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PREFACE 

The recent collection by C. N. Jefford of articles in The Didache in Con- 
text: Essays on its Text, History, and Transmission (Leiden: Brill, 1995) 
has indicated that research into the Didache .is entering a new and construc- 
tive phase. However, much of the work of modern scholars on this elusive 
but important text remain in journals and collections which are difficult to 
access, or in languages other than English. This book seeks to make a rep- 
resentative selection in English of the key essays on the Didache published 
in recent decades available in one volume. 

The essays have been chosen because they each in some way 
represent a key position or a seminal advance on some aspect of research 
into the Didache, or else because they summarize and evaluate work in a 
particular area. The initial overview of the history of research is intended 
to provide a framework within which the essays may be read. 

Mrs. Atalia Ben-Meir provided the translation of the Hebrew text of 
Alon’s essay, which I have subsequently worked over. Mrs. Lynda Palazzo 
produced the draft of the translation of the Italian article by Mazza, but the 
final version is my own responsibility. While much of Mazza’s essay is 
included in his recent book, The Origins of the Eucharistic Prayer (Col- 
legeville, Minnesota: The Liturgical Press, 1995), the translation here is 
our own and is used because the article is more focussed and stands alone. 
Professor Mazza has kindly allowed me to use it in its original form. 

I would like to thank all the contributors-who were able to check the 
translations and proofs of their own articles. In addition a number of 
people have assisted in checking the translations. Among them I need to 
mention my colleagues, Professor Gunther Wittenberg, Professor Klaus 
Niirnberger and Dr. Philippe Denis, as well as as graduate assistant, Dieter 
Clackworthy. Father Paul Decock kindly read the final draft and made a 
number of helpful corrections. Professor James Pasto graciously checked 
the translation of the article by Alon. 

A special mention should also be made of my graduate assistant, Mr. 
Ian van Tonder, who has worked so hard in producing the indexes, 
abbreviations and bibliography, as well as checking the references. I would 
also like to thank Dr. David Orton of E. J. Brill for his encouragement and 
advice in the project. 

Finally, but by no means least, I would like to thank my wife Marion 
for her patience and understanding, especially in the final throes of pub- 
lication. : 

The referencing systems of the articles have been reduced to a single 
format. In some cases it has not been possible to trace the references. In 
particular, the article by G. Alon has not always provided clear references, 
probably because of the difficulties and dislocation he suffered in moving 
to Israel. 

Where possible reference has been made to the English translation of 
a work cited, where one exists. This is for the convenience of readers. 



x PREFACE 

However, where no English translation exists, quotations are left in the 
original language. An attempt has been made to stay close to the literal 
sense of the original language without sacrificing readability, but some- 
times one or the other has had to suffer. 

Jonathan A. Draper 
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THE DIDACHE IN MODERN RESEARCH: AN OVERVIEW 

JONATHAN A. DRAPER 
Pietermaritzburg 

1. The Text 

In 1873 Archbishop Philotheos Bryennios, metropolitan of 
Nicomedia, discovered a manuscript in the library of the patriarch 
of Jerusalem at Constantinople, which contained a number of 
texts. The first to be published by Bryennios was the First Epistle 
of Clement in 1875, but it was not until ten years after the discov- 
ery of the Jerusalem manuscript that he realized the significance 
of another of the ancient texts entitled AIAAXH TON AQAEKA 
ATIOZTOAQN, which he published in 1883.1 A facsimile of the 
Jerusalem text was printed by J.R. Harris in his commentary,? but 
there is essentially nothing to add to or subtract from the trans- 
cription of Bryennios. It is a clear and accurate, albeit relatively 
late, copy made by a scribe and dated precisely to 1056 C.E. 

At first the reliability of the text, which was accepted by 
Adolf von Harnack? in his more accessible and hugely influential 
edition of the Didache, published within a year of the edition of 
Bryennios, remained unquestioned. Gradually, however, a body 
of direct textual evidence accumulated which led to a change in 
this perspective. A substantial portion of an Ethiopian version, 
containing 11:3-13:7 and 8:1-2, was found preserved in the 
Ethiopic Church Order published by G. Horner in 1904.4 A frag- 
ment of the Greek text, containing 1:3b-4a and 4:7b-3:2a, was dis- 
covered among the Oxyrhynchus Papyri and published in 1922.5 
A Coptic version, containing 10:3b-12:2, was published by G. 
Horner in 1924,° substantially corrected by C. Schmidt,’ and 
again corrected by L.-Th. Lefort. A--collation of a supposed 

! Bryennios, P. Avdaxi trav b@bexa &00T6d\wy (Constantinople: S. I. Boutura, 
1883). 

2 The Teaching of the Apostles (London: Clay / Baltimore: John Hopkins 
University Press, 1887). 

3 A. von Harnack, Die Lehre der zwolf Apostel (Leipzig: Hinrichse, 1884 [TU 

2,1-2]) p. 13. 
4 The Statutes of the Apostles or Canones Ecclesiastici (London: Williams & 

Norgate, 1904). 
5 B.-P. Grenfell & A. S. Hunt, The Oxyrhynchus Papyri 15 (London: Egyptian 

Exploration Society, 1922) p. 14. 
6 “A New Fragment of the Didache in Coptic”, JTS 25 (1924) pp. 225-231. 
7 “Das koptische Didache-Fragment dere British Museum”, ZNW 24 (1925) pp. 

81-99. 
8 Les Peres apostoliques en copte | (Louvain: Durbecq, 1952 [CSCO 135-136, 

ScrCop 17-18]) pp. ix-xi. 



2 JONATHAN A. DRAPER 

Georgian version was published by G. Péradzé in 1932,° but has 

never been verified and must be discounted from text critical anal- 

ysis. The text is also largely preserved in the Apostolic Constitu- 

tions VII.1-32. 
Besides these direct textual sources, there is the indirect evi- 

dence of the text of the Two Ways in a number of different recen- 
sions. Barnabas was seen alternatively as a source for the 
Didache or as dependent on it. The Latin text of the Doctrina 
apostolorum was first published in its entirety by J. Schlecht in 
1901.19 There was considerable debate about whether it con- 
stituted an abbreviation of the Didache or its source. The 
Apostolic Church Order was available already in the edition of O. 
von Gebhardt in 1884.1! In 1903, T. Schermann published the text 
of the Epitome. '2 

However, it was not until the study of E. Peterson was pub- 
lished in 1959,13 that the reliability of the Jerusalem text was sub- 
stantially questioned. Peterson begins with the assumption that the 
text of the Jerusalem manuscript is a corrupt Novatian recension 
and that the text of the Coptic version and indeed of the Apostolic 
Constitution is more reliable. His suspicion has been echoed by J.- 
P. Audet.!4 Both Peterson and Audet make substantial changes to 
the text in the light of their suspicions. 

Audet has allowed his suspicion of the Jerusalem text and his 
theories of the development of the Didache to strongly influence 
the critical text in his commentary. For instance, he omits ratra 
TavTa TpoernTovTes in 7:1 in favour of Bazzioare in the 
Apostolic Constitutions, which changes the whole perspective of 
the text. He also inserts various styles of brackets to indicate sup- 
posed subtractions and additions at various stages of the history of 
the text’s development. K. Wengst!5 has also taken up this 
suspicion about the value of the Jerusalem manuscript into his 

° “Die “Lehre der zwélf Apostel” in der georgischen Uberlieferung”, ZNW 31 
(1932) pp. 111-116. 

10 Doctrina XII Apostolorum, die Apostellehre in der Liturgie der katholischen 
Kirche (Freiburg im Breisgau: Herder, 1901). 

11 “Ein iibersehenes Fragment der Didache in alter lateiner Ubersetzung™ in A. 
von Harnack, Die Lehre (Leipzig: Hinrich, 1884 [TU 2]) pp. 275-286. 

12 Eine Elfapostelmoral oder die Christliche Rezension der “beiden Wege™ 
(Munchen: Lentner, 1903 [SGKA.E 3)). 

13 “Uber einige Probleme der Didache-Uberlieferung”, RivAC 27 (1951) pp. 37- 
68, also in Frithkirche, Judentum und Gnosis: Studien und Untersuchungen (Rome: 
Herder, 1959) pp. 146-182. 
dy '4 La Didache. Instructions des Apétres (Paris: Gabalda, 1958 [EBib]) pp. 52- 

'S Didache (Apostellehre), Barnabasbrief, Zweiter Klemensbrief, Schrift an 
Diognet (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1984 [SUC 2]). See espe- 
cially his remarks on p. 6. 
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critical edition of the text. In particular, he has excluded the. 
gospel section (1:3b-2:1), included the thanksgiving prayer for the 
myrrh (10:8) and completed the ending of the apocalypse from the 
witiness of the Apostolic Constitutions (16:8). He has also made a 
large number of other changes from the Jerusalem text. His work 
has been essentially affirmed recently by B. Dehandschutter.'6 

Most modern critics have preferred to take a more moderate / 
position, accepting the fundamental integrity of the Jerusalem 
manuscript in general, but testing it in particular instances. This is 
the line taken, for instance, by A. V6dbus,!7 A. Tuilier,!8 K. 
Niederwimmer,'® and G. Schéllgen2° Caution about the text 
remains and each case must be judged on its merits. The critical 
text produced by Tuilier in the Sources Chretiennes edition is a 
particular achievement, providing a clear, cautious and usable text 
with full notes on the variants.2! Schéllgen has paid Tuilier the 
complement of adopting his text in its entirety in his com- 
mentary.?2 

C. N. Jefford and S. J. Patterson23 have recently argued that 
the Coptic version is from a roll made for liturgical use and indi- 
cates an earlier recension than the Jerusalem text, which ended at 
12:2a. However, their conclusions havé been challenged in a 
thorough analysis of the Coptic version by F. S. Jones and P. A. 
Mirecki.24* They argue that this text is from a double leaf not a 
roll, and consitutes a limited scribal exercise by an experienced 
scribe. The Coptic text seems to be reasonably accurate and indi- 
cates that it should be taken seriously as a witness alongside the 
Jerusalem text. Few today share the confidence of Peterson in the 

16 “The Text of the Didache: Some Comments on the Edition of Klaus Wengst”, 
in C. N. Jefford (ed.), The Didache in Context: Essays on its Text, History and 
Transmission (Leiden: Brill, 1995) pp. 37-46. 

'7 Liturgical Traditions in the Didache (Stockholm: Estonian Theological Society 

in Exile, 1968 [PETSE 16]) pp. 29-33. 
18 W. Rordorf & A. Tuilier, La doctrine des Douze Apétres (Didaché) (Paris: 

Les Editions du Cerf, 1978 [SC 248]) pp. 102-110. 
'9 Die Didache (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1989 [KAV 1]) pp. 35- 

36. 
20 Didache—Zwolf-Apostel-Lehre. Einleitung, Obersetzung und Kommentar 

(Freiburg: Herder, 1991 [FC 1]) pp. 85-94. 
21 See Tuilier’s introduction in La Doctrine, pp. 102-128; cf. “Une nouyelle édi- 

tion de la Didaché (Problémes de méthode et de critique textuelle)” in Studia 
Patristica 15 (Berlin: Adademie-Verlag, 1984 [TU 128]) pp. 31-36. 

22 Didache Zwolf-Apostel-Lehre, p. 86. 
23 “A Note on Didache 12.2a (Coptic)”, SecCent 7 (1989-1990) pp. 65-75. Cf. 

also Patterson’s recent article, “Didache 11-13: The Legacy of Radical Itinerancy in 
Early Christianity” in Didache in Context, pp. 313-329, esp. 319-324. 

24 “Considerations on the Coptic Papyrus of the Didache (British Library Orien- 
tal Manuscript 9271)” in Didache in Context, pp. 47-87. 

| 
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reliability of the fourth century Apostolic Constitutions, unless it is 

confirmed by the reading of other witnesses. 

2. The Titles 

The work carries two titles: a shorter title (dudaxn TOV 
amooTéAwv) and a longer title (6u6ax% Kupiov dia Tav da@deKxa 
amooTéAwy Toic €veow). Bryennios*> and Harnack?* accepted the 
longer title as the older and original title of the work, while the 
shorter title was an abbreviation. For Bryennios it indicated the 
nature of the Didache as catechesis of the Jewish Christian 
Church. Harnack, on the other hand, saw it as addressed to 
pagans newly converted to Christianity. This represented the ini- 
tial concensus. 

However, J.-P. Audet notes that ancient citations of the 
Didache fluctuate between the singular and plural of didax7 / 
ddsaxat. The Coptic version of 11:2 also has the plural, and 
Audet argues that this stood in an original short title dudaxat Tov 
aTooToA@v.27 The adjective “twelve”, missing in many citations, 
was seen as a later addition. This for him indicated the nature of 
the work as a collection of instructions provided by itinerant 
evangelists / apostles of the primitive church. The long title, on 
the other hand, refers to the Jewish Two Ways teaching. Rordorf 
agrees with this assessment, adding the refinement that the 
reference to the xupiov must have been added at the same time as 
1:3b-2:1.28 Wengst goes so far as to banish the long title 
altogether to the footnotes.29 For Niederwimmer,?° neither title 
stood in the original text; for him, as for Schdllgen,3! the short 
title originated as a title for the Two Ways and thus came to be 
attached to the Didache, while the longer title is a later develop- 
ment. 

3. The Early Years of Research 

Bryennios’s thorough notes and discussion of the text set the 
agenda for early research, noting that it was taken up in the 

25 Avdaxi, p. 3. 
26 Die Lehre: Prolegomena, pp. 24-37; cf. R. Knopf, Die Lehre der zwolf 

Apostel; Die zwei Clemensbriefe (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1920 [HNT.E 1]) p. 3. 
27 La Didaché, pp. 91-103. The original work had no title, he argues, but came 

to be referred to in this way. 
28 La Doctrine, pp. 13-17. 
29 Didache (Apostellehre), p. 66. 
30 Die Didache, pp. 81-82; cf. P. Vielhauer, Geschichte der urchristlichen Liter- 

atur. Einleitung in das Neue Testament, die Apokryphen und die Apostolischen 
Vater (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1975) pp. 722-725. 

31 Didache Zwélf-Apostel-Lehre, pp. 25-26. 



THE DIDACHE IN MODERN RESEARCH 5 

Apostolic Constitutions and a number of other ancient Christian 
texts. He also argued that the Didache itself utilized the Two 
Ways material from Barnabas and quoted from the Shepherd of 
Hermas, and for this reason dates the work between 120 and 160 
C.E. He sees it as a Jewish Christian work designed for the 
instruction of catechumens. 

Harnack’s commentary has been so central in the subsequent 
history of research, that it is important to set out his perspective in 
some detail. He also initially accepted the supposed dependence of 
the Didache on Barnabas and the Shepherd as a starting point for 
dating the text. Nevertheless, he recognized its early date and 
importance for the study of the Christian origins. He rather rashly 
celebrated it as providing clear and uncontroversial evidence for 
the life of the early Church, in contrast to the problematic nature 
of most early sources: 

Um so erfreulicher ist es, dass wir in der nun publicierten ddax7 eine 
Quelle erhalten haben, die nicht neue Triimmerstiicke zu den alten fiigt, 
sondern die sich formell und materiell aufs engste an den Ausschnitt der 
Uberlieferung anfiigt, der fiir uns der hellste und zugleich der wichtigste 
ist.3 

Unfortunately, it was not to be the case. The Didache has proved , 
to be one of the most enigmatic and contested of early Christian 
writings, and Harnack himself contributed to the controversy in no 
small manner by seeing in this text the key to settling the quarrel 
between the Reformation and the Roman Catholic Church on the 
question of church order. ; 

The Didache enabled Harnack to put forward a threefold 
order of apostles, prophets and teachers against the Catholic order 
of bishops, priests and deacons as the earliest order of ministry. 
The Didache, he argues on the basis of 4:1, knew only one class 
of dignitaries in the community, namely those who were ministers 
of the gospel, and this vindicated Article V of the Augsburg Con- 
fession.33 The Catholic order is the result of a two hundred year 
development, in which the “service of the Word” degenerated into 
the ministry of “Priester und Hierarchen”: 

Der Katholicismus hat Recht, wenn er behauptet, dass alle wesentlichen 
Elemente seiner Kirchenordnung in der apostolischen Zeit vorgebilded 
seien, aber cine Fiktion ist es, wenn er daran fest halt, dass in der Kirche 
urspriinglich nur die selbstandige, nicht von Menschen declarirte Wiirde 
der \adotvres Tov N6yor Sod Beov, der diakovia Tov Aoyou gegolten hat, 
und dass alle iibrigen Einrichtungen, die getroffen wurden, die Constitu- 
tion der Kirche, sofern sie eine éxxAnoia rod Geod ist, nicht berithren,*4 

32 Did Lehre: Prologommena, p. 38. 
33 Ibid. , pp. 94f. 
34 Ibid., p. 157. 



6 JONATHAN A. DRAPER 

Harnack used the Didache as the fulcrum of his account of the 

development of the early Church in his major work, Die Mission 

und Ausbreitung des Christentums in den ersten drei Jahr- 

hunderten.25 The oldest Church order consisted of the threefold 
ministry of apostles (who were engaged in the kerygma) and 

prophets and teachers (who were engaged in teaching or didache). 
In the face of a decline and growing corruption in these ministries, 
the bishops and deacons originated secondarily within the local 
communities as a settled order of ministry. In other words, after 
the publication of Harnack’s commentary the newly discovered 
Didache was assured a place at the forefront of controversy about 
the nature of the early Church. 

The date of the work clearly has a major import on the rele- 
vance and significance of the information it contains and naturally 
has also been an important feature of debate. Harnack’s com- 
mentary dates it on the basis, on the one hand, of its use as 
authoritative text in Clement of Alexandria. A reasonable time 
lapse from its composition to its use by Clement suggests 165 
C.E. as a terminus ad quem, and, on the other hand, on the basis 
of its supposed dependence on Barnabas and the Shepherd of 
Hermas, works whose own dating is disputed, but suggest a 
terminus a quem of around 135 C.E. 

The primitive conditions of community organization are, he 
argues, unthinkable at such a late date in Asia Minor or Syria, so 
that he is led to posit a rural backwater in Egypt, where older 
traditions clung stubbornly on against the trend towards 
Catholicization. This corresponds with the fact that external 
attestations of the use of the text point overwhelmingly towards 
Egypt. Internal features confirm this dating in his opinion, espe- 
cially the lack of a dogmatic regula fidei and of any trace of the 
extensive schisms (particularly Marcion and Montanism) which 
characterized the end of the second century. The text still 
envisages Christianity as a universal spiritual unity rather than a 
Church with a common political organization of particular local 
congregations. 

In terms of its nature, Harnack sees the Didache as a collec- 
tion of ethical teaching and ordinances which were held to derive 
from the apostles, not as authors of the text but as tradents of its 
content. Thus the longer title of the work is the more ancient and 
accurately describes its nature. It was thus not a literary fraud but 

35 First published in 1902. For the relevant section, see the English translation, 
The Mission and Expansion of Christianity in the First Three Centuries (London: 
William & Norgate, 1908) pp. 319-368. 
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as particular instruction for Gentile Christians, a short manual for 
Christians by which they can direct their general life-style. The 
confession of faith is not found in dogmatic teaching, but is 
embedded in the cultic worship of the community. The polemic 
against the hypocrites in chapter 8 is regarded as confirmation that 
this is a Gentile Christian work heralding the final rejection of any 
commerce with Jews. 

Harnack is particularly impressed by the solidarity of scat- 
tered Christian communities, in terms of their hospitality and self- 
sacrifice. Everyone who comes to a community in the name of the 
Lord must be received, without the necessity of letters of com- 
mendation, simply the requirement that no Christian should live 
without work. Christians still regard themselves as mere 
sojourners on earth, so that wandering brothers are not abnormal 
but representative. This is a clear indication for Harnack that the 
Didache belongs to the period of “Christianity” and not to the 
period of the “Church”—an observation heavy with value judg- 
ment and connected to the Catholic—Protestant debate in 
Germany. 

Despite his relegation of the Didache to the mid second 
century, Harnack is also clear that much depends on the context of 
the writing. He is only able to argue for 140-165 C.E. on the basis 
of a backward community in rural Egypt. The ecclesiological con- 
ditions portrayed by the text would, he concedes, be inconceivable 
at such a late date in Asia Minor or Syria. Harnack’s position on 
the date and origin of the Didache has been enormously influential 
and was substantially affirmed,by two other early critics of the 
text, namely Adam Krawutzcky** and Adolf Hilgenfeld.3” 

A quite different position was taken in the first French com- 
mentary by P. Sabatier.3* Sabatier argued from internal evidence 
that the Didache originated in the mid first century C.E. in Syria. 
He argued that the undeveloped baptismal and _ eucharistic 
liturgies, the emphasis on charismatic leadership, the strong 
Jewish influence and the eschatological immediacy, could only be 
possible in the earliest stage of the development of the church. 

Whereas Harnack viewed the Didache as deriving from a 
Gentile Christian community, which had broken completely from 
its Jewish roots, and read especially ch. 8 in this light, a majority 

36 A. Krawutzcky, “Uber die sogenannte Zwilfapostellehre, ihre 
hauptsiachlichsten Quellen und ihre erste Ausnahme”, TQ 4 (1884) pp. 547-606. His 

article provides the variation that the Jesus tradition was derived from the lost 

Gospel of the Hebrews. 
37 A. Hilgenfeld, Novum Testamentum extra canonem receptum, Evangeliorum 

4,2 (Leipzig: Weigel, 1884) pp. 88-94. 
38 AIAAXH TON IB’ AIIOLTOAQN: La Didaché ou |’Ensignement des douze 

apotres (Paris: Noblet, 1885). 
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of early critics followed Bryennios in identifying it as the product 

of a Jewish Christian community. Most English critics in the years 

immediately following the publication of the Didache, with the 

notable exception of C. Bigg,?° saw in it a Jewish Christian docu- 

ment from the first century, among them Bishop J. Wordsworth,*° 

F. W. Farrar,4! J.R. Harris,42 H. de Romestin,4? and Canon 

Spence.*4 All argue for a Jewish Christian origin around the end 

of the first century, as does J. B. Lightfoot in his landmark collec- 
tion of the Apostolic Fathers.45 The German scholar F. X. Funk in 
a commentary published in 1887 took a similar position, arguing 
for a first century composition in Egypt.*° 

Charles Taylor‘? read the text consistently against the back- 
ground of the Talmud and found extensive similarities, concluding 

39 C. Bigg, The Doctrine of the Twelve Apostles (London: SPCK, 1898). Who 
argues that it was a romance from the fourth century. His position did not find 
much support, and indeed it was rejected by A. J. Maclean, whe produced the sec- 
ond edition of his work in 1922. 

40 “Christian Life, Ritual, and Discipline at the Close of the First Century” in 

The Guardian 39/1998 (1884) pp. 422-423. Wordsworth sees in it a Jewish 
Christian writing of the last years of the first or early years of the second century 
from Egypt. This essay, together with the essays by Farrar, Harris and Taylor 
which follow have been conveniently reprinted by B. S. Walters, Didaché 
(AIAAXH TQN AQAEKA ATIOZTOAQN) The Unknown Teaching of the Twelve 

Apostles (San Jose: Bibliographics, 1991). 
41 Farrar published two widely read critical articles and a translation of the text 

in 1884: “The “Teaching of the Apostles’ An Ancient Christian Treatise, Discov- 
ered and Edited by Philotheos Bryennios, Metropolitan of Nicomedia, 1883”, The 
Expositor series 2, vol. 7 (1884) pp. 374-392; “The Bearing of the ‘Teaching’ on 
the Canon”, The Expositor series 2, vol. 8 (1884) pp. 81-91; “The Teaching of the 
Lord by the Twelve Apostles to the Gentiles”, The Contemporary Review 45 (1884) 
pp. 698-706. Farrar argues for 90-100 C.E. from Syria/Palestine. 

42 Teaching of the Apostles. In his article, “The Genuineness, Priority, Source 
and Value of “The Teaching’” (Journal of Christian Philosophy [1885] reprinted in 
Walters, Unknown Teaching, pp. 115-144), Harris sees it as a Jewish Christian 
writing from Northern Syria, perhaps Antioch, from the beginning of the second 
century. 

43 The Teaching of the Twelve Apostles. AIAAXH TQN AQAEKA 
ATIOLTOAQN With Introduction, Translation, Notes and Illustrative Passages 
(Oxford & London: Parker, 1884!). De Romestin makes no suggestion for place of 
origin but argues for a date in the last quarter of the first century and no later than 
the first quarter of the second. 

44 The Teaching of the Twelve Apostles. Avday Tav bdbexx AtooTodwv. A 
Translation with Notes; And Excursus (I. to IX.) Illustrative of the “Teaching; ” and 

the Greek Text (London: Nisbet, 1885). Spence somewhat fancifully argues for a 
Jewish Christian origin in Pella under Symeon, the successor of James, about 80-90 
C.E., though note the later thoughts of A. Adam below. 

45 The Apostolic Fathers (London: Macmillan, 1893) pp. 215-216. 
46 Doctrina duodecim apostolorum (Tiibingen: Laupp, 1887). 
47 C. Taylor, The Teaching of the Twelve Apostles (Cambridge: Deighton Bell, 

1886. The lectures were originally given originally in mid-1885. See also An Essay 
on the Theology of the Didache (Cambridge: Deighton Bell, 1889). 
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that it is “a genuine fragment of the earliest tradition of the chur- 
ch” from Palestine. He reverses Harnack’s position on the sources 
of the Didache, arguing that it was used not only by Barnabas and 
the Shepherd, but also Justin Martyr’s Apologies.48 Harris pro- 
vided a thorough-going analysis of patristic parallels to the text, 
together with further Jewish background material, and emphasized 
its early and widespread use. However, he argues for the integrity 
of the text and claims that, if a Jewish original lies behind it, then 
“this may very well have covered the same ground as the Teach- 
ing (Ethics, Baptism of proselytes, Passover, Day of Atonement, 
Signs of Messiah)”.4° Exploration of the Jewish roots of the 
Didache was taken still further by G. Salmon.5° 

Although Taylor and Harris argued for the Jewishness of the 
whole text, their argument was most convincing with respect to 
the Two Ways and succeeded in persuading Harnack that a Jewish 
source lay behind the Two Ways in both Didache and Barnabas 
although he continued to maintain that the former knew the lat- 
ter.5! Successive studies of the Two Ways>? confirmed the inde- 
pendence of the Latin version of the Two Ways, which must have 
served as the source of both the Didache and Barnabas, although, 
as we shall see there was an attempt to view it as an abridgement 
of the former. 

A full summary of the “torrent” of research into the prob- 
lems of the Didache prior to 1900 is provided by A. Ehrhard.°3 

Beginning in 1903, Alfred Seeberg argued in a series of 
books 54 that the Didache was representative of the earliest 
Christian catechesis, which was taken over and appropriated by 
the earliest Church from Jewish traditions. G. Klein took this fur- 
ther in 1909 in an ambitious book seeking to trace the origins of 
Jewish propaganda literature and its appropriation by the earliest 
Christians.55 He argues that the Latin text of the Two Ways pub- 

48 The question of the relation between Justin and the Didache remains an open 
one. Cf. M. A. Smith, “Did Justin Know the Didache?”, StPatr 7 (1966) pp. 287- 

290. 
49 Teaching of the Apostles, p. 92. 
50 G. Salmon, A Historical Introduction to the Study of the Books of the New 

Testament (London: Murray, 1894) 
51 A. Harnack, Die Apostellehre und die jlidischen Beiden Wege (Leipzig: Hin- 

richse, 1886). 
52 L. E. Iselin, Eine bisher unbekannte Version des ersten Teiles der 

“Apostellehre” (Leipzig: Heusler, 1895 [TU 13,1b]); J. Schlecht, Die Apostellehre 
in der Liturgie der katholischen Kirche (Freiburg: Herder, 1901); L. Wohleb, Die 
lateinische |, tp Alec der Didache (Paderborn: Schéningh, 1913 [SGKA 7,1]). 

53 Die Altchristliche Literatur und irhe Erforschung von 1884-1900 I: Die 
Vornicdinische Literatur (Freibourg im Breisgau: Herder, 1900), pp. 37-68. 

54 A. Seeberg, Der Katechismus der Urchristenheit (Leipzig: Deichert, 1903); 
Die Beiden Wege und das Aposteldekret (Leipzig: Deichert, 1906). 

