: “The Antichrist is intro¬ 

duced into Matthew’s scheme in language that sug¬ 

gests 2 Thessalonians 2:9.” 

19 Stommel, 27-33, 32: 2 Thessalonians 

and Galatians. 

20 Harnack, Lehre, 60; idem, “Prolegomena,” 287-88; 

idem, Apostellehre, 12-13. 

21 Robinson, Didache, 66-68. 

22 “Barnabas and the Didache,” 166-67; idem, 

“Streeter on the Didache,” 376. 

23 Vokes, Riddle, 111. 

24 Muilenburg, Literary Relations, 159-60. 

25 Richardson, “Teaching “163, 165. 

26 Cf., e.g., the judgment of Muilenburg, Literary 

Relations, 163: “a cento of N. T. writings and 

Barnabas.” 

27 Vokes, Riddle, 111. The apocalypse in the Didache “is 

an artificial catena of New Testament and other pas¬ 

sages” (p. 143). The idea of the Montanist origins of 

the Didache, which Vokes originally connected with 

this, can be left entirely out of the discussion here. 
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Table 12 

Did. 16.3 Matt 24:11-12 Mark 7:15 
(3a) ev yap ralq 

eoxotracq rjpepatg IIpoaexoTe 

TtXrjdvvdriaoi’raL Kal TtoXXoi if/evdoTrpoipriTaL airo tup fevdoTtpoipriTUP, 

ol fevboTcpotpfiTctD eyepdrjoovTaL 

notl oi ipdopelq, 

(3b) Kal aTpoappaovTai Kal itXavrjoovoiv OLTLPeq epxoPTat ttpoq iipaq 
roc -Kpo^ara iroXXovq- ep epdvpaoLP irpofaTUP, 

elq XvKOvq,2 Kal did to nXrydvodrjnaL eoudev be elotp 
Kal I) dyaitr) Trio duoplap Xvkol apitayeq. 
orpaippoeraL fvyqaeTai 

elq plooq-3 r) dyaTTr] tup ttoXXup. 

For the whole, cf. Justin 1 Apol. 16.13 (Goodspeed, 37) and Dial. 35.3 (130). 

1 Cf. Mark 13:5-6 par., 12-13 par.; 1 Tim 4:1-5; 2 Pet 3:3; Apoc. Pet. 1-2 (Akhmimic fragment, fol. lOr; Adolf von Harnack, Bruchstiicke der 

Evangelien und der Apokalypse des Petrus [2d ed.; TU 9.2; Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1893] 16), etc. 

2Cf. Matt 10:16/Luke 10:3 (Q). 

3 Cf. 2 Bar. 48.35. 

cautious:28 Didache 16 depends on Matthew, and what 

the Didachist wrote in chap. 16 “seems to comment” on 

the Matthean text.29 One could still ask whether, beyond 

that, there was influence from Luke;30 in addition the 

chapter incorporates thematic (not literary) apocalyptic 

motifs that are attested in Paul and Revelation.31 

2. Glover suggested another solution to the problem, 

positing here (as in other echoes of the Synoptic tradi¬ 

tion) a literary influence from some form of the Q tradi¬ 

tion.32 

3. Still another possibility was suggested by the 

attempt of Drews to clarify the outstanding questions.33 

At first he adopted the traditional opinion according to 

which chap. 16 depends on Matthew,34 but that did not 

suffice for him. He attempted to explain the specifically 

literary relationships as follows: For him, the source of 

Didache 16 was part of the Two Ways tractate (see 

above). The author of the source had used a Jewish basic 

document, in fact the same one that is the basis of Mark 

13.35 The Didachist in turn, while using the Gospel of 

Matthew, had reworked the Jewish source, Christianized 

it, “but also quite freely elevated it to match his own 

point of view.”36 Following a similar direction, Koester 

subjected this chapter to a penetrating analysis.37 He 

reconstructed a complicated tradition history. The 

Synoptic material in Didache 16 is said to be made up of 

three different strands of tradition: (a) 16.1, 6, and 7 

come from generally available apocalyptic material; (b) 

16.4b,38 5, and 8 are from a Jewish source, which also 

28 Massaux, Influence, 3.167-73 (analysis); 3.173 (sum¬ 

mary conclusion). 

29 Influence, 3.173. 

30 Influence, 3.173. 

31 Influence, 3.173. 

32 Glover, “Quotations,” 21-23. Cf. his concluding sug¬ 

gestions on pp. 28-29. 

33 Drews, “Untersuchungen,” 70-73. 

34 Drews, “Untersuchungen,” 71. 

35 Drews, “Untersuchungen,” 72. This is, however, 

quite inadequately demonstrated. 

36 Drews, “Untersuchungen,” 72. 

37 Koester, Synoptische Uberlieferung, 173-90. 

38 Would this be v. 4b-d in our numbering? 

39 Koester, Synoptische Uberlieferung, 189. Thus 

Matthew 24 was not used (against Drews). 

40 Koester, Synoptische Uberlieferung, 190. 

41 Koester, Synoptische Uberlieferung, 190. 

42 Kloppenborg, “Matthaean Tradition,” 54-67. 

43 His most important observations are that Did. 16.7 

quotes not Matthew but the LXX (“Matthaean 

Tradition,” 59; on this cf. the earlier work of 

Koester, Synoptische Uberlieferung, 187); Did. 16.6 

“corresponds to Matt 24:30-31 only at those points 

at which Matthew turned from Mark to his special 

source (p. 65). On the other hand, Kloppenborg’s 
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16.1-8 

Table 13 

Did. 16.4 

(4a) av^avovapq yap 

rf/q avopiaq 

Matt 24:12 

nai 8ui to TcXr)dvvdr)vaL 

rpv avoptiav . . . 

Matt 24:10 

aai Tore 

OKavdaXtodpoovTaL TtoXXoi 

puapoovoLV dXXpXovq Kai aXXriXovq napabdoovoiv 

Kai bud^ovat — 

Kai Trapabdoovoi,1 Kai puapoovotv dXXpXovq . . . 

Matt 24:24 Mark 13:22 

(4b) Kai Tore (pavr/aerat eyepdpoovrai yap eyepdr\oovrai yap 

6 KooptonXavriq2 3 pevboxpiOTOL pevboyjKOTOL 

<iiq vibq deov Kai pevboTrpOiprjTaL Kai pevboTrpo<pfjTaL 

Kai ttoipoet Kai bdoovotv Kai bdoovoiv 

oppcela Kai reparap oppteZa pteyaXa Kai repara appeZa Kai repara . . . 

(4c) Kai r) yrj ■Kapabodpoerai 

eiq xe~Lpaq avrov. 

Matt 24:21 Mark 13:19 Dan 12:1 (Theodotion) 

(4d) Kai TroLr/aei carat yap Tore eoovrat yap Kai earat 

— — at rjptepat eKeZvat — 

adepura,4 dXZptq pteyaXp dXZpiq Kaipoq 

a ovdeirore yeyovev ota ov yeyovev ota ov yeyovev Totavrp ota ov yeyovev 

ci; aidvoq. cnr' apxpq Kooptov . . . air’ apxijq KTLoeuq . . . oap' ov yeyevr\Tai 

edvoq . . . 

1 4 Ezra 6:24; 2 Bar. 70.3. 

2 2 John 7; 2 Thess 2:3-4, 8-9; Justin Dial. 110.2 (Goodspeed, 226); Sib. Or. 3.68; Apoc. Pet. 2 (Ethiopic; NTApoc, 2.669); Hippolytus De 

Antichr. 6.2 (GCS 1.2, p. 8). 

3 2 Thess 2:9; Rev 13:13; 19:20; Apoc. Pet. (see above); and elsewhere. 

4Justin, Dial. 110.2 (Goodspeed, 226). 

served as a source for Mark 13; (c) 16.3, 4a, and 5 go 

back to “another piece of apocalyptic tradition” that 

would also have been used in Matt 24:10-12.39 Still, the 

whole would probably have been available to the 

Didachist in a Christian recension.40 “We have here a 

parallel process to the origins of the Christian apoca¬ 

lypse in the Synoptics.”41 

4. Most recently John S. Kloppenborg has minutely 

analyzed Did. 16.6-8 (and given a cursory analysis of 

16.3- 5).42 His conclusion is that Didache 16 is dependent 

neither on Matthew nor on Mark 13 (or the source for 

Mark 13),43 but on a tradition on which the correspond¬ 

ing special material in Matthew also depends. “Did 

16.3- 8 agree with Matthew only when Matthew is using 

argumentation on pp. 62-63 (as far as it concerns 

the conclusion of v. 8) is problematic. If Did. 16.8 

were dependent on Matthew, according to 

Kloppenborg one should expect the concluding 

phrase to be jtterd bwapeccq Kai 56£rjg iroXXrjq; 
the absence of this final phrase is said to show, how¬ 

ever, that the Didache is also not dependent on Mark 

13. But in saying this Kloppenborg overlooks the 

fact that the conclusion of the Didache has been 

lost; moreover, the Georgian presumes precisely the 

phrase that Kloppenborg finds missing here. In 

contrast, it really is striking that “Did 16.8 agrees 

with Mt 24:30 at those points where Matthew disagrees 

with Mark” (p. 63; Kloppenborg apparently means 

em vs. ertavu and tov ovpavov). 
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Table 14 

Did. 16.5-6 

(5a) Tore p%e1 

r) KTLOiq tuv avtipuiruv 

eiq rqv mupaxnv 

rrjq boKipaoiaq, 

\ . 

(5b) Kai 

OKavbaXiadpaovTai 

ttoXXoi 

Kai onroXovvTaL, 

Matt 24:10 

Kai Tore 

OKavbaXiadr)OOVTai 

ttoXXo'l 

Kai aAAriAovq irapabaaovaLV . . . 