55 G. Klein, Der Alteste Christliche Katechismus und die Jidische Propaganda- 
Literatur (Berlin: Reimer, 1909). 
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lished by Schlecht had established the existence of an independent, 

pre-existent Jewish text, substantially in the form in which it 

occurs in Didache 1-6, including ch. 16 as its eschatological con- 

clusion.5* Klein saw the Didache as based on oral Jewish ethical 
and legal tradition explicating the Old Testament tradition of the 
way of righteousness and love.‘7 He attempts to trace its develop- 
ment as Jewish propaganda literature directed towards the Gentile 
God-fearers, containing the legal principles applicable to all 
human beings.*8 

By 1920 it seemed that a scholarly consensus had emerged, 
which is well-represented by Rudolf Knopf in his edition of the 
text for the Handbuch zum Neuen Testament.5° The first part of 
the Didache was not taken from Barnabas and Hermas, but from a 
common source in a Jewish proselyte catechism, which contained 
chs. 1-6 without 1:3-2:1, and probably also most of ch. 16 as an 
eschatological conclusion. While many of the community relations 
point to an early age, others point to a post-Apostolic age, particu- 
larly the decline of the charismatic ministry and the emergence of 
the church spread throughout the world. Hence a date between 90 
and 150 C.E. is all that can be stated with confidence. Contrary to 
Harnack, Knopf argues that it could not have originated in Egypt 
because of the mention of mountains (9:4), the close, albeit con- 
flictual, relationship with Judaism, and the absence of presbyters. 
He allocates it instead to a rural backwater in Syria-Palestine.©° 

4. Didache as a Pious Fiction 

However, 1920 also saw the publication of J. A. Robinson’s 
Donnellan Lectures on the relationship between Barnabas, 
Hermas and the Didache, which reshaped scholarly opinion on the 
text for decades.*! Robinson argued that the author of the Didache 
was merely imaginatively reconstructing what he considered to 

56 Ibid., p. 157. See below for a discussion of ch. 16 as an eschatological warn- 
ing to conclude the Two Ways. 

57 Ibid., p. 160. 
58 Klein identifies this with the Derech Eretz, Ibid., pp. 243f. 
59 Die Lehre der Zwolf Apostel-Zwei Clemensbriefe (T libingen: Mohr, 1920 

[HNT.E 1)). 
60 Jbid., pp. 2-3. 
61 J. A. Robinson, Barnabas, Hermas and the Didache: Being the Donnellan 

Lectures Delivered before the University of Dublin in 1920 (London: SPCK, 1920). 
Robinson builds on an earlier article on the second half of the Didache published 
much earlier: “The Problem of the Didache”, JTS 13 (1912) pp. 339-356. He 
defended his thesis again in “The Epistle of Barnabas and the Didache”, JTS 35 
(1934) pp. 113-146, 225-248. 
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have been “the teaching of the Lord through the Twelve Apostles 
to the Gentiles”, derived from Matthew 28:20. Consequently it 
has little historical value for the reconstruction of the life of the 
early church. The Two Ways section is founded on Barnabas, the 
original author of the Two Ways, interpolated from Matthew, who 
is conflated with Luke to disguise the borrowing. Use is also made 
by the Didachist of Mandate 2 of the Shepherd of Hermas. At 
every point, the Didachist is held to have garbled, misunderstood, 
obscured or grossly distorted the material he borrowed. Final 
proof of the use of Barnabas is that ch. 16 uses Barnabas 4:9, 
which is outside the Two Ways teaching.®? The Latin De Doctrina 
Apostolorum is an abbreviation of the Didache which has made 
further use of Barnabas and the Shepherd to supplement the 
Didache. Robinson dismisses the supposed use of the Didache by 
Clement of Alexandria and others as “scripture” by seeing both 
dependent on a third source. With these impediments to a late 
dating removed, he is able to view it as a third century document 
intending to construct an “apostolic monument”. 

Robinson’s hypothesis was taken a step forward by the sub- 
stantial Yale thesis of James Muilenburg in 1927. Muilenburg’s 
careful literary analysis argued that the two parts of Barnabas, 
namely 1-17 and 18-21, shared the same literary and stylistic traits 
and undoubtedly came from the same author. Didache, on the 
other hand, is a compilation from different sources. Since 
Barnabas also provides the “clearer and more original form”, 
whereas the Didache provides a more logical, improved form, it 
follows that Barnabas is simply, the source for the Two Ways in 
the Didache. In addition, the latter is held to have used material 
found scattered throughout the epistle. Even the use of the 
Didache in Clement of Alexandria is disputed and the writing 
again relegated to the end of the second century.® This position 
was supported also by the highly respected patristic scholar R. H. 
Connolly, who added the refinement that the Didache was a 
Montanist text.6? The most extreme representative of this growing 

62 Barnabas, Hermas and the Didache, pp. 67f. 
63 Jbid., p. 82. 
64 J. Muilenburg, The Literary Relations of the Epistle of Barnabas and the 

Teaching of the Twelve Apostles (Marburg, 1929). 
65 Ibid., p. 140. 
66 Ibid., pp. 165-168. 
67 R. H. Connolly, “The Use of the Didache in the Didascalia”, JTS 24 (1923) 

pp. 147-157; “The Didache in Relation to the Epistle of Barnabas”, JTS 33 ( 1932) 

pp. 327-353; “Agape and eucharist in the Didache”, DRev 55 (1937) pp. 447ff, 

“Canon Streeter on the Didache”, J7S 38 (1937) pp. 364ff; “The Didache and 

Montanism”, DRev 55 (1937) pp. 339-347. The idea that the Didache represented a 

Montanist theological position was mooted already by Hilgenfeld, Bonet Maury and 

J. R. Harris (see Ehrhard, Altchristliche Literatur, p. 61). 
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consensus among English scholars that the writing was a late and 

archaizing fiction designed to support the Montanist heresy was F. 

E. Vokes,®8 although he later modified and eventually retracted 
this position.©? Part at least of this determined assault on the 
authenticity of the Didache by these Anglican High Churchmen 
may relate to the use of its evidence to support a Protestant 
ecclesiology by Harnack, which we have already described. This 
is the conclusion of their colleague, C. H. Turner, who takes a 
different position and emphasizes the Jewish Christian origin of 
the work. Commenting in 1931 on the position of Bigg and 
Robinson, he writes: 

Something odd there must be about the Didache which negatived, in the 
minds of these two distinguished scholars, the prima facie impression of a 
very primitive date: but in fact we need not look further than its surround- 
ings for the explanation. It has none of the characteristics of the great 
Church at the end of the first century: it is Jewish Christian through and 
through. 

There was, however, a vigorous opposition to this demotion 
of the Didache from its position of importance in the reconstruc- 
tion of the development of early Christianity. In 1929 the eminent 
source critic, B. H. Streeter, contrasted the “high” Alexandrian 
Christology of Barnabas with the primitive Christology of the 
Didache.? He argues for echoes of the text in the letters of 
Ignatius, for clear dependence on Matthew. He emphasizes the 
reference to “mountains” in the eucharistic prayers as evidence 
against Egypt. Streeter also rejects the argument originating with 
Harnack that the Didache is from an isolated rural area, by point- 
ing to its enormous and widespread influence and authority in the 
early centuries. He posits an origin about 100 C.E. in Syria and 
probably Antioch.7! Others continuing to maintain an early date 
for the work were J. V. Bartlet,72 J. M. Creed73 and T. Klauser.74 

68 F. E. Vokes, The Riddle of the Didache (London: SPCK, 1938). 
69 “The Didache Re-examined”, Theol 58 (1955) pp. 12-16; “The Didache and 

the Canon of the New Testament” in Studia Evangelica 3 (Berlin: Akademie- 
Mer $ 1964 [TU 88]) pp. 427-436; “The Didache—Still debated”, ChOR 3 (1970) 
pp. 58f. 

70 B. H. Streeter, “Origin and Date of the ‘Didache’” in The Primitive Church 
(London: Macmillan, 1929) pp. 279-287; “The Much Belaboured Didache”, JTS 37 
(1936) pp. 369-374. 

71 “Origin”, p. 286. 
” J. V. Bartlet, “The Didache Reconsidered”, JTS 22 (1921) pp. 239-249. 
73 J. M. Creed, “The Didache”, JTS 39 (1938) pp. 370-287. 
™ T. Klauser, “Taufet in Lebendigem Wasser! Zum religions- und kulturges- 

chichtlichen Verstaindnis von Didache 7,1-3” in Pisciculi. Studien zur Religion und 
Kultur des Altertums (Fst. F. J. Délger), ed. T. Klauser & Riikker (Minster: 
Aschendorff, 1939) pp. 157-164. Also in Gesammelte-Arbeiten zur Liturgieges- 
chichte, Kirchengeschichte und Christlichen Archdologie, ed. E. Dassmann 
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However, Robinson, Muilenburg, Connolly and Vokes had spread 
sufficient doubt about the historical reliability of the Didache that 
it dropped off the scholarly agenda. The question of the Two 
Ways in Barnabas and the Didache seemed most easily solved by 
a straightforward dependence of the latter on the former. 

5. The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Two Ways 

The discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls in 1948 has had a profound 
impact on many areas of early Christian studies. The Didache is 
no exception. The concrete evidence they provide for at least one 
form of Jewish life and thought in the first century has provided a 
benchmark against which other material from the period can be 
measured. 

The Canadian scholar Jean-Paul Audet was the first to recog- 
nize the significance of the Scrolls for the debate about the origin 
of the Two Ways. His ground-breaking essay, “Affinités 
littéraires et doctrinales du “Manuel de Discipline”” ,75 established 
beyond dispute that the Doctrina apostolorum could not be an 
abbreviation of the Didache and that Barnabas could not be the 
author of the Two Ways material. This changed the nature of the 
debate and laid the foundation for the modern study of the 
Didache. It is for this reason that the essay is included in this col- 
lection. 

Audet points out that the question of the literary unity of 
Barnabas is not the same as the question of the source of the Two 
Ways. He accepts that Robinson and his followers have proved 
the literary unity of the epistle, but points out that there is 
nevertheless a tell-tale transition between the second person plural 
used in chapters 1-18 and 21, where the author is clearly at work, 
and the second person singular in 19-20 in the Two Ways 
material. Further, he points to the markedly Jewish character of 
the material in the Didache, which is even stronger in the Latin 
Doctrina apostolorum, which in many points is closer to the 
Manual of Discipline from Qumran than it is to the Didache, 
although both share a common literary framework with the 
Manual. This rules out the possibility that the Doctrina is a trans- 
lation of the Didache, and indicates that it is an independent 
source. 

Audet has convinced most scholars that the Didache was not 
dependent on Barnabas but on a source common to both, which is 
best represented by the Doctrina apostolorum. Few today would 

(Miinster in Westfalen: Aschendorff, 1974 [JAC.E 3]) pp. 177-183. 
75 “ Affinités littéraires et doctrinales du “Manuel de Discipline””, RB 59 (1952) 

pp. 219-238. 
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go so far as to accept his proposition of a literary dependence of 

the Christian Two Ways tradition on the Manual of Discipline. 

However, the link between the Manual of Discipline and the Two 

Ways tradition has been further explored by K. Baltzer?, building 

on the work of A. Végtle”” and S. Wibbing’® on the lists of virtues 

and vices in the New Testament. Baltzer tries, not entirely suc- 
cessfully, to identify an ancient Covenant formula beneath the var- 
ious forms of the Two Ways teaching. While his thesis has not 
been convincing in establishing the precise formal elements, he is 
undoubtedly right in seeing the background of the Two Ways in 
covenantal theology and practice. E. Kamlah’? examines the form 
of the Two Ways teaching in its various sources to demonstrate 
the way in which the covenantal material has been influenced by 
Iranian dualism to a greater or lesser extent. The dualistic element 
is strong in the Manual of Discipline, Barnabas and Hermas, but 
not in the Didache. 

M. J. Suggs® seeks to trace a progressive development in the 
Two Ways tradition, from the advanced dualism of the Qumran 
Literature through the more ethical and individualistic Testament 
of the Twelve Patriarchs and Barnabas to the purely ethical usage 
in the Didache, which he regards as standing at the end of the 
process. He sees the Sitz im Leben of the Two Ways form in the 
teaching of catechumens to prepare them for imitiation into the 
community. Its function is to emphasize group exclusiveness and 
solidarity against non-members. Hence, the removal of the 
dualistic elements of the tradition in the Didache represents a 
retreat from the more sectarian nature seen in the other represen- 
tatives of the tradition, a sign of a later provenance according to 
Suggs. 

Willy Rordorf’s fine study of the Two Ways tradition,®! 
which is also included in this volume, was published in the same 
year as that of Suggs. Rordorf has cautioned against a too 
simplistic solution to the problem of the different forms of the 

76 K. Baltzer, Das Bundesformular (Neukirchen: Neukirchner Verlag, 1960 
[WMANT 4)). 

71 A. Vogtle, Die Tugend- und Lasterkataloge im Neuen Testament (Minster: 
Aschendorff, 1936). 

78 §. Wibbing, Die Tugend-und Lasterkataloge im Neuen Testament und ihre 
Traditionsgeschichte unter besonderer Beriicksichtigung der Qumran-Texte (Berlin: 
de Gruyter, 1959 [BZNW 25]). 

79 E. Kamlah, Die Form der katalogischen Paranese im Neuen Testament 
(Tiibingen: Mohr, 1964 [WUNT 7). 

80 “The Christian Two Ways Tradition: Its Antiquity, Form, and Function” in 
D. E. Aune (ed.), Studies in New Testament and Early Christian Literature: Essays 
in Honor of Allen P. Wikgren (Leiden: Brill, 1972 [NovTestSupp 33]) pp. 60-74. 
oa ; a chapitre d’éthique judéo-chretienne. Les deux voies”, RSR 60 (1972) pp. 
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Two Ways. For instance, the Manual of Discipline is directed by 
Jews to other Jews, whereas the Didache is directed towards 
Gentiles. Moreover, it is not clear that the Two Ways of the 
Didache is any closer to the Two Ways of the Manual of Dis- 
cipline than to the same tradition found in Rabbinic writings. 
Using Kamlah, he argues that the dualistic and non-dualistic tradi- 
tions existed side by side in late Judaism and were both inherited 
by early Christianity. In the early centuries, the non-dualistic form 
was used for catechesis given to proselytes to Judaism and sub- 
sequently in pre-baptismal catechesis given to Christian converts 
from paganism. Rordorf also traces the subsequent history of the 
Two Ways tradition in Christian asceticism through to the Rule of 
Saint Benedict. This study has been taken further in a recent study 
by C. Davies.82 

My own detailed comparison of the Two Ways material in 
the Didache with the Manual of Discipline®3 has uncovered a num- 
ber of interesting parallels in the lists of virtues and vices, e.g. 
between 3:7-10 and 1QS 4:2-88+ and between 5:1 and 1QS 4:9- 
11,85 but never at points where characteristic emphases of the 
Scrolls emerge. Instead, in important respects, the Didache is 
closer to remnants of the Two Ways tradition found in the Rab- 
binic writings, as in links between 3:1-6 and the Derek Eretz, 
which reflects the five “fundamental laws” of the Noachide 
Precepts.8° This link with the Derek Eretz has been persued fur- 
ther in a fine study by H. van de Sandt.8? These points of contact 
between the Didache and Rabbinic writings have increasingly 
interested Jewish scholars, notably G. Alon*® and D. Flusser,%? 

82 “The Didache and Early Monasticism in the East and West”, Didache in Con- 
text, pp. 352-367. 

83 4 Commentary on the Didache in the Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls and 
Related Documents (Unpublished Cambridge PhD Dissertation, 1983). 

84 Commentary, pp. 76-80. 
85 Commentary, 116-120. 
86 Commentary, pp. 65-76. 
87 “Didache 3,1-6: A Transformation of an Existing Jewish Hortatory Pattern”, 

JSJ 23 (1992) pp. 21-41. 
88 PONT] Om>wA 3” NMNNIw ADNAN, in Studies in Jewish History in the 

Times of the Second Temple, the Mishna and the Talmud | (Tel Aviv: Hakibbutz 
Hameuchad, 1958) pp. 274-294. 

89 “The Two Ways”, in Jewish Sources in Early Christianity (Tel Aviv: Sifriat 
Poalaim, 1979) pp. 232-252; “Paul’s Jewish Christian Opponents in the Didache” 
in S. Shaked, D. Shulman & G. G. Stroumsa (eds.), Gilgul: Essays on Transforma- 
tion, Revolution and Permanence in the History of Religions: Dedicated to R. J. Zwi 
Werblowsky (Leiden: Brill, 1987) pp. 71-90; “The Ten Commandments and the 
New Testament” in B. Segal (ed.), The Ten Commandments in History and Tradi- 
tion (Jerusalem: Magnes, 1990) pp. 219-246; D. Flusser & S. Safrai, “Das 
Aposteldekret und die Noachistischen Gebote”, Wer Tora vermehrt mehrt Leben: 

Festgabe fiir Heinz Kremers zum 60. Geburtstag (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener- 

Verlag, 1986) pp. 173-192. 
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whose essays have been included in this volume. This is an excit- 

ing development for Patristic studies, and promises to unlock fur- 

ther resources for the understanding of early Christian literature. 

It seems that the early indications of a Jewish Christian back- 

ground to the text, which had been eclipsed by the work of 

Robinson and his colleagues, are being vindicated by modern 
research into the Judaism of the first century C.E. 

The work of Audet and Rordorf on the Two Ways tradition 
has succeeded in removing any possibility that the Didache is 
dependent on Barnabas. A major stumbling block in the path of 
research has been removed and it is no accident that this resulted 
in a flood of new commentaries on the text, not least by these two 
scholars themselves, attempting a major re-evaluation of the 
Didache. However, the question of the relationship between the 
Didache and Barnabas may not yet be closed. In a recent article? 
I have focussed on the question of the Sitz im Leben of the Two 
Ways teaching in pre-baptismal catechesis and asked whether the 
transformation of the tradition into post-baptismal gnosis may not 
have been polemical in origin. A further open question concerns 
the extent of the Two Ways tradition and whether ch. 16 
originally formed its conclusion, as argued by several scholars.*! 

6. The Question of the Gospel Tradition 

Once the possibility of a dependence of the Didache on Barnabas 
had been ruled out by the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls, the 
only other major possibility of sources to be found in the text 
remained the question of the use of the Synoptic Gospels. This 
now offered the only secure point of reference for the dating of 
the work. The earliest commentators on the text usually assumed 
the use of at least Matthew’s gospel, especially since the Didache 
itself four times refers to “the gospel” in 8:2; 11:3; 15:3, 4. Rep- 
resentative of those who affirm such a dependence is E. Mas- 
saux°? in his monumental study published in 1950 of the use of 
Matthew in Christian literature. 

90 J. A. Draper, “Barnabas and the Riddle of the Didache Revisited”, JSNT 58 
(1995) pp. 89-113. A rather sceptical response to this may be found in J. Carleton- 
Paget, The Epistle of Barnabas: Outlook and Background (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1994 
[WUNT ns. 64]) pp. 49-51. 

°! Especially E. Bammel, “Schema und Vorlage von Didache 16” in F. L. Cross 
(ed), Studia Patristica IV (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1961 [TU 79]) pp. 253-262. 
See below. 

% Influence de l’Evangile de saint Matthieu sur la littérature chrétienne avant 
faint Irénée (Louvain, 1950); an English translation is now available: The Influence 
of the Gospel of Saint Matthew on Christian Literature before Saint Irenaeus I: The 
First Ecclesiastical Writers, trns N. J. Belval & S. Hecht. Leuven: Peeters; Macon, 
Ga: Mercer University Press, 1990-1993 [NGSt 5,1-3]. 
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The debate was thrown wide open with the publication of the 
important study of Helmut Késter®} in 1957, which argued that 
although the reference to the evayyéAov might point to a knowl- 
edge of a written gospel by the “compilator” of the Didache, the 
latter did not himself use such a source. The Didache did not 
stand after the gospel writers but alongside them, utilizing the 
same traditions.% 

A similar, but rather more fanciful conclusion was reached 
by Audet in his important commentary, published in 1958.95 He 
argued that the text was written in three phases: 1:1-3a, 2:2-11:2 
(D1) was written before the emergence of a written gospel; 11:3- 
16:8 (D2) was written by the same author under the pressure of 
changed circumstances, who now knew of but did not use a writ- 
ten gospel; finally various interpolations made by a single inter- 
polator (1), including 1:3b-2:1, which were made at a later date 
but still independently of the final form of any of the gospels. This 
thesis, which allowed Audet to date the composition of the 
Didache entirely between 50 and 70 C.E., has not won many fol- 
lowers. 

Nevertheless, independence of the gospel tradition on the 
part of the Didache has been affirmed by a growing number of 
scholars since then, including R. Glover,9° W. Rordorf?? and my 
own study included in this volume.°® The most recent sustained 
study of the issue by C. N. Jefford also concludes concerning 
1:3b-2:1 that 

in most cases the relationship between the sayings collection in the 
Didache and the collection in the Matthew Gospel is best explained by the 
hypothesis that the Didachist and the Matthean redactor have shared a 
common sayings source.% 

93 Synoptische Uberlieferung bei den apostolischen Vatern (Berlin: Akademie- 
Verlag, 1957 [Tu 65]), 159-241. . 

94 Tbid., p. 240. 
95 La Didaché, pp. 166-186. 
96 “The Didache’s Quotations and the Synoptic Gospels”, NTS 5 (1958) pp. 12- 

29; cf. “Patristic Quotations and Gospel Sources”, NTS 31 (1985) pp. 234-251. 
97 Rordorf & Tuilier, La doctrine, pp. 83-91; “Le probléme de la transmission 

textuelle de “Didaché” 1:3b-2:1”, in F. Paschke (ed.) Uberlieferungsgeschichtliche 
Untersuchungen (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1981 [TU 125]) pp. 499-513; “Does the 
Didache Contain Jesus Tradition Independently of the Synoptic Gospels?” in H. 
Wansbrough (ed.), Jesus and the Oral Gospel Tradition (Sheffield: Sheffield 
Academic Press, 1991 [JSNTSupp 64]) pp. 394-423. 

98 J. A. Draper, “The Jesus Tradition in the Didache” in D. Wenham (ed.), 
Gospel Perspectives V: The Jesus Tradition Outside the Gospels (Sheffield: JSOT, 
1985) pp. 269-289. 

99 The Sayings of Jesus in the Teaching of the Twelve Apostles (Leiden: Brill, 
1989 [VigChr.E 11]), p. 91. 
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The parallels to the gospel material in 7-16 are attributed to the 

Matthean, Synoptic or Lucan “traditions” rather than to a direct 

literary dependence. ! 
There have been a number of attempts to counter this grow- 

ing consensus concerning the Jesus tradition in the Didache. B. 

Layton!°! argued that the structure of the Jesus sayings in 1:3b-2:1 

betray secondary rhetorical heightening compared with the Synop- 

tic gospels and that this indicates that the Didache is dependent on 
them. M. Mees!° countered this by pointing out that the gospels 
themselves treat the tradition in the same way, and the Didache 

could simply be using the same tradition differently. 
W.-D. Kéhler! and K. Wengst!™ argue for a dependence of 

the Didache on Matthew and situate it in the region of Syria/ 
Palestine. The extremely thorough redaction-critical study of C. 
M. Tuckett,1°5 which is also reprinted in this book, attempts a 
case by case analysis of each occurrence of the Jesus tradition and 
concludes that the Didache is dependent on both Matthew and 
Luke. 

K. Niederwimmer! points out, in a careful and balanced 
consideration, that references to the “gospel” only occur in pas- 
sages attributable to the redactor of the Didache, and that the 
word does not refer to the proclamation of the salvation events but 
only to the sayings of Jesus from the Synoptic tradition. The 
“words of the Kurios” become a new law of Christ, to regulate 
the life and conduct of the community. Yet there is nothing to 
prove one way or another whether the redactor of the Didache 
knew and used a written gospel text. Thus the question of the rela- 
tionship of the Didache to the Jesus tradition must be held to 
remain unresolved. Its resolution will depend on the dating of the 
work obtained on other grounds. My own position, argued in a 
number of papers, is that the Didache and Matthew evolved 
together in the same community, the former as the manual of dis- 
cipline of the community and the latter as a record of the Jesus 
tradition mediated by the prophets. The influence, then, could run 

100 See the Table of Sources Jefford provides in Sayings, pp. 160-161. 
101 “The Sources, Dates and Transmission of Didache 1:3b-2:1", HTR 61 (1968) 

pp. 343-383. 
102 “Die Bedeutung der Sentenzen und ihrer Auxesis fiir die Formung der 

Jesuworte nach Didache 1:3b-2:1”, VetChr 8 (1971) pp. 55-76. 
103 Die Rezeption des Matthdusevangeliums in der Zeit vor Irendus (Tibingen: 

Mohr, 1987 [WUNT 2,24]) pp. 29-30. 
104 Didache (Apostellehre), pp. 24-32, 61-63. 
105 “Synoptic Tradition in the Didache” in J.-M. Sevrin (ed.), The New Testa- 

-_ be — Christianity (Louvain: Louvain University Press, 1989 [BEThL 86]) 

pp. 197-250. 
106 Die Didache, pp. 71-77. 
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in either direction, depending on the redactional layer of the 
text.107 

7. The Didache as “Evolved Tradition” 

The re-awakening of interest in the Didache in the years following 
the work of Audet was characterized by a new emphasis on form- 
critical analysis. 

P. Prigent!°8 argues that the composition of Barnabas is 
chaotic as a result of an eclectic and undigested arrangement of 
traditional material. In the same way, R. A. Kraft has described 
these writings as “evolved literature”, in which an author is 
almost incidental: 

He has not consistently digested his materials so that they become part of 
him; he has not integrated them by means of a perspective which may be 
called, in a special way, his own. Rather, his tradition speaks through 
him. /t is of prime importance. He is its vehicle, but the focus remains on 
the traditional material, not on the author-editor. 1° 

Kraft!!° and K. Wengst!!! (following a suggestion of W. Bousset) 
have proposed that Barnabas is a collection of material from a 
school of legal interpreters.!!2 On this understanding of the origin 
of the paraenesis in the text, it would be fruitless to try to identify 
any concrete purpose or context. 

The Didache, meanwhile, is “in the form of an impersonal 
community manual”, so that it is the product of a community and 
not an individual.'!> It stands in “the church manual tradition” and 
has a complex and rather haphazard history of accumulation: 

107 See J. A. Draper, “Torah and Troublesome Apostles in the Didache Com- 
munity”, NovT 33/4 (1991) pp. 347-372, esp. 372; “The Development of ‘the Sign 
of the Son of Man’ in the Jesus Tradition”, N7S°39 (1993) pp. 1-21, esp. 14f; 
“Christian Self-definition against the “Hypocrites” in Didache VIII”, in Society of 
Biblical Literature: 1992 Seminar Papers (No. 31, 128th Annual Meeting, San 
Francisco, November 21-24, 1992), ed. E.H. Lovering. Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars 
Press, 1992 pp. 362-377; esp. 372-374. 

108 Les testimonia dans le christiniasm primitif. L’épitre de Barnabé I-XVI 
(Paris: Etudes bibliques, 1961). 

109 Robert A. Kraft Zhe Apostolic Fathers III]: Barnabas and the Didache 
(London: Nelson, 1965) p. 2. 

110 Kraft, Ibid., pp. 19-22. 
111 Tyadition und Theologie Des Barnabasbriefes (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1971). 
112 Cf L.W.Barnard (“The Epistle of Barnabas and the Tannaitic Catechism” 

[ATAR 41, 1959] 177-190) and M.B.Shukster & P.Richardson (“Temple and Bet 
Ha-midrash in the Epistle of Barnabas” in $.G.Wilson, Anti-Judaism in Early 
Christianity 2: Separation and Polemic (Waterloo, Ont.: Wilfrid Laurier University 
Press, 1986 (Studies in Christianity and Judaism 2)] 17-31). 

113 Kraft, Barnabas and the Didache, p. 4. 
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Neither simplicity nor straight-line development characterize the produc- 

tion of such church manuals. We are not dealing with a copyrighted docu- 

ment, which is the result of one man’s endeavors, but with a conservative, 

living community tradition which can occasionally (sometimes rather 

accidentally) be glimpsed in a state of suspended animation, as it were, by 

means of the various pieces of surviving Christian “literature” which 

represent these interests. 

In this, Kraft has undoubtedly grasped something essential about 
the nature of the Didache. However, in two respects this perspec- 
tive is problematic. In the first place, there is no “church order 
tradition” per se in the period in which the Didache was pro- 
duced. It is a dubious procedure to read back into this early 
Christian document the characteristics of the Didascalia (probably 
third century) and the Apostolic Constitutions (probably fourth 
century), both of which know and use the Didache. If any com- 
parison is made, it should be made with comparable Jewish litera- 
ture, such as the Manual of Discipline.'\+ Secondly, there is no 
evidence either in the Manual or in later church orders, that they 
were innocent of theology or intentionality as Kraft contends: 

And we must be constantly aware of the fact that the ideas which are 
simply reproduced from older materials preserved with little change, in 
the present form of the Didache do not necessarily represent the main 
interests and beliefs of the community for which this form of the Didache 
manual was produced. Repetition of traditional beliefs does not always 
imply oe agreement with which the originators of the tradition had 
in mind. 

This approach to the structure and purpose of Barnabas 
undoubtedly reflects the influence of Martin Dibelius’ form criti- 
cial analysis of paraenesis.'16 Dibelius cites as characteristics of 
paraenesis eclecticism, lack of continuity, repetition of identical 
motifs in different places within a writing and more generally that 
“the admonitions...do not apply to a single audience and a single 
set of circumstances; it is not possible to construct a single frame 
into which they will all fit.”'17 Such paraenesis has no “theology” 
and, since the units of tradition are simply taken over untouched, 
“it is not always possible to deduce from adopted concepts the 
intellectual environment of the author who appropriates them.”!18 

114 As I set out to do in my Commentary. 
‘15 Barnabas and the Didache, p. 65. 
116 M. Dibelius, James: A Commentary on the Epistle of James, revised H. 

ere Sree M. A. Williams, and edited H. Koester (Philadelphia: Fortress 

117 Tbid., p. 11. 
118 Jbid., pp. 21. 
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The author of a paraenetical work is thus “not a thinker, a 
prophet, or an intellectual leader, but rather a pedagogue, one 
among many, who appropriates and distributes from the property 
common to all.”!!9 So 

one should not try to find the allusions to which an actual letter might 
make to its milieu, to missionary activity, to the life of the community, to 
controversies over matters of faith or to divisions in the community. Nor 
can one ask about the addressees. Since more specific information is lack- 
ing, one can deal only with the question of what sort of Christians [the 
writer of paraenesis] expected and wished to read his letter. !2° 

A consequence of this position taken by Kraft is that the final form 
Didache is again dated from the mid second century C.E., even 
though it is conceded that it contains ancient tradition preserved 
because of the “conservative nature of the church manual 
tradition” . 121 

Like Kraft, S. Giet!22 in a book which was published only 
posthumously, but was the fruit of many years of study of the 
Didache, argues that it is “living literature” which unfolds pro- 
gressively in response to external circumstances rather than the 
work of one author. There continue to be interpolations added to 
the text until its present state, but these are in the nature of 
organic development rather than corruption of the text.!23 This 
means that one should think of a different date and context for 
each layer of the tradition. Giet attempts to unravel a complicated 
patchwork of sources underlying the present text. On the whole, 
he argues, the Didache reproduces its sources faithfully. Some of 
the traditions may even have been used as source material in the 
New Testament itself, while other material, for example chs. 14- 
16 which he attributes to a second redaction, is held to derive 
from the first decade of the second century.!24 

The somewhat exaggerated view of paraenesis as 
“decontextualized tradition”, arising from form criticisism, has 
been discounted by recent studies of the function of paraenesis, 
such as that provided by Leo G. Perdue!5 in a recent collection of 

119 hid., pp. 25. 
120 Thid., p. 46. 
121 Tbid., p. 76. 
122 L,'Enigme de la Didaché. Paris: Ophrys, 1970 [PFLUS 149]. Cf. “Coutume, 

évolution, droit canon. A propos de deux passages de la “Didaché””, RDC 16 
(1966) pp. 118-132; “La Didaché, enseignement des douze apdtres?”, Melto 3 
(1967) pp. 223-236. 

123 L’énigme, pp. 257- 262. 
124 Ibid. , p. 262-265. 
125 Leo G. Perdue, “The Social Character of Paraenesis and Paraenetic Litera- 

ture”, Semeia 50 (1990) pp. 2-39. 
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essays on the genre. Perdue argues that the setting of paraenesis is 

in periods of liminality, times of marginalization leading to a 

change of life-style and re-incorporation.'!2° It serves the purpose 
of either confirming and legitimating the status quo or, alterna- 
tively, of subverting it. Either way there is a deliberate theological 

and practical purpose, utilizing tradition but deliberate reshaping it 

for particular ends. !27 

8. The “Didachist” as a Redactor of Tradition 

The emergence of redaction criticism in New Testament studies 
has naturally influenced the study of the Didache also. Several 
recent studies have focussed less on the question of sources and 
forms than on the way the underlying tradition has been shaped by 
the redactor. 

The text and commentary of W. Rordorf and A. Tuilier, pub- 
lished in 1978, represents something of a milestone in the study of 
the Didache, drawing together the research of the preceding 
decades of scholarship, including many important studies by Ror- 
dorf himself.!28 Following the suggestions of Giet, Rordorf argues 
that an unknown author took an ancient Jewish and primitive 
teaching and added 1:3b-2:1 and 6:2-3, in order to make if 
represent the ideal of Christian perfection. To this the same author 
added the liturgical part, connecting it with 7:1 and adding 
material on baptism, but including chs. 9-10 from ancient Syrian 
liturgical usage. The same author again added ancient disciplinary 
material available to him, but adding material on problems of cor- 
ruption in his own time. Chs. 14 and 15 were added by a second 
redactor of the work, and reflects a different situation. Ch. 16 was 
probably added at the same time and was not the original conclu- 
sion to the Two Ways, even though it contains ancient material. 
The whole collection was made by the end of the first century 
CE: 

U. Mattioli!29 argues that the Didachist redacted three princi- 
pal sources: the Two Ways with an Eschatological Conclusion, 
New Testament material and the Eucharistic Prayers. The rest is 
the work of the Didachist. K. Wengst!3° holds to a minimal inter- 
vention of the (single) redactor, arguing that the work is con- 
structed out of single blocks of tradition. It is only in 7:2f, and 11- 
15 that the hand and particular interest of the redactor emerges, 

126 Thid., 9-11. 

'27 Draper, “Barnabas and the Didache Revisited”, pp. 90-92. 
128 La Doctrine, pp. 91-99. 
129 Didache—Dottrina dei dodici apostoli: Introduzione, traduzione e note 

(Rome: Edizioni Paoline, 19803) pp. 20-29. . 
130 Didache (Apostellehre), pp. 14-23. 
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and that the conditions of the community are visible. However, 
the redactor is at work in making an orientation to the traditional 
blocks of material in chs. 1-10 the condition for the reception of 
itinerant teachers into the community. In any case, the Didachist 
does not create de novo, but simply sets down as regulations what 
was the existing practise of his community.!3! 

The most thorough-going redaction critical analysis of the 
Didache is provided by K. Niederwimmer’s important new com- 
mentary.'32 He argues that a Christian author originating from a 
Jewish Christian milieu compiled a sort of community rule at the 
beginning of the second century. A fundamental distinction should 
thus be drawn between the sources and the redactor. The sources 
he used were: a superficially Christianized Jewish Two Ways 
treatise, an archaic liturgical tradition of baptism and eucharist, an 
archaic tradition on the reception of itinerant charismatics, and a 
short apocalypse. {The Didachist compiled, added and interpreted 
this tradition, especially by the addition of chs. 12-15, which he 
composed himself.) His intention was to compose a rule book for 
his community, as far as possible from existing tradition. But the 
tradition needed to be updated to meet the new, altered circum- 
stances of the community.'33 While the Two Ways is taken up en 
bloc (1:1-6:1), it is also made into a baptismal catechesis (7:1) and 
Christianized further by the addition of the Jesus tradition in 1:3b- 
6, which is made into a “council of perfection” by 6:2. A special 
problem is addressed in 6:3. In the liturgical section, only 7:1, 4b, 
9:5, 10:7 are redactional. While 11:1-3 is composed by the 
Didachist, 11:4-12 is a piece of (written) tradition. The rest of the 
disciplinary section is also composed by the Didachist, except for 
a later gloss in 13:4. In the Apocalypse, only 16:7 is from the 
hand of the redactor. In a recent article,!34 Niederwimmer has 
provided a helpful text setting out clearly the sources and redac- 
tion for which he argues in his commentary. 

The work of G. Schéllgen also begins from a redaction criti- 
cal analysis in broad agreement with Niederwimmer. However he 
addresses in particular the question of the nature of a “church 
manual / order”, which is raised by Kraft,!9> Wengst!3° and 
others. In an essay published in this book,!37 and in a series of 

131 “Dieser Uberblick zeigt, daB bei der Beschaftigung mit der Didache weniger 
die Einzelpersénlichkeit ihres Verfassers in den Blick kommt als vielmehr das 
Leben der Gemeinde, aus der dieser Verfasser kommt und fiir die er das, was in 
ihrschon weitgehend Praxis was, kodifiziert hat.” /bid., p. PAL 

132 Die Didache. 
133 [bid., pp. 66-67. 
134 “Der Didachist und seine Quellen”, The Didache in Context, pp. 15-36. 

135 Barnabas and the Didache, p. 60. 
136 Didache (Apostellehre), p. 18. 
137 G. Schéllgen, “Die Didache als Kirchenordnung”, JAC 29 (1986) pp. 5-26. 
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other articles,138 Schdllgen argues against the idea that the 

, Didache is a comprehensive church order, seeking to regulate the 

_\ whole life of the church. Instead, it is only a selective, collection 

of rules dealing ad hoc with particular burning issues of the day . > 

even if it is often utilizing traditional material. Thus no conclu- 

sions may be drawn from what the Didache does not mention, as 

if this proves its absence in its community. Schdllgen also argues 

that there are no governing tendencies in the text. There seems to 

be something of a contradiction here, as if a text could deal with 

particular burning issues of the day and yet provide no coherent 

picture of its own situation. Nevertheless, the warning against any 

argumentum e silentio is a timely one. So too is his focus on the 
nature of a church order: particularly since we have no evidence 
for such a genre prior to the Didache. The ongoing debate 
between Schdllgen and B. Steimer!39 on the issue of the genre o 
church orders is to be welcomed. J 

Niederwimmer!4° accepts that the Didachist had no models to 
copy, but that he was no original composer. He takes the basic 
framework provided by his sources and seeks to compile a rule 
book for baptism, eucharist and community order, with an 
eschatological conclusion as suggested by his source. We do not 
know what occasion led to this compilation, except that the author 
wishes to apply old tradition to new circumstances in a time 0 
transition. It is not intended to be comprehensive. 

9. The Didache and Liturgical Traditions 

Baptism 

f 

From its first publication, the liturgical section of the Didache 
excited the interest of scholars because of its archaic nature 
Although the section on baptism has received less attention than i 
deserves, a number of particular issues have emerged. 

t 

R. Reitzenstein!#! argued that the prayer over the pipoc in 
the Coptic Version of the Didache and in the Apostolic Constitu 

138 G_ Schdllgen, “Die literarische Gattung der syrischen Didaskalie” in H. J. 
W. Drijvers et al (eds.) IV. Symposium Syriacum 1984. Literary Genres in Syriac 
Literature (Rome: Pontifical Institutum Studiarum, 1987 [OCA 229]) pp. 149-159: 
“Pseudapostolizitaét und Schriftgebrauch in den ersten Kirchenordnungen. 
Anmerkungen zur Begriindung des friihen Kirchenrechts” in Stimuli. Exegese und 
ihre Hermeneutik in Antike und Christentum: Festschrift Ernst Dassmann. (Munster, 
1996 [JbAC Erg.-Bd 23]) pp. 96-121; “Der Abfassungszweck der frithen Kir- 
chenordnungen. Anmerkungen zu den Thesen Bruno Steimers”, JbAC 40 (1997) 
forthcoming. 

139 B. Steimer, Vertex Traditionis. Die Gattung der altchristliche Kir- 
chenordnungen (Berlin/New York: de Gruyter, 1992 [BZNW 63]). 

140 Die Didache, pp. 13-15. 
‘41 Die Vorgeschichte der christlichen Taufe (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftlicher 

Buchgeseloch, 1929) pp. 177ff. 
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tions VII.27 was originally concerned with baptismal unction and 
has been omitted by the Jerusalem text. This thesis was taken up 
again in E. Peterson’s significant, although controversial, study of 
the liturgical aspects of the Didache.'*2 On the basis of the sup- 
posed inaccuracy of the Jerusalem text, he argues that the text 
originally knew a pre- and post-baptismal unction, which was sup- 
pressed in a Novatian redaction. 

The high valuation of running water and the interest in kinds 
of water (7:1-3) observable in the Didache, which had already 
interested Harnack,!43 was made the study of a monograph by T. 
Klauser.'44 E. Barnikol!45 observed that 9:5 has baptism only eic¢ 
dvoum xupiov, whereas 7:1 and 3 have baptism in the name of the 
Trinity. He connected this with the absence of the Trinitarian bap- 
tism in the Eusebian form of Mt 28:19,146 to argue that an original 
baptism in the “name of the Lord [Jesus]” has been redacted by 
the emergent early catholic church to reflect its Trinitarian theol- 
ogy. 

A. Benoit’s important 1953 study on baptism in the second 
century!4? demonstrated a renewed interest in the significance of 
the Didache for the study of the development of Christian baptism 
in the first centuries. He argues that 7:1 indicates that catechetical 
instruction preceded baptism, namely 1-6; agrees that baptism “in 
the name of the Lord” was the original formula; emphasizes the 
importance of running water as purificatory and the antiquity of 
the pre-baptismal fast, and argues that the baptism was followed 
by the eucharist as its culmination. He finds striking resemblances 
between the baptismal instructions of the Didache and the Jewish 
proselyte baptism which he reconstructs, both in form and ideas. 
For this reason and also because he considers Mandaeanism a 
later development than the Didache, he rejects Reitzenstein’s 
hypothesis. Thus baptism in the Didache is seen as having escaped 

142 “Finige Probleme”, Friihkirche, Judentum und Gnosis, pp. 146-182. 
143 Die Lehre, pp. 22f. ; 
44 “Taufet in Lebendigem Wasser! Zum religions- und kulturgeschichtlichen 

Verstindnis von Didache 7,1-3” in T. Klauser & Riikker (eds.) Pisciculi. Studien 

zur Religion und Kultur des Altertums (Fst. F. J. Délger) (Miinster: Aschendorff, 
1939) pp. 157-164 (now also in E. Dassmann (ed.) Gesammelte Arbeiten zur 
Liturgiegeschichte, Kirchengeschichte und Christlichen Archdologie (Minster in 
Westfalen: Aschendorff, 1974 [JAC.E 3]) pp. 177-183. 

145 “Die triadische Taufformel: Ihr Fehlen in der Didache und im Mat- 
thdusevangelium und irh altkotholischer Urspring”, ThJ 4-5 (1936-1937) pp. 144- 
152, 

146 Cf. F. C. Conybeare, “The Eusebian Form of the Text Matth. 28,19”, ZNW 
2 (1901) pp. 275-288. 

147 Le Baptéme Chrétien au Second Siécle (Paris: Presses Universitaires de 
France, 1953) pp. 5-33. 
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the Pauline current and remained within the Jewish milieu. In his 

view it may well attest the earliest stage of Christian baptism.148 

Benoit apparently did not have access to Peterson’s essay, 

but his findings refute it. Very vociferous in his condemnation of 

Peterson is the monograph of A. Védbus.!49 In particular, V6dbus 

argues that the prayer for the pipoc is originally a prayer for the 

“aroma [of myrrh]” and that it was constructed by analogy with 

the eucharistic prayers of 9-10, although it misses the spirit of the 
latter in that the prayer is said over the vehicle of the spiritual gift 
rather than for the gift itself.15° W. Rordorf’s study of baptism in 
the Didache is included in this volume as a sober evaluation of the 
current findings of research. 

While most studies conclude that the material in ch. 8 is a 
secondary addition to the baptismal instructions, occasioned by the 
mention of fasting in 7:3, my own study included here!>! asks 
whether there is not a structural and functional connection 
between initiation, the stationary fast, thrice daily Lord’s Prayer 
of ch. 8 and the ritual process of baptism in the Didache. 

Eucharist 
Unlike the paucity of studies on baptism, there have been 

numerous major studies of the eucharist in the Didache. 
Harnack!52 considered that the eucharist was celebrated inside the 
agape. He also considered the absence of any reference to the 
death of Christ to be a sign of its post-apostolic provenance. The 
similarity of the prayers in chs. 9-10 to Jewish Berakoth was 
observed already by Taylor and Turner. E. von der Goltz!53 made 
a full study of the Jewish tradition behind these prayers. G. 
Klein!54 pointed to the influence of the Sabbath Kiddush prayers 
on chapter 9 and of the Birkath Ha-Mazon on chapter 10. 

The problem posed by the double reference to the eucharist 
in chs. 9-10 and 14 soon drew the attention of scholars. P. 
Drews!55 and M. Goguel'!5® argued that these two sections referred 
to different kinds of celebrations. The former reflected communal 

148 Benoit, Baptéme Chrétienne, p. 32f. 
149 Titurgical Traditions, 30-33. 
150 bid. , pp. 56f. 
151 “Christian Self-Definition against the “Hypocrites” in Didache 8”, in E. H. 

Lovering, Society of Biblical Literature 1992 Seminar Papers (Atlanta, Ga.: 
Scholars, 1992) pp. 362-377. 

182 Die Lehre:, pp. 28-36; Ibid.: Prolegomena, pp. 58-60. 
153 Tischgebete und Abendmahlsgebete in der altchristlichen und in der griechis- 

chen Kirche (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1905). 
154 Alteste Christliche Katechismus, pp. 214-219. 
‘55 “Untersuchungen zur Didache”, ZNW 5 (1904) pp. 53-79, esp. 76. 
156 [,’Eucharistie des origines 4 Justin Martyr (Paris: Fischbacher, 1910). 
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meals in private homes on any day of the week, while the latter 
describes the formal eucharistic liturgy of the whole church on the 
Sunday presided over by the bishop and deacons. Drews and 
Goguel suggest that ch. 14 deliberately attacks the practise of pri- 
vate house eucharists in chs. 9-10. This opposition between the 
different sections of the Didache cannot really be substantiated, as 
W. Rordorf rightly points out.'57 

While early critics like P. Sabatier recognized the primitive 
nature of the liturgy, it was the major study of H. Lietzmann'5* 
which set the Didache at the centre of the study of the origin of 
the Christian eucharist as the “oldest extant formulary” .!59 
Lietzmann made a comprehensive and detailed study of the 
ancient liturgies and sources for the eucharist. The Didache is the 
key text in his construction of a theory of two types of the 
eucharist, a Pauline type which emphasizes the sacrificial nature 
of the eucharist as a sharing in the body and blood of Christ,!6 
and an Egyptian tradition, in which the Didache also stands, 
which did not have a narrative of the institution and did not men- 
tion the death of Jesus, and emphasizes eschatological expecta- 
tion.'¢! Based on his analysis of other liturgical texts, Lietzmann 
argues that the Didache envisages a eucharist followed by an 
agape meal, and that the sentences in 10:6 have been misplaced 
from their original position before 9:5. They are a responsive 
dialogue between celebrant and people before the communion. !® 

The thesis of Lietzmann was rejected in an article in 1938 by 
M. Dibelius!® on the basis of both the Coptic text and also of an 
analysis of Jewish table prayers., Dibelius argues that the prayers 
over the cup and fragments depend on a spiritualized form of the 
Jewish prayers current in the Hellenistic Jewish synagogues. 
Likewise the prayers after the meal, which end with 10:4. There 
follows a new Christian prayer in 10:5, followed by a short 
liturgy in 10:6 of the coming of the Lord, who was conceived not 
only as returning at the end but also approaching in the eucharist 
proper, which now follows but is not described. This is the 
eucharist described as @voic in 14:1-2. 

The position of Lietzmann was strongly opposed by a num- 
ber of Anglican high churchmen, who were also associated with 

187 “The Didache” in W. Rordorf et al (eds.) The Eucharist of the Early 

Christians (New York: Pueblo, 1978) pp. 1-23, esp. pp. 4-5. 
158 Messe und Herrenmahl: Eine Studie zur Geschichte der Liturgie (Bonn: 

Marcus & Weber, 1926); Eng. translation Mass and Lord’s Supper: A Study in the 
History of the Liturgy, trns. D. H. G. Reeve. Leiden: Brill, 1953-1964. 

159 Mass and Lord’s Supper, p. 188. 
160 [hid., pp. 172-187, 204-208. 
161 [bid., pp. 152-160. 
162 Tbid., pp. 192f. 
163 “Die Mahl-Gebete der Didache”, ZNW 37 (1938) pp. 32-41. 
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the assertion that the Didache was a late and unreliable witness. 

R. H. Connolly and F.E. Vokes.'®, following the suggestion 

made by Drews and Goguel, argued that these prayers are rem- 

nants from the ancient Christian agape and not the eucharist 

proper. They are followed in this by their colleague, Dom 

Gregory Dix, in his influential work on the structure of the 

eucharist first published in 1945.16 The Didache would not fit his 

reconstruction of an original fourfold action of the 

eucharist—take, give thanks, break and distribute—but fortunately 
can be relegated to the status of agape.!6?7 For him ch. 14 
represents the authentic eucharist of the second century Didache 
community, regarded as a sacrifice and celebrated on Sunday by 
ordained officials of the church, whereas 9-10 represent prayers at 
everyday fellowship meals which may be said by the laity, or even 
varied at will by lay prophets. Secondly, the word evxapioTia, 

evxapioteiv does not refer to the eucharist proper, but is used 
interchangeably with evAoyia, evdoyewv.1 The work of Dix was 
developed further by L. Bouyer in terms of Jewish influence on 
the genesis of the eucharist.1° 

In line with his mistrust of the Jerusalem text of the Didache 
and his higher valuation of the Apostolic Constitutions, E. Peter- 
son argued that this “Novatian recension” changed prayers which 
were originally eucharistic into everyday table prayers.!7° This 
thesis was taken up and argued in detail by J. Betz, in the essay 
included in this volume.!7! 

The strong indications of a Jewish basis for the eucharistic 
prayers of the Didache were again investigated by J.-P. Audet.!72 
Audet sought to formulate the underlying rules governing the 
Jewish Berakoth: first the short exclamatory “benediction 
proper”, then the elaboration of the particular divine act which 

164 “Agape and Eucharist in the Didache”, DR 55 (1937) pp. 477-489. 
165 Riddle of the Didache, pp. 177ff. 
166 The Shape of the Liturgy (Westminster: Dacre, 1945). 
167 Ibid., p. 48. 
168 Jbid., pp. 90-93. 
169 T,eucharistie. Théologie et spiritualité de la priére eucharistique: Spiritualité 

d’hier et d’aujour’hui (Tournai: Descleé, 1966 [BiblTh]}); English translation by C. 
U. Quinn, Eucharist: Theology and Spirituality of the Eucharistic Prayer (Notre 
Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press, 1968). 

170 “Einige Probleme”, Friihkirche, Judentum und Gnosis, pp. 169, 170, 181. 
171 “Die Eucharistie in der Didache”, ALW 11 (1969) pp. 10-39. 
172 “Esquisse du genre littéraire de la~bénédiction juive et de l’eucharistie 

chrétienne”, RB 65 (1958) pp. 371-399; also “Literary Forms and Contents of a 
Normal Eixapcoria in the First Century”, in Studia Evangelica (Berlin: Akademie- 
Verlag, 1959 [TU 73]) pp. 643-662; La Didaché, pp. 643-662; “Genre littétaire et 
a de I’Eucharistie. “Nova et Veteras’”, EphLiturg 80 (1966) pp. 
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evoked the cry of wonder, then an encapsulating return to the 
original benediction. Like Dix, however, his thesis depends on 
treating evxapioretv, evdoyety and &ouodoyetoOau as synonyms. 
This position cannot be sustained in the light of more detailed 
study of Jewish sources, especially the Dead Sea Scrolls, as the 
work of R. J. Ledogar,!3 T. J. Talley,!7* and my own study!75 
have shown. Talley argues that the Didache is a Christianizing of 
the Jewish Birkath Ha-Mazon by means of deliberate insertions 
and deviations.'76 A similar position is taken by J. W. Riggs,!77 
who also draws conclusions from “absence”, “additions” and 
structural deviations from Rabbinic texts. The problem with this 
trend in research is that the Rabbinic text of the Birkath Ha-Mazon 
is only available from the ninth century and can scarcely be con- 
sidered to be a rule applicable to first century Jews, however 
much it may reflect ancient traditions. 

Audet also argued that the prayers of chs. 9-10 were not 
those of the agape nor the eucharist “major”, but a novel form 
called the “breaking of the bread”, a kind of eucharist “minor” 
which included a full meal, a celebration of the coming of the 
kingdom and the return of the Lord.'78 This “breaking of the 
bread” was then followed by a transition to the eucharist proper in 
another room, introduced by the “rituel de transition a 
l’eucharistie majeure” in 10:6: “If anyone is holy, let him come; 
if anyone is not, let him repent. Maranatha! Amen!”!79 This view 
of the matter is essentially confirmed by W. Rordorf in his article 
on the eucharist in the Didache,'®° which takes up again the study 
of von der Goltz on Jewish table, prayers. The Didache represents 

173 Acknowledgement: Praise Verbs in the Early Greek Anaphoras (Rome: Her- 
der, 1968). 

174 “De la “berakah” a l’eucharistie, une question 4 réexaminer”, La Maison- 
Dieu 125/1 (1976) pp. 11-39, Eng. translation in “From Berakah to Eucharistia: A 
Reopening Question”, Worship 50/2 (1976) pp. 115-137); “The Eucharistic Prayer: 
Tradition and Development” in K. Stevenson (ed.) Liturgy Reshaped (London: 
SPCK, 1982); “The Literary Structure of Eucharistic Prayer”, Worship 58 (1984) 

pp. 404-420. 
175 Commentary, pp. 182-188. 
176 “De la ‘berakah’ a l’eucharistie”, pp. 126f. 
177 Riggs, J. W. 1984. “From Gracious Table to Sacramental Elements: The 

Tradition-History of Didache 9 and 10”, Second Century 4 (1984) pp. 83-102. Cf. 
“The Sacred Food of Didache 9-10 and Second Century Ecclesiologies”, Didache in 
Context, pp. 91-101. 

178 La Didache, pp. 406f. 
179 Audet, La Didaché, pp. 410-424. Audet appeals, rather unconvincingly, to 

evidence from the archaeological discoveries at Dura-Europos. 
180 “Teucharistie selon la Didaché” in L’eucharistie des premiers chretiens 

(Paris: Beauchesne, 1976 [PoTh 17]) pp. 7-28. Eng. translation, “The Didache” in 
W. Rordorf et al (eds.), The Eucharist of the Early Christians (New York: Pueblo, 

1978) pp. 1-23. 
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a transition between the Jewish table prayers and the preface of 

the Christian anaphora. Rordorf sees ch. 14 as describing the 
same event, so that the eucharist is seen as preceded by confession 
of sins. The use of “sacrifice” to describe the eucharist is seen as 
a reference to thanksgiving, in contrast to blood sacrifice, and 
should not be taken in a later theological sense with reference to 
the eucharist. 

K. Wengst!8! returns to the position of Dibelius, as far as the 
influence of the Greek-speaking Hellenistic synagogues is con- 
cerned, but rejects the idea that the prayers of chs. 9-10 are a 
prelude to a eucharist proper. They describe a real meal desig- 
nated a eucharist, which is the same as what is described in ch. 
14. The thanksgiving prayers differentiate the meal from everyday 
meals, but it does not stand in the tradition of the Lord’s Supper in 
Paul or the Last Supper tradition of the Synoptics at all. Instead it 
is a lightly Christianized Jewish meal. The problem posed to such 
a theory by 10:6 is resolved by the suggestion that this was 
originally a piece of genuine tradition from the Last Supper, 
which is now in a different context.!82 In his commentary, K. 
Niederwimmer'!® rejects this rather contorted explanation and 
returns to the theory that 10:6 introduces the eucharist proper. 
Nevertheless, he considers the absence of the words of Institution 
to remain an open problem. 

The most recent work on the eucharist in the Didache by E. 
Mazza has argued for a very early date for the prayers. In a paper 
published here,!8* Mazza argues that the term “holy vine of 
David” implies a Christology prior to the Council of Jerusalem. 
The eucharistic prayers in chs. 9-10 are not for an agape, but 
derive from a time before the eucharist and the meal were sepa- 
rated. Thus the meaning of the prayers must be found within the 
Jewish thought world of the Berakah. Word and act in the blessing 
combine into a new sacral reality, in which God is present at the 
meal. Mazza explores the absence of the account of the institution 
in the prayers, which is often used to argue that they do not con- 
stitute a eucharist proper. He finds in various ancient liturgies 
(e.g. Addai and Mari) a similar absence of any account of the last 
supper, and concludes that it is not the account of the Last Supper 
which constitutes the sacramental validity of the eucharistic 
anaphora, but rather the intention to fulfill the command of the 
Lord, “Do this in memory of me”. He finds this intention in 10:3, 

181 Didache (Apostellehre), pp. 43-57. 
182 Tbid., pp. 46-47. 
183 Die Didache, pp. 173-209, esp. 179-180. 
184 “Didaché [X-X: Elementi per una interpretazione Eucaristica”, Ephemerides 

Liturgicae 92 (1979) pp. 393-419. 
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where thanks is given for the “grace of spiritual food and drink 
and eternal life through your Servant”, which replaces the con- 
stitutive element of the Jewish sacral meal in Deuteronomy 8:10. 
In a subsequent essay, Mazza argues on the basis of 1 Corinthians 
10:1-4, 16-17 that Paul was familiar with the Cup-Bread-Unity 
sequence of ch. 9.185 He thus dates the prayers in 9-10 to between 
50-52 C.E. These conclusions form the keystone of Mazza’s 
recent book on the origins of the eucharist.!8° They are certain to 
stimulate a new look at the questions related to the Didache. 

10. Didache and Itinerant Radicalism 

As early as Harnack'8? and Knopf!’ Didache 6:2-3 was given an 
ascetic interpretation. The ascetics were those who kept the 
“whole yoke” of the Lord and became “perfect”, while ordinary 
Christians did the best they could. This was combined with 
speculation about the homeless radicalism and possible spiritual 
marriage of the charismatics in 11:3-12. Harnack also, as we have 
seen, saw a threefold order of itinerant charismatics—apostles, 
prophets and teachers—as the earliest form of Christian ministry, 
which was gradually replaced by local bishops and deacons as the 
earlier order became corrupt. This set the scene for a continuing 
interest in asceticism and itinerant radicalism. 

E. Peterson’s 1951 study of the Didache'*®® argued that the 
Jerusalem text was a late recension influenced by the Novatian 
heresy and relied heavily on the Apostolic Constitutions in estab- 
lishing the original text. He also, re-orders the text, arguing that 
ch.7 is a dogmatic revision of a prayer originally over pre- 
baptismal ointment, which was removed by the Novatian redac- 
tion. This rather dubious procedure has rightly been criticized by 
most subsequent scholars.!9° However, Peterson also argued that 
the original text of the Didache stands within the stream of Syrian 
asceticism, something which has found resonance with a number 
of critics. He sees a twofold development of asceticism: a 
philosophical dualistic asceticism in the West, which had already 
been taken up within Western diaspora Judaism, and an 
eschatological asceticism in Syria and the East, which sees the 

185 “T*Bucaristia di 1 Corinzi 10:16-17 in rapporto a Didache 9-10,” 
Ephemerides Liturgicae 100 (1986) pp. 193-223. my & 

186 The Origins of the Eucharistic Prayer (Collegeville, Minnesota: The Liturgi- 
cal Press, 1995 [Pueblo]). 

187 Die Lehre, pp. 19-22. 
188 Tbid., pp. 20-21. 
189 “Finige Probleme”, Frihkirche, Judentum und Gnosis, pp. 146-182. 
190 Eg. A. Védbus, Liturgical Traditions, pp. 17-60. 
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kingdom as already in the process of realization in the present 

world. 19! ; 
Although he was not concerned with the Didache at this 

point, A. Védbus also gave an impulse to a revival of interest in 

the origins of asceticism in Syria in a number of publications, 

beginning in 1951.12 Védbus argues that Syrian Christianity is a 

product of the mission of the Palestinian church. He sees the 

developmental of asceticism as passing from Essenism through 

Aramaic-speaking Jewish Christianity into the Syrian Church, 
strengthened in the time of Tatian and Marcion by ascetic trends 
coming from the West. However, Védbus sees the Didache as a 
product of Egyptian Christianity, thus excluding it from his con- 
sideration of the development of Syrian asceticism.!% 

In 1957, a year before the publication of Audet’s com- 
mentary, A. Adam published an important and influential essay 
taking up again the question of the ascetic origins of the 
Didache.'9+ He argued that the Coptic version of the Didache was 
a translation exercize from a Syriac original. Linguistic evidence 
in the Greek text also, in particular the term xpoTéumopoc, as 
well as the instructions on the stationary fast, indicate that the 
Didache originates from some part of the Syrian region. This sug- 
gestion is further supported on the basis of Didache 11:11, which 
Adam sees as referring to the ancient ascetic practise of “spiritual 
marriage”. The Coptic text has xoopixdy mapc&dooig in place of 
the Jerusalem text’s pvorip.oyv Koopik6v, and the Coptic also does 
not have the ny duddoxwv 5 toteiv Goa abtTo¢ Tovet. Lying behind 
the word tapd&dooig Adam sees the Syriac word ‘Slem linked to 
the concept of syzygy, the spiritual union between Christ and the 
church, which is present in Ephesians 5:26-32. The prophets were 
those who realized on earth this heavenly reality, by an ascetic 
marriage.!95 This concept is understood by Tatian Oratio ad 
Graecos (esp. 15:1) as referring to the reunion of the human body 
and the (female) holy spirit forfeited at the Fall, and allegorized 

191 “Einige Beobachtungen zu den Anfangen der christlichen Askese”, in 
Friihkirche, Judentum und Gnosis, pp. 209-220. 