(5c) oi be v-iropeivavTeq 

ev rfj irioTei avTuv 

aadr\aovraO 

vn avTov tov 

KaradepaToq. 

Matt 24:15 (10:22b; Mark 13:13b) 

6 be vnopeivaq 

eiq reXoq 

ovToq oudrjcreTaL. 

(6a) Kai Tore (pavpaerat 

tcl oppeia 

rrjq aXrjdeiaq-1 2 

npaTov oppeiov 

eKireraoeoiq ev ovpavti, 

Matt 24:30a 

Kai Tore (pavpaeral 

to appeiov 

tov viov tov avdpunrov 

ev ovpavui . . . 

Apoc. Pet. 1 (Ethiopic; NTApoc, 2.668) 

so shall I come . . . 

with my cross 

going before my face. . . .3 4 

(6b) elra appelov 

<puvr\q aaXmyyoq, 

Kai to Tpirov 

dvdoracnq veKpoiv . . . 

Matt 24:31 

Kai anooTeXel Toijq 

ayyeAovq avrov 

pera odXinyyoq peyaArjq 

Mark 13:27 lThess4:16 

Kai TOTe dmoTeXei Tovq — 

ayyeAovq Kat . . . Kai ev adAiriyyi deov, 

4 KaTafipoeTai air' 

ovpavov . . . 

1 Cor 15:52 

ev Trj eaydri] adXmyyi 

oaXitioeL yap . . . 

1 Dan 12:12 (Theodotion); 4 Ezra 6:25, etc. 

2 For the three signs, cf. Sib. Or. 2.188. 

3 Further parallels in the commentary at 15.6. 

4 8 etc.; adXnLyyoi; (pavrjq peyaArjq- B etc.; oaXTnyyoq Kai (puvrjq peydXrjq D etc. 

his special source. Agreements with Mark are registered 

only when Mark was quoting common and widely known 

apocalyptic sayings (e.g., Dan 7:13; 12:12).”44 It follows 

that Did. 16.3-8 most probably rests on a “free-floating 

apocalyptic tradition”45 that was also known to Matthew 

(as special material). Matthew and the Didache used this 

44 Kloppenborg, “Matthaean Tradition,” 66. 

table at this point. 

45 Kloppenborg, “Matthaean Tradition,” 67. 

tradition independently of one another.46 Matthew 

incorporated it in his Markan source while the Didache 

placed it (probably with redactional alterations)47 at the 

end of the book. 

46 Kloppenborg, “Matthaean Tradition,” 67; cf. earlier, 
at p. 65. 

47 Kloppenborg, “Matthaean Tradition,” 65. 
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16.1-8 

Table 15 

16:7-8 

oil naPTUP be, 

aAA’ uq eppedr] ■ 
"H^et 6 Kvptoq 

Kai ndpreq oi <27101 

per ai)Tov. 

Matt 25:31 

Kai naPTeq oi ayyeXoi 

pef avTov ... 

Zech 14:5b 

...Kai 

rjl;6L Kvpvoq 6 deoq pov 

Kai naPTeq oi <27101 

pef aiiTOv. 

Matt 26:30b Mark 13:26 Luke 21:27 Dan 7:13 
Tore 6\peTai Kai oipoPTai Kai Tore dipoPTat Kai Tore opoPTac 
6 Koopoq — - — 
TOP KVpiOP top viop tov avdpunov top viop tov d.P’dpunov TOP viop TOV apdpunov 
epxopepop enavu epxopevop eni epxopepop ep epxopepop ep 67T i 
tup pe<peAup tup peipeXup pe<pe\acq petpeXrj tup peipeXup 
tov ovpapov ...' tov ovpapov - — tov ovpapov 
(with power and pera bvpapeuq peTa bvpapeuq pera bvpapeuq uq vioq apfipunov 
great glory . . . 

Georgian) 

Kai bo%r]q noXXfjq- noXXrjq Kai bo^rjq. Kai bo^pq TroXXrjq. VPXCTO ■ ■ ■ 
(pera ... epxopepoq 

... Theodotion) 

/ 

Matt 26:64 

.. . dn ocpTL o\peode 

top viop tov apdpunov 

Kadr\pevop ck bei-LUP 

rfjq bvpapeuq 

Kai epxopepop eni 

tup pe<peXup 

tov ovpapov. 

Mark 14:62 

... Kai o\peode 

top viop tov apfipuirov 

6K bel-tup Kadripepop 

rrjq bvpapeuq 

Kai epxopepop pepa 

tup petpeXup 

tov ovpapov. 

Luke 22:69 

and tov pvp be earat 

6 vioq tov apfipunov 

Kadppepoq 6k be^vup 

rfjq bvpapeuq tov deov. 

1 Cf. 4 Ezra 13:3; Rev 1:7; Justin, 1 Apol. 51.9 (Goodspeed 62); Dial. 14.8 (107). 
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1. Eschatological Parenesis (16.1-2) 

16 _ _ 

1 Keep vigil over your life. Let your lamps not go 
out and let your loins not be weak but be 
ready, for you do not know the hour at which 
our Lord is coming. 

2 You shall assemble frequently, seeking what 
pertains to your souls, for the whole time of 
your belief will be of no profit to you unless 
you are perfected at the final hour. 

Comment 

■ 1 One must admit that the introductory call to “keep 

vigil,” yppyopelre ktA. (v. la), appears without warn¬ 

ing. We would at least expect yppyopelTe ovv. . . . This 

does not mean that vv. 1-2 are quoted from a source. In 

my opinion the Didachist is formulating for himself here 

(as also in v. 2), making use of traditional parenetic 

material and particularly such material as is associated 

with the Christian anticipation of the end. rppyopeZp1 

(in a transferred sense) is sometimes, as here, a charac¬ 

teristic expression in eschatologically motivated parene¬ 

sis, especially in the imperative; cf. Mark 13:35 par.; Matt 

25:13; 1 Cor 16:13.2 rppyopelre inrep rrjq fcopq vpwv 
is, however, an unusual combination.3 It seems to mean 

“watch over one’s life”4 in the sense of disciplining one’s 

body and life against the temptations of the Evil One. 

The Didachist does mean this, as he shows by quoting 

immediately from the Jesus tradition, which serves him, 

so to speak, as a commentary on the imperative 

yppyopeZre and therefore is associated with it at this 

point: 

ol Av\vol upuiv pr) ofieo$r]Two(xv, 

Kal at docpveq vpwv pp EKAveod^aav (v. lb) 

(“Let your lamps not be quenched 

and your loins not be weak”) 

This is an admonitory, rousing aphorism in parallelismus 

membrorum.5 Cf. Luke 12:35; but the differences between 

this and the Lukan text are too great to indicate literary 

dependence6—to say nothing of the fact that at least the 

metaphor of the ootpveq (“loins,” connecting with the 

biblical tradition in Exod 12:ll;Jer 1:17, and frequently 

elsewhere) is in broad Christian usage (Eph 6:14; 1 Pet 

1:13). The Didachist does not make it obvious that the 

logion is a saying of the Lord, but he probably under¬ 

stood it to be one (as did his readers); he quotes the say¬ 

ing in the form of oral tradition (or as a quotation from 

a special sayings source?)7 in which it was available to 

him.8 The Avyvoi are the common oil lamps with two 

1 Albrecht Oepke, “e^eyelpw ktA.,” TDNT 2 (1964) 

338-39; Johannes M. Niitzel, "yppyopew," EDNT 1 

(1990)264-65. 

2 Tpipyopelp in an eschatological sense (other than 

the imperative usage) is found in 1 Thess 5:6; Rev 

3:2-3; 16.15. For the whole subject, cf. Methodius 

Symposium, 5.3.114 (GCS 55): Aid npoorjKep acrjSe- 

otop ev rr} Kapdla rrjq iriorewq e^axj/aPTaq top 

Avxvov, Kal Tpp dopin' draftooapepovq rr) 

owppoovvr), eyppyopepat Kal irpooboKdp del 
top Kvptov (“therefore it is fitting to enkindle in 

the heart the unquenchable fire of faith, and having 

girt the loins with prudence, to ever await and 

expect the Lord”). 

3 Harnack (Lehre, 60), also emphasizing the unusual 

character of the expression, still refers to Heb 

13:17, where it is said of the pyovpePOL’ aypvirvoi)- 

olp virep tup xf/vx^P vpcop (“for they are keeping 

watch over your souls”). 

4 Cf. BAGD, s.v. The expression could be an allusion 

to the Two Ways tractate and thus a further associa¬ 

tion with the beginning of the Didache. It is not pos¬ 

sible to derive from this (as does Drews, “Unter- 

suchungen,” 68) an original connection between 

chaps. 1-6 and 16. At most this could be a deliber¬ 

ate allusion by the Didachist. 

5 Schaff, Church Manual, 96. 

6 In comparison to the Lukan text the positions of 

XvXPOt and oopveq are reversed. (Cf. also the pas¬ 

sage from Methodius in n. 2 above.) Instead of Aux- 

pol . . . prj ofieoxdrjTaaap, Luke has the positive 

KatopePOL; instead of oopveq . . . eKXveoflwoap, 

Luke reads rt e ptefao pep ai. Against dependence 

on Luke are Koester, Synoptische Uberlieferung, 

175-76; and Aono, Entuiicklung, 178. 

7 Cf. Glover, “Quotations,” 22. 

8 There is a truncated version of the logion (to be 

understood as gnostic) in Gos. Thom. (Coptic) 21b 

(trans. of Helmut Koester and Thomas O. 