192 “Celibacy a Requirement for Admission to Baptism in the Early Syrian Chur- 
ch”, ETSE 1 (1951); See also History of Asceticism in the Syrian Orient 1 (1958 
[CSCO 184 = subs. 14]). 

193 He specifically rejects Adam’s thesis (Liturgical Traditions, p. 13) because 
the Didache is silent about Paul and his work. This may not be so, if my own 
hypothesis about chapters 11 and 16, in an essay included in this volume, is valid. 
See J.A. Draper, “Torah and Troublesome Apostles in the Didache Community”, 
NovT 33/4 (1991): 347-372, esp. 372. 
_ 1% “Erwagungen zur Herkunft der Didache”, ZK 68 (1957) pp. 1-47. Adam’s 
interest is in the origin of monasticism; cf. his “Grundbegriffe des Monchtums in 
sprachlicher Sicht”, ZKG 65 (1953/4) pp. 209-239. 

195 “Erwagungen”, 20-25. 
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by Hermas in Similitudes 10:6-11:8. Since this practise was 
rejected at an early time (e.g. Ps. Clement, Ad. Virg.), Adam 
dates the Didache between 70, or more likely 90, and 100 C.E. 
and places it in Adiabene. He speculates that it was composed as a 
manual for this young Christian church by the Jerusalem church, 
which had been driven out to Galilee or Pella. 

Adam’s work has been taken further by an essay of G. 
Kretschmar’s in 1964.!9° Kretschmar emphasizes the diversity of 
ascetic origins in different areas. He believes that the ascetic 
impulse was earlier in Syria than the West, since abstinence from 
marriage or virginity within marriage came to be a requirement 
for baptism in some circles in the second century C.E. He tests 
the hypotheses of Peterson and Adam, by bringing into the picture 
the itinerant prophets and ascetics, which Peterson had seen as 
aberrations from the great church.!9?7 He sees syneisactum, the 
spiritual cohabitation of prophet and prophetess already in 
Didache 11:11, and finds chs. 11-13 as evidence for itinerant 
apostles, prophets and teachers, whom he sees to be self-evidently 
ascetics.!98 These three groups are subsumed under the designa- 
tion “prophets”. In the period of the Didache, he argues, these 
itinerant charismatics were supported by “settled” Christians in 
the villages, for whom they constituted the pastors and community 
officials. While the text allows for the possibility that a prophet 
may wish to settle, they are expected from outside. This is very 
different from the Pauline communities, where the charismatics 
were local and settled. It is only at the end of the developmental 
process of the text that the communities become self-sufficient and 
appoint their own officials in the bishops and deacons, who grad- 
ually replace the declining order of charismatics.!% 

Kretschmar sees the Two Ways, despite its undeniable 
Jewish origins, as a Christian composition, the oldest Christian 
rule of life disseminated by charismatic teachers through the vil- 
lages of Galilee, Samaria and Judaea. These teachers are still to 
be regarded as “charismatics”, although the spirit is receding in 
the face of the didactic emphasis as in Matthew. Kretschmar seeks 
to trace this development from the first circle of disciples, for 

196 “Fin Beitrag zur Frage nach dem Ursprung friihchristlicher Askese”, Z7hK 
61 (1964) pp. 27-67; now also in: Askese und Ménchtum in der alten Kirche, ed. 
K. §. Frank. Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1975 [WdF 409] pp. 
129-179: cf. “Das christliche Leben und die Mission in der friihen Kirche” in H. 

Frohnes & U. W. Knorr (eds.) Kirchengeschichte als Missionsgeschichte I: Die Alte 

Kirche (Miinchen: Kaiser, 1974) pp. 94ff. 
197 “Fin Beitrag”, pp. 32f. 
198 While asceticism is not expressly described, it is, he argues clearly implied 

(“aber es versteht sich wohl von selbst”, Ibid., p. 36). 

199 Tbid., p. 36ff. 
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whom personal union to Jesus means following him in a life of 

wandering. He sees in the question as to what discipleship means 

in the post-Easter time the origin of the Syrian form of early 

Christian asceticism.2° In the connection between following 

(&koAovdeiv) and the “Way” as a binding rule of life, we see the 

importance of a Two Way teaching. The Christian response to the 
breaking in of the Eschaton is a new way of “walking” or con- 
duct. This walking is seen as “perfection” (7éAeto¢), as in the 

Dead Sea Scrolls. However, discipleship as “perfection” is con- 
trasted with keeping the law as fulfilled in the Double Love Com- 
mand in Mt 19:16-26 (cf. Didache 1:2 and 6:2). This means 
ultimately that there is a double way to life: law and discipleship, 
in which discipleship is irreversible progress to the fulfillment of 
the law in the “perfection” of discipleship. Matthew remains 
strongly still within the Jewish community. However, the Didache 
presupposes the separation of church and synagogue and seeks to 
order the life of the settled local Christian communities which now 
emerge. The “disciples” of Matthew live on in the itinerant 
apostles, prophets and teachers of the Didache, but the settled 
members of the local communities are no longer called to this life 
of “discipleship” in this narrow sense. The Didache merges the 
double way of Matthew into one: the way of the Double Love 
Command is merged with and explicated by the teaching of Jesus 
and the Decalogue as a first and second ddax%. Didache 6:2 is 
not a two tier ethic, but rather preserves the gospel freedom. 
However, since perfection is something which can be gradually 
learnt and achieved, it is understood quantitatively and not qualita- 
tively. “Perfection” does not yet seem to have an ascetic colouring 
in the Didache, though it is understood that way in the Liber 
Graduum.2 

Kretschmar essentially affirms the thesis of Adam that the 
origin of Syrian asceticism lay in a continuation of primitive 
Christian itinerant discipleship among the charismatic prophets 
and teachers who worked as missionaries in the Palestinian-Syrian 
Jewish communities under the new apocalyptic conditions 
inaugurated by the Messiah. Thus the thesis of Peterson is also 
largely confirmed by his research. After the separation of church 
and synagogue, Syrian Christianity sought to reshape the call of 
Jesus to discipleship into a rule of life, which in the end produced 
a destructive tension between radical asceticism as a requirement 
for all Christians and the compromise of a two tier ethic. This ten- 
sion was never resolved in the Syrian church; indeed there is no 

200 Ibid., pp. 41-49. 
201 Ibid. , pp. 49-62. 
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answer, according to Kretschmar, and it remains a “healthy 
troubler of the church” .202 

This work of Kretschmar lies behind the much more well- 
known and enduringly influential work of G. Theissen.2 Theis- 
sen uses the sociological theory of Max Weber? to develop a 
typology of the Jesus movement, in which Jesus is viewed as a 
model of charismatic authority: the “bearer of revelation”, who 
initiated a movement of “wandering charismatics”, who were 
dependent on and pastored a network of “local communities” .2% 
These wandering charismatics continue the itinerant ministry of 
Jesus and manifest the tpémov¢ rod xupiov of which the Didache 
speaks (11:8). This lifestyle of ethical radicalism is characterized 
by itinerancy, renunciation of marriage and property. Theissen 
links this life-style with the “Q”-tradition, and argues that the 
prophets mentioned here were the mediators of the Jesus tradition, 
in a way analogous to the work of itinerant Cynic philosophers.2 
The thesis of Theissen has been criticized by a number of recent 
scholars for his selective use of sources, most recently by W. 
Stegemann2” and R. A. Horsley.2°8 Theissen also neglects to dis- 
tinguish the redactional layers of the Didache, which distorts his 
use of this text as historical evidence for the earliest period. 

202 Jbid., pp. 63-67. 
203 Theissen acknowledges that his thesis is a “Weiterentwicklung” of the work 

of Kretschmar in his “Wanderradikalismus. Literatursoziologische Aspekte der 
Uberlieferung von Worten Jesus im Urchristentum”, Z7hK 70 (1973) pp. 245-271, 
esp. p. 86 note 20; this paper is reprinted in Studien zur Soziologie des 
Urchristentums (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1979 [WUNT 19]) pp. 70-105, English transla- 
tion, “Itinerant Radicalism: The Tradition of Jesus Sayings from the Perspective of 
the Sociology of Literature”, trans. A. Wire, RadRel 2 [1976] pp. 84-93); 
Soziologie der Jesusbewegung (Miinchen: Kaiser, 1977), English translation, The 
First Followers of Jesus: a sociological analysis of earliest Christianity, trans. J. 
Bowden (London: SCM, 1978). The American edition.has a different title: Sociol- 
ogy of Early Palestinian Christianity, (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1978). 

204 See “Zur forschungsgeschichtlichen Einordnung der soziologischen 
Fragestellung”, in Studien zur Soziologie, pp. 3-34, esp. 23f; cf. his further use of 
the three forms of legitimation in Weber in “Legitimation and Subsistence: An 
Essay on the Sociology of Early Christian Missionaires”, in The Social Setting of 
Pauline Christianity: Essays on Corinth by Gerd Theissen, trans. J. H. Schiitz 
(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1982) pp. 27-67. 

205 This thesis is first developed in “Wanderradikalismus”, pp. 245-271, and 
then more substantially in Soziologie der Jesusbewegung. 

206 “Wanderradikalismus”, pp. 83-92. 
207 “Vagabond Radicalism in Early Christianity?: A Historical and Theological 

Discussion of a Thesis Proposed by Gerd Theissen” in W. Schottroff & W. 
Stegemann (eds.), God of the Lowly (Maryknoll: Orbis, 1984) pp. 148-168. 
Stegemann also questions the underlying desire/dream of the West for voluntary 
renunciation of property, arguing that the Jesus movement was property-less 
because of economic disintegration and not by choice. 

208 Sociology and the Jesus Movement (New York: Crossroad, 1989) pp. 15-64. 
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However, it could also be criticized for an inappropriate use of 

Weber, in that Weber himself envisaged the period of radicalism 

as only occurring during the life-time of the charismatic leader. 

What happens immediately after the death of the leader is not a 

continuation of radicalism but routinization, including settling in 

one place and control over the financial resources of the move- 

ment.? 
The influence of Kretschmar and Theissen is clear in the 

important paper of K. Niederwimmer on itinerant radicalism in 
the Didache which is included in this volume.?!° However, unlike 
Theissen, Niederwimmer utilizes the insights of redaction critical 
analysis to distinguish the ancient tradition he finds in Didache 
11:4-12 from the redactional material in 11:1-3 and 12:1-13:7 
(and a later gloss in 13:4). He observes that the standpoint of the 
redaction is that of the local communities and not that of the 
itinerant radicals. The ancient tradition points to a time when two 
different kinds of itinerant charismatics moved.from one com- 
munity to another in a dense network of local Christians, depend- 
ent on their support. The apostles in the text are a larger group 
than the “twelve” and are itinerant missionaries pledged to home- 
lessness, renunciation of possessions and marriage. The prophets 
are also itinerants whose task is ecstatic speech in the Spirit. They 
may have been accompanied by a prophetess in a spiritual mar- 
riage. However, the rules in this ancient tradition are not so much 
intended to describe their function as to provide criteria to correct 
abuses. In other words decay had corrupted the institution of 
itinerant charismatics. 

According to Niederwimmer, the material provided by the 
redactor provides a different picture. The local hosts for the 
itinerant charismatics are solidifying into formally constituted 
local communities who elect their own officials (15:1f). Ordinary 
“non-charismatic” itinerant Christians are also now visiting the 
communities (12:1ff), often with the intention of settling. Apostles 
fade from the scene, and while prophets continue to visit the com- 
munity, alongside teachers (13:1-7), they are now in the process 
of settling also and in need of provision. This means that tensions 
between the local emerging bishops and deacons and the prophets 
and teachers need to be resolved. The solution is that both groups 
are engaged in the same /eitourgia and should receive the same 
honour (15:1-2). In other words, the leadership of worship which 

_ 20° T have argued this in a paper presented to the 1989 meeting of the Society of 
Biblical Literature, Anaheim, “Weber, Theissen and the Wandering Charismatics of 
the Didache” . 

210 “Zur Entwicklungsgeschichte des Wanderradikalismus im Traditionsbereich 
der Didache”, WSt 11 (1977) pp. 145-167, esp. 10 notes 1 & 2. 
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was in the hands of the charismatics is now shared by the local 
functionaries. A process of integration and stabilization between 
the itinerant charismatics and the local officials is taking place, 
which is none other than the process of early catholicization. The 
thesis of Harnack is re-affirmed!2!! 

In another essay included in this book,2!2 A. de Halleux 
attempts to roll back the influence of Harnack by a fresh examina- 
tion of the evidence in the Didache. De Halleux proposes to read 
the text as it stands as the product of the same historical situation. 
Most importantly, he challenges the assumption that the prophets 
are itinerant by nature, rather than simply occasionally coming 
from outside as guests.2!3 He sees the “ones teaching” of 11:1-2 
as none other than prophets. The instructions concerning apostles 
are more concerned to warn the community against impostors than 
to describe their nature and ministry. While the rules pre-suppose 
some degree of travel and poverty for apostles, they do not need 
to be interpreted as requiring asceticism and permanent 
vagabondage. As with the titles “teacher” and “prophets”, the title 
“apostle” does not so much describe an office as a function. 
Indeed, the absence of the definite article before tpo@nr@r in 11:3 
indicates that the Didache does not envisage two groups here but 
one group designated in two different ways. Thus there is no min- 
isterial trilogy of ministers: apostles, prophets and teachers.?!4 de 
Halleux also denies that the prophet is an ecstatic, but rather con- 
cerned with prayer, teaching and charity. The rules of ch.13 do 
not show an order of itinerant charismatics settling down, 
although in the case of the apostolic function of the prophet this 
might be so, but are only concerned to ensure sustenance for the 
prophets. Nothing suggests that the bishops and deacons are a new 
institution. 

In a recent article reproduced in this book,?!5 I have argued 
that a form and redaction critical analysis should be taken in a dif- 
ferent direction. Based on a form critical analysis of the rules 

21! This position is affirmed also by W. Rordorf and A. Tuilier, La Doctrine, 
pp. 49-64. The influence of the work of Kretschmar, Theissen and Niederwimmer 
continues in the modern quest for the historical Jesus in the work of scholars such 
as J. D. Crossan (The Historical Jesus: The Life of a Mediterranean Jewish Peasant 
(San Francisco: Harper & Rowe, 1991]), esp. 345ff. It merges with the popular 
theory that Jesus was a wandering Cynic teacher or prophet. 

212 “Les ministéres dans la Didaché”, /renikon 53 (1980) pp. 5-29. I have been 
informed by Dom Emmanuel Lanne, the colleague of the late Fr. de Halleux at 
Louvain, that he was no longer entirely convinced by the thesis he defended in this 
paper. Nevertheless, it presents important insights and its challenge should continue 
to be heard. 

213 Ibid., p. 10. 
214 Ibid., pp. 22f. 
215 “Torah and Troublesome Apostles”, pp. 347-372. 
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introduced by the wepi 5é formula, the rules concerning apostles 

in 11:3-6 are seen to be the oldest core of the material, which is 

modified by the insertion of 11:1-2 in the face of the emergence of 

“false” apostles from within the community who advocate the 

abandonment of the requirement of Torah observance. This is 

later again redacted by the insertion of kai mpodnT@v KaTa& 70 

d6ypua Tod evoryyedov in 11:3 and the material on prophets in 

11:7-12 at a period when these had begun to dominate the com- 
munity. The false teaching against which a warning is given in 
11:1-2 is linked to the nature of “perfection” and the “whole yoke 
of the Lord” in 6:2-3, as referring to the acceptance of the Torah 
by Gentile converts, or at least as much of it as they could bear. 
The minimum requirement was to observe the prohibition of 
eating food sacrificed to idols. This is linked to indications in the 
eschatological conclusion in ch. 16 that the final trials were asso- 
ciated with false teaching emerging from within the community 
and causing division and “lawlessness”. 

This thesis is taken further in and essay in Didache in Con- 
text,2!6 where I utilize models from Mary Douglas’s anthropologi- 
cal theory of witchcraft in order to analyze the nature of the con- 
flict in the community of the Didache. | argue that the strong com- 
munity boundaries, together with weak and ambiguous social 
structure, creates the condition for the emergence of a so-called 
“witch-believing” society, where individuals within the com- 
munity are believed to be agents of demonic forces seeking to 
destroy it, and are driven out. The conflict between the untestable 
charismatic prophets coming from outside the community and the 
local patrons of the community, the bishops and deacons, is 
ameliorated and resolved by the production of text from the words 
and tradition mediated by the prophets, but collected by the 
teachers, by which they can be tested. This developing situation is 
linked to the development of the text of the Didache itself and its 
submission to and gradual replacement by the “gospel”. 

In the same volume, S. J. Patterson also addresses the ques- 
tion of radical itinerancy in the Didache, utilizing this time the 
Coptic version to argue that the text originally ended at 12:2a.217 
At this redactional stage the text was concerned to regulate aspects 
of the behaviour of teachers, apostles and prophets, which were 
felt to be problematic. It is written from the perspective of the 

216 “Social Ambiguity and the Production of Text: Prophets, Teachers, 
Bishops,and Deacons and the Development of the Jesus Tradition in the Community 
of the Didache” , Didache in Context, pp. 284-313. 

217 “Didache 11-13: The Legacy of Radical Itinerancy in Early Christianity”, in 
Didache in Context, pp. 313-329. Patterson takes up the thesis elaborated earlier in 
C.N. Jefford & S. J. Patterson, “A Note on Didache 12.2a (Coptic)”, SecCent 7 
(1989-1990) pp. 65-75. 
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settled community and views the behaviour of the itinerants as the 
source of the problem, whether false teaching, greed or false 
prophecy. Patterson suggests that the original response of the 
community was to exclude these itinerants, but that the rules admit 
them now under strict conditions. Later, in a time of social dis- 
location, the problem of refugees forces the community to add 
12:2b-13:7. Apostles have disappeared now, and prophets and 
teachers are more welcome than before. In 15:1-2, a new set of 
officials is introduced, the bishops and deacons, whose legitimacy 
and equality is established. They represent the new order, while 
the prophets and teachers are a nostalgic reminder of the bygone 
era of radical itinerancy, which survived on the fringes in the 
West but more strongly in the East. Patterson thus essentially re- 
affirms the position of Theissen and Kretschmar. However, the 
textual reconstruction based on the Coptic manuscript has been 
challenged by F. S. Jones and P. A. Mirecki as we have seen and 
Patterson’s theory remains unsubstantiated.2!8 

11. Eschatology in the Didache 

It is regrettable that the short apocalypse in Didache 16 has not 
received much attention from scholars. The main interest has been 
in whether or not this forms the original conclusion to the Two 
Ways. This was suggested already by P. Savi,?!9 P. Drews,22° G. 
Klein, J. M. Creed?2! and taken up by E. Bammel in the essay 
included in this volume. There have, however, been strong objec- 
tions from P. Vielhauer,?22 T. H. C. van Eijk and223 Rordorf.224 
Bammel, in the essay included here, argues that collections of 
Jewish paraenesis invariably end with an eschatological warning 
to re-inforce the ethical imperative. Even if Bammel is right that 
such a warning originally stood at the end of the Two Ways, it 
may not have been the same as ch. 16. Niederwimmer concedes 
that the Two Ways probably concluded with an eschatological 
warning, but that the Didachist has replaced this original conclu- 

218 “Considerations on the Coptic Papyrus of the Didache (British Library 
Oriental Manuscript 9271)”, The Didache in Context, pp. 47-87. 

219 La dottrina degli apostoli. Richerche critiche sull’origine del testo con una 
not intorno all’eucharistia (Rome, 1893) pp. 55f; cited by Ehrhard, Altchristliche 

Literature, p. 51. 
220 “Untersuchungen”, p. 68ff. 
221 “The Didache”, JTS 39 (1938) pp. 370-387, esp. 379. 
222 Geschichte der urchristlichen Literatur. Einleitung in das Neue Testament, 

die Apokryphen und die Apostolischen Vater (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1975) pp. 730- 
433. 

223 La Résurrection des Morts chez les Perres Apostoliques (Paris: Beauchesne, 
1974 [ThH 25]) pp. 20-21. 

224 Rordorf & Tuilier, La Doctrine, pp. 80-83 
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sion with tradition obtained from elsewhere, since ch. 16 shares 

no material with the eschatological ending of Doct.?* 
A second focus of interest in the text has been its relation to 

the apocalyptic tradition in the Synoptic Gospels. While some 

have seen a dependence on Matthew and/or Luke,”°, H. Koster 

has argued that the Didache reflects the Ur-text of a Jewish 

apocalypse used also by Mark.?27 Glover?28 argues that “Q” is the 

ancient source lying behing ch. 16. J. S. Kloppenborg??? has 

demonstrated that the Didache only uses material found in Mat- 
thew’s special source “M” and does not cite Matthew where Mat- 
thew can be seen to be using Mark. For him the Didache 
represents an independent tradition under whose influence Mat- 
thew altered his Markan source.230 My own study of the “sign of 
the Son of Man” in 16:6 comes to the same conclusion on the 
basis of development of the symbol.?! 

A number of studies have taken up the question of resurrec- 
tion in the Didache. An unpublished thesis by G. Ladd?32 takes up 
again Harnack’s contention that the Didachist is a millenarian.?39 
A. P. O’Hagan?34 concedes that this may be possible, especially 
on the basis of the prayers for the gathering of Israel in chs. 9-10. 
Even in ‘a Christian framework, this hope would have a 
materialistic sense of the re-establishment of the land of Israel 
centred on Jerusalem. However, as he rightly points out, this hope 
in itself does not consitute millenarianism unless there is also the 
expectation of the one thousand year reign. This can certainly not 
be derived from the text of the Didache, as van Eijk points out in 
his thorough study.?35 In continuity with Jewish tradition, the 
Didache envisages a resurrection of the righteous only, justified 
on the basis of Zechariah 14:5, probably to share in and witness 
the judgment of the world.23¢ 

225 Die Didache, pp. 247-248. 
226 E.g. B. C. Butler “Literary Relations”, pp. 265-283. 
227 Uberlieferung, pp. 187-189. 
228 “Quotations”, pp. 25-28. 
* paki 16:6-8 and Special Matthean Tradition”, ZNW 69-70 (1978-1979) 

pp. 54-67. 

230 “Tradition”, p. 63. A reservation concerning Glover’s conclusion needs to be 
made, in that the Didache may reflect at this point an underlying Jewish tradition 
rather than the Jesus teaching in particular, which may draw on the same tradition. 

231 J.A. Draper, “The Development of the “Sign of the Son of Man” in the Jesus 
Tradition”, NTS 39 (1991) pp. 1-21. 

232 The Eschatology of the Didache (Unpublished Harvard Thesis, 1949). 
233 Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte | (Tiibingen: Mohr, 19094) pp. 186-187. 
234 Material Recreation in the Apostolic Fathers (Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1968 

(TU 100}) pp. 18-30. 
235 La Résurrection, pp. 25. 
236 Ibid., pp. 25-28. The Jerusalem text ends abruptly and is probably to be 

reconstructed on the basis of Const. ; 
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Wengst?3’ argues that ethics are given the first place in the 
way of salvation offered by the Didache, as in the Jewish 
proselyte catechesis from which it derives. Ethical behaviour or 
“perfection” in the present moment is the key to salvation in 16:2, 
and the return of the Lord is for judgment according to works 
(according to the ending reconstructed from Consf). Eschatology 
thus becomes a subordinate aspect of ethics, a simple piece of 
instruction about the “Last Things”. This, he maintains, 
represents a significant shift over against Jesus and earliest 
Christianity, where the expectation of the end included the hope of 
worldwide, fundamental upheaval, while ethics were an interim 
arrangement overshadowed by the eschatological horizon. The 
apocalypse of the Didache is half-way towards the kind of accom- 
modation to the pressures of the world found in later Christian lit- 
erature, although its community has not completely surrendered 
its Christian identity. 

A number of recent articles have indicated a renewed interest 
in the eschatological section of the Didache. H. R. Seeliger,?38 in 
a study included in this book, has shown that the apocalypse of the 
Didache does not match the definition propounded by recent 
research into apocalyptic as a genre. The spatial element of a 
transcendent world has fallen away and only the temporal element 
of imminent catastrophe remains. Since this time of trouble 
revolves around false prophets, and 11:6, 9 also envisages such 
false prophets, he suggests that ch. 16 preserves an important part 
of the content of the apocalytic prophecy of the early church, to 
guard against imposters and to,supply material to those com- 
munities which did not have prophets (13:4). Two studies in 
Didache in Context by A. Milavec?39 and N. Pardee?4° take up the 
study of the time of testing in 16:5. In response, I have taken up 
again the question of the resurrection of the righteous only in a 
recent paper,4! and argued that it relates to the so-called “martyr- 
cult” theology emerging after the Maccabean revolt, and that this 
was already associated with Zechariah 14:5 in Jewish tradition. 

237 Didache (Apostellehre), pp. 59-61. 
238 “Erwagungen zu Hintergrund und Zweck des apokalyptischen Schlusskapitels 

der Didache” in E. A. Livingstone (ed), Studia Patristica 21: Papers presented to 
the Tenth International Conference on Patristic Studies held in Oxford 1987 
(Leuven: Peeters, 1989) pp. 185-192. 

239 “The Saving Efficacy of the Burning Process in Didache 16.5”, Didache in 
Context, pp. 131-155. 

240 “The Curse that Saves (Didache 16.5)”, Didache in Context, pp. 156-176. 
241 “Resurrection and Zechariah 14.5 in the Didache Apocalypse”, forthcoming 

in JEC. 
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12. New Currents in Research into the Didache 

The collection of essays in The Didache in Context indicates that 

the proliferation of methods which have recently been applied to 

the New Testament are now being turned towards the Didache. 

Sociological or anthropological studies, begun already in the work 
of G. Theissen and M. J. Suggs mentioned above, include recent 
work by R. S. Ascough,?42 A. Milavec,243 J. W. Riggs*44 and 
myself.245 Literary analyses influenced by the theory of orality or 
rhetoric have been undertaken by I. H. Henderson,”4° J. Reed,?47 

and J. S. Kloppenborg.?48 It remains to be seen to what extent 
these new methodologies will transform our understanding of this 
much debated writing. Research into the Jewish roots of the 
Didache also continues to develop, as we have seen, and this 
promises to be an important area for further work in the light of 
new discoveries and understandings.?49 

242 “An Analysis of the Baptismal Tirual of the Didache”, StLiturg 24 (1994) 
pp. 201-213 (utilizing the initiation model of Victor Turner). 

243 “The Social Setting of “Turning the Other Cheek” and “Loving One’s 
Enemies” in the Light of the Didache”, BTB 25 (1995) pp. 131-143 (utilizing a vari- 
ety of models, especially Theissen). 

244 “The Sacred Food of Didache 9-10 and Second Century Ecclesiologies”, in 
The Didache in Context, pp. 256-283 (utilizing Malinowski, Radcliffe-Brown and 
Mary Douglas). 

245 J. A. Draper, “Christian Self-Definition”, pp. 362-377; “Social Ambiguity 
and the Production of Text: Prophets, Teachers, Bishops,and Deacons and the 
Development of the Jesus Tradition in the Community of the Didache”, Didache in 
Context, pp. 284-313 

246 “Didache and Orality in Synoptic Comparison”, JBL 111 (1992) pp. 283- 
306; “Style-switching in the Didache: Fingerprint or Argument”, Didache in Con- 
text, pp. 177-209. 

247 “The Hebrew Epic and the DIDACHE”,, Didache in Context, pp. 213-225. 
248 “The Transformation of Moral Exhortation in Didache 1-5”, Didache in 

Context, pp. 88-109. 
249 Besides the authors mentioned above on pp. 15, see M. del Verme, 

Giudaismo e Nuovo Testamento: Il Caso delle Decime (Naples: D’Auria, 1989) pp. 
216-228 (on tithes); “Medio giudaismo e Didaché: il caso della comunione dei 
beni”, VetChr 32 (1995) pp. 293-320 (on community of property). 



THE DIDACHE AS A CHURCH ORDER: AN EXAMINATION 
OF THE PURPOSE FOR THE COMPOSITION OF THE 

DIDACHE AND ITS CONSEQUENCES FOR 
INTERPRETATION 

GEORG SCHOLLGEN 
Aachen 

Despite the intensive investigation the Didache has undergone 
since its editio princeps in 1883, it has remained an object of 
many controversies. Beside the question of its place and time of 
origin, this is true especially concerning the literary integrity and 
state of development of the church constitution which is mirrored 
in the writing. 

Among the few points of consensus in research one may 
mention the formal structure: “Uber die literarische Gattung der 
Did(ache) herrscht im iibrigen Einigkeit: die Did(ache) ist eine 
Kirchenordnung, und zwar die Alteste ihrer Art.”! A first glance 
at the text already confirms this conclusion: catechesis, liturgy and 
church offices with very detailed rules are its main subject, 
generally typical themes of ancient Christian church orders. In 
addition there is an absence of any interest in dogmatic questions: 
the text deals with the external ordering of the community, not its 
theology.2 

The obvious plausibility of this conclusion concerning the 
formal limitation of the thematic field has, however, misled most 
interpreters not to examine more,closely the purpose for the com- 
position of the text, and consequently to be in danger of working 
unconsciously with assumptions which correspond to modern con- 
ceptions of a church order, but are not applicable without further 
qualification to ancient representatives of this form, like the 
Didache, the Apostolic Tradition, the Syriac Didascalia and the 
Apostolic Constitutions. 

Along with the question of the scope of the regulations, 
which is closely bound up with questions concerning the purpose 
of composition, one of these premises will be more closely 
examined here. The great majority of the interpreters of the 
Didache—seldom explicitly as in Vielhauer and Harnack, more 
often implicitly as in the newer commentaries of Rordorf and 

1 P. Vielhauer, Geschichte der urchristlichen Literatur (Berlin: de Gruyter, 

1975) p. 725; compare also A. Harnack, Die Lehre der zwolf Apostel nebst 
Untersuchungen zur dltesten Geschichte der Kirchenverfassung und des Kirchen- 
rechts (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1884 [TU 2,1/2]), Prolegomena, p. 32. 

2 Cf. K. Wengst, Didache (Apostellehre), Barnabasbrief, Zweiter Klemensbrief, 

Schrift an Diognet (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1984 [SUC 2]) 

pF. 
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Wengst—assume that the Didache proceeded, according to its 

self-understanding, to regulate comprehensively the institutional 

life of the church in its essential areas, and did not simply deal 

with isolated contentious questions of community discipline. 

In my opinion, the consequences of this unfounded assump- 

tion in the previous literature are more far-reaching than may 

appear at first sight. If one follows the understanding of the 

Didache as a comprehensive church order, then the text—as the 

only source from the post apostolic period—is in the position to 
give an untruncated picture of the whole external life of an early 
Christian community. In other words, the criterion of 
comprehensiveness allows one not only to utilize the positive 
provisions which the text gives its addressees, but also allows the 
interpreters to go beyond this to the rare opportunity of a meth- 
odically legitimate use of the otherwise rightly rejected argument 
from silence: if the Didache is a comprehensive church order, 

then one can conclude—at least in the areas with which it deals 
more closely (eg. catechesis, liturgy and church offices}—that 
whatever it does not deal with was not practiced at the time of its 
composition. The reverse conclusion from the argument from 
silence raises the value of the text as a source considerably. 

Most of the literature has eagerly seized on this possibility 
and given the argument from silence in the Didache more room 
than for any other pre-Constantinian text; moreover, most inter- 
pretations cannot do without this presupposition—which is not 
usually acknowledged. 

The value of the Didache as a source would, however, be 
much reduced if it was not a comprehensive, but simply a selec- 
tive church order, if it was thus not a matter of a regulation of the 
general institutional life of the community, but only of the 
clarification of contested particular issues from the thematic field 
“external rule of the community” and remained without reference 
to the wide area of uncontested praxis. In this case, completeness 

3 A. Harnack, Die Apostellehre und die jiidischen beiden Wege? (Leipzig: Hin- 
richs, 1896) p. 6: “Alles is darauf angelegt, in iibersichtlicher, leichtfasslicher leicht 
behaltlicher Form die wichtigsten Regeln fiir das christliche Leben, die d:da@ypaTa 
Tov kupiov, zusammenzustellen. In dem, was die Schrift enthalt und was sie nicht 
enthdlt, ...ist sie ein kostbarer Kommentar zu den dltesten Zeugnissen, die wir fiir 

das Leben, den Interessenkreis und die Ordnungen, die sich als niitzlich erwiesen 
und als notwendig herausgebildet hatten, zu kodifizieren.” Cf. as well J.-P. Audet, 
La Didache. Instructions des apétres (Paris: Gabalda, 1958) pp. 436-9, who Tejects 

the title “Church Order” for the Didache and already discerns the essentially more 
modest goal of the writing, without proposing an exact designation of form. The 
objections of W. Rordorf & A. Tuilier (La doctrine des douze apotres (Didaché) 
[Paris: Les Editions du Cerf, 1978 (SC 248)] p. 21 n. 2) against the designation 
“Church Order” do not affect the definition of Vielhauer. In what follows the text 
will be cited according to this edition. 
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would not have been not intended, the argument from silence 
would thus be worthless to a large extent, and the interpretation 
would have to limit itself to positive regulations which are rather 
rare, as closer observation reveals. 

In the following study, the question of the extent of the rules 
will be examined in the details of the text. Attention will be drawn 
to five aspects or questions in particular: 

1. the Didache is structured into a large number of clearly 
separated thematic sections, which as a rule put forward one 
essential argumentation. To determine the extent of the rules it 
is necessary first to work out the respective goals of the 
argumentation of these single sections. 
2. Since the text often rejects deviant practices, it must be 

asked whether its regulation is directed against a recognizable 
abuse or dissent, which may be attested elsewhere as well. 
3. Is it clear from the context whether the text reacts to 

changed circumstances, in that it modifies the previously valid 
praxis in the sense of an adaptation? 
4. To what extent is the particular area of the life of the com- 

munity regulated? Is it restricted to the problematic, con- 
tentious issues or also to what no-one contests? 
5. In what manner are the particular sections of argumenta- 

tion connected to each other? Does the text have a tight con- 
struction, or do the sections stand next to each other in a 
merely associative or unconnected manner? 

1. Chapters 1-6 

We can dispense with a closer consideration of 1-6 in the present 
context, since it offers a piece of tradition. It is widely recognized 
today* that it represents a widely disseminated pre-existing 
Christian Two Ways teaching with few additions,> which possibly 

4 Of the more recent literature, one only need mention: J.-P. Audet, “Affinités 
littéraires et doctrinales du “manuel de discipline””, RB 59 (1952) pp. 219-238; 
also Didaché, pp. 121-163; S. Giet, L’énigme de la Didaché (Paris: Ophrys, 1970 
(PFLUS 149]) pp. 39-170; R. A. Kraft, Barnabas and the Didache (New York: 
Thomas Nelson, 1965 [AF 3]) pp. 4-16; W. Rordorf, “Un chapitre d’éthique judéo- 
chretienne. Les deux voies”, RSR 60 (1972) pp. 109-128; also Rordorf & Tuilier, 
La Doctrine, pp. 22-34; Wengst, Didache (Apostellehre), pp. 20-22. 

5 It is hard to determine whether these additions derive from the composer of the 
nucleus of the Didache; cf. on this B. Layton, “The Sources, Date and Transmis- 
sion of Didache 1,3b-2,1”, H7hR 61 (1968) pp. 343-383, esp. 380-382; Giet, 
Enigme, pp. 189-191; A. Stuiber, ““Das ganze Joch des Herrn” (Didache 6,3-3)” 
in F. L. Cross (ed.), Studia Patristica 4 (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1961 [TU 79]) 
pp. 323-329; W. Rordorf, “Le probléme de la transmission textuelle de Didache 
1,3b-2,1” in F. Paschke (ed.), Uberlieferungsgeschichtliche Untersuchungen (Ber- 
lin: Akademie-Verlag, 1981 [TU 125]) pp. 499-513; Wengst, Didache (Apostel- 
lehre), pp. 18f; K. Niederwimmer, “Textprobleme der Didache”, WSt 95 (1982) 
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goes back to a Jewish prototype. It is uncertain whether it was 

included with the rest of the Didache from the beginning, or was 

added only later. In any case the transition, tadra ma&v7a 

mpoetm6vrTec,® is intended to integrate the Two Ways teaching into 

the context of the prescription for baptism in such a way that it 

had to precede the baptismal ceremony as_pre-baptismal 

catechesis.7 

2. Chapter 7:1-4 

The first two sections deal with themes from the sphere of bap- 

tism.® 
a. The main issue in the first three verses is the kind of bap- 

tismal water to be used. In accordance with local conditions, the 
author determines what kinds of water could be used for baptism. 
He shares the high preference of his Jewish and pagan environ- 
ment and the early church for living (=flowing) water in rivers, 
springs and sea? and prescribes it as baptismal water.!° 

In vv.2-3 he nevertheless deems it necessary to make a series 
of qualifications. In accordance with local or seasonal circum- 
stances,!! he permits also water of a lesser quality’? and finally 

pp. 116-119. 
6 Did 7:1; with good reasons P. Nautin (“La composition de la “Didaché” et son 

titre”, RHR 78 [1959] pp. 206f) and Rordorf (“Chapitre”, pp. 116f) reject the con- 
jecture of Audet (Didaché, p. 58) that rat7a xa&vTa xpoerxévTec was a late inter- 
polation which had its origin in the praxis of the Egyptian church, to utilize the 
Two Ways Teaching as the foundation for pre-baptismal catechesis. 

7 azpodéyewv is here better translated “explain” than “say beforehand”, i.e. it is 
rather to be thought of as a pre-baptismal catechesis than as a recitation in the bap- 
tismal liturgy; cf. in this regard Rordorf, “Chapitre”, pp. 115-122; A. Védbus, 
Liturgical Traditions in the Didache (Stockholm: Estonian Theological Society in 
Exile, 1968 [PETSE 16]) PP. 17-20; A. Benoit, Le baptéme chrétien au second 
siécle (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1953) pp. 6f, 21-23. 

8 Cf. in this connection W. Rordorf, “Le baptéme selon la Didaché” in 
Mélanges liturgiques offerts au R. P. Dom Bernard Botte O.S.B. (Louvain: Abbaye 
du Mont César, 1972) pp. 499-509; VGdbus, Liturgical Traditions, pp. 17-60; 
Benoit, Le baptéme, pp. 5-33; S. Giet, “Coutume, évolution, droit canon. A propos 
de deux passages de la Didaché”, RDC 16 (1966) pp. 118-132; R. Pillinger, “Die 
Taufe nach der Didache”, WSt 88 (1975) pp. 152-160, whose inference about 
Didache 7-10 as a baptistry in in any case very questionable. 

° Cf. in this regard T. Klauser, “Taufet in lebendigem Wasser! Zum religions- 
und kulturgeschichtlichen Versténdnis von Didache 7,103” in E. Dassmann, 
Gesammelte Arbeiten zur Liturgiegeschichte, Kirchengeschichte und Christlichen 
Archdologie (Miinster in Westfalen: Aschendorff, 1974 [JAC.E 3]) pp. 177-183; 
Rordorf, “Baptéme”, pp. 505-507; V6dbus, Liturgical Traditions, pp. 22-27: 
Benoit, Le baptéme, pp. 8f. 

10 Did. 7:1. 
1! Possibly the rule that warm water may also be used refers not so much to the 

cold season but rather to sick baptisands; cf. F. J. Délger, “Nilwasser und Tauf- 
wasser”, ACh 5 (1936) pp. 175-183 and Benoit, Le baptéme, p. 8. 

12 Cf. in this regard the detailed argument in Rordorf, “Baptéme”, p. 506. 
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even allows baptism by the threefold sprinkling of water over the 
head in place of immersion, though only when there is a great 
shortage of water.!3 The argument of the section is clear: while 
adhering strictly to the preference for flowing water and baptism 
by immersion, necessary concessions are made to local circum- 
stances. One must assume that the author wants to solve a particu- 
larly pressing question for the communities in waterless regions. It 
is striking that, as the only other element of baptismal liturgy, the 
threefold baptismal formula is introduced. Whether the author—as 
is often assumed—turns against another formula,!4 remains 
uncertain. Perhaps one must assume that a second concern, albeit 
of subordinate significance, underlies the argument. 

b. The fourth verse is devoted to the pre-baptismal fast.15 
Here the fast has clearly a higher level of obligation for the baptis- 
mal. candidate than for the other participants: the baptisand is 
obliged to fast for one or two days,!® while the baptizer and other 
congregands are merely recommended to fast for an unspecified 
period of time. The express requirement, expressed by the term 
kedevetc, Suggests that the author wants to oppose with his regula- 
tion a neglect of the baptismal fast. 

In the four verses referred to, the instructions of the Didache 
concerning baptism are exhausted. The reader learns nothing 
about the actual rite of baptism, about the baptismal confession, 
about the person of the baptizer, about the conditions of admission 
of candidates (age, occupation etc.) or about the baptismal day. 
We do not argue that all of these questions—widely contested!” 
—were already regulated in detail at the time of the composition 
of the Didache. This is still very controversial.!8 Yet it is certain 

13 G. Kretschmar, Die Geschichte des Taufgottesdienstes in der Alten Kirche 
(Kassel, 1970 [Leiturgia 5]) p. 47, understands the different kinds of water as 
equally graded alternatives and so misunderstands the~argumentational goal of the 
text. 

14 Cf. in this regard Védbus, Liturgical Traditions, pp..35-39; Audet, Didache, 
p. 352; Rordorf, “Baptéme”, p. 504f; the theory that Did. 9:5 preserves an (older) 
baptismal formula, remains hypothetical; cf. Rordorf & Tuilier, La Doctrine, p. 44, 

n. 2. 
15 Cf. Rordorf, “Baptéme”, pp. 503f; Védbus, Liturgical Traditions, pp. 20f; J. 

Schiimmer, Die altchristliche Fastenpraxis mit besonderer Berticksichtigung der 
Schriften Tertullians (Minster, 1933), p. 165. 

16 According to the thrust of the argument, xededer¢ must express a higher grade 
of duty than the imperative xpovnorevocdtw; otherwise the necessity of the continua- 
tion in v.4b would be scarcely comprehensible. 

17 The datings extend from the apostolic time (Audet, Didaché, pp. 187-210) 
into the late second century: e.g. R. H. Connolly, “Agape and eucharist in the 
Didache”, DRev 55 (1937) p. 489. . 

18 One can be sure that there already was a baptismal confession; cf. in this 

regard A. Stenzel, Die Taufe: eine genetische Erkldrung der Taufliturgie 
(Innsbruck: Rauch, 1958 [FGThUL 7/8}) p. 41. 
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that, in the case of concern with the baptismal water and the 

requirement of the pre-baptismal fast, matters of secondary impor- 

tance are discussed and that the decisive questions, which a com- 

prehensive church order would have had to settle with respect to 

baptism, are not dealt with, with the exception of the baptismal 

formula.!° On these grounds any argument from silence?° is for- 
bidden, such as, for example, one which concludes from the fact 
that nothing more is specified about who conducts baptism, that 

the community has formed no rules or even preferences in the 

matter.?! 
With vv.2, 3, 4b, which differ from the context in their use 

of the second person singular address, the author may well have 
worked in pre-existent traditional material.22 The comparison with 
ch.13 makes it probable that this is not a later interpolation, since 
in that case four verses which are written in second person 
singular are clearly to be identified as traditional material which 
has been worked in.?3 

3. Chapter 8:1 

The pre-baptismal fast is connected with the stationary fast by 
conceptual association.”4 In this it is exclusively a matter of the 
specification of fast days in polemical differentiation from 
Jewish® or Jewish Christian? practice. Against members of the 

19 Similarly also Benoit (La baptéme), who points out that the Didache over- 
looks “certains éléments essentiels et constants du baptéme chrétien” WV6dbus 
(Liturgical Traditions, p. 25): “Nothing is recorded about the way in which the act 
itself was conducted.” 

20 Rordorf, for example, violates this principle (“Baptéme”, p. 509), and con- 
cludes from the absence of different elements of the baptismal liturgy, that they 
were unknown to the author, which he considers to be an argument for the “archaic 
character” of the Didache; similarly also Védbus (Liturgical Traditions, p. 26). 

21 So e.g. Rordorf, “Baptéme”, p. 502, for Did. 7:1, 4a; Wengst, Didache 
(Apostellehre), p. 97, n. 62; more cautiously VGébus, Liturgical Traditions, pp. 26f 
and Benoit, Le baptéme, pp. 9f. 

22 Nevertheless, V6dbus (Liturgical Traditions, pp. 34f) expresses himself scep- 
tical; besides the change of number, the repetition of the triadic baptismal formula 
also speaks for the separation of sources. 

23 Cf. below [p. 16, n. 88] with a comment on Audet’s interpretatio nof the pas- 
sages in the second person plural; Giet Le Enigme, p. 195f wants to distinguish 
inside vv.2 and 3 different “redactional touches”, which is not necessary in my 
opinion. 

4 Cf. in this regard Schiimmer, Altchristliche Fastenpraxis, pp. 82-150; R. 
Arbesmann, Art. “Fasttage”, RAC 7 (1969) pp. 500-524. 

25 So the majority of commentators: e.g. Kraft, Barnabas and the Didache, p. 
164; R. Knopf, Die Lehre der zwélf Apostel; Die zwei Clemensbriefe (Tiibingen: 
Mohr, 1920 [HNT.E 1]) p. 23; Harnack, Die Lehre, Text p. 25; Audet, Didaché, 
p. 368; Wengst, Didache (Apostellehre), p. 97, n. 64. 

26 So Rordorf & Tuilier, La Doctrine, pp. 36f; in any case the argument that the 
Didache could not express itself very strongly against Jews, because it owes so 
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community who continue to keep the Jewish fast days?”—Monday 
and Thursday—the Didache 8:1 asserts Wednesday and Friday as 
the Christian fast-days. 

Again only one aspect of the practice of fasting in the ancient 
church is regulated. The reader learns nothing e.g. about the 
length,?8 intensity or even the degree of compulsion of the station- 
ary fast, the extent of its applicability to people (with exemptions 
for sick, aged and children) and the Paschal fast.29 All this is 
assumed as known. 

4. Chapter 8:2-3 

Again with the help of conceptual association,3° the transition is 
made to a further differentiation against a Jewish or Jewish- 
Christian praxis. The prayer practice of the baoxpitai, which is 
not described in more detail, is replaced by the Lord’s Prayer as a 
obligatory prayer. The occasion is clearly the practice of 
Christians using the prayer formulae of Jewish?! or Jewish- 
Christian origin for private prayer,32 which is regarded by the 
author as an abuse. Based on the authority of the Lord, he pres- 
cribes instead the Lord’s Prayer, which must be prayed three 
times a day analogously to the Jewish custom.33 

5. Chapter 9:1-10:7 

The question as to which kind of community meals the 
“eucharistic” prayers, which chs.9-10 make obligatory, are 
designed to regulate does not need to be discussed here. The con- 
troversies over this, which have not yet reached final consensus,4 

much to the Jewish tradition, bears little weight. he 
27 Cf. Schiimmer, Altchristliche Fastenpraxis, pp. 51-81; Arbesmann, pp. 512f. 
28 Cf. Ibid., pp. 100-105; the theory of Rordorf & Tuilier, La Doctrine, p. 173, 

n. 6, that the accusative, retpdda xou mapaoxevny could refer to a continuation for 

a whole day, dispenses with the fundamentals. 
29 Cf. Schiimmer, Altchristliche Fastenpraxis, pp. 51-81; Arbesmann, pp. 512f. 
30 Why Giet (L’énigme, p. 203) attributes chapter 8 to a “section consacrée a 

l’initiation baptismale”, remains unclear; Pillinger (“Die Taufe”, p. 156) also gives 
no evidence for this opinion. 

31 Cf. in this regard P. F. Bradshaw, Daily Prayer in the Early Church (London: 
SPCK, 1981) pp. 1-22. 

32 So too Knopf, Die Lehre, p. 23; P. Drews, “Untersuchungen zur Didache”, 
ZNW 5 (1904) p. 74. 

33 Cf. Bradshaw, Daily Prayer, p. 2; Rordorf & Tuilier, La Doctrine, p. 37; J. 
Jeremias, The Prayers of Jesus (London: SCM [StBTh 2,6]), pp. 69-72. 

34 A detailed summary of the discussion is provided by W. Rordorf, “The 
Didache” in W. Rordorf et al (eds.), The Eucharist of the Early Christians (New 
York: Pueblo, 1978) pp. 1-23, esp. 3-9. 
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are already an indication that this section, even if one adds chapter 

14, is not designed to provide a comprehensive regulation of the 

liturgical communal gathering.* 
Instead, only three points are explained: ot 

1. Provision of binding formulae for three “eucharistic” 

prayers: 
a. first, prayer?¢ over the cup (9:2) 
b. then over the broken bread (9:3-4) 

c. finally after the ending of the meal (uwev& 6& 70 

éuTAnoOjvon 10:2-6) 
2. Prohibition of the consumption of the wine and bread of the 
“eucharist” by unbaptized persons (9:5). 
3. Instruction to give the prophets the right to formulate and use 
“eucharistic” prayers themselves without limitation (10:7). 

It is clearly the chief intention of the passage to prescribe as bind- 
ing the given “eucharistic” prayers, which probably do not 
originate from the pen of the author.37 Possibly the communities 
had at their disposal formulae which were aberrant or insufficient; 
many perhaps had no fixed formulae, and the author considered it 
necessary to change this situation, which he considered an 
abuse.38 The high valuation of talking in the Spirit, which ch.11 
attests, however, makes it necessary to make an exception in the 
case of the prophet.39 Didache 10:7 thus stands in direct connec- 
tion with the chief intention of the passage. 

This is not the case with the limitation of the consumption of 
the “eucharist” to the baptized, a prescription which the author 
has put immediately after the prayers over wine and bread. The 
harsh formulation of the reason: “Since the Lord has said about 
this: “Do not give what is holy to the dogs!” indicates that non- 
baptized*° also participated at the “eucharistic” meals and the 
author wishes to reject this abuse.*! 

Since further regulations in the area of community meals fol- 
low in ch.14, we will only address the issue of whether the 

35 This becomes clear, e.g. if one assumes, with Rordorf & Tuilier (La Doc- 
trine, pp. 40f) among others, that Did 10:6b announces a continuation of the 
“Eucharist”, which is not regulated by the Didache. 

36 For the Jewish origin of the sequence of the first three prayers, cf. Rordorf, 
“Didache”, pp. 8f. 

37 Cf. in this regard Rordorf, “Didache”, 9-14; Audet, Didaché, p. 375; 
Wengst, Didache (Apostellehre, p. 23. 

38 Similarly also Drews, “Untersuchungen”, p. 74. 
3° That the prophets presided over the “Eucharist”, cannot simply be asssumed 

from this passage; it remains unclear who possessed the presidency; so too Vddbus, 
Liturgical Traditions, p. 111. 

40 Similarly also Drews, “Untersuchungen”, p. 77; Knopf, Die Lehre, p. 27. 
4! Similarly also Drews, “Untersuchungen”, p. 77; Knopf, Die Lehre, p. 27. 
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Didache offers a consistent, comprehensive, regulation of this 
area of community life at that point. 

Chs.11 and 12 address themselves to a further problematic area. 
Common to them is that they provide regulations for the handling 
of Christians arriving from outside, who seek reception in the 
community as strangers. Christian and non-Christian sources of 
especially the second century give a graphic picture of the extent 
to which the well-known Christian hospitality was exploited.42 The 
Didache now seeks to give the community criteria with which they 
can separate out the impostors, without having to abandon the 
institution of hospitality, and without cutting off the rights of par- 
ticular church offices. Since the different offices were allocated 
differential qualifications and rights, they must be dealt with one 
by one. 

6. Chapter 11:1-2 

The Didache has a fairly simple solution for “those who teach” .43 
Although the term d:ddoxadog is not used in the present pas- 
sage,** one could well agree with Rordorf, among others, that it 
deals with the office of teacher.45 The criterion for their accept- 
ance is the agreement of their teaching with that of the Didache. 
Tatra mavTa T& Tpoe_pnuéva probably refers rather to the Two 
Ways teaching than to the detailed community rules of 7-10. If the 
new arrival teaches another 6dax7% which contradicts the latter, 
which is liable to destroy the community, one must refuse him a 
hearing and indeed also accommodation; but if he teaches in the 
sense of our text “to add to righteousness and to the knowledge of 
the Lord”, then he must be received as the Lord himself.46 

42 Cf. in this regard the collection of references in Harnack, Die Lehre, Text, 
pp. 43f; Prolegomena, pp. 125-127; K. Niederwimmer, “Zur Entwicklungsges- 
chichte des Wanderradikalismus im Traditionsbereich der Didache”, WSt 90 (1977) 

. 158, n. 36. 
: 43 Cf. in this regard H. A. Stempel, “Der Lehrer in der “Lehre der zwélf Apost- 
le”, VigChr 34 (1980) p. 209; A. von Harnack, Die Mission und Ausbreitung des 

Christentums in den ersten drei Jahrhunderten | (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 19244) ppl 365- 
377; also Die Lehre, Prolegomena, p. 131-137. 

44 Cf. however Did 13:2; 15:1-2, where d:5déoxadog is explicitly used as a 
designationfor a church office. 

45 Did 11:2 6 6:6c&oxwy is translated by Rordorf & Tuilier (La Doctrine, p. 183) 
as “docteur”; so too Stempel (“Der Lehrer”, pp. 210, 213); hesitantly Harnack (Die 
Lehre, Text, p. 37). This interpretation is likely, because in the development of the 
chapter the question of conduct is directed to arrivals of the two remaining statuses 
which are not bound to the community; differently Wengst, Didache (Apostellehre), 

See 
: 46 Cf, Mt 10:40; Lk 10:16. 
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The subject of the short passage is thus simply the criteria 

which allow one to discern the true from the false teacher in the 

understanding of the Didache. There is no regulation, one would 

expect from a comprehensive community rule, of the organiz- 

ational scope of his activity: does he operate in baptismal prepara- 

tion, or does he only take care of the catechesis of the candidates, 

or of the homily in the service?47 Later in the Didache, in another 

context, we meet the simple claim of the true teacher to provision 

from the community, if he settles.48 Further, in yet another con- 
text, he is numbered next to the bishops, deacons and prophets 
among the retipnpévor bud, the honoured of the community.# A 
concrete description of his activity, which made him worthy of his 
wages,°° is absent.>! 

7. Chapter 11:3-12 

In v.3 two further groups of arrivals are singled out, whose condi- 
tion demands individual treatment: apostles and prophets.*? For 
instructions about conduct with them, the Didache explicitly 
appeals to the d6ypa 70d evayyediov.53 The author must clearly 

47 How Stempel (“Der Lehrer”, p. 212) concludes from Did 15:1f about the 
leadership of the liturgy by the teacher, remains unclear. Similarly also H. von 
Campenhausen, Kirchliches Amt und geistliche Vollmacht in den ersten drei 
Jahrhunderten (Tiibingen: Mohr, 19632 [BHTh 14]) p. 79. 

48 Did 13:2; one need not necessarily conclude from this that they were without 
possessions or even that they were required to be so; differently Stempel, “Die 
Lehre? pa2i2: 

49 Did 15:1-2. 
50 Did 13:2. 
5! Stempel (“Die Lehre”, p. 210) relates a passage from the Two Ways teaching, 

Did 4:1, to the office of the teacher. That remains still uncertain. It could be related 
to the other offices in the context of the Didache just as well, especially the apostle 
and the prophet. That the writing had a teacher as author, as Stempel (“Die Lehre”, 
pp. 210-212) suggests, remains in any case uncertain. Impermissible is the 
thorough-going identification of the teacher with the prophets, which Stemple (“Die 
Lehre”, p. 213) proposes it in conjunction with Kraft. Likewise there is no certain 
evidence that “die Lehrer als die reguldren geistlichen Fiihrer einer Gemeinde 
angesehen werden” (Stempel, /bid.). The attempt of A. de Halleux also (“Les mini- 
stéres dans la Didaché”, Jrenikon 53 [1980] pp. 10f) to relate the two verses to the 
prophets, is not convincing, since other distinguishing criteria are given for them in 
the space of the same unit of argumentation (Did 11:7-12). Moreover, their speak- 
ing in the Spirit is not permitted to be tested—unlike the d:dax7) discussed here. 

52 Cf. in this regard esp. G. Sass, “Die Apostel in der Didache”, in W. 
Schmauch (ed.), Jn memoriam E. Lohmeyer (Stuttgart: Evangelisches Verlagswerk, 
1951) pp. 233-239, esp. 235 on the differentiation of the title of apostle in chp. 11 
of the Didache from the Twelve Apostles of the title; G. Schille, “Das Recht der 
Propheten und Apostel—gemeinderechtliche Beobachtungen zu Didache Kap. 11- 
13”, in P. Watzel & G. Schille (eds.), Theologische Versuche (Berlin: Akademie- 
Verlag, 1966) pp. 84-103; Niederwimmer, “Entwicklungsgeschichte”, pp. 145-167. 

3Cf. also Did. 8:2 with a similar formulation; the question as to whether this 
implies one of the synoptic gospels, cannot be discussed here. 
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cite this high authority, because, as a result of the high prestige of 
the two offices, the limitation of hospitality he is seeking will be 
hard to implement. 

a. The Apostles (11:4-6) 
As with the teachers, the duty to receive each apostle as the Lord 
stands at the beginning of the section. Yet the goal of the 
argumentation is to put an end to the obvious abuses to which the 
exploitation of this hospitality has led, while preserving the duty. 

First the stay of the travelling apostle is limited to one, at 
most two days; a third day, which was granted to a normal 
Christian arrival,54 already shows him to be a false prophet.55 The 
short stay makes it impossible for the apostle to teach in the com- 
munity or to do any other work.5¢ 

The author confronts the practice of false apostles, who 
demand gifts or at least expect them, with his demand that they 
should only be given bread or provision for a day’s journey when 
they go, which does no more than fulfill a command of general 
hospitality.5?7 If the apostle demands money, he has unmasked 
himself as a charlatan. About the task of the apostle, who proba- 
bly must have been engaged in the mission outside already exist- 
ing communities,5* the Didache gives just as little explicit 
information>? as over the nature and circumstances of his commis- 

54Did. 12:2; on the background of Graeco-Roman and Jewish hospitality, which 

knew similar rules, cf. Audet, Didaché, pp. 444f. 

55Cf. Rordorf & Tuilier (La Doctrine, p. 52) for the evidence that the express- 
ion, Yevdorpodyrn¢ in the LXX and early Christian literature is used “pour 
désigner une personne qui prétend étre un envoyé de Dieu sans 1|’étre 
véritablement”, and does not simply refer to a false prophet (similar also Niederwim- 
mer, “Entwicklungsgeschichte”, p. 155 note 26). De Halleux could not refute this; 

with this the chief argument for the identity of apostles and prophets (and teachers), 
for which he argues, falls away. Elsewhere as well, the Didache distinguishes these 
three offices clearly from one another. The fact that the writing does not introduce 
the three offices together as a “trilogy” (de Halleux, p. 13) is no argument for 

identifying them. 
56 So they are also not preachers, who—like modern revivalists—seek out 

already existing communities, as de Halleux (“Les ministéres”, p. 13) thinks. 
57 Cf. in this regard Audet, Didaché, p. 446. 
58 This is probably also the reason why the apostles in Did. 15:2 are not intro- 

duced among the te7pnpévor; unlike the prophets and teachers, they no longer have 
any function in already existing communities; for a different point of view, see 
Niederwimmer (“Entwicklungsgeschichte”, p. 154 note 21), who does not see the 
apostles (and prophets) as community founders or organizers, but as eschatologi- 
cally motivated drop-outs from the contemporary society. Howver, there are no 
bases to be found for this in the text. 