Lambdin, in James M. Robinson, ed., The Nag 

Hammadi Library in English [3d ed.; San Francisco: 

HarperCollins, 1990] 129): “be on your guard 

against the world. Arm yourselves with great 

strength lest the robbers find a way to come to you.” 
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16.1-2 

apertures, one for the wick and another for filling the 

lamp with oil. For the metaphor /ur/ ofieoftriTutoav9 it is 

probably correct to recall that the lamps burned all 

night long (originally for apotropaic reasons).10 Not let¬ 

ting the lamps go out means always to be on the alert. 

Al ootpxjeg vpain py) GKAveofiwoav is less clear than the 

analogous biblical expressions in Exod 12:ll;Jer 1:17, 

and elsewhere in the Jewish Scriptures, and then in Luke 

12:35; Eph 6:14; 1 Pet 1:13. The biblical phrase means 

“to belt the garment which is worn ungirdled in the 

house or in times of relaxation, with a view to greater 

mobility for work, for travel, for battle, etc.”11 By con¬ 

trast, the didachistic expression means “do not let your 

loins be flabby”12—but it probably implies the same 

imagery as that in Luke 12:35. 

The two-line metaphor (Av\voi — ooxpveg) was an 

interpretation of the introductory yppyopelTe. Now in 

v. lc the interpretation of the metaphor itself follows: 

aAAa yiveofie eroipor ov yap oldare tt)p copat', ev r) 

6 Kupcog ppwu epxerat (“but be ready, for you know 

not the hour in which our Lord comes”). A similar say¬ 

ing is handed down both in Q (Matt 24:44/Luke 12:40) 

and in Mark 13:(33 and) 35; cf. Matt 24:42 and 25:13. In 

Did. 16.1 the^e is another, independent13 tradition.14 

The didachistic version (probably taken again from oral 

tradition—or from a sayings collection?) is closer to the 

Q version.15 

■ 2 Verse 2a is one of what we might call the “special 

materials pieces” in the final chapter. In this admonition 

to frequent attendance (or attendance in large num¬ 

bers?) at community worship we hear the voice of a gen¬ 

eration in which there is already the danger that first 

love will grow cold: the Didachist is speaking. Compare 

this with Heb 10:25 and Barn. 19.10, where similar 

admonitions are placed in an eschatological context. 

Apart from that, such warnings are traditional.16 

Understandably enough they are especially frequent in 

the “postapostolic” period.17 IIuKPccg ovnax^poeode18 

(“assemble frequently”) urges frequent gatherings of the 

community (should we understand this to mean that 

they should take place during the week and not only on 

the Lord’s day?), or else that the assemblies should be 

large.19 Ignatius Eph. 13.1 sounds very similar: onov- 

Safere ovv itvKvoTepov owepxea$at eig euxapiort- 
av deov Kai eig 86%av. oTav yap irvKVwg eiri to ai)to 

yivecr&e . . . (“Hasten then to come together more 

frequently for thanksgiving and praise of God. For when 

you come together frequently . . .”). The gathering is for 

the good of souls: ra avpKOVTa raig \pvx&lg means 

“what your souls need.”20 The reference to the useful¬ 

ness of coming together is traditional: compare Barn. 

4.10: aAA’ €7rt to ax)to ovvepxopevoi avv^pTeiTe irepi 

tov KOLvij ovpxpepovTog (“But when you come together 

seek for the common good”), and the contrary warning 

The metaphor of “girding one’s loins” (Leipoldt, 

“Shenute,” p. 51) or “arming oneself” (Koester and 

Lambdin) is also found in Gos. Thom. 103. 

9 Matt 25:8: bore i]piv ek tov eXalov vptiv, otl ai 

Xapirabeq ppwv o^evvvvTaL (“Give us some of 

your oil, for our lamps are going out”). 

10 H. P. Ruger in BHH 2.1047. Cf. also Rul. Ben. 22.4 

(CSEL 752, 84): Candela iugiter in eadem cella ardeat 

usque mane (“let the candle therefore in the cell 

burn until dawn”). 

11 Heinrich Seesemann, "dcnpvq,” TDNT 5 (1967) 496. 

12 Cf. BAC.D, s.v. 6k\voj. 

13 See the discussion of the relationship between Did. 

16.1 and the Synoptic tradition in Koester, 

Synoptische Uberlieferung, 176-77, with the conclu¬ 

sion at p. 189. Koester attributes the material in v. 1 

to the whole body of common apocalyptic motifs. I 

would prefer to think of v. lb as a dominical saying, 

and I do not consider it impossible even at v. lc (in 

spite of 6 Kvptoq ppav) that the Didachist is con¬ 

sciously quoting a word of the Lord from the mem¬ 

ories contained in his oral tradition (changing it, 

however, by the addition of 6 KVptoq ppwv). 

14 Rev 3:3 and 2 Clem. 12.1 offer only remote parallels. 

15 Only in replacing “Son of man” with Kyrios does the 

Didache version more closely recall Mark and its par¬ 

allels. This replacement could, however, be the work 

of the Didachist, for whom Kyrios is the title of exal¬ 

tation for Jesus. 

16 From early Judaism, cf. to. ’Abot 2.4b (Marti and 

Beer, 43): “Hillel said: Do not separate yourself 

from the congregation." See further in Str-B 3.743. 

17 1 Clem. 46.2; 2 Clem. 17.3; Barn. 4.10; 10.11; Hermas 

Vis. 3.6.2; Sim. 8.9.1; 9.26.3; Ignatius Eph. 13.1; 20.2; 

Pol. 4.2. Later: Ps.-Clement Ep. Clem. 9.2 (CCS2 

1.12); Horn. 3.69.2 (GCS2 1.81-82). 

18 Evvayeodax, is reflexive, as in 14.1. Does this 

betray the hand of the Didachist? It is used differ¬ 

ently in the text of the liturgical section at 9.4. 

19 Funk, Patres apostolici, 35: either “crebri congre- 

gamini” or “crebro convenite" (“come together fre¬ 

quently”). The latter interpretation is said to be 

more probable. So also Drews, “Apostellehre," 282. 

To the contrary: Knopf, Lehre, 38; Wengst, Didache, 

89. 

20 BAGD, s.v. dfrjKM. Wengst (Didache, 89 n. 128) 
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against the consequences of not gathering together in 

Hermas Sim. 9.26.3: p,ovd^ovreg dvroAAuouox rag 

eavtuv \j/vxdig (“Those who are in isolation destroy 

their souls”). Such admonitions already express a kind of 

pastoral concern. Beyond this the present passage intro¬ 

duces a further motivation, apparently thought to be pri¬ 

mary: ov 7dp axpeAijuei vpaq 6 irag xpovog rrjg 

moTeuq vptiv, eav prj ev rw eaxdrw Kaupu reAet- 

GifirjTe (“for the whole time of your belief will be of no 

profit to you unless you are perfected at the final hour,” 

v. 2b). This verse has a parallel in Barn. 4.9, but it can 

scarcely be a quotation from Barnabas.21 The Didache has 

the shorter and probably older form of the aphorism: 
Didache 

ov yap dtpeArjaeL 
vpag 
6 mg xpovog 
rfjg irLorewg vpdv, 
eav prj 
ev rw eoxarcp naipu> 

TeAeLadrjre. 

Barnabas 

ovbev yap u<pe\r)oeL 
ppag 
6 mg xpovog rrjg fafjg 
Kal rfig 'Ktoreag ripdiv, 
eav pr) vvv 
ev rw avopw Kaipw 
mi rolg peAAovoiv omv- 

baAocg, 
ag Ttpeitei vLolg deov, 
dvriOTupev. 

The additions in Barnabas appear secondary, and the 

vvv (on which Harnack placed so much emphasis)22 

proves nothing about the originality of that version. 

'Avtlotupev (“let us resist,” instead of re^etwt?r)re) 

results in Barnabas from the reference to the avopog 

Kcapoq (“lawless time”). The reAetw^fjre in the Didache 

version is not connected by any thought process to Did. 

1.4 or 6.2. The aphorism known to the Didachist (from 

oral tradition?) speaks of the usefulness of accepting the 

Christian faith.23 This benefit, acquired over a lifetime, 

will be lost if the faithful should fail at the last hour. 

Thus cv to) eoxocTcp nai-pcc (“at the final hour”) the 

whole period of believing is once again at risk, and it is 

especially vital that one should not fail at that moment, 

in extremis.24 The eox&Toq Kcnpoq is the point in time 

when the apocalyptic catastrophes will begin,25 the 

moment at which the end of the universe and the judg¬ 

ment of the world come near.26 To stand firm in faith at 

that hour means “being found perfect.” It is only in this 

firmness in face of the coming trial that faith is per¬ 

fected. 

With eoxorroq Kcccpoq (“final hour”) the Didachist 

himself has introduced the central concept for the con¬ 

cluding apocalypse. 

interprets ipvxV simply as a substitute for the rela¬ 

tive pronoun (as in Did. 2.7). 

21 Quotation from Barnabas is posited by Harnack, 

Robinson, Connolly, Vokes, Muilenburg, and 

Richardson. On this, see above, p. 209 nn. 20-25. 

Funk (Abhandlungen, 117-24) gives the opposite 

explanation: Barnabas is dependent on the Didache. 

According to Drews (“Apostellehre,” 282) this sen¬ 

tence was already in the Two Ways tractate, on 

which both Barnabas and the Didache depend. This 

was previously suggested by Ehrhard, Altchristliche 

Litteratur, 51; and after him by Creed, “Didache,” 

379; and Kraft, Didache, 15 (as a possibility). 

22 Cf. note 21 above and p. 209 n. 20. 

23 The reference is to eternal life as the outcome of 

faith. 

24 Cf. 2 John 8 (although there with a view to the 

threat posed by false teachers). 

25 Ev raj eoxarco naipw (v. 2) is taken up and inter¬ 

preted by ev yap raig ecrydraeg ppepatg here¬ 

after, in v. 3. See Bammel, “Schema,” 259. 

26 Ev Katpw eoxanc, 1 Pet 1:5; eoyaroi natpoL, 
Ignatius Eph. 11.1; ev eoxaroeg Kacpolg, T. Iss. 6.1. 
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16.3-8 

a. The Appearance of False Prophets and 
the Collapse of the Christian Community 
(16.3-4a) 

2.The Apocalypse 

3 For in the final days false prophets and cor¬ 
rupters will be multiplied, and the sheep will 
turn into wolves, and love will turn into hate. 

4a As lawlessness increases, they will hate and 
persecute and betray one another. 

■ 3 ’£V 7dtp ralg eoxdraLg ppepaig takes up the key 

phrase ev rw eaxctrw Kcapui in the previous verse.1 I 

believe there is a seam between vv. 2 and 3.2 3 Beginning 

with v. 3 the Didachist quotes a small but well-organized 

Christian apocalypse that, at least in v. 7, he expands 

with a scriptural reference from his own pen, as we will 

see. The apocalypse begins with the temporal note “in 

the final days.” The eaxoiTOti ppepoti7, are the “last days 

of humanity,” before the end arrives. They begin (as the 

readers should know) with a sudden increase in the 

numbers of false prophets and seducers of the commu¬ 

nities. For the notion of “being multiplied,” irXrjfivv&r)- 

oovtoll, cf. Matt 24:12 (8ux to nXpdvvdfjvaL tt)v 

avopiav, “and because of the increase of lawlessness”).4 

“False prophet” was a key phrase in the piece of tradi¬ 

tion in Did. 11/4-12 (vv. 5, 6, 8, 9, 10)—although there 

without any apocalyptic reference, ${}opeZg (“cor¬ 

rupters,” sc. TrXaopaTog $eoD) was used quite differ¬ 

ently in the Two Ways tractate (cf. Did. 5.2) than here, 

where it refers to the false teachers.5 The appearance of 

false teachers is a feature of the last days;6 cf. especially 

Matt 24:11 and 7:15.7 Associated with the appearance of 

the false teachers is the apostasy of Christian communi¬ 

ties: OTpct<pr]OOVTa.L rd irpo^ara elg XvKOvg, koll rj 

(xydirrj OTpatpriaeraL elg ploog (“the sheep will turn 

into wolves and love will turn into hate,” v. 3b).8 The 

apocalypticist makes use of the familiar contrasting pair 

of sheep and wolves9 and gives the metaphor a special 

meaning in this context: the reference to sheep that are 

transformed into wolves can, but need not, mean the 

false teachers.10 More probable is another interpretation: 

“former believers will become enemies.”11 The continua¬ 

tion seems to describe the same process in different 

1 Bammel, “Schema,” 259. 

2 This was emphasized especially by Bammel, 

“Schema”; however, he combines this observation 

with hypotheses I cannot share (cf. above, p. 209 

n. 4]). 

3 Singular: John 6:39-40, 44, 54; 7:37; 11:24; 12:48; 

Hermas Vis. 2.2.5. Plural: Acts 2:17; 2 Tim 3:1; Heb 

1:2; Jas 5:3; 2 Pet 3:3; Barn. 4.9; 12.9; 16.5; 2 Clem. 

14.2; Hermas Sim. 9.12.3. In a different sense: 

Hermas Vis. 3.12.2. 

4 Matt 24:11: the appearance of false prophets. 

5 Cf. Const. 6.13.3, where \pev56xpiOTOL, if/ev8o- 
■7ipo<prjTaL, ipevbocnooToXoi, irXavoL Kai pdopeig 
are listed. 

6 Mark 13:5-6 par., 21-22 par.; 1 Tim 4:1-3; 2 Pet 

3:3-4; Apoc. Pet. 1-2 (Akhmimic fragment, fol. 10r.; 

Adolf von Harnack, Bruchstiicke der Evangelien und 

der Apokalypse des Petrus [2d ed.; TU 9.2; Leipzig: 

Hinrichs, 1893] 16); Sib. Or. 2.165-66; 3.68-74; As. 

Mos. 7.3-10; Apoc. Elijah 1.13-14, etc. 

7 Did. 16.3 need not for this reason rest on Matt 

24:11: Koester (Synoptische Uberlieferung, 189) counts 

v. 3 among the elements from an apocalyptic tradi¬ 

tion behind both the Didache and Matt 24:10-12; 

similarly Kloppenborg, “Matthaean Tradition,” 66. 

8 ETpatp'qaovTai — 0Tpa<pr)O€T(u is paronomasia. 

See BDF, §488.1; BDR, §488.1. Wengst {Didache. 88) 

eliminates OTpa<pr)0€Ta.L (with the Apostolic Consti¬ 

tutions). 

9 Matt 7:15 is the closest parallel. The metaphor is 

also found in Matt 10:16 (Luke 10:3); John 10:12; 

Acts 20:29. 

10 On false teachers see Gunther Bornkamm, “AVKOg,” 

TDNT 4 (1967) 311. 

11 Koester, Synoptische Uberlieferung, 179. Koester (in 

view of the question of possible dependence of this 

passage on Matt 7:15) observes correctly that “the 

same image is used very frequently, and always with 

a difference. Therefore, common use of the same 

metaphor, while giving a different meaning to the 

image, says nothing about literary dependence” 

(ibid.). By contrast, there are direct quotations (of 

differing quality) in 2 Clem. 5.2-4; Justin 1 Apol. 

16.13 (Goodspeed, 37); Dial. 35.3 (130). 

217 



words. The love that had been at work in the communi¬ 

ties12 is suddenly transformed into hatred13—a character¬ 

istic moment within the perversions of the last days.14 

The parallel in Matt 24:12, \fvypoetocl rj dybarp tuv 

7roAAwE (“the love of many will grow cold”), has a some¬ 

what different meaning.15 

■ 4a Verse 4a gives a reason for the events in the commu¬ 

nities: the increase of lawlessness (av^apovor]g yap tx)c, 

dpopLag; cf. Matt 24:12).16 It also paints a picture of the 

consequences, mutual hatred (p.Lar)OOVOLP aAArjAovg 

Kal biw^ovoi Kal TrapabuoovoL] cf. Matt 24:10).17 

Brothers and sisters become enemies18 and the conse¬ 

quence, in the situation in which Christians are placed 

within society (namely, that of constant insecurity that 

can at any moment turn into persecution), is that one sis¬ 

ter or brother persecutes and betrays another. 

Ilapabwoovoi means that apostate Christians are 

denouncing their former fellow believers to the authori¬ 

ties. 

12 This is, of course, considered as the eschatological 

salvation that is evident in the communities in a 

special way. 

13 Mloog is in the vice list in Hermas Sim. 9.15.3. 

14 Remotely comparable is 2 Bar. 48.35. 

15 Is there, however, a common source (so Koester, 

Synoptische Uberlieferung, 189; Kloppenborg, 

“Matthaean Tradition,” 66-67)? Has the Didache 

preserved the more original version (suggested by 

Koester, Synoptische Uberlieferung, 178-79)? 

16 Kal Sta to TtAptivpfifjpaL rr)v avoplav. . . . 

17 Kal aAArjAorg TtapabwaovoLV Kal piopaovoiv 

aAArjAovq. Dependence on Matthew is not com¬ 

pelling; again there may be mutual dependence on 

a common tradition. See Koester, Synoptische Uberlie¬ 

ferung, 189; analogously: Kloppenborg, “Matthaean 

Tradition,” 66-67. 

18 Cf. 4 Ezra 6:24; 2 Bar. 70.3. 
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16.4b-d 

b.The Appearance of the Antichrist (16.4b—d) 

4b-d And at that time the one who leads the world 
astray will appear as a "son of God" and will 
work signs and wonders, and the earth will 
be given into his hands, and he will do god¬ 
less things which have never been done since 
the beginning of time. 

Comment 

■ 4b-d This new phase in the apocalyptic drama is intro¬ 

duced by Kai Tore (“at that time”). The text presuppos¬ 

es the epiphany of the Antichrist,1 who will blind people 

with signs and wonders (v. 4b; cf. Mark 13:22/Matt 

24:24).2 3 The Antichrist here bears the name KoapoirAa- 

vpg? that is, the one who “leads the world astray,” 

deceives it, betrays it: the great betrayer of the world.4 

His betrayal consists in his appearance in the form of a 

son of God: <pavr)oeTca . . . rig viog fieov.5 The diaboli¬ 

cal, deceptive masquerade of God’s adversary is one of 

the typical events of the end time.6 The next motif also 

stems from that field: the Antichrist deceives and 

seduces people by the signs and wonders he performs.7 

Closest to this Didache passage is Apoc. Pet. 2 (Ethiopic): 

“that this is the deceiver who must come into the world 

and do signs and wonders in order to deceive.”8 The 

world deceiver becomes the world ruler: Kai p yrj 

itapaboftpoeTai eig x^potg avrov (v. 4c).9 That is, the 

whole inhabited world10 is subjected to his seduction and 

will be handed over to him as a demonic imperator 

mundi,n In v. 4d, finally, the demonic world ruler com¬ 

mits wicked deeds, aftepuTa,12 such as have not 

occurred since the beginning of the world: a ovdeTtore 

yeyovev e| aiwvog. Behind the whole expression may 

be a recollection of Dan 12:1, but we should note that 

’dAlpig (as in the Synoptic apocalypse in Mark 

/ 

1 Wilhelm Bousset, The Antichrist Legend: A Chapter in 

Christian and Jeiuish Folklore (London: Hutchinson, 

1896); ET of Der Antichrist in der Uberlieferung des 

Judentums, des neuen Testaments und der alten Kirche 

(Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1895); Ernst 

Lohmeyer, “Antichrist,” RAC 1 (1950) 450-57; 

Rudolf Schnackenburg, The Johannine Letters: A 

Commentary (trans. Reginald and Ilse Fuller; New 

York: Crossroad, 1992) 135-44; Josef Ernst, “dt'Tt- 

XPLorog,” EDNT 1 (1990) 111. 