59De Halleux (“Les ministéres”, p. 12) also demonstrates this. He rightly refutes 
the assumption that one can deduce anything from the text about the ascetic lifestyle 
of the apostle. 
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sion; it is simply a matter of providing the community with 

criteria to distinguish the false apostle, and in this way overcome 

abuses. 

b. The Prophets (11:7-12) 

The subject of vv.7-12 is the office of prophet;*! again the author 

has tried to give the community criteria which will put them in the 

position to differentiate true from false holders of this office.©? 

With prophets this is particularly difficult because, in talking in 
the Spirit,? they have at their disposal a gift of divine origin, 
which is, in principle, impervious to human judgment. Therefore 
the passage begins with the prohibition against putting prophets to 
the test®5 while they speak in the Spirit. Clearly this command had 
come to be widely disregarded, since the Didache finds it neces- 
sary to understand testing of speaking in the Spirit as a sin against 
the Holy Spirit and expressly indicates it to be unforgivable. 

Since speaking in the Spirit, as a kind of technique, can be 
mastered not only by true but also by false prophets, it cannot by 
itself be a mark of differentiation. Instead of this, agreement with 
the lifestyle of the Lord® serves as the criterion of the true 

60 Schille (“Das Recht”, p. 93) thinks that the apostles carried out a messenger 
service; there is no support for this in the text either. 

61 That it is a matter of wandering prophets, cannot be deduced from ch.11; but 
it is assumed implicitly in Did. 13:1; cf. also Niederwimmer, “Entwicklungs- 
geschichte”, pp. 156f. 

62Cf. the same problem in HermMan 11.7:21 (SC 53bis, 194-8 Joly). 
63What the Didache understood by speaking in the Spirit is only promoted in a 

limited way. In terms of content it is a matter of demands spoken out aloud in com- 
prehensible form (vv.8, 12) and teaching (vv.10f) from the realm of community dis- 
cipline and ethics. In terms of its form, it is obviously a recognizable manner (or 
technique) of speaking instantly recognizable as such by every member of the com- 
munity, which governed not only the true but also the false-prophet (v.8). Cf. D. E. 
Aune, Prophecy in Early Christianity and the Ancient Mediterranean World (Grand 
Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans) p. 310. Perhaps it is distinguished from the speech of the 
teachers in that the listener gets the impression that it is not the prophet himself 
who speaks, but another, the Spirit, is serving his own. In this sense speaking in the 
Spirit presupposes ecstasy as “getting worked up”. 

6 It is, strictly speaking, not a matter of a prohibition on testing prophets. Only 
the testing of speaking in the Spirit is forbidden. Thus there is no contradiction 
between vv.7 and 8, as Giet (Enigme, p. 222) assumes. 

65What exactly is meant by marpd&tw—test, put to the test—and éa- 
xpivw—judge, speak a judgment—is made clear by a parallel in Eusebius, HE 
5.16:16f and 5.18:13 (GCS 9,1,466. 478 Schwartz), where the attempt of bishops 
in the ecumenical church to refute montanist prophecies by internal contradictions 
and to move prophets to disputations is reported. Certainly it is not simply the 
interruption of speaking in the Spirit which is prohibited, as de Halleux (“Les mini- 
ue p. 15) rightly objected against Rordorf & Tuilier (La Doctrine, p. 53 note 

°°What the author understood by the lifestyle of the Lord, is not more precisely 
explained; the example of vv.9-12 simply gives an—admittedly fragmentary—ex- 
ample; Knopf (Die Didache, p. 31) sees behind this the thoughts of the “imitatio 
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prophet. “For by their lifestyle the false prophet will be known 
from the true prophet”.‘? The area of doctrine clearly plays no 
role in this context—in contrast to the case of the teachers. 

In vv.9-12 the principle set out in v.8 is developed in particu- 
lar examples. The demand of the prophet to prepare a meal, 
given while speaking in the Spirit,°* must indeed be complied with 
by the community;7° but if the prophet himself eats from it, he 
misuses speaking in the Spirit to his personal advantage—as this 
obviously often happened—and then he shows himself to be a 
false prophet. 

As a further principle, the Didache sets out the agreement of 
true—obviously ethical—teaching and conduct. The cryptic 
sounding (to modern ears) v.11, which has not yet been satisfac- 
torily explained,’ limits this principle and so the community’s 
possibility of testing in a special case—though only for the person 
who has already proved himself to be a genuine prophet. The last 
verse of this section tries once more to safeguard against an abuse 
of the regulation. Obviously false prophets misused speaking in 
the Spirit to make demands on the community for money; the 
Shepherd of Hermas attests similar abuses.7? Again the criterion is 
use for oneself, which characterizes the speaking in the Spirit of 
the false prophets. Demands for money for others if they are 
poor, lies beyond the competence of the community to judge. The 
goal of the argument of vv.7-12 is clear: while strictly preserving 
the high valuation of speaking in the Spirit, which is beyond 
human judgment and testing, the author puts forward criteria 
which allow the community to trace the false usage of the techni- 
que of speaking in the Spirit by false prophets, with the help of the 
examination of their lifestyle, in which the criterion of use to 
one’s own benefit plays a major role. 

gerade des armen Lebens Christi”; similarly also Wengst (Didache (Apostellehre), 
p. 40) and Aune (Prophecy in Early Christianity, p. 215). Cf. in this regard, 
however, Did. 13:3-7. 

§7 Did. 11:8. 
68 So too Giet, Enigme, p.-223. 
69 While it is not unlikely that it is a matter of a liturgical meal, perhaps an 

agape for the poor, as Rordorf & Tuilier (La Doctrine, p. 53) suggest, there is 
nevertheless insufficient evidence in the text; cf. also Knopf (Die Lehre, p. 31). 

70 Ibid. 
71 Rordorf & Tuilier (La Doctrine, pp. 186-188 note 5) and Wengst (Didache 

(Apostellehre), p. 98 note 99) provide an overview of the different attempts at inter- 
pretation; cf. also A. Frank (Studien zur Ekklesiologie des Hirten, 2 Klemems, der 
Didache und der Ignatiusbriefe mit besonderer Bertcksichtigung der Idee einer 
praexistenten Kirche, Diss. Munich, 1975, pp. 333-343) and Aune (Prophecy in 
Early Christianity, p. 266). fie 

72 HermMand 11:12 (SC 53bis, 196 Joly); cf. with further parallels M. Dibelius, 

Der Hirt des Hermas = HNT.E 4 (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1923) pp. 541f. 



56 GEORG SCHOLLGEN 

8. Chapter 12:1-5 

After these three offices, the author now turns to ordinary 

Christians,73 who come to a community as strangers.’ All arrivals 

who make the claim to be Christians?5 have a right to hospitable 

reception. However, the Didache demands subsequent test- 
ing—probably to determine whether the traveler is really a 
Christian.76 The motive for this would probably be to prevent the 
exploitation of hospitality by non-Christians.” In what follows, a 
different procedure is laid out, according to whether the traveler, 
who has proved to be a Christian, is only on a journey, or 
whether he wants to settle permanently in the community. 

In the first case, he enjoys extensive support from the com- 
munity; their hospitality is, however, limited to two, at most 
three, days. This rule is also obviously directed against a misuse 
of the claim to hospitality. A believer coming from elsewhere is 
not, however, forbidden to settle in the community. Yet then he 
must support himself with his own labour;’® if the occasion 
demands it the community must provide work for him. 

V.5 shows clearly that this provision is directed against 
misuses:79 the person who refuses to work will be characterized as 
one who makes a trade of being a Christian, i.e. of belonging to 
the church.8° The community is told to exclude him from their 
midst. 

9. Chapter 13:1-78) 

This general regulation must now be limited in the case of two 
groups of persons, who have a traditional claim to provision, if 

73 For a different interpretation see J. Roloff (Art. Amt, Amter, Amtsverstandnis 
4: TRE 2 (1978) p. 515), who sees in them wandering prophets who are in the 

process of becoming settled. This conjecture is, however, as little explained as the 
difficulties which are then thrown up by the following chapter. 

7 Cf. in this regard M. Puzicha, Christus peregrinus. Die Fr 
(Mt 25:35) als Werk der privaten Wohltitigkeit im Urteil der Alten Kirche 
(Miinster: Aschendorff, 1980), esp. pp. 11-13, 60-65. 

75 This is how Knopf understands év dvépert xupiov (Die Lehre, p. 33); similarly 
Kraft (Barnabas and the Didache, p. 172). 

76Cf. Harnack, Die Lehre: Text, p. 48; Knopf, Die Lehre, p. 33. 
7 $0 too Harnack, Die Lehre: Prolegomena, p. 92; Puzicha, Christus 

peregrinus, p. 63. . 
78On the command to work, cf. Harnack, Die Lehre: Prolegomena, pp. 92f; H. 

Holzapfel, Die sittliche Wertung der kérperlichen Arbeit im christlichen Altertum 
(Wurzburg, 1941) p. 48. 
or too Knopf, Die Lehre, p. 34; Niederwimmer, “Entwicklungsgeschichte” , 

p. J 
8°On the expression, xoro7éwmopoc, cf. Harnack, Die Lehre: Text, pp. 49f. 
81 On this passage, cf. Giet, “Coutume”, pp. 122-124, 126-130. 
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they settle** and place themselves entirely at the disposal of the 
community: the prophets and teachers, inasmuch as they have 
been shown to be GAnO.voi. To address this question, the author 
had at his disposal a clearly identifiable piece of traditional 
material. It is clearly discernible, for one thing, in that it is in Sec- 
ond Person Singular,®3 in contrast to the context; in addition it 
forms a stylistic and material unity: 

3a. Every firstfruit of the product of the vine and of the threshing floor, 
of the cattle and of the sheep, take now and give the firstfruit to the 
prophets. 
5. If you make dough, take the firstfruit and give it according to the law. 
6. In the same way, if you open a jug of wine or oil, take the firstfruit and 
give it to the prophets. 
7. But of gold and of clothes and of every possession take the firstfruit, as 
it seems appropriate to you, and give it according to the law. 

In terms of content, all four verses are concerned with how the 
amapxy is to be provided.84 Formally they are constructed 
according to the same schema: 7}v &tapxyv (with concrete speci- 
fication) AwBav 56¢ + Toig TpodHroaic and KaT& THY é&vTOAHr, 
alternating according to an ABAB-Scheme.® 

The author fits this piece of tradition into his argument, 
without altering it stylistically.’ The first verse of the chapter 
makes it clear that this regulation does not relate to all prophets, 
but only to those who are already known as GAnOcvoi and want to 
settle permanently in the community. The second verse extends 
the traditional material, which was limited to the prophets, to the 
true teachers.*’ For both, the reason taken from the synoptic tradi- 
tion is valid, that the person who works for the community is wor- 
thy of his wage. 

82 The initiative clearly comes from the prophets (and teachers). 
83 This would obviously not suffice as a criterion for a piece of traditional 

material. 
84Cf. G. Schéllgen, “Die Didache—ein friihes Zeugnis fiir Landgemeinden?”, 

ZNW 76 (1985) pp. 140-143. 
85 Giet (Enigme, pp. 228f) resolved the question of the piece of traditional 

material in a similar fashion; his conjecture that it is to be identified as oral teaching 
material on account of carefully observed rhythmic patterns, remains just as 
hypothetical as the assumption of the non-Christian origin. The interpretation of 
Schille (“Das Recht”, pp. 99-101) overlooks the unity of the piece of traditional 
material and is also as usual without sufficient evidence in the text. 

86 Possible because of the high esteem enjoyed by the tradition from which this 
piece of tradition is taken. 

87 The conjecture of Rordorf & Tuilier (La Doctrine, p. 190 note 2), that 13:2 
documents a development in the course of which the prophets were replaced by the 
teachers in catechesis and instruction, finds no evidence in the text. 
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The piece of tradition itself is still further extended by an 

interpolation. V.3b gives an Old Testament scriptural foundation 

for the prophets’ right to support:** just as the high priests had the 

right to claim the &wapx7, in the same way today the prophets 

have the right to support. ®? evita 
V.4 takes up the question as to what a community, which is 

temporarily or permanently without settled prophets, should do 
with their &aapxj, which they now are accustomed to collect, and 
it allocates them to the poor.% 

The goal of the argument in ch.13 is purely and simply to 
authorize the claim of the prophets and teachers to support, and to 
regulate it concretely. This clarification had become necessary in 
the context because, in the preceding section, the author had 
refused all Christians, who wished to settle in a different com- 
munity, a permanent claim to provision. Possibly the right of the 
prophets and teachers to support was also much contested. The 
Didache is no evidence for a slow integration of an originally 
nomadic prophetic ministry into particular communities, as de 
Halleux has rightly observed.%! The settled state is rather only one 
lifestyle of Christian prophets—which, as the piece of traditional 
material shows, had already been long practiced and recognized.% 

88 V.3b, which betrays that it belongs with vv.1-2, 4 through the ipar, clearly 
indicates that the traditional piece of material 3a, 5-7 cannot be a later interpolation, 
as Audet (Didaché, pp. 105-110)(he inconsequentially allocates y.3b, despite the 
bua, to the interpolation) and Rordorf & Tuilier (La Doctrine, pp. 190f note 5) 
think, or rather conjecture; the yap of v.3b provides the basis for the regulation in 

v.3a; in the same way v.4 gives an instruction which can only be understood as sup- 
plementary rule to 3a. Vv.3b, 4 thus provide a later expansion. In addition: why 
should an interpolation, which provides a developmental rule of vv.1-2, limit itself 
to the prophets and allow the teacher introduced by v.2 to disappear? One can con- 
clude from ch.7: on the plausible but not necessary hypothesis that the chpters 7 
and 13, which are both composed in the Second Person Plural, spring from the 
same source (as e.g. Audet (Didaché, p. 108 suggests), then Did. 13:2-3, 4b is also 
a pre-existing piece of traditional material reworked by the author of the Didache. 

89 What we have here is a simple comparison between prophets and highpriests 
with respect to the dmapx7, a particular form of right to support. One can conclude 
nothering from this passage concerning the specific liturgical function of the 
prophets; so also de Halleux (“Les ministéres”, p. 19) contra Schille (“Das Recht”, 
p. 93) and Rordorf & Tuilier (La Doctrine, p. 53). 

90 That the prophets take precedence over the poor, as Harnack thinks (Die 
Lehre: Text, p. 52), cannot be concluded from the verse: It is clearly only a matter 
here of an additional source for the care of the poor, which presents itself if the fir- 
stfruits are not claimed by the prophets. Niederwimmer (“Textprobleme”, p. 121) 
wishes to see a gloss in v.4, which presupposes a later situation; this is, however, 
not explained in more detail, 

91 De Halleux, “Les ministéres”, p. 17. 
%2 Contra Niederwimmer (“Entwicklungsgeschichte, p. 160-166), for example, 

who concludes from the fact that apostles are not mentioned in ch. 13 that only 
prophets and teachers existed at that stage, who were moreover no longer itinerant, 
but had become settled in local communities. : 
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The Didache leaves one question unsettled, which one would 
wish to be answered by a comprehensive church order: what work 
is it that makes the prophets and teachers worth their upkeep? We 
know of the prophets, from a different context, only that they had 
the right to formulate the eucharistic prayers freely, and that they 
stood in high esteem on account of the gift of speaking in the 
Spirit. Whether they presided at the celebration of the eucharist; 
whether they had functions of community leadership; which tasks 
they generally performed in the community; these matters remain 
in the dark. The author of the Didache presupposes this knowl- 
edge in his readers and, since they clearly present no difficulties, 
sees no need for a regulation. 

10. Chapter 14:1-3 

Ch.14, which does not stand in close relation with what 
precedes,°> has two argumentational goals. In the first place the 
concern of the author is directed at the purity of the “eucharistic” 
meal,** which is understood as an offering.°5 The Scriptural 
attestation in v.3 is intended to legitimate this concern. Purity will 
be attained through the communal confession of sins in the 
eucharistic celebration, over whose concrete form the Didache is 
silent.9’7 The purity is endangered by intra-communal strife; so the 
Didache prescribes that warring fellow Christians must be 
excluded from the celebration of the eucharist, until they have 
been reconciled. One would be right to conclude the presence of 
abuses in the background.°% ’ 

The second goal of the argumentation is not so. clear. The 
author emphasizes that the gathering of the community for the 
breaking of bread and thanksgiving should take place xa7a& 
kuptaxny dé xupiov. The doublet, “Lord’s day of the Lord”, may 
be interpreted, as Rordorf suggests, as directed against judaizing 

93S too Knopf (Die Lehre, p. 35); Kraft (Barnabas and the Didache, p. 173) 
sees an associative relation between the firstfruits of ch.13 and the sacrificial 
thought of ch.14, which seems to me at least to be far-fetched. 

°4 Cf. Rordorf, “Didaché”, pp. 22-27 on the relationship of Did. 14 to Did. 9- 
10 and on the question of which ritual meal is intended here. 

95 Cf. in this regard Giet, Enigme, pp. 233f; Rordorf & Tuilier, La Doctrine, 
pp. 70f; Rordorf, “Didaché”, pp. 26f; H. Moll, Die Lehre von der Eucharistie als 
Opfer (K6ln: Hanstein, 1975 [Theophaneia 26]) pp. 104-115, esp. 109-113. 

96 On this see Rordorf, “Didaché”, pp. 24f, esp. on the connection with Did. 
4:14; the same, “La rémission des péchés selon la Didaché”, rénikon 46 (1973) pp. 
283-297; B. Poschmann, Paenitentia secunda (Bonn: Hanstein, 1940 [Theophaneia 

1}) pp. 87-97. 
971Cf. Rordorf, “Didaché”, p. 25. 
98Cf. Did. 15:3, which signals something similar. On this see Harnack, Lehre: 

Text, p. 54. 
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Christians who preferred the sabbath, so that it affirms Sunday 

as the day of eucharistic celebration.!°° These verses are, together 

with chs. 9 and 10, all that the Didache offers on the theme of the 

eucharist, agape etc. Again it is clear that the text only regulates 

particular controversial points; from the point of view of liturgical 

studies, it raises more questions than it answers. Decisive aspects 

remain unclear or are not dealt with, as e.g. the relation of the 

actual meal to the eucharistic celebration in a narrower sense.1° 

Of the whole course of the eucharistic community gathering, only 
fragments, i.e. the three eucharistic prayers, are regulated. The 
ministry of the word is almost completely disregarded. The author 
makes no mention of the topics of the origin and nature of the 
sacrificial gifts, the place and time of assembly, the leadership of 
the assembly and seating. 

11. Chapter 15:1-2 

This section also stands in no close relation with the preceding 
chapter.1°2 The two verses, are in my opinion, generally mis- 
interpreted, because people have neglected to work out the real 
goal of the argumentation. It is uncontested that the offices of 
bishop and deacon stood in low esteem in the community. The 
author feels forced to warn against despising them.!°3 The ques- 

99 On this see Rordorf, “Didaché”, p. 23; Jbid., note 31, for further con- 
temporary testimony for this kind of tendency. 

100With the doublet the author wishes to exclude a possible Jewish Christian 
misunderstanding, that xupax7 could also be taken as a designation for the sabbath 
as the day of the Old Testamental xipioc. Cf. in this regard Jbid., p. 23; Rordorf, 
Der Sonntag: Geschichte des Ruhe- und Gottesdienstages im Gltesten Christentum 
(Zirich: Zwingli, 1962 [AThANT 43]) pp. 207f; Knopf, Die Lehre, p. 36; for a 
different point of view see Giet, Enigme, p. 232, with very hypothetical elabora- 
tions. 

101 Cf. Kraft (The Didache and Barnabas, p. 173), “The description of early 
Christian worship is frustratingly vague”; Knopf (Die Lehre, p. 35), “Sehr wichtige 
Teile des Gemeindegottesdienstes fehlen, die Erbauung durch das Wort wird mit 
keinem Blicke gestreift.” 

102 The ody of Did. 15:1 is generally understood in the sense that it establishes 
the connection between the rules of ch.14 on the celebration of the “Eucharist” and 
the election criteria for the celebrants of the liturgy (so Rordorf & Tuilier, La Doc- 
trine, p. 193 note 10; Knopf, Die Lehre, p. 37; Giet, Enigme, p. 239). Such an 
interpretation seems to me to be even more unlikely. For one think, ovy does not 
have to point to a consequent, but can simply have the function, “to indicate a 
transition to something new” (BAGD, p. 597); so perhaps in Did. 11:1; cf. Nautin 
(“La composition”, p. 194). It is hard to accept that the provision of election 
ciriteria for bishops and deacons could be a consequence of Did. 14:1-3,where it is 
a matter of the purity of the sacrifice. Moreover, Thy NecToupyiav ertoupyeiv in 
Did. 15:1 should not be translated “to celebrate the liturgy”; cf. in-this regard note 
109 above. 

103D id. 15:2. 
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tion is why they are so poorly esteemed. The first verse gives the 
decisive clue for this: he prescribes that only men who are worthy 
of the Lord should be chosen as bishops and deacons. 10% Clearly 
there were unworthy occupants of the offices, who did not meet 
the demands set out and so had brought the two offices into dis- 
repute. In my opinion, the passage is best understood against the 
background of this abuse. The provision of criteria serves to 
prevent the selection of unsuitable candidates in the future. The 
requirements for the office reflect in part the duties of both 
Offices: 

a. mpai¢c—gentle friendliness—in early Christian literature 
means, as a qualification for office, mostly the virtue of a per- 
son who resolves strife.!°° The Didache attests intra~-communal 
strife in many places;!% the selection criteria should be 
understood in this sense as a moderating, or community lead- 
ership, function in the widest sense. 
b. &dtAdpyvpoc—trefers, as Rordorf correctly supposes,!%” to 
the future function of the candidate in the administration of the 
community resources. 
c. &AnO.v6c—probably means that he must be a true, that is, an 
honest Christian. 1° 
d. dedoxipaopévogc—he must be a proven member of the com- 
munity (i.e. not a newly baptized). 

V.1b provides the reason (y&p) for these qualitative demands: 
they too (i.e. bishops and deacons) provide the community with 
the work of the prophets and teachers.!°° Beyond that, as shown 
above, the Didache provides only meagre information about what 
the task of the prophets and teachers was. In addition, that form of 

104 On the meaning of xe.poroveiv cf. Rordorf & Tuilier, jp. 193 note 9; G. 
Deussen, “Weisen der Bischofswahl im 1 Klemensbrief und in der Didache”, 
TheolGl 62 (1972) pp. 131-134. 

105Cf. in this regard F. Hauck & S. Schulz, Art. xpaic, mpatrnc’ TDNT 6 
(1959) pp. 645-651; for the virtue necessary to hold office for the correction of 
recalcitrants: 2 Tim 2:25 (cf. also Tit 3:2); similarly [gnTrall 3:2; IgnPol 2:1; 6:3 
(174, 217, 222 Fischer). 

106 Fg. Did. 4:3; 14:2; 15:3. 
107 Rordorf & Tuilier, La Doctrine, p. 193 note 11; cf. also 1 Tim 3:3, 8 with 

the same qualifications fo rthe office of the bishop and a similar (aioxpoxepédei¢) for 
the deacons; cf. Knopf, Die Lehre, p. 37. 

108 Cf. BAGD, p. 36. 
109 Nothing points to an exclusive liturgical meaning for ry AeToupyiay 

Nevroupyeiv, which would, however, be lexically possible (cf. BAGD, pp. 471f); in 
addition the four election criteria of v.1a, for which v.2a indeed provides the basis, 
point to an essentially broader sphere of activity for bishops and deacons. Beyond 
this it is uncertain whether the teachers had a specificially liturgical function; the 
Didache at least does not attest it. 
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the \evroupyia of the prophets about which the Didache provides 

information, i.e. freedom in the formulation of “eucharistic” 

prayers!!0 and speaking in the Spirit, is tied to their office.'!! It is 

therefore closed to bishops and deacons. Those tasks which can be 

recognized behind the first two criteria of choice—leadership of 

the community and administration of the community chest—are 

not mentioned in connection with prophets and teachers. There- 
fore one can only assume a partial identification of the tasks of the 

prophets and teachers and bishops and deacons. Since, however, 
there were clearly overlaps —perhaps in the area of teaching—the 
high esteem of the prophets and teachers—those who are true and 
tested of course—serves the author as the foundation for the 
qualitative demands the Didache makes for bishops and deacons. 

It is thus not the intention of the author to provide a defini- 
tion of the roles of bishops and deacons—the Didache mentions 
nothing specific about their tasks—nor to introduce two new com- 
munity officials,!!2 as is often asserted.!!13 Rather he proceeds, 
analogously to the chapter on prophets, teachers and apostles, to 
rule out the abuses whereby the choice of unqualified candidates 
had led to low esteem for the position of bishops and deacons, and 
to place them together with the others among the te7iuynpévor of 
the community. 

12. Chapter 15:3 

Perhaps by association with the criterion of office, mpaic, closely 
connected with the two preceding verses,!!4 the author turns now 
to failings of Christians, especially against the neighbour. If this 
question had been handled in ch.14 from the point of view of the 
purity of the eucharistic offering, the author now insists on the 
correctio fraterna, which was probably extra-liturgical.!15 It 
remains unclear in what context it occurs.116 The argumentational 
goal of the two verses is clear: if the correctio fraterna does not 
lead the person who has transgressed against his neighbour to dis- 
cernment, he is excluded from the community until he repents. 
There is also no description of how the latter was to be carried 
out. 

110 Did. 10:7. 
M1Did. 11:7-12. 

11289 also de Halleux, “Les ministéres”, pp. 20-22. 
113 Eg. Giet, Enigme, p. 241; Rordorf & Tuilier, La Doctrine, p. 64. 
114 Cf, in this regard note 106 above; such a connection nevertheless remains 

very hypothetical. 
'ISCf, in this regard Rordorf & Tuilier, La Doctrine, pp. 78-80; Rordorf, 

“Rémission”, pp. 293-296; Harnack, Lehre: Text, pp. 59f. : 
1160 too Rordorf, “Rémission”, p. 294. 
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13. Chapter 15:4 

This verse forms the real conclusion of the church order provi- 
sions of the Didache, in the form of a summary: the author puts 
‘the whole of the community life, especially prayer and alms, 
under the authority of the gospel “of our Lord” .1!7 

Results of the First Part 

The Didache is no comprehensive church order: its intention is 
not to order the life of the community as a whole, nor even in its 
most important areas. 

The correct observation is that the text only concerns the 
external forms of the community in already established com- 
munities, and that theological problems play no role explicitly. 
Inside this framework it pursues only a limited goal: it is con- 
cerned to correct abuses and to address new rules to changed cir- 
cumstances—often in the face of resistance. Large parts of the 
community life, in which the author sees no problems, remain 
unconsidered. The misinterpretation of the. Didache as a com- 
prehensive church order, in the modern sense, certainly rests for 
the most part on the fact that the text takes its themes from the 
whole breadth of early Christian community life: from the realm 
of catechesis, liturgy (baptism, prayer, “eucharist”), church 
offices and community charity. This interpretation overlooks the 
fact that the author does not provide a general order for these 
topics, not even dealing with the most important questions, but 
simply provides an authoritative regulation on controversial 
points. This is especially clear from the fact that it is often ques- 
tions of the second order which are clarified, while the important 
ones are not handled because the author sees no difficulty there. 

The Didache thus has a limited purpose in its composition 
and is, as a selective church order, a polemical text on particular 
problems of community life. 

117 Ch.16 can here be bracketted out, since it is irrelevant for the determination 
of the form of the Didache. Essentially it provides an eschatological warning to 
watchfulness (vv.1-2), bound up with a little Apocalypse, and thus falls out of the 
framework of the rest of the sections of the writing, which provide particular rules 
for contentious questions of community discipline. Possibly it originally formed a 
unity with the Two Ways teaching of chs.1-6; cf. indeed, in this regard, the objec- 

tions of Vielhauer, Geschichte, pp. 730-733 and Rordorf & Tuilier, La Doctrine, 
pp. 80-83; see there also arguments for the idea that it is a matter of a pre-existing 
piece of traditional material. Possibly its function in the framework of the Didache 
lies in the concluding heightening of the particular rules of the writing; cf. in this 
regard E. Bammel, “Schema und Vorlage von Didache 16”, Studia Patristica 4 
(Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1961 [TU 79]) pp. 253f, for the Jewish parallels. The 
possibility that it is a matter of a later addition should in any case not be ruled out. 
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This specific definition of the purpose for the composition of 

the Didache, which is true also in similar manner for other early 

Christian church orders, especially the Syriac Didascalia, does 
not allow one to expect a systematic structure to the text. The 
solution of particular problems, which do not hang together as a 
rule, provides—if at all—only a very crude order. One can 
observe a certain concentration of liturgical themes in chapters 7- 
10, although it is questionable whether the author of the Didache 
already knew the category “liturgy” in its present sense and saw 
in it the connection between the complexes “baptismal water”, 
“baptismal fast”, “stationary fast”, “private prayer”, and 
“formula for the ‘eucharistic’ prayer”. It is only clear that these 
sections are connected by association, mostly through word asso- 
ciation. Only chapters 11-13 form a unity on the theme “conduct 
with regard to fellow believers who arrive in the community from 
outside”. The following sections again stand alongside each other 
mostly without closer connection. 

One seeks in vain in the Didache for even one or more fun- 
damental tendencies, such as found in the Syriac Didascalia, 
which wishes especially to promote the claim of the monarchical 
bishop in all areas of the community life. The text struggles in 
many places against judaizing practices and shows, despite all 
abuses, a thoroughgoing esteem for speaking in the Spirit by 
prophets, yet neither of these becomes a governing theme. The 
details of the text, which seek nothing other than the solution of 
particular problems, do not allow this to happen. 

I 

The consequences of the forgoing study are more far-reaching 
than might at first appear. It is less a matter of new, startling 
insights, which are to be gained from this short writing, than a 
limitation of wild hypotheses which try to gain more historical 
information from the text than it is able to provide. This will be 
demonstrated with regard to two controversial interpretations of 
the Didache. 