2 For the relationship to the Synoptic tradition, see 

below. 

3 H reads KoapoirAapriq, which the Apostolic 

Constitutions improves to KoaponAdpoq: so also 

Bryennios, Aibaxp, 54; Harnack, Lehre, 62; Knopf, 

Lehre, 39; Wengst, Didache, 88. Constitutions also has 

(in 7.32.4) /cara/cptt'at top KOopoitAdvov 

biafioAov. The KoopoitAavpq in the traditional 

text is a hapax legomenon. Commentary is provid¬ 

ed, e.g., by 2 John 7: 6 irAavoq Kai 6 dPTixpiaroq. 

Cf. 2 Thess 2:3-4, 8-9; Justin Dial. 110 (Goodspeed, 

226); Sib. Or. 3.68; and esp. Apoc. Pet. 2 (Ethiopic) 

(NTApoc, 2.626). The Antichrist as irAdpoq is found 

in Hippolytus De Antichr. 6 (CCS 1.2, p. 8). 

4 Cf. Rev 12:9 (of the devil): o 7tAaPWP tt)p oi- 

Kovpeprjp oArjp (“the one who makes the whole 

world go astray”). 

5 Tide; deov appears only here in the Didache. 

Absolute vioq (= Jesus) occurs in the liturgical sec¬ 

tion at Did. 7.1, 3. 

6 The devil who alters his appearance is found in 

Adam and Eve 9; 2 Cor 11:14; T. Job 6.4; in apocalyp¬ 

tic contexts in Apoc. Elijah 3.16-18; Hippolytus De 

Antichr. 6 (CCS 1.2, p. 8): /card itapra yap e£o- 

gLOLOvafiaL ftovAerai. 6 irAdpoq tu> via tou fieov 
(“the deceiver desires to be likened in every way to 

the Son of God,” lines 1-2). 

7 Cf. 2 Thess 2:9; Rev 13:13; 19:20; Beliar: Sib. Or. 

2.167-68; 3.66-67. The Synoptic apocalypse pre¬ 

dicts the appearance of false christs and false 

prophets who lead astray by means of signs and 

wonders: Mark 13:22/Matt 24:24. See below. 

8 Translation: Hugo Duensing in NTApoc, 2.626. 

9 There is no parallel to this sentence in the Synoptic 

tradition. For the subject cf. Rev 13:7b: /cat ebobrj 

aura e^ovoia em ndoap pvApp /cat Aaou /cat 

yAaooaP Kai e’dvoq (“And power was given to him 

over every tribe and people and tongue and 

nation”). 

10 rrj is used in this sense, as in Luke 21:35 and else¬ 

where. BAGD, s.v. 

11 For irapadibopaL rtra eiq x^tpdq Tipoq (a bibli¬ 

cal expression), cf. BAGD, s.v. Ttapabibupu. 
12 Adeptra (the substantive occurs only here in our 
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13:19/Matt 24:21) is replaced in the Didache by 

atfe/ura.13 It is uncertain whether our apocalypticist 

refers to persecution of Christians when he writes 

dt^g/uro:,14 but the continuation suggests that this is the 

case.15 

literature) is from adeptroq (properly cede/.uoToq). 

BAGD, s.v., refers to Xenophon Mem. 1.1.9 

(Marchant, II): rovg ra Totavra irapa mv dewv 

irvvdavopevovq adeptra Troielv riyelro (“to put 

such questions to the gods seemed to his mind pro¬ 

fane ). For the subject as in the Didache, cf. perhaps 

Justin Dial. 110.2 (Goodspeed, 226), where it is said 

of the avdpwiroq rrjq anooTaoLaq- 6 Kai eiq top 

v\//lotov e|aAAa ActAaS^, eni Trjq yfjg avopa 

ToXprjari eiq r)paq rovq xptoTiavovq (“The man 

of rebellion: he who speaks outrages against the 

Most High and on earth dares iniquities against us 
Christians”). 

13 Cf. also As. Mos. 8.1. 

14 Differently Knopf, Lehre, 39: “horrors, wicked 

deeds, the worst of which is probably the divine 

worship that the Antichrist demands for himself.” 

15 Literary dependence of this passage (16.4b-d) on 

Matthew cannot be proved, nor can dependence on 

Mark. Verse 4b has no special relationship to 

Matthew; if there was a special connection to the 

Synoptic tradition it would have to consist in a rela¬ 

tionship to some postulated pre-Markan apocalypse. 

Did. 16.4b is, however, closer to the text of Apoc. Pet. 

2 (Ethiopic) than to the Synoptic parallels. Verse 4c 

is “special material” throughout. Verse 4d reflects 

generally available apocalyptic material, perhaps 

with a particular reminiscence of Dan 12:1. There is 

no special connection to Matt 24:21 or Mark 13:19. 

Koester (Synoptische Uberlieferung, 181-82) analyzed 

the section and came to a negative conclusion. In 

this context (p. 189) he assigns it to the material 

that “stems from one and the same Jewish apoca¬ 

lypse” that would have been available as a model for 

Didache 16 and Mark 13. 
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16.5 

c. The Great Apostasy and the 
Preservation of the Faithful (16.5) 

5 Then human creation will pass into the testing 
fire and many will be scandalized and perish, 
but those who persevere in their belief will 
be saved by the curse itself. 

Comment 

■ 5 A new section is once again signaled by Tore. In this 

case the beginning has no parallel in the language of the 

Synoptic tradition.1 Upon humanity, or more precisely 

over the human “creation” (rj Kriocq tuv av&penroiv, 

which is a singular expression),2 will fall3 the time of 

great testing (the metaphor is rj irvpacuq Tr)q boKipa- 

aiaq).4 The continuation (v. 5b) shows that in fact it is 

not the whole human creation that is in view, but only 

the Christians. Thus it is probably the threat of persecu¬ 

tion that is being presented here. Not all will withstand 

the test: /cat OKavbaXiodrioovTai iroXXoi /cat 

a.'KoXovvTa.i. As in the parallel in Matt 24:10,5 the text 

speaks of “the great eschatological GKavbaXiapoq”6 

that is descending on humanity, that is, on the 

Christians. LuavbaXilfea'dai here means to go astray 

from Christian faith and fall away. The consequence is 

(XTToXovvtccl—in the eschatological sense of “destruc¬ 

tion.” Contrasted with the apostates are the host of 

those who remain faithful, who withstand the test (v. 5c; 

cf. Matt 10:22b; 24:13; Mark 13:13b).7 The promise of an 

eschatological remnant that will be saved is a feature of 

apocalyptic tradition.8 Oi vTTop.eiva.VTeq ev Trj irioTei. 

avmv9 probably does not mean “to endure in faith” but 

“to withstand the test by means of their faith.”10 The 

vnopeivavreq will receive salvation, but this is not for¬ 

mulated in an absolute sense; instead it is described 

more precisely in an additional clause: (out'dpoovTai) inf 

avrov rod Karadeparoq. This expression is a crux inter- 

pretum.u 

Excursus: kata©ema 

Karadepa is a word that is rather rarely attested. In 

Rev 22:3 it probably describes (as a synonym for 

avadepa)12 the accursed, the “object that is 

Z 
1 Drews (“Untersuchungen,” 71-72) saw a parallel to 

Mark 13:19 (Kriotq) and concluded to a common 

source. 

2 But compare ndoa r\ ktLouq (sc. rwv dvdpwTtav) in 

Mark 16:15; Hernias Man. 7.5; and Col 1:23: it da a 
KTLOtq r] into rov ovpavov. 

3 For the typical ij^et in such texts, cf. T. Lev. 18.6; 

Matt 23:36; 24:14, 50 par.; (Luke 19:43); 2 Pet 3:10; 

(Rev 2:25; 3:3[bis]; 18.8); 1 Clem. 23.5(bis); 2 Clem. 

12.2. Cf. also Did. 16.7 (Zech 14:5). 

4 For this style of expression, cf. 1 Pet 4:12. See 

Friedrich Lang, “irupuOLq," TDNT 6 (1968) 951. 

5 Kai rore OKavbaXLtrdrjoovTaL noXXoi /cat 

dXXrjXovq napabwaovoLV. . . . There can scarcely 

be literary dependence on Matthew here. Koester 

(Synoptische Uberlieferung 183-84, 189) explains the 

parallelism by common dependence on a “tradi¬ 

tional piece of Jewish apocalyptic” (p. 184) that is 

quoted in Matt 24:10-12 as well as in parts of the 

Didache apocalypse. 

6 Otto Stahlin, “oKavbaXov,” TDNT 7 (1971) 346. 

7 O be vmpeivaq eiq reXoq out icq acodrjCTerat. 

The closeness of this text to the Synoptic parallels is 

quite clear, but the Didache has the plural oi 

vnopeivavreq rather than the singular; instead of 

eiq reXoq, Didache reads ev rrj trior ei avrtiv. 

Finally, Didache does not have the simple aan}r)- 

OOVTCXL (in place of ffo/dtjaerat); instead, this is 

more closely defined by the (awkward) addition of 

vito avrov too Karadeparoq. Koester (Synoptische 

Uberlieferung 189) assigns the Didache text to “the 

same Jewish apocalypse” that, he is convinced, was 

also used for Mark 13. 