1. The Literary Integrity of the Text 

Hardly any question, especially in recent literature, has been ans- 
wered so differently as that of the origin of the text. If the older 
interpreters!'8 start mostly from the assumption of a single person 

re E.g. Harnack, Lehre: Prolegomena, pp. 24-63; so also Knopf, Die Lehre, 
passim. 
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as author of the Didache (who simply drew on a limited number 
of traditions), today only a minority—albeit growing!!9—hold that 
kind of simple theory of origin. The rest, proceeding by the 
literary critical method,!2° reconstruct a differentiated number of 
phases of development, into which the particular sections of the 
text are then ordered.!2! It is significant that there is neither a con- 
sensus nor even only a limited number of types of solution 
between these sometimes extraordinarily complex theories of 
origin. Nearly every attempt to solve the problem stands by itself, 
and forms its own criteria for the supposed division of sources. So 
one cannot avoid the impression of arbitrariness, especially if 
even the smallest stylistic differences must serve as signs of a 
change of author. !22 

A detailed account of all the proposals cannot be given here, 
any more than a final solution of the question of literary integrity. 
The recognition that the Didache is a selective church order 
allows us simply to demonstrate that the chief arguments for the 
differentiation of different phases of origin are groundless. 

Unlike a clearly constructed church order, a collection of dif- 
ferent regulations on particularly controversial questions in the 

"9 De Halleux, “Les ministéres”, p. 22; Nautin, “La composition”, pp. 209f; 
L. Alfonsi, "Aspetti della struttura letteraria della Aiday7", in Studi classici in 
onore di Q. Cataudella 2 (Catania: Universita di Catania, 1972) pp. 465-181, esp. 
480f; Wengst, Didache (Apostellehre), pp. 18-20. 

120 In withdrawing from the literary critical method, which he—without justifi- 
cation—considers out of date, Schille (“Das Recht”, pp. 84f) attempts a redaction 
critical examination of the Didache. He separates the writing into small and smallest 
pieces of tradition and orientates himself in this expressly to the research into the 
synoptics, since the Didache as a collected work would have had a similar history 
of development as the synoptic gospels. This methodological assumption is not 
more extensively justified. Schille thus overlooks the fundamental difference in 
form between the gospels and the Didache; an unreflective borrowing of exegetical 
methods is thus not permissible from the outset. It denies the unique character and 
the clear orientation fo the individual units of argumentation. 

121 Here Audet (Didaché, pp. 104-120) should particularly be mentioned; he dif- 
ferentiates, apart from the pre-existing Two Ways teaching, four phases of develop- 
ment of the Didache; he has received a sufficient refutation from Nautin (“La com- 
postition”, pp. 191-214). Cf. further Giet (Enigme, p. 262) with four “niveaux prin- 
cipaux” of development, which are in themselves still more widely differentiated 
and differ essentially from those of Audet. Rordorf & Tuilier distinguish—apart 
from the Two Ways teaching—essentially chs. 7-13 from the later continuation of 
chs. 14-15 (16); Niederwimmer (“Entwicklungsgeschichte”, above note 42) who 
only deals with chs. 11-13, 15, reckons on two chief levels—tradition and redac- 
tion—as well as a later gloss. Kraft (The Didache and Barnabas, pp. 63-65) accepts 
a profusion of successive developments and reworkings of the original Jewish Two 
Ways teaching, which indeed cannot always be reconstructed with certainty into 
their different phases. 

122 This is true especially for the Commentary of Giet, who posits a change of 
author for the smallest inconsistencies and irregularities (Enigme, esp. pp..181- 
188). 
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sphere of community discipline, without recognizable systematic 

construction, does not allow one to evaluate the discussion of 

questions from the same set of circumstances in different sections, 

or breaks between particular units of argumentation as clear 

indices for interpolation or even change of author. So, for 

instance, the fact that “eucharistic” meals are handled in ch.9-10 

as well as ch.14, is often taken as proof for a later origin of 
ch.14;123 this ignores the fact that neither section provides a gen- 
eral order for the “eucharistic” meals, but simply provides regula- 
tions on particular questions, which are not dependent on each 
other and consequently need not be settled together. 

In similar fashion, the handling of church offices in 11-13 on 
the one hand and 15 on the other has falsely been taken as evi- 
dence for two or three successive developmental phases of 11- 
15;124 here too it is a matter of two independent complexes of 
questions, and there was no need to handle them together. 

It must not be overlooked that the brief composition of the 
Didache offers, in principle, fewer difficulties in the way of inter- 
polating additional units of argumentation into the text to address 
problems as they arise, or to add them on, than would be the case 
in a systematic construction. The greater openness to later inter- 
polation thus offers a correspondingly great difficulty for the his- 
torian to demonstrate such interpolations satisfactorily. This meth- 
odological presupposition is not generally taken into account in the 
sometimes very superficial hypotheses about its origin. 

If one wishes to escape from the danger of arbitrary source 
hypotheses against this background, there remain very few indices 
which can make a change of author probable; the most important 
are briefly enumerated here: 

a. Unequivocal stylistic differences, inasmuch as they cannot 
be explained by a use of traditional material. Here strict criteria 
must be applied. If one ignores chs.1-6, where it can hardly be 
decided whether it is a matter of integration of traditional material 
or a later addition, as well as the eschatological concluding chap- 
ter, the following passages come into consideration in my opinion: 

1. Didache 7:2-3, 4b 
2. Didache 8:2 (Our Father) 
3. Didache 9:2-4; 10:2-6 (“eucharistic” prayer) 
4. Didache 13:3a, 5-7 

They are best explained as interpolated traditional material, as we 
have tried to show above. 

b. Explicit and clear contradictions between particular units 

123 Examples are presented by Rordorf (“Didaché”, pp. 12-17), who also him- 
self advocates this position; cf. also Rordorf & Tuilier, La Doctrine, -p. 64. 

124 Cf. in this regard below pp. 23f. 



THE DIDACHE AS CHURCH ORDER 67 

of argumentation; nothing like this can be demonstrated, in my 
opinion. 

Particular sections are often attributed to different phases of 
the development of the community discipline. The two most 
important presuppositions for this exercise are absent. In the first 
place, the Didache can still not be dated and localized. In the sec- 
ond, the parallel material from other sources in the first one and a 
half centuries, concerning the external order of the community, is 
already so fragmentary that clear developmental phases, to which 
particular sections of the Didache could be ordered, cannot be 
satisfactorily reconstructed, i.e. sufficiently defined in their 
temporal and spatial differentiation. !25 

c. Hiatuses can only be taken into account if they emerge 
inside a unit of argumentation and explode the sequence of the 
thought. Even such hiatuses are absent. 

Obviously this still does not prove that the Didache, as it has 
been received in the Codex Hierosolymitanus, originates from the 
pen of a single author. In principle it remains possible that it 
represents a collection of problem-solving material from different 
origins, which has been reworked by one or more redactors, put 
together and placed under the authority of the apostles. However, 
there are great and, in my opinion, insoluble problems in the way 
of the demonstration of that kind of complex history of origin, in 
the face of such loose composition of the text. So it seems 
appropriate to me to take a conservative line, to give precedence 
to the simplest hypothesis of origin, until someone provides con- 
vincing evidence for a complex explanation. 

2. The Church Offices 

Most interpreters see in the Didache one of the most powerful wit- 
nesses for the process of the general supersession of charismatics 
by officials in the leadership of the communities. The presupposi- 
tion is generally the allocation of the chapter in question to two or 
more phases in the development of the text, which for their part 
mirror different developmental phases in the constitution of the 
community. 

Starting from this basic theory, however, the relevant pas- 
sages are interpreted very differently in detail.!2° Since we cannot 
test all the claims one by one here, the commentary of Rordorf 

125 Cf. in this regard esp. the following section on the church offices. 
126 References to the relevant literature are provided in the discussion of chs. 11- 

15; in addition see A. Lemaire, Les ministéres aux origines de l’église: Naissance 
de la triple hierarchie: eveques, presbytres, diacres (Paris: Les Editions du Cerf, 
1971 [Lectio divina 68]) pp. 139-144. 
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will be examined as one of the newest and relatively cautious rep- 

resentatives of this type of interpretation, with respect to the con- 

sistency of his argument. é 

He differentiates two developmental phases in the formation 

of the Didache community, which he tries to delineate with the 

help of source criticism.!27 Chapters 11-13 reflect the original 

situation; they still do not know any local hierarchy. The decisions 
are generally taken together; only apostles, prophets and teachers 
are known as church officers. Chs.14f reflect a later stage of 
development: the community has, in the meantime, found it neces- 
sary to choose local officials. For one thing, prophets and teachers 
have become rare, as the rule of Didache 13:4 already shows; as a 

consequence of this the divine worship can no longer be offered 
everywhere without officials. In the second place, ch.11 already 
shows clear signs of the deterioration of wandering charismatics. 
Their declining numbers and dubious integrity now forces the 
community to introduce an innovation and to choose two colleges 
of officials out of their own ranks—bishops and deacons. The 
Didache mirrors the difficulties of this way of solving the prob- 
lem, since the officials were not accepted as of the same worth as 
the charismatics. 

This thesis of Rordorf’s, concerning two developmental steps 
in the composition of the community, depends on the hypothesis 
that chs. 14 and 15 are a later addition. What Rordorf brings as 
evidence for this is not very convincing. From the provision of 
13:4, that the first fruits should go to the poor (and not to the 
bishops and deacons) if the community had no settled prophets, he 
concludes that ch.11-13 still knew no local officials.!28 It is 
implicitly assumed that local officials possessed the right to sup- 
port from the beginning.!29 A look at the sources shows, however, 
that this only happened from the-turn of the second to the third 
century, mainly in large communities.!3° The assumption that 
chs.11-13 does not mention the bishops and deacons because it did 
not yet know these officials,!3! is thus an argumentation from 
silence, which might perhaps have some justification in a com- 
prehensive church order, but must be regarded as unacceptable in 
a selective one. If one takes into account the limited goal of the 
argument in chs.11-13—dealing with the reception of Christians 
of various offices arriving from elsewhere—one cannot see why 

127 Cf. Rordorf & Tuilier, La Doctrine, pp. 63-80 on what follows. 
128 Ibid., p. 63. - 
129 De Halleux (“Les ministéres”, p. 19) also viewed this critically. 
130 Cf. in this regard G. Schéllgen, Ecclesia sordida? Zur Frage der sozialen 

Schichtung friihchristlicher Gemeinden am Beispiel Karthagos zur Zeit Tertullians 
(Minster: Aschendorff, 1985 [JAC.E 12]) pp. 307f. 

131 Rordorf & Tuilier, La Doctrine, p. 63. 
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this section should consider bishops and deacons, who—unlike 
apostles, prophets and teachers—were uncontested local officials. 

Furthermore, there is nothing in the text to suggest that the 
elected offices of bishops and deacons constitute an innovation, 132 
On the contrary, the text battles against the decline of these offices 
as a result of the choice of unsuitable candidates, and so indicates 
that both offices had already existed for a long time. The Didache 
does not attest a declining number, or a collapse, of the prophets 
and teachers either.!33 Did. 13:4 simply specifies what to do when 
a community is without a resident prophet. The assumption that in 
a previous time all communities had resident prophets and 
teachers with right to subsistence in their midst, is nowhere 
attested in the text or even suggested. Furthermore, while steps 
are taken against impostors who give themselves out as 
Christians, teachers, apostles or prophets, it is not permissible to 
conclude from this a general collapse of the “charismatic office”. 
The whole text, especially Didache 15:2 testifies rather that they 

“still stand in high esteem. 
The thesis of collective communal leadership by all local 

Christians!*4 also appears to me at least questionable. It is mostly 
based on the fact that those to whom the disciplinary steps of the 
Didache are directed are mostly addressed in Second Person 
Plural, and that the text, with one possible exception,!35 does not 
explicitly mention a church hierarchy. But this is easily explained 
by the pseudepigraphical fiction of the text.13° The Jerusalem man- 
uscript carries as its second title the following address: Avéaxy 
kuptov dia TOv b@dexa &ToOTOAWY Toi¢g EOveorv. It is only natural 
then that the Apostles often speak to their Gentile Christian 
addressees in the Second Person Plural in the course of the text. 
Even if the second title was not original as a whole or in the pre- 
sent form,!37 it remains an impermissible argument~ from 

132 Tbid., p. 64. 
133 Jbid., p. 72. 
134 Thid., p. 64. 
135 Did. 7:4; the subject of xeXeterc remains unclear; it could be a matter of a 

community member provided with authority to instruct; v.4b belongs in any case 
most probably to a pre-existing tradition. 

136 On the hypothesis which Audet (Didaché, pp. 91-103) has presented on the 
two titles, cf. the compelling refutation in Nautin (“La composition”, pp. 210-214), 
obviously unknown to Vielhauer (Geschichte, pp. 722-725); cf. also Rordorf & 

Tuilier (La Doctrine, pp. 13-17). 
137 Cf, in this regard Nautin (“La composition”, p. 213); the older editors such 

as Bryennios and Harnack (Lehre: Prolegomena, pp. 24-32), as well as Knopf (Die 
Lehre, pp. 3f), consider the second title to be the original. Vielhauer’s thesis 
(Geschichte, p. 725; similarly also Wengst [Didache (Apostellehre), pp. 14f]) of a 
writing originally without a title is improbable. On whose authority could the 
author of the Didache then have founded and pushed through his rules? Cf., how- 
ver, S. Giet, “La Didaché, enseignement des douze apétres?”, Melto 3 (1967) pp. 

223-236. 
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silence,!38 namely from the fact that the apostles directed none of 

their particular rules to the church officials, to deduce that all 

decisions were made collectively, or that there were still no offi- 
cials. The fact that chs.14 and 15 speak to their addressees in Sec- 
ond Person Plural speaks against this last assumption, although 
this section, even according to Rordorf’s theory, concerns offi- 
cials. 

Altogether the respective passages on the constitution of the 
community, with their limited argumentative goals, are to be taken 
as of much more limited value for the history of the early 
Christian offices and officials than is generally assumed.!3° They 
give simple, momentary, interventions into particular and actual 
problems, which are mostly of secondary significance both for the 
liturgy and for the field of church constitution. Evidence for an 
evolution in the sense of a general supersession of charismatics by 
officials cannot be drawn from the text. Rather, both groups 
existed alongside each other for a long time, without recognizable 
conflict between them. 

Finally, the fragmentary information of the text on church 
offices can be summarized again: 

1. There were wandering teachers, apostles and prophets 
who, with the exception of the apostles, worked temporarily in the 
communities—in what form remains generally unclear. They 
probably exercised no functions of community leadership.!4° The 
task of the apostles lay outside the already established com- 
munities, probably in mission. 

2. Prophets and teachers had the right to decide to stay 
permanently in a community, where they could receive payment 
for their unspecified work. It remains unclear whether they led the 
community while they were present. How numerous such settled 
prophets and teachers were, whether their number at the time of 
the composition of the Didache was growing or declining, cannot 
be determined. It is only certain that not every community had 
prophets at their disposal. 

3. By way of contrast, bishops and deacons should be elected 
by all communities—in what number is uncertain. It is possible in 

138 This is true also for the position, which in any case rests on different presup- 
positions, of Wengst (Didache (Apostellehre), pp. 36f), who tries to demonstrate the 
concept of the priesthood of all believers in the writing. 

139 Cf. e.g. the enthusiastic valuation of Did. 15:1-2 in Harnack (Lehre: 
Prolegomena, p. 141): “...da8 es in der gesamten urchristlichen Literatur keine 

zweite Stelle gibt, die fiir die Entstehungsgeschichte des katholischen Episkopats so 
wichtig ist wie die unsrige”. Similarly Lemaire, “Les ministéres”, p. 142; essen- 
tially hesitantly de Halleux, “Les ministéres”, passim. 

140 Cf. in this regard Niederwimmer, “Entwicklungsgeschichte”, ‘hl SEK 
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principle, though not very probable, that there was even the 
monepiscopate, since one can not conclude for sure, from the fact 
that the apostles command their addressees to choose bishops and 
deacons, that both of the two groups formed a college in every 
particular community.!41 The qualification for office makes it 
clear that, among other things, their tasks lay in the sphere of 
community leadership and community finance, without that being 
certain. There was a partial overlap of their tasks with that of the 
resident prophets and teachers, with whom they formed the group 
of the “honoured”. !42 

141 Cf. my article, “Monepiskopat und monarchischer Episkopat”, ZNW 77 
(1986) pp. 146-151. 

142 Addendum: January 1996: It is, of course, not possible to elaborate here on 
ten years of research. Reference will be simply be made to a few publications of the 
author, which have carried the thoughts of the article further, as well as to a critical 
opinion concerning his position and a dispute with this criticism in a forthcoming 
publication. The author’s subsequent publications include: 

1. Didache—Zwolf-Apostel-Lehre. Einleitung, Ubersetzung und Kommentar 
(Freiburg: Herder, 1991 [FC 1}). 
2. “Die literarische Gattung der syrischen Didaskalie” in H. J. W. Drijvers & 
others (ed.), ZV. Symposium Syriacum 1984. Literary Genres in Syriac Literature 
(Rome, 1987 [OCA 229]) pp. 149-159. 
3. “Wandernde oder seShafte Lehrer in der Didache?”, Biblische Notizen 52 
(1990) pp. 19-26. 
4. “Pseudapostolizitat und Schriftgebrauch in den ersten Kirchenordnungen. 
Anmerkungen zur Begriindung des friihen Kirchenrechts” in Stimuli. Exegese 
und ihre Hermeneutik in Antike und Christentum: Festschrift Ernst Dassmann 
(Minster, 1996 [JbAC Erg.-Bd 23]) pp« 96-121. 

The following book has interacted critically at length with the article printed above 
as well as with the addition mentioned under (2) above: 

B. Steimer, Vertex Traditionis. Die Gattung der altchristlicher  Kir- 
chenordnungen (Berlin/New York, 1992 [BZNW 63)]). 

An answer to this will shortly appear as: 
“Der Abfassungszweck der friihen Kirchenordnungen. Anmerkungen zu den 
Thesen Bruno Steimers”, JoAC 40 (1997). 
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i. 

Since it was rediscovered in a monastic library in Constantinople 
and published by P. Bryennios in 1883, the Didache or Teaching 
of the Twelve Apostles has continued to be one of the most dis- 
puted of early Christian texts. It has been depicted by scholars as 
anything between the original of the Apostolic Decree (c. 50 
C.E.)! and a late archaizing fiction of the early third century.? It 
bears no date itself, nor does it make any reference to any datable 
external event, yet the picture of the Church which it presents 
could only be described as primitive, reaching back to the very 
earliest stages of the Church’s order and practice in a way which 
largely agrees with the picture presented by the New Testament, 
while at the same time posing questions for many traditional inter- 
pretations of this first period of the Church’s life. Fragments of 
the Didache were found at Oxyrhyncus (POxy 1782) from the 
fourth century and in Coptic translation (PLond Or 9271) from the 
3/4th century. Traces of the use of this text, and the high regard it 
enjoyed, are widespread in the literature of the second and third 
centuries, especially in Syria and Egypt. It was used by the com- 
pilator of the Didascalia (c. 2/3rd)3 and the Liber Graduum (c. 
3/4th), as well as being absorbed in toto by the Apostolic Constitu- 
tions VII (c. 3/4th) and partially by the Coptic and Ethiopic 
Church Orders,* after which it ceased to circulate independently. 

1 A. Seeberg argued for this connection in various books, e.g. Die Beiden Wege 
und das Aposteldekret (Leipzig: Deichert, 1906). More recently C. N. Jefford 
(“Tradition and Witness in Antioch: Acts 15 and Didache 6” in E. V. McKnight, 
Perspectives on Contemporary New Testament Questions [Lewiston: Mellen, 1992 
(Perspectives in Religious Studies 19)] pp. 409-419, esp. 87; cf. “An Ancient Wit- 
ness to the Apostolic Decree of Acts 15?” in Proceedings: Eastern Great Lakes and 
Midwest Biblical Societies 10 [1990] pp. 204-213) has raised the issue of the rela- 
tionship between the Didache and the Apostolic Decree of Acts again in a modified 
form, “...it seems apparent that some form of the Apostolic Decree has been util- 
ized as the foundational structure for Didache 6”. 

2 E.g. J. A. Robinson, Barnabas, Hermas and the Didache (London: SPCK, 
1902); R. H. Connolly, “The Didache in Relation to the Epistle of Barnabas”, JTS 
33 (1932) pp. 327-353; J. Muilenburg, The Literary Relations of the Epistle of 
Barnabas and the Teaching of the Twelve Apostles (Marburg: no publisher given, 
1929 [Yale Dissertation]); C. Bigg (The Doctrine of the Twelve Apostles (London: 
SPCK, 1922] pp. xxvi-xxvii) dates it as late as the fourth century. 

3 See R. H. Connolly, “The Use of the Didache in the Didascalia”, JTS 24 
(1923) pp. 147-157. 

4 See G. Horner, The Statutes of the Apostles or Canones Ecclesiastici (London: 
Williams & Norgate, 1904). 
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Athanasius describes it as “appointed by the Fathers to be read by 
those who newly join us, and who wish for instruction in the word 
of godliness”.5 Hence a date for the Didache in its present form 
later than the second century must be considered unlikely, and a 
date before the end of the first century probable.° 

In the absence of external criteria for dating the Didache 
more closely, the problem resolves itself into a question concern- 
ing possible sources, and especially concerning its relation to the 
Jesus tradition in the Gospel and to the Epistle of Barnabas, to 
which it presents extensive parallel material in chs. 1-6. 
Robinson, Connolly and Muilenburg, among others, saw the 
Didache as having borrowed and re-arranged the so-called “Two 
Ways” material from Barnabas 18-20. This would make the 
Didache a second century work, whose object was to codify and 
order material it considered to be “apostolic”, so that any echo of 
the New Testament may be taken as evidence of literary depend- 
ence. A. Harnack had already taken such a position, declaring the 
Didache’s purpose to be a harmony of the gospel material on the 
basis primarily of Matthew.? A number of scholars preferred to 
see Barnabas as dependent on the Didache,® and the Didache as 
being thus contemporaneous with the formation of the written 
gospels. The Two Ways material was held to be derived from an 
earlier Jewish work of catechesis for proselytes, which was taken 
up and modified by the Christian community. The discovery of a 
Latin document entitled Doctrina apostolorum consisting of Did. 
1-6 without 1:3b-2:1, gave considerable weight to this argument.? 

5 Festal Letters 39:7. 
© A new consensus is emerging for a date c.100 C.E. This is represented for 

instance by W. Rordorf and A. Tuilier, La Doctrine des Douze Apétres (Paris: Les 
Editions du Cerf, 1978 [SC 248)]). 

1 Die Lehre der zwolf Apostel (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1884 [reprint 1893, TU 2,1- 
2]) pp. 63-88. Harnack later changed his mind about the origin of the Two Ways, 
seeing it as derived from a Jewish catechetical document. See Die Didache und die 
jiidischen beiden Wege (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1886 [reprint 1896]) 

8 E.g. P. Schaff, The Oldest Church Manual Called the Teaching of the Twelve 
Apostles (Edinburgh: Clark, 1885) p. 119-125; C. Taylor, The Teaching of the 
Twelve Apostles (Cambridge: Deighton Bell, 1886); C. H. Turner, “The Early 
Christian Ministry and the Didache”, in Studies in Early Church History (Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 1912) pp. 1-31; G. Klein, Der dlteste christliche 
Katechismus und die jiidische Propaganda-Literatur (Berlin: Reimer, 1909). 

9 See E. J. Goodspeed, “The Didache, Barnabas and the Doctrina”, AThR 27 
(1945) pp. 228-247 for the argument that the Doctrina represents the direct source 
for the Two Ways in the other two documents. There are substantial problems in 
the way of this hypothesis, since it differs at key points from both of them, e.g. the 
dualist tradition of the two angels set over the Two Ways in the Doctrina, where 
the Didache has a purely ethical framework (cf. Rordorf & Tuilier, La Doctrine, 
pp. 27f). The document was first published by J. Schlecht, Doctrina XII 
Apostolorum. Die Apostellehre in der Liturgie der katholischen Kirche (Freiburg im 
Breisgau: Herder, 1901). Opponents of the theory of a Jewish source held this to be 
an abridgement of the Didache, e.g. J. Muilenburg (Literary Relations, p. 42) calls 
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However, it was not until the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls 

that the study of the Didache was able to move out of the impasse 

over its use of sources. The so-called Manual of Discipline (1QS 

3:13-4:26) proved to present a Two Ways teaching remarkably 

close to the material in Barnabas, the Didache and the Doctrina, 

both in content and in structure. It was demonstrated by J-P. 

Audet!° that the Doctrina was closer in several respects to the 

Manual of Discipline than either Barnabas or the Didache. Hence, 

while the recension of the Two Ways evidenced by these three 

works may already have received Christian modifications, the 

teaching as a block existed already as Jewish catechetical 

material.!! 
This discovery led Audet to a radical re-assessment of the 

relationship between the Didache and the Jesus tradition.!? He 
argued for a composition of the Didache in three phases: 1:1-11:2 
(without 1:3b-2:1) written before the emergence of a written 
gospel; 11:3-16:8 written by the same author under the pressure 
of changed circumstances in the knowledge of a written pro- 
Gospel, and finally various additions (including 1:3b-2:1) made at 
a later date by an interpolator, who nevertheless did not have any 
gospel as we know it today. Audet’s theory sets the origin of the 
Didache entirely between 50 and 70 C.E. This is somewhat of a 
romantic over-simplification, since a closer examination of the 
text shows signs of considerable redactional activity, which defies 
any theory of a unity of composition, even allowing for the 
activity of an interpolator.!3 The Didache is a composite work, 

it “a homiletical extract and not a true copy or translation”. 
10 “A ffinités littéraires et doctrinales du “Manuel de discipline””, RB 59 (1952) 

pp. 219-238. 
11 R. A. Kraft (Barnabas and the Didache [New York: Nelson, 1965 (AF 3)] p. 

9) argues that the Doctrina represents “the immediate source upon which the final 
author-editor of the Didache drew for his Two Ways material”, while Barnabas is 
“the most primitive offshoot from the ancient common stock”. The question of the 
relationship between Barnabas and the Didache has been re-opened by J. A. 
Draper, “Barnabas and the Riddle of the Didache Revisited”, JSNT 58 (1995) pp. 
89-113. This article suggests that Barnabas may be deliberately polemicizing 
against the Jewish Christian use of the Two Ways for catechesis, as epitomized by 
the Didache. 

!2 La Didaché (Paris: Gabalda, 1959) pp. 166-186. 
13 Note, for example, the fluctuation between the singular and plural of the Sec- 

ond Person in chs. 7 and 13. Although Audet notices this, he draws the wrong con- 
clusion. It is the Second Person Plural which is the mark of the later redaction, 
modifying the intimate tone of catechesis in favour of the collective plural of liturgi- 
cal use in the community. See further my argument in A Commentary on the 
Didache in the Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Related Documents (Cambridge 
Dissertation, 1983) pp. 145-148, 258-259. J. A. T. Robinson (Redating the New 
Testament [London: SCM, 1976] pp. 322-327) agrees with Audet in his dating of 
the Didache before 70 C.E. 
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which has evolved over a considerable period, from its beginning 
as a Jewish catechetical work, which was taken up and developed 
by the Church into a manual of Church life and order. The text 
was repeatedly modified in line with changes in the practice of the 
communities which used it.!4 Thus the core of 1-6 is Jewish and 
pre-Christian (c. 100 B.C.E. to 50 C.E.) and the work as a whole 
had probably received its present form by the end of the first 
century C.E. However, the full text of the Didache, apart from its 
use in the Apostolic Constitutions and the various fragments, is 
available only in a manuscript (H54) from the eleventh century. It 
cannot be assumed that this text, accurate as it may be, does not 
contain alterations made considerably later than the first or even 
second century. Moreover the tendency in the transmission would 
always be towards harmonization with the written gospels and 
with the later practice of the Church. Thus divergence in the 
Didache with regard to the Jesus tradition in the Synoptic Gospels 
must be held to be specially significant and indicative of an inde- 
pendent witness, unless it can be demonstrated that a later redac- 
tor would have had a motive in altering the form of the text.!5 
Here I disagree with C. M. Tuckett, who bases his discussion of 
the dependence of the Didache on Matthew and Luke on a detailed 
and admirably thorough examination of whether its text is depend- 
ent on “Q” itself or on the Matthean and Lukan redactions of 
“Q”. However, this is a tenuous procedure, since we do not pos- 
sess “Q” and even its existence in written form is questionable. 6 
It could equally well be argued, for instance, on the assumption 

14 J. A. Draper, “Torah and Troublesome Apostles in the Didache Community”, 
Novum Testamentum 33/4, 347-372.” Cf. Kraft, Barnabas and the Didache, p. 2. 

15 Cf. W. Rordorf, “Problame de la transmission” in F. Paschke, Uberlief- 
erungsgeschichtliche Untersuchungen (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1981 [TU 125] 
pp. 499-513; reprinted in W. Rordorf, Liturgie, foi et vie des premiers chrétiens. 
Etudes patristiques {Paris: Beauchesne, 1986 (ThH75)]) p. 503. C. M. Tuckett 
(“Synoptic Tradition in the Didache” in J.-M. Sevrin, The New Testament in Early 
Christianity (Louvain: Louvain University Press, 1989 [BEThL 86]) p. 197-230, 
esp. 199 n. 11) argues against me here that the Didache is not “quotation” but a 
free allusion to the written Gospel tradition. This reasoning, however, seems to me 
to beg the question of literary relationship, since we do not know, in fact, which 
writing came first, the Didache or Matthew. The reference to the use of the Old 

Testament in Paul raised by K. Wengst (Didache (Apostellehre)—Barnabas-Zweiter 
Klemensbrief—Schrift an Diognet [Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 
1984 (SUC 2)] p. 30) and cited by approvingly by Tuckett, is not apposite, since 
there is no question that Paul knew and used the Old Testament. 

16 Cf. W. Rordorf, “Does the Didache Contain Jesus Tradition Independently of 
the Synoptic Gospels?” in H. Wansbrough, Jesus and the Oral Gospel Tradition 
(Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press [JSNTSup 64]) pp. 398-401, esp. pp. 411-412; 
Niederwimmer, Die Didache (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht [KAV 1)]) p. 

108. 
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that the Didache is independent of both gospels, that an agreement 

of either with the Didache establishes the original form of “Q”. 

Il. 