8 Cf. the macarism of the eppevcnv in Dan 12:12 

(paxapcoq 6 vnopevuv in Theodotion), and the 

motif of the eschatological remnant in 1 Enoch 

90.30; 4 Ezra 7:28; 9:7-8; 12:34; 13:24, 26; 2 Bar. 

29.4; Sib. Or. 5.384-85: eipii]vr)v b' e£et Aaog 

aoipbq, ooirep eXeLpd-q, neLpadeiq KaKorproq, IV 
vorepov evppavdeLrj (“A wise people, which has 

been taken, will have peace; having experienced 

wickedness so that it might later find joy”). [Ed. See 

also Aaron Milavec, “The Saving Efficacy of the 

Burning Process in Didache 16.5,” in Jefford, 

Context, 131-55.] 

9 Remotely parallel is oi be inropevovreq ev treiTOL- 

&qoeL in 1 Clem. 45.8. 

10 Cf. BAGD, s.v. inropeva. 
11 Bryennios (Atbaxri, 54 n. 8) originally suggested 

among other things the conjecture en avrov rov 
Kara deparoq (“on the region below,” i.e., the 

earth). For his later remarks, see n. 14 below. 

12 Zech 14:11 is quoted (although there the word is 

dvadepa). 
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cursed.”13 Later examples are found in Acts of Philip 

28 (Lipsius and Bonnet, 2.2, p. 15); Ps.-Clement 

Contestatio 4.3 (GCS2 1.4); T. B. Mitford, ed., The 

Inscriptions of Kourion (Philadelphia: American 

Philosophical Society, 1971), line 23 (on a magical 

tablet from Kourion, late 3d century); Ps.-Justin 

Quaestiones et responsiones 121 (Otto, 3.2s, 198).14 

Lampe, s.v., refers to two other passages: Acta concilio- 

rum oecumenicorum, collectio sabbatica 5.32 (Schwartz, 

3.88.19): dvaftepa Kai Karordepa; and Acta Maximi 

Confessoris 2.31 (PG 90.168D): eurco a u chi e pa Kai 
Karate pa. Cf. Karate pari^eiv in Matt 26:74.15 

How should the Didache passage be explained? Of 

the numerous attempts at interpretation only two 

deserve serious consideration:16 (1) Audet read 

Kardfiepa as meaning “grave, death,”17 and conjec¬ 

tured dtco instead of the vtto of the manuscript tradi¬ 

tion.18 Thus believers will be saved “from the grave.” 

(2) If we retain the traditional text we are pushed 

toward an interpretation of KCiTailcpa as Christ, who 

was cursed by the enemies of the faith. The meaning 

would then be that those who remain faithful will be 

saved by the very one who was cursed by the enemies. 

This interpretation has been suggested frequently, 

with greater or lesser assurance; I refer, as examples, 

only to Harnack,19 Richardson,20 Aono,21 Rordorf 

and Tuilier,22 and Wengst.23 We cannot go into the 

details here.24 The second interpretation is prefer¬ 

able. 

13 Johannes Behm, “avadepaTDNT 1 (1964) 

354-56. [Ed. See now Nancy Pardee, “The Curse 

That Saves (Didache 16.5),” in Jefford, Context, 

156-76.] 

14 Theodoret of Cyrus? Cf. Altaner and Stuiber, 

Patrologie, 340. This text attempts to distinguish 

between Kara&epa and avaftepa: Karadepa be 

eon to ovvheailaL rolq avaHepaTt^ovaLV. 

Bryennios, who had the honor of being the first to 

refer to this passage, later cited it (in a letter to 

Harnack; cf. idem, Lehre, 63) as a possible interpre¬ 

tation of the Didache passage, among others. See 

the justified reservations about Ps.-Justin’s distinc¬ 

tion in Johannes Behm, “auadepar tfco,” TDNT 1 

(1964) 355-56 n. 2. 

15 There are later examples of KaradepaTL^eiv in 

Behm, “dvadeparLfa,” TDNT 1 (1964) 355-56 n. 

2. 

16 Cf. Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 197-98 n. 6. 

There is a long list of interpretations (as produced 

even in the early days of research) in Schaff, Church 

Manual, 215-16. 

17 Audet, Didache, 472-73. 

18 Audet, Didache, 242. 

19 Harnack, Lehre, 62-63. 

20 Richardson, “Teaching,” 179 n. 78. 

21 Aono, Entwicklung, 172. 

22 Rordorf and Tuilier, Doctrine, 197-98 n. 6. 

23 Wengst, Didache, 99 n. 137. 

24 In this context reference has righdy been made to 

Justin Dial. 47.4 (Goodspeed, 145-46) on the one 

hand, and to Pliny Ep. 10.96.5 (Mynors, 338) and 

Mart. Pol. 9.3 on the other. 
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16.6-7 

d.The Revelation of theThree Signs 
ofTruth (16.6-7) 

6 And then the signs of truth will appear: first, 
the sign of extension in heaven; next, the sig¬ 
nal of the trumpet call; and third, resurrection 
of the dead — 

7 not of all, however, but, as it has been said, 
"The Lord will come and all the holy ones 
with him." 

■ 6 Kal Tore (pavpaeTai (“then will appear”)1 indicates 

the beginning of the next eschatological section. There 

will appear ra oppiela. rf/q dAri^eiaq (“the signs of 

truth”)—in fact, three of them, as appears from what fol¬ 

lows.2 For the formulation in v. 6a cf. Matt 24:30a.3 

Uppelct rrjq dArydGiaq (for oppela aXp'divd)4 appar¬ 

ently designates the following apocalyptic “signs” in con¬ 

trast to the demonic signs and wonders of the 

kosmoplanes in v. 4b.5 

The first sign is an gktcgt<xolc; ev oxipavw. What does 

the expression mean? The noun eKTreraoLQ signifies 

expansion, spread, extension.6 (1) Some scholars consid¬ 

er this to refer to the opening of the heavens7 as precon¬ 

dition for the following descent of the Kyrios and his 

holy ones.8 (2) A reference to the cross is, however, more 
/  

probable.9 Stommel10 and Butler11 recall especially the 

signum extensionis ligni (“sign of the extension of the 

wood”) in the Latin Didascalia (49.8; TU 75.80).12 

Analogously one should add %vAov after oppelov 

€/<7reraCTewg.13 The sign referred to would thus be as fol¬ 

lows: the cross of the Kyrios appears in the heavens as 

precursor of his parousia.14 This cross (as we perhaps 

must suppose) was previously taken up with him into 

heaven;15 now the cross reappears and announces his 

1 Cf. v. 4b. 

2 For signs that are three in number cf. the oppara 
Tpiood in Sib. Or. 2.188-95. 

3 Kai Tore (pappoerai to oppelop rod vLov rod 
apdpdmv €P ovpapti (“And then the sign of the 

Son of man will appear in heaven”). The differences 

should also be noted, however: Matthew knows only 

one sign, and it is the sign of the “Son of man”—a 

title that is completely lacking in the Didache. If one 

supposes dependence on Matthew, Didache must 

have interpreted the Matthew passage (“sign of the 

Son of man”). But literary dependence is quite 

uncertain. Koester, Synoptische Uberlieferung, 189: v. 

6 stems from generally available apocalyptic materi¬ 

al; Kloppenborg (“Matthaean Tradition,” 66) 

regards “a reference to a sign appearing in heaven 

prior to the Parousia” as part of the apocalyptic tra¬ 

dition available to the Didache and Matthew. 

4 This is an example of a “Hebrew genitive”; see 

Alfred Stuiber, “Drei oppela,” JAC 24 (1981) 43. 

5 Karl Rengstorf, “oppeiop ktA.,” TDNT7 (1971) 

261; Stuiber, “Drei appeia,” 43-44. Differently 

Harnack, Lehre, 63: “in contrast to the narddepa, 

v. 5.” So also Knopf, Lehre, 39. This is improbable. 

6 The dictionaries refer to Plutarch Moralia 564C (de 

Lacy and Einarson, 7.276), in contrast to ovoroAp. 15 

Lampe lists only the present passage. 

7 Cf. Rev 6:14. 

8 Harnack, Lehre, 64; Drews, “Apostellehre,” 283; 

Audet, Didache, 473; Giet, L’Enigme, 254 n. 41. 

Rengstorf (“oppeiop," 261) objects: “But if so ep 

ovpauw would not fit very well.” Likewise Butler, 

“Relations,” 276. This is not compelling. But cer¬ 

tainly eKTreraoLq tov ovpapou would be clearer. 

9 Suggested by Schaff, Church Manual, 217; Koester, 

Synoptische Uberlieferung, 190; cf. Kraft, Didache, 176. 

This was also proposed by Aono, Entwicklung, 173. 

10 “Eppelop 6K7rerdaewg,” 25-26. Rordorf and 

Tuilier (Doctrine, 198-99 n. 1) express cautious 

agreement. 

11 “Relations,” 279-80. 

12 Cf. above, Introduction, §2c. In my opinion this is a 

content parallel, but scarcely an indication of liter¬ 

ary dependence. 

13 Stommel, “Eppelop,” 26. 

14 Thus this is not a reference to the appearance of 

the crucified one hanging on the cross (as suggest¬ 

ed by Knopf, Lehre, 40; Knopf, however, also pro¬ 

posed the interpretation given above as [1]: cf. 

Johnson, “Motive,” 119; Richardson, “Teaching,” 

179 n. 80 [possibly]), but simply the epiphany of the 

cross, because the appearance of the Kyrios is first 

spoken of in 16.8. See Stommel, “Eppelop29-30. 

Gos. Pet. 10.39 (SC 201.58) attests the idea of the 

ascension of the cross. 
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(the Kyrios’s) immediate appearance.16 There are paral¬ 

lels for this in later apocalyptic literature.17 Cf. Apoc. Pet. 

1 (Ethiopic): “so shall I come on the clouds of heaven with a 

great host in my glory, with my cross going before my face 

will I come in my glory.”18 Similarly, in Ep. apost. 16 (27) 

(Coptic): “with the wings of the clouds carrying me in 

splendour and the sign of the cross before me, will I 

come down to the earth.”19 In Apoc. Elijah 32.4-5 (the 

Messiah comes) “while the sign of the cross goes before 

him [and] the whole world will see it.”20 (3) A third inter¬ 

pretation has most recently been presented by Stuiber.21 

He proceeds on the assumption that the “sign of the 

Son of man” in Matt 24:30 refers to the standards of the 

Son of man in the heavens.22 The Ttpuirov orjpelov 

eniteTaoewq ev ovpavw in Did. 16.6 is to be understood 

analogously: ’EKneTCtoeaq is “genitive of quality” or a 

“Hebrew genitive”; the expression stands for orjpelov 

eKiteTOtafiev ev ovpavto and means “the banners spread 

out in the heavens”;23 these are probably to be thought 

of concretely as cloth banners.24 This is a possible inter¬ 

pretation but it is by no means fully persuasive. In light 

of the broad basis for the tradition of the crux eschatolo- 

gica (see above), I prefer interpretation (2). 

The second sign is the oppelov <po)vrjq oa.Xiti'pyoq 

(“signal of the trumpet call,” v. 6b), again an element of 

apocalyptic tradition.25 This is “the eschatological signal 

which sounds forth at the end of the age.”26 

The sound of the trumpet is followed by the resurrec¬ 

tion of the dead; in the Didache apocalypse this is the 

third of the “signs of truth.” At the same time, the 

Didachist (in my opinion)27 adds a defining commentary 

to the key phrase avaoTaoiq veKpcov: the avaoraoLq 

vetcpwv is not (yet) the general resurrection of the dead, 

but (first of all) the resurrection of the “saints.”28 

■ 7 The Didachist’s specifying oi) ttolvtwv 5e (“not of 

all”) is supported by an Old Testament quotation intro¬ 

duced by aAA’ <bq eppedp. What follows is the second 

explicit quotation from the Old Testament in the 

16 What is meant by the “sign of the Son of man” in 

Matt 24:30? Stommel, “Erjpeloi’,” 27-42; and 

A. J. B. Higgins, “The Sign of the Son of Man (Matt. 

XXIV.30),” NTS 9 (1962/63) 380-82: this means 

the cross; the Didache is dependent on the passage 

in Matthew and interprets it. Similarly Butler, 

“Relations,” 277-80: the Didache is dependent on 

Matt 24:30-31, more precisely on what Butler calls 

“the M(g) stream of synoptic tradition,” 277; the 

Didache interprets the Matthean tradition, although 

Butler does not say expressly whether its interpreta¬ 

tion is correct. For the church fathers’ interpreta¬ 

tion of the Matthean sign in terms of the cross, cf. 

Stommel, “Lr]pelov,” 30 n. 42. But in my opinion it 

remains highly questionable whether the “sign of 

the Son of man” really means the cross. Cf. 

Rengstorf, “oripelov,” 236: the formulation is not 

absolutely clear. “From the context one may gather 

only that it [sc. the sign] is something which is clear¬ 

ly terrifying” (235). For Glasson and Schweizer see 

below. 

17 Entirely different is the extension of the hands (sym¬ 

bolizing the horizontal beam of the cross) in the 

gnostic Od. Sol. 27.1-3; cf. 42.1-2. 

18 Translation by C. Detlef G. Muller in NTApoc, 

2.625-26 (partly italics in original). 

19 Similarly Ethiopic (but lacking, e.g., the key word 

“sign”); translation by C. Detlef G. Muller in 

NTApoc, 1.258. 

20 From the translation by Wolfgang Schrage, Die Elia 

Apokalypse (JSHRZ 5.3; Giitersloh: Mohn, 1980) 251. 

Cf. also T2 £t)Aov w paKapcoTov, eip’ ov deoq e£e- 

ratwdrj, ovx e£et oe x&uv, aAA' ovpavov olkov 
eoopeL (“O most blessed wood, on which God was 

stretched out, earth will not hold you, but you will 

see a heavenly home,” Sib. Or. 6.26-27); to yap 

orjpelov tov oravpov and avaToAuv euq bvopwv 

dvareAel bitep tt)v AapnpoTr]Ta tov rjAtou Kai 

prjvvoei tov KptTov TT)V eA6VOLV (“The sign of the 

cross will rise from east to west, brighter than the 

sun, and it will portend the coming of the judge,” 

Ps.-Hippolytus De consumatione mundi 36 [GCS 1.2, 

pp. 303-4]); further references in Wolfgang 

Schrage, Die Elia Apokalypse (JSHRZ 5.3; Giitersloh: 

Mohn, 1980) 251 n. d; Stommel, “Trjjueiof,” 30-31 

n. 42. On the art-historical aspects, see Josef 

Engemann, “Auf die Parusie Christi hinweisende 

Darstellungen in der friihchristlichen Kunst,” JAC 

19 (1976) 142-45. 

21 “Drei oiqpela,” 42-44. 

22 Following T. F. Glasson, “The Ensign of the Son of 

Man (Matt. XXIV.30),”/TS, n.s. 15 (1964) 299-300; 

cf. also Eduard Schweizer, Das Evangelium nach 

Matthaus (3d ed.; NTD 2; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck 

& Ruprecht, 1981) 298 (ET: The Good News 

According to Matthew [Atlanta: John Knox, 1975) 

456): “the standard of the Messiah.” 

23 “Drei or^pela,” 43. 

24 “Drei appela," 43-44. 

25 OT background: Isa 27:13; Joel 2:1; Zeph 1:16. In 

apocalyptic literature: 4 Ezra 6:23; Sib. Or. 8.239. In 

the NT: Matt 24:31; 1 Thess 4:16; 1 Cor 15:52. It 

occurs frequently in Revelation 8-11. 

26 Gerhard Friedrich, "adArtLy^,” TDNT 7 (1967) 87. 

224 



16.6-7 

Didache,29 this time from Zech 14:5: Kdi rji~€L Kvpcoq 6 
tfeog pov kccl iravreg oL aycoi per avrov (“Then the 

Lord my God will come and all the holy ones with 

him”). The quoted version follows the LXX, with a slight 

change at the beginning (f/£ei 6 Kvptoq instead of f/£et 

Kvpioq 6 $€og pov)f° The same quotation is also found 

in Matt 15:31a, but the Didache passage does not come 

from Matthew; it is taken directly from Zechariah.31 

Ilavreq ol ayioi (“all the holy ones”) in the text of 

Zechariah are probably the ayyeXoi (as Matt 25:31a 

correctly interprets it). The Didache interprets the aycoi 

instead as the dead Christians who are now reawakened 

to life.32 

It is unnecessary to posit dependence on the 

Pauline passages; likewise, the relationships to Matt 

24:31 are not literary. Basic to all these passages is 

the same widespread motif from Jewish-Christian 

apocalyptic. Cf. Koester, Synoptische Uberlieferung, 

189; Kloppenborg, “Matthaean Tradition,” 66. 

27 Verse 7 is a gloss by the Didachist. Verse 8 follows 

well after v. 6. Cf. also the similar citation formulae 

in 1.6 and 14.3. 

28 Knopf (Lehre, 40) suggests that this could mean the 

resurrection for the thousand-year reign of God. 

29 See above at Did. 14.3 (Mai 1:11, 14). 

30 Wengst, Didache, 31: Kyrios (as the context shows) 

refers to Jesus. 

31 In fact the Matthean text is farther from the text of 

Zechariah than is the Didache. See Koester, 

Synoptische Uberlieferung, 187. Kloppenborg 

(“Matthaean Tradition,” 59) also notes that Did. 

16.7 is not dependent on Matt 25:31, but is closer to 

the LXX text than is Matthew. Kloppenborg 

(“Matthaean Tradition,” 66), however, assigns the 

quotation from Zechariah in both cases to a com¬ 

mon apocalyptic tradition in which Matthew and 

the Didache participate. This last is scarcely an accu¬ 

rate observation. 

32 Harnack, Lehre, 64. "A'yiot = the Christians as early 

as Did. 4.2 (in the Didachist’s interpretation). The 

case is different at 10.6. 

/ 
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e. The Arrival of the Kyrios (16.8) 16 
8 Then the world will see the Lord coming upon 

the clouds of heaven . .. 

■ 8 So follows (rore) the epiphany of the Kyrios (=Jesus) 

before the entire world: oif/erca. 6 Koapog tov KVpLOV 

epxopevov eiravu tup vetpeAuv tov ovpavov (“The 

world will see the Lord coming upon the clouds of heav¬ 

en”). The description recalls the Synoptic apocalypse in 

Mark 13:26/Matt 24:30b/Luke 21:2V.1 The foundational 

passage is Dan 7:13 LXX: kcli idov tup vetpeXuv 

tov ovpavov ug viog avdpuTtov rjpxeTo. Cf. 

Theodotion: Kai idov juera tup vetpeXuv tov ovpapov 

ug viog dvdpunrov epxopepog. The text of the Didache, 

in the sequence of its elements,2 is closer to Mark 13:26 

par. than to the text in Daniel. Again striking is the 

replacement of the title “Son of man” by Kyrios. The text 

is especially close to Matt 24:30b: epxopevov eiri or 

eiravu tup vecpeXuv (in contrast to ev vetpeXacg in 

Mark 13:26 and ev ve<peXr\ in Luke 21:27), and tov 

ovpapov (Matthew and Didache against the omission in 

Mark and Luke).3 This would speak more for a depen¬ 

dence on Matthew rather than Mark or a source that 

sometimes approximates Mark 13—if there is any depen¬ 

dence at all. Literary dependence on Matthew, however, 

cannot be demonstrated with assurance even in this pas¬ 

sage. The Didache quotes common apocalyptic material 

(from Daniel), and agrees with Matthew (against Mark) 

precisely at those points where both agree with Daniel.4 

thus signaled his conviction that the conclusion of 

the Didache was missing,5 which also means that the 

conclusion of the Didache apocalypse has been lost. I 

have already said that the structure of the whole doc¬ 

ument speaks in favor of this conclusion. The reader 

expects a depiction of the judgment of the world, and 

such a description must originally have concluded the 

text of the Didache. 

The Apostolic Constitutions and the Georgian ver¬ 

sion (each in its own way) provide confirmation for 

this supposition. Const. 7.32 concludes: (4) (eirdva 
rap pe<peAdv) pef ayyeAav bvvapeaq avrov eiri 
Ppopov ^aotAeiaq, KaraKplvai top Koap.oTtAd.POP 
btapoAop Kai aTtobovvat eKactTa Kara rqp itpa^tv 
ai>Tov. (5) Tore atteAevooPTai oL pep itopppoi eiq 
aidpiop KoAaoLP, oL be biKacoi itopevooPTat eiq 
far/p alaPLOP, KArjpopopovPTeg eKeipa, a oy>daA- 
poq ovk elbep Kai ovq ovk pKOvaep Kai eiti Kapbi- 
ap apdpditov ovk dpefir), a pToipaoep 6 deoq Toiq 
ayaTtaoLP ai)top, Kai xaprjaovrat ep rrj /SacriAeta 
tov fieov rrj ep XptOTw Irjoov (“above the clouds 

with his powerful angels on the royal throne, to judge 

the devil who leads the world astray and to requite to 

each according to their actions. Then the wicked will 

proceed to eternal punishment, but the just will pro¬ 

ceed to eternal life, inheriting those things that eye 

has not seen nor has ear heard nor have they entered 

into the human heart, things that God has prepared 

for those who love him, and they will rejoice in the 

kingdom of God which is in Christ Jesus”). This text 

Excursus:The Lost Conclusion_ 

The words eitapu tup pe<peAdp tov ovpapov com¬ 

plete the text in H. The scribe placed a period after 

tov ovpapov, leaving the rest of the line blank, and 

the rest of the page as well. Apparently the copyist 

1 The same motif is also in 4 Ezra 13:3; Rev 1:7. The 

quotation from Justin 1 Apol. 51.9 (Goodspeed, 62) 

may, as usual, be a free recollection of the Gospels. 

Kloppenborg (“Matthaean Tradition,” 63) differs. 

Justin Dial. 14.8 (Goodspeed, 107) probably rests on 

Dan 7:13. 

2 Subject — epxopcpoq — petpeAat. Contrast Daniel: 

peipeAat - subject - VPX^T0 (i e., epxopepoq). See 

Koester, Synoptische Uberlieferung, 187. 

3 But cf. Mark 14:62b: per a tup petpeAcop tov ovpa¬ 

pov. 
4 Did. 16.8: eitapu twp peipeAwp tov ovpapov; Matt 

24:30b: eiti Tap pepeAdp tov ovpapov; Dan 7:13 

LXX: eiti Tap petpeAdp tov ovpapov; Dan 7:13 

Theodotion: peTa tup pe<peAdp tov ovpapov 
against Mark 13:26: ep petpeAatq (Luke 21:27: ep 
Pe(peArj). According to Koester (Synoptische Uber¬ 

lieferung, 188-89) v. 8 stems from the apocalyptic 

source that was also used for Mark 13. According to 

Kloppenborg (“Matthaean Tradition,” 66), “an 

adaptation of Dan 7:13 (using either eiti or eitapa 
Tap petpeAap)" was part of the common tradition 

of the Didache apocalypse and Matthew. 

Cf. Audet, Didache, 73-74; and above, Introduction, 

§3a; Niederwimmer, “Textprobleme,” 127-29. 
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16.8 

is (if at all) a very loose reproduction of the Didache. 

The epilogue of the Apostolic Constitutions is extreme¬ 

ly wordy in contrast to the brisk presentation in the 

apocalypse of the Didache. The Georgian concludes: 

“(coming with the clouds) with power and great glory, 

in order to repay every human being according to his 

[or her] works in his holy righteousness, before the 

whole human race and before the angels. Amen.”6 

The Didache might have concluded in some similar 

fashion. In any case it appears that there was a Greek 

source for the Georgian and that it was still complete. 

I shall not be bold enough to attempt to reconstitute 

the lost conclusion of the Didache by conjecture.7 

6 Peradse, “Lehre,” 116. 

7 Wengst (Didache 90) reconstructed: . . . dnodovvai 

eKaaTw Kara rr]v Ttpa^LV avrov. 

/ 
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Afterword 

It is not easy to locate the Didache within the whole 

sweep of the history of early Christianity. Still, one can 

form a more or less complete picture of this document, 

and from that alone it is possible to give a rather accu¬ 

rate estimate of the place occupied by the Didache. 

The author of our document is an unknown but 

apparently influential Christian author who writes a 

kind of “rule book” for the communities within his area 

of influence some time around the turn of the century, 

or perhaps we could more accurately say at the begin¬ 

ning of the second century. The author’s desire is that 

the communities he addresses should govern their life, 

worship, and church order according to this book. It 

seems probable that we should think of communities in 

Syria or in the border regions between Syria and 

Palestine. (Antioch seems to be eliminated by the canon¬ 

ical situation presumed in the Didache.) The didachistic 

communities are still strongly influenced by Jewish 

Christianity, but they are already clearly distinct from 

the synagogue. The relationship between “church” and 

“Israel” is not a theme of the book, but the manner in 

which Scripture is occasionally interpreted in the redac- 

tional parts of the document shows the direction in 

which that relationship is tending. The canonical situa¬ 

tion of our author’s communities is somewhat retro¬ 

grade in comparison to other Christian communities of 

the same period. (The monepiscopate has not yet been 

established.) The institution of itinerant charismatics is 

still familiar to the communities of the Didache, but the 

apostolate is already a thing of the past, and the itiner¬ 

ant prophets are in the process of settling down in the 

communities. The author (apparently an authority) 

intervenes in the canonical situation to establish order, 

but in a very conservative and irenic spirit. He seeks an 

accommodation between the itinerant charismatics and 

the “local clergy.” The author takes a similarly conserva¬ 

tive stance in other questions of order such as those con¬ 

cerning baptism and the Eucharist. His characteristic 

manner of procedure is the same throughout: he quotes 

existing, sometimes archaic rules and seeks both to pre¬ 

serve what has been inherited and at the same time to 

accommodate that heritage to his own time. 

The author, as I have said, is an authority for his com¬ 

munities. It is, however, striking that he himself never 

claims apostolic, episcopal, or charismatic authority. 

Still, we will scarcely go wrong in imagining that he 

himself is a respected and influential bishop. His own 

personality is placed in the background. His book tells 

us little or nothing of his “theology,” if he,had one at all. 

It is written without any theoretical claims and is entirely 

focused on the praxis and order of community life. 

Individual theological motifs are evident, but only in 

passing and without systematic reflection. A reconstruc¬ 

tion of the “theology of the Didache” would therefore be 

a foolish enterprise. All we can say is that attention 

should be paid to the author’s fundamentally conserva¬ 

tive stance. It is no accident that over long stretches he 

presents not his own material but texts from his tradi¬ 

tion (whether from written or oral sources). What he 

says rests on tradition. What he adds from his own pen 

(only hesitantly at the beginning—it is not until chap. 12 

and afterward that he emerges as an independent 

author) reveals him as the protector, preserver, and 

interpreter of his traditions. This circumstance shapes 

the literary form of his work. 

This situation in turn explains another phenomenon, 

namely, the constant recourse to the Old Testament 

ypoapr), or to the “gospel” of the Kyrios. These refer¬ 

ences, as we have seen, are restricted to the didachistic 

level—that is, to the work of the author. Unfortunately we 

cannot determine with absolute certainty what, precisely, 

is to be understood by “the gospel,” whether this is oral 

tradition or already something written. Still, it is clear 

that “the gospel” to which the author refers is entirely 

within the so-called Synoptic tradition, more precisely 

the sayings tradition. Equally obvious is the value and 

function assigned to “the gospel” within the Didache. For 

the Didachist the gospel is the decisive norm, the rule, 

the measuring rod of behavior, the sum total of the 

teachings the church has received from its Kyrios. The 

gospel, we might say, is for him the “eschatological law” 

(in Pauline terms the “law of faith,” or the “law of the 

Spirit”). It is characteristic that he inserts quotations 

from the Jesus tradition in an attempt to elevate the 

teachings of the introductory Two Ways tractate (stem¬ 

ming from an originally Jewish source) to the level of 

Jesus’ eschatological preaching. The eschatological char¬ 

acter of the gospel is clearly evident to the Didachist. He 

is thus equally aware of the conflicts that may be associ¬ 

ated with Jesus’ eschatological demands. 

This book has had an interesting history. On the one 

hand its heritage was adopted by the later church orders 
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Afterword 

for which the Didache furnished the model, so to speak. 

On the other hand certain tendencies in this rule book 

led to later monastic writings; this was another occur¬ 

rence that, in retrospect, bestowed on this work a special 

place of honor in the whole line of development. A cor¬ 

rect understanding of the Didache demands that we not 

view it entirely in the light of later, similar documents. It 

must be read with a view to distinguishing the ancestral 

pieces of tradition, some of them very ancient, from the 

interventions and additions of the Didachist. Here such 

a differentiation (where possible, still more than has 

otherwise been done) is of fundamental importance for 

understanding the work as a whole. 

/ 
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