Because the Didache is a composite work, its evidence con- 

cerning the Jesus tradition must be evaluated differently for dif- 
ferent sections of the work. The bulk of the tradition is found in 
1:3b-2:1; 8 and 15:3-4, which appear to represent the latest redac- 
tional phase of the Didache, although still added before the end of 
the first century.!7 Here the concern is to subordinate the teaching 
contained in the Didache to the authority of the written Gospel (@¢ 
&kéNevoev 6 Kbploc év TO evaryyeniw adTod, 8:2; ao ExeTe év TO 
evayyeni, 15:3; Kai maoag Tag mpaéELG AUTW ToLhoUTE, CS 
EyeTe év TQ evaryyediw Tod Kupiov nuav, 15:4),!8 just as the 
teaching of Jesus becomes the “first teaching” of the Way of Life 
(1:3), displacing the Torah to a “second teaching” (2:1). 
However, it cannot be assumed without more ado that the 
reference is to a written and not an oral Gospel, or that we have to 
do here with our Synoptic Gospels. Further important material 
relating to the Jesus tradition is contained in the “apocalypse” of 
chapter 16, although here the basis of the teaching may well 
derive, all or in part, from the original schema of the Two Ways 
and may not be simply equated with the Jesus tradition.!9 
Apparent echoes of the Jesus tradition outside these sections 
should be examined with great caution, since they may well derive 
from a Jewish Urtext, and even if they are the product of a 
Christian community, they may reflect the general milieu of the 

17 W. Rordorf (“Probléme de la transmission”, pp. 499-513, esp. 509-513) has 
argued that 1:3b-2:1 was inserted by the Didachist (compiler) who added chs. 7-13 
to the Two Ways. He evokes two key pieces of evidence. The first is the relation 
between vnotevery in 1:3b to the twice weekly fast in 8:1. This is a somewhat 
tenuous link it seems to me. The other is more convincing: the link between xai fon 
Tédevog and ov6é yap divaca: in 1:4 with the same expressions in 6:2. This 
provides evidence that both pericopes come from the same Jewish milieu. The other 
connections cited by Rordorf are more circumstantial than inherent. 

18 | regard the phrases cai moodntav, kaT& Td d6yya Tod edayyediov odTw 
motnoare in 11:3 to be a redactional insertion to the instructions on apostles, along 
with the rest of the material relating to prophets. This material may also derive 
from the same redactional layer, in that the prophets are the purveyors of the Jesus 
tradition. See further my articles, “Torah and Troublesome Apostles in the Didache 
Community”, Novum Testamentum 33/4 (1991) pp. 347-372; “Social Ambiguity 
and the Production of Text: Prophets, Teachers, Bishops, and Deacons and the 
Development of the Jesus Tradition in the Community of the Didache” in C. N. Jef- 
ford, The Didache in Context: Essays on its Text, History and Transmission 
(Leiden: Brill, 1995) pp. 284-313. x 

19 See E. Bammel, “Schema und Vorlage von Didache 16” in F. L. Cross (ed.), 
Studia Patristica IV (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1961 [TU-79]), pp. 253-262. 
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earliest Christian communities rather than a use of the Jesus tradi- 
tion. 

The possible parallels in the Two Ways (1-6) material prove 
mostly to be independent of the Jesus tradition. 2:2 forms part of 
midrashic expansion of the Decalogue; 3:7 forms part of the 
Tugendkatalog from the earliest stratum of the Way of Life (cf. 
1QS 4:3) which has been embellished from Psalm 36:11.2° The 
reference of 6:2 is to the yoke of the Torah and not the “easy” 
yoke of Jesus, as the reference to the ritual food laws in 6:3 
shows.?! Only in 1:2b does it appear that the teaching of Jesus has 
influenced the text of the Two Ways. The original reference in the 
Jewish tradition was in the first instance to @yamioeic Tov Oedv 
TOV ToLHoOMVYTa oe, Since a stress on God as Creator is an essential 
part of the Two Ways, subordinating the incipient dualism to the 
requirements of Jewish monotheism (as in 1QS 3:15f; 9:26f; 11:6, 
11, 18; CD 2:21; 3:8). Then the second component of the Way of 
Life referred to the keeping of God’s commandments, as in 
Deuteronomy 30:16. The combination of these two elements sur- 
vives in Barnabas 19:2, ayamhoewg Tov TovfoavTa Ge...00 ph 
EyKaTanrinns évTokas Kupiov. The use in 1:2b of mp@rov and 
debTepov to describe God and neighbour love as a summary of the 
Law seems to require the influence of the Christian tradition found 
also in Matthew 22:37-39, despite the fact that a deep rooted 
Jewish tradition lay behind the teaching of Jesus.22 The question 
of literary dependence is raised acutely, but not settled, by this 
pericope.?3 

20 The Doctrina makes it clear that it belongs within the context of Jewish hope 
by its addition of sanctam terram (Audet, Didaché, pp. 132f; S. Giet, L’énigme de 
la Didaché (Paris: Ophrys [PFLUS 149]) p. 112 n. 67. 

21 See A. Stuiber, “Das ganze Joch des Herrn (Didache 6:2-3)”, in F. L. Cross, 
Studia Patristica TV (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1961 [TU 79]) pp. 323-329. Stuiber 
argues that this represents a part of the purely Jewish Urtext of the Two Ways, 
which has been taken over by the redactor of the Didache. I have argued elsewhere 
that this represents the stance of the Jewish Christian community of the Didache 
(“Torah and Troublesome Apostles”, p. 360-367); contra the ascetic interpretation 
of R. Knopf, Die Lehre der zwélf Apostel. Die zwei Clemensbriefe (Tiibingen: Mohr 
[HNT.E 1]) p. 21; cf. K. H. Rengstorf, “ZTTOL”, TDNT Il, pp. 896-901, esp. 
901. 

22 See K. Berger, Die Gesetzesauslegung Jesu. Ihr historischer Hintergrund im 
Judentum und im Alten Testament (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag 
[WMANT 40]) pp. 136f; A. Nissen, Gott und der Néichste im antiken Judentum 
(Tiibingen: Mohr [WUNT 15)]) pp. 230-244. 

23 C. M. Tuckett (“Synoptic Tradition in the Didache”, The New Testament in 
Early Christianity, pp. 210-211) sees dependence on Matthew as the “simplest 
solution” to this. C. N. Jefford (The Sayings of Jesus in the Teaching of the Twelve 
Apostles [Leiden: Brill, 1989 (VigChr.E 11)] pp. 36-37) has argued, however, that 
this represents “a common tradition of scriptural interpretation”. His conclusion is 
supported by Rordorf (“Jesus Tradition”, pp. 398-401). 
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Il. 

In the liturgical instructions of Did. 7, 9-14, there are few direct 

parallels with the Jesus tradition. The Trinitarian baptismal for- 

mula in 7:1 is probably a later redactional retouch, since a slightly 

different formula is given in 7:3, and the earlier formula ei¢ 

5voua kupiov has survived in 9:5. Both formulae are taken from 

current liturgical practice and not from any written source.*4 The 
eucharistic prayers of Did. 9-10 seem close to the language of 
John 6:14, but they are closer still to the language of the Jewish 
Berakoth (see b.Ber 35a) and to the Jewish hope for the 
eschatological ingathering of the diaspora.2> Moreover, the 
“Johannine” language of “life” and “knowledge” is now well 
attested in the Dead Sea Scrolls, so that they can be seen to form 
part of the milieu in which the Didache originated. In any case, 
the eucharistic prayers in the Didache were likely already to have 
been long an accepted part of the life of the Church and were 
certainly not a literary composition of the Didachist. The saying in 
9:5 (uy d7e 76 &ytov Toic Kvoi) is attributed to the “Lord”, but 
the meaning is quite different to Matthew 7:6, since it is used in a 
cultic purity sense to justify exclusion of the unbaptized from the 
eucharistic meal. A similar saying is found also in m.Tem 6:5, 
where it seems to be cited as an authoritative saying, and it is 
matched by Essene practice recorded by Josephus in AJ XVIII.22 
and by 1QS 5:13. It may thus represent a Jewish mashal which 
was attributed to Jesus by the Matthean Redactor in Matthew 7:6. 
The use of the saying in the Didache seems to argue against its 
having been taken from Matthew, but rather from the Jewish 
milieu.26 

The saying in 11:1-2 concerning false teachers seems to have 
connections with Mt 5:17-20, and to be directed towards the prob- 
lem of the status of the Torah in the Christian movement. There is 
no certainty, however, that a literary dependence of the Didache 

24 The liturgical usage may well have influenced the text of Matthew also at this 
point, so that the original reference of Mt 28:19 was to “the name” only, as in most 
citations by Eusebius. See among others, F. C. Coneybeare, “The Eusebian Form 
of the Matt 28:19 Text”, ZNW 2 (1901) pp. 275-288; E. Lohmeyer, “Mir ist 
gegeben alle Gewalt!” in W. Schmauch (ed.), In Memoriam Ernst Lohmeyer 
(Stuttgart: Evangelisches Verlagswerk, 1951) pp. 22-49. For a fuller bibliography, 
see Draper, Commentary, p. 146 n. 8. 

25 See L. Clerici, Einsammlung der Zerstreuten. Liturgiegeschichtliche Unter- 
suchung zur Vor- und Nachgeschichte der Fiirbitte fiir die Kirche in Did. 9:4 und 
10:5 (Minster: Westfalen, 1966 [LQF 44]). 

26 The “Lord” referred to would then be the Lord of the Old Testament and not 
Jesus. Cf. Audet, Didaché, p. 173; Rordorf, “Jesus Tradition”, p. 422. 
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on Matthew would solve the problem, and it may even be more 
easily explained by a reverse influence of Matthew on the 
Didache, as | have argued elsewhere.2? Although 11:3 refers spe- 
cifically to 76 56ypa Tod evaryyediov, the only echoes of the writ- 
ten Gospel in what follows are very faint. In 11:7 there is a paral- 
lel with Mt 12:32, but the sense is different, since it identifies 
blasphemy against the Holy Spirit with refusing to accept the 
authority of a prophet speaking év mvetuari. On the other hand 
13:1-2 is close to the wording of Mt 10:10, mac apodyrne- 
/dtdkoKadoG....&£t0¢ &oTt THS ToOdhc abrod. This saying of Jesus 
seems to have circulated independently of the written Gospels as 
we know them today, since it is found also in 1 Cor 9:13f and 1 
Tim 5:18. It may also be rooted in Jewish wisdom tradition. The 
instruction of 14:2 is close to the sense of Mt 5:23f, although the 
wording is clearly independent. In all these examples, there is no 
proof of a dependence on Mt, rather a suggestion of independ- 
ence. 

IV. 

Turning now to the Jesus tradition in 1:3b-2:1, it is important to 
notice first of all that the material is not attributed to a written 
Gospel, indeed it is not even cited as the teaching of Jesus. More- 
over, it is interspersed with material from the Wisdom tradition 
(1:5-6), given all together as the distilled essence of the Way of 
Life. While the wording of the sayings is closest to Mt 5-7, they 
are given in a quite different order, with significant differences of 
wording, and interwoven with other material, some of which is 
found in Lk 6, and some of which is independent of both Gospels. 
In some respects the Didache is closer to the collection of material 
in Justin, Apology 1.16 than to either Matthew or Luke. In other 
words, this material in Did. 1:3b-2:1 draws on material found also 
in the collection of sayings which is often referred to as the source 
“Q” in Matthew and Luke. The question arises as to whether it 
derives the material from the written gospels and harmonizes it, or 
whether it draws directly on “Q” or a similar source. For ease of 
reference, the material is set out below: 

A. 
Did. 1:3b evdoyEiTEe TOUS KATAPwWpLEVOUG LLY Kal 

Tpooevxecbe UTep TOV EXOpaV LUa?, 
pnorevete 5é UTep TOV SuWKOvTWY Lua. 
Tod yap xapic éav pudyte TovSG 
hidrodvTac buds; OXI Kal TA EBV TO AUTO 

27 Draper, “Torah and Troublesome Apostles”, p. 357-360. 
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movovaww" vpetc dé didEiTE TOVS pLGOdPTAC 
bpac, Kal ovx ete ExOpov. 

Mt 5:44, 46 OYANTATE TOUS ExOpovs vpav Kat 
Tpovetxeode i butép TOV SLwKOvTMV YLaC. 
éav yap ayannonre TOUS QyaravTac 
bpas Tiva peobor & EXETES OUXL Kat Oi 
TEA@VAL TO AUTO TOLOVOLY; 

Ek 6327,,28.,32 ayanare TOUS ExOpods t vpev, KaA@S 
Tovetre Tots prcovow ipac, evAoyetTe TovS 
KATApPwMEvOUS bpac, Tpoceixecbe wept 
TOV émnpeafovTav vpas. Kail el ayarare 
TOUS ayaTravras bac, Toia div xapic 
éoTiv; Ka of &wapTwrol TOvS ayaTravTac 
autos ayaTGow. 

Justin, 7 Apol 15:14 evxeobe t omép TOV EXOpar t bpar, Kal 
QYATATE TovS pLLoovvTac bya, Kal 
avdoyeire TovS KOT OPWMEVOUS opty, Kal 
evxeobe t brép TOV émmpen Sovrew i bac. 

Justin, J Apol 15:13 él ayanarEe TOUS ayaravrag bpac, Ti 
KQLVOV TOLELTE; Kal yap oi TOpVvoL TOUTO 
TOLOvoL. 

B. 
Did. 1:4a QTEXOU TOV CApPKiKay EXLOULL@Y. EGY TiC 

oot 6@ paTiopa eic THY deELaY CLaAyOra, 
OTpEWov AUT® kai THY AAAHPY, Kal Eon 
TEELOC. 

Mt 5:39, 48 GAN’ GoTig o& paTifer sic THY SeELav 
oLayova, oTPEWov AVT@ Kal THY GAAnY™ 
Eoeobe ouv vpetc TEdELOL. 

Lk 6:29a T@ TUNTOVTL O& ETL THY CLaryOva TApEXE 
Kal THY @ANNY. 

Justin, 7 Apol 16:1 T@ TUNTOVTL COU THY CLaryOva TapEXe Kai 
THY aAANP. 

; a 
Did. 1:4b EQV @yyapEvon o€ TiC piLOV Ev, Uxaye 

Bet’ avtod dbo" sav App Tic 70 iwariov 
gov, 80g aivT@ Kal TOV XtT@va éav AaBn 
Tlg &TO God 76 OO, UH aTaiTEer OvSE yap 
dvvacat. 

Mt 5:41, 40 Kat bores OE ayyapevoet piduov Ev, travye 
BéT avTOD dvo" Kat T@ OédovTi cot 
KpiBjvau Kal TOV XiT@Va ov NaBeEiv, &dec 
QUT@ Kai 70 iperiov. 
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Lk 6:29b, 30 

Justin, J Apol 16:2, 1b 

Did. 1:5a 

Mt 5:42 

Lk 6:30 

Justin, J Apol 15:15 

Did. 1:5b 

Did. 1:5c 

Mt 5:25, 26 

Lk 12:58f 

Did. 1:6 

Kal &TS Gov TO iwarioy Kai TOV XLTaVE [LH 
Kwdvong, Kal amd TOD alpovTog TH OX [iH 
aTairet. 

mwavti 5& @yyapetorTi oe pidov 
akodovOnoov dbo. Kat Tov alpovTa cov TOV 
XiTGva H 70 iariov wy KwAvoNG. Sc 5’ av 
OpyLoOn Evoxds ~oTL Eig TO TIP. 

D. 
TAVTL TH airovrTi oe Sidov Kai pH aTaiTeL. 
Tao. yap Oédet SidooPat 6 TATHP &K TOV 
idiwy Xaplo“paTur. 

T® aitovyti os 56c¢, Kai Tov O€NoVTA ATO 
ood Savicacbar un aTooTpAd |e. 

TavtTi aitovvti os didov. 

Tavti T@ aitovvtt didote, Kat Tov 
Bovdopevor Saveionobat un aToOoTPAdTTE. 

E. 
paKxaplog 0 Sd00¢ KaTa THY évTONHV’ 
aO@o¢g yap éoTLV. Oval TS Kap Bavovtu’ Ei 
pév yap xpsiav Exwv KapBaver Tic, WA@OC 
éora. 0 68 wy xpsiav Exwv Sacer Sixnv 
watt E\aBe Kai sic Ti. 

Cf. Acts 20:35. 

é F, 
év ovvoxn 5& yevopevoc e€eTaoOnoeTau 
TEept av Empacke, Kai oun é&ehevoeTar 
éxelOev “EXplc OV ATOS@ TOV EoXxaTov 
KOOPQVTNV. 

Kai eic dvdaKknv BNnOjon. aunv héyw 
ipiv, ov wn &&€NOnc Exeibev, Ewo Gv 
aT0dQ¢ TOV EoxaTOV KOdpavTny. 

Kal 0 TPaKTWp oe Bade eic PuAAKHY. 
Aéyw oot ov pn &EENONG Exeiber, Ew Kal 
TO EOXATOV NETTOV ATOSOS. 

(G: 
GAA Kal Tept TOUTO 5é EipnTaL’ EdpwoaTw 
N é\enpoobvn gov Eig TAS XELPAC OoU, 
péxpig GY yvas Tim Sac. 

Cf. Sirach 12:1 

The peculiarities of the Didache’s version of these sayings cannot 
be attributed to late glosses, since no doctrinal point is implied in 
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any of them, and the Greek of the Didache is often clumsier than 

that of the Synoptic Gospels, so that they cannot be derived from 

stylistic corrections. The first groups of sayings (A) agrees first 

with the Lukan text, and then with Justin against Matthew/Luke in 

the saying: (mpoo)evxeo0e inép Tav éxOpGv buav and presents a 
third member found nowhere else, which forms a climax: vyor- 
evtete 58 dns TaV dSwwKdvTwy bpac.2® The connection between 
prayer and fasting (which is seen as increasing the potency of 
prayer) is a common Jewish understanding.?? The Didache gives 
diAjTe...dcrodvTac...pureite against the Synoptic a@ya7Gze... 
ayaTtobvrac...vyaTtare; this reading is attested by the POxy 
fragment and the Apostolic Constitutions, which otherwise 
harmonizes the text of the Didache with Luke at this point. The 
tendency of the tradition was inexorably towards the use of 
GyaTaw, so this reading is important (cf. also JgnPol 2:1). The 
Didache uses &6vn for &paptwdoi in Luke and teA@vou in Mat- 
thew (cf. é@vixoi in 5:47) and zépvor in Justin. In-this the Didache 
presents most clearly the Jewish perspective, which is surprising 
in a work directed towards the Gentiles, a the longer title of the 
work suggests: Avédax% kupiov dia Tov b@deKa ATOOTOAWV TOTS 
&6veo.v.>° It may well attest a very old tradition. 

Finally, the Didache includes a puzzling sentence not attested 
elsewhere: xai odx fete éx6pé6v. This is best taken as a prohibi- 
tion climaxing the teaching.?! Tuckett32 argues that toia yap 
xapic is dependent on Lk 6:32-34, which evidences an attack on 
“the morality determined by a reciprocity ethic”. However, again, 
the wording is not identical to Luke’s zoia tytvy xapic éoriv; and, 
while we may prefer Luke’s sophisticated critique of this ancient 
ethic, this is no evidence for its priority. If the Didache “fails to 
see its significance” it may be simply that it does not know the 
Lukan text, rather than because it is obtuse.33 This style of argu- 

28 H. Késter (Synoptische Uberlieferung bei den Apostolischen Vater (Berlin: 
Akademie-Verlag, 1957 (TU 65)] p. 224) sees this as a sign of a late date. 

2° See Behm, NHETIZ, TDNT IV, p. 928; G. G. Moore, Judaism in the First 
Centuries of the Christian Era: The Age of the Tannaim II (New York: Schocken, 
1958) p. 261; M. Mees, “Die Bedeutung der Sentenzen und ihrer Auxesis fiir die 
Formung der Jesuworte nach Didache 1:3b-2:1", VetChr 8 (1971) pp. 55-76, esp. 
68f. 

3° Cf. Rordorf, “Jesus Tradition”, pp. 402-403, contra Tuckett, “Synoptic 
Tradition”, pp. 222-223; Jefford, Sayings of Jesus, pp. 46-47. 

31 Cf. Audet, Didache, p. 264. R. Knopf (Die Lehre der zwolf Apostel 
[Tiibingen: Mohr (HNT.E 1)] p. 7) sees here a lost gospel tradition. 

32 “Synoptic Tradition”, pp. 223-224, citing the argument of W. C. van Unnik, 
“Die Motivierung der Feindesliebe in Lukas VI 32-35”, NT 8 (1966) pp. 288-300. 

33 Rordorf (“Jesus Tradition”, p. 403-404) accepts the presence of the 
“reciprocity ethic”, but argues that the Didache does indeed critique it in that, “my 
enemy's conduct should not give me any pretext to give him a dose of his own med- 
icine, namely hate; rather should I seize the initiative by loving him, so that he also 
may learn to love me”. 
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ment depends on the dubious assumption that the earliest text is 
the most insightful and theologically sound, before the Friih- 
katholisierungsprozess corrupted the vision of the nascent church. 

In this group of sayings (A), the Didache thus presents an 
independent text which cannot realistically be viewed as a 
harmony of the Gospels. It seems to have independent access to 
the traditions on which the Gospels also draw. 

In the second group of sayings (B), the Didache contrasts the 
desires of the flesh34 with the way of perfection, which is that of 
turning the other cheek. This sophisticated setting for the saying is 
not to be found in other witnesses.35 However, the form of the 
text, while close to Matthew, appears the more primitive since 5@ 
pamiopa is clumsy Greek compared with Matthew’s paiter.36 

In the third group (C), the Didache presents a text close to 
Matthew in wording, but following Luke in the order ipériov/ 
xiT@va against Matthew. As in Luke, this saying is followed by 
the heightening saying éav AGBy Ti¢ &TO God Td COV MH aTaiTEL 
(Luke &76 Tod atpovtog T& od...uc& &Taiter) and its has further 
climax in o06é yap divaca: (whose exact meaning is problematic, 
perhaps, “You are in any case not able to do so”).37 In this sec- 
tion, as in the others which have been examined, the Didache has 
the longest text. Glover sees in this the sign of a greater faithful- 
ness to a source which Matthew and Luke abbreviate and refine.38 
Against this it has been asserted that the Didache arranges the 
material in a deliberately climactic style to heighten its effective- 
ness as catechesis.39 This does not, however, prove which 
arrangement of the material is the earlier one. 

34 kai owpaTtixay should be omitted since it is absent from POxy and Const has 
a different reading also, cai koopuxar. 

35 Note however Gal 5:16f. 
36 See R. Glover, “The Didache’s Quotations and the Synoptic Gospels”, NTS 5 

(1958-1959) pp. 14f. It is interesting to note also Jn 18:22, fwxev pamiopa TH 
“Inood. Tuckett (“Synoptic Tradition”, pp. 225-226) argues that this may simply be 
the result of the Didache’s freedom in the use of his sources. 

37 Cf. Giet, Enigme, p. 59; Mees, “Auxesis”, p. 64. Tuckett (“Synoptic 
Tradition”, pp. 229-230) again implies a (from his perspective necessarily later) 
backsliding from a difficult original saying, to provide a “worldly comment on the 
slightly puzzling preceding clause”. Tuckett argues that the Didache is here depend- 
ent on the Lukan redaction of the “Q” tradition. 

38 “The greater brevity and stylistic improvements of the synoptics again recall 
the changes they made in the text of Mark when he was their source” 
(“Quotations”, p. 15). 

39 Cf. B. Layton (“The Sources, Date and Transmission of Didache 1:3b-2:1”, 
HUCA 61 [1968] pp. 343-383) who takes this approach. However his assertion that 
the Didache deliberately disguised his “plagiarization” of Scripture is absurd. The 
tendency was not to disguise but towards harmony with the Gospels, unless an 
author had theological motives. Moreover, Layton’s assumption that rhetorical 

climax is a mark of later redaction is dubious. It is found already within the 

Gospels. 
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The fourth section (D) in the Didache turns to the question of 

alms giving, which preoccupies the rest of the material (E-G). In 

doing so, the Didache applies a saying to entreaty for alms which 
in Luke applies to what is demanded by force (mavti 7@ aitobyTi 
oe 6idov). Matthew has a similar saying applied to lending in 5:42 
with quite different wording: 7@ aitodyti oe 56¢ Kal Tov O€dovTa 
a6 ood davioncbou pH &mooTpadyns. The Didache amplifies this 
saying with material drawn from the Two Ways: maa yap 0édet 
didoo0cu 6 TaTHp &k TOV idiwy xaptouatwv. (See Doctrina 4:8, 
omnibus enim dominus dare uult de donis suis. Cf. HermMan 11.4; 
Dida 4:3). Its original reference, as the Doctrina shows, was to 
alms giving within the community, but the Didache universalizes 
its reference to include even ones enemies, as the context suggests 
(1:4). 

A further saying, attested also in HermMan II.5-6, is intro- 
duced (E) in the form of a macarism. It seems to be reflected also 
in Acts 20:35 and 1 Clem 2:1, where it is attributed to the Lord 
Jesus Christ.4° Késter+! is skeptical of its origin as a saying of 
Jesus, preferring to see in it a Jewish proverb. 

The short pericope concerning prison (F) has an eschatologi- 
cal reference in Matthew and Luke. Judgment is coming and it is 
imperative to put one’s affairs right while there is still time. The 
eschatological context is clearest in Luke. The same context prob- 
ably lies behind the Didache. The person who takes alms without 
needing them shall give account not to a human court but to the 
heavenly judge before whom he shall be examined (éfe7a0o- 
OjoeTau Kept wv Enpaée). The use of the word ovvoxn in the 
Didache is striking, since it is a rare word meaning literally 
“compression” and hence “distress” .42 Only one possible instance 
of a use cognate with duvAaky is recorded (PLond 354.24) and 
even this is debatable. The word may rest on an Aramaic word 
such as 7¥7) which could be rendered either @uAaKy or obvoxy. 
The wording differs considerably throughout the pericope from 
that in Matthew/Luke. The final saying (G) draws on a version of 
Sirach 12:1 which is independent of LXX, as a proof text from 
Scripture for the teaching.43 

In none of these sayings from the Jesus tradition and the wis- 
dom tradition can a dependence on either Matthew or Luke be 
demonstrated. Rather, the variation in order and wording seen in 

40 Cf. Glover, “Quotations”, p. 15f. 
41 Uberlieferung, pp. 231-237. 
42 BAG, p. 799. 

Bek See P. W. Skehan, “Didache 1:6 and Sirach 12:1”, Bib 44 (1963) pp. 533- 
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both the Didache and Justin indicates an independence over 
against the written sources in Matthew/Luke which is indicative of 
a time when the Gospel tradition was still in the process of forma- 
tion. It may be that such collections of material had long been 
used in catechesis before they were finally inserted into the 
Didache, and indeed, such collections may well lie behind the 
Sermon on the Mount/Plain in Matthew/Luke.‘4 Most important, 
for our purposes, is that all these parallels are from what is tradi- 
tionally called “Q” material in Matthew/Luke, and there is no 
trace of Markan material. If the Didache had our Synoptic 
Gospels in their present form before it, it seems hard to 
understand how he could consistently have excluded Markan 
material present in Matthew and Luke and only drawn on “Q” 
material. It would seem a more likely inference that the Didache 
had access directly to the so-called “Q” material, either in a writ- 
ten or an oral form. 

Vi 

Didache 8 does seem to know a written or oral gospel close to the 
present text of Matthew. This is indicated by wo éxé\evoev 6 
Kuplog év T@ evaryyediw avTov, as also by the reference to the 
vmoxpita (cf. Mt 6:1-6) and by the closeness of the text of the 
Lord’s Prayer to that of Mt 6:9-13. Moreover Did. 8 appears to 
be a later addition to the earliest text of the Didache. It is inserted 
after the reference to the baptismal fast in 7:4, but it has a quite 
different reference to “stationary fasts” and daily prayer. It breaks 
up the natural flow in the catechetical manual from baptism to the 
eucharist. Moreover, it is not introduced by the formula which 
characterizes the liturgical sections of the Didache (mepi 5€), and 
in the Ethiopian version it is set after 11:3-13. Nevertheless, the 
text of Did. 8 exhibits a certain independence with regard to Mat- 
thew, which may raise questions as to a simple direct dependence 
on the present form of the text.45 The sense given to “hypocrites” 
is quite different to that in Matthew, where it is insincerity which 
is under attack. Here the term simply designates the Jewish 
opponents of the community.*® 

44 “Nous sommes a |’intérieur d’une tradition du Sermon sur la montagne, orale 
ou écrite relativement uniforme quant a l’expression et relativement homogéne 
quant au contenu”, Audet, Didache, p. 266. 

45 For a more thorough examination of this section of the Didache, see J. A. 
Draper, “Christian Self-Definition against the Hypocrites in Didache 8”, in E. H. 
Lovering, Society of Biblical Literature 1992 Seminar Papers, 362-377. Atlanta, 

Ga.: Scholars Press. 
46 Cf. Rordorf, “Jesus Tradition”, p. 422. 
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The differences in the text of the Lord’s Prayer, though 

minor, may be significant, since it is clearly derived from the 

liturgy of the community, where it was known by heart (it was to 

be repeated three times daily, 8:3).47 The Didache has év 7@ 

odpav@ for Matthew's éy oi¢ odpavoic, and the plural is charac- 

teristic of Matthew’s editorial activity (5:12=Lk 6:23; 7:11=Lk 

11:3; 19:21=Mk 10:21).*8 The Didache also has the singular 7nv 
édeXHv for Matthew's r& édev\j para, where the tendency in the 
tradition may be away from the more primitive idea of collective 
“debt” towards an understanding of the number of particular sins 
(Lk r&¢ c&papriac HuGv). Finally the Didache has adiepev for 
Matthew &d¢ijxayer (Lk &diouer).*® Here Matthew may be con- 
cerned to emphasize with the Aorist the requirement of for- 
giveness as a pre-requisite to divine forgiveness, in view of the 
logion which follows in Mt 6:14f. The presence of the doxology 
in the Didache indicates a liturgical use of the Lord’s Prayer, and 
this usage gradually began to invade the text of Matthew also.>° 
Did. 15:2-4 seems to have been added at the same redactional 
stage as Did. 8. 

VI. 

The “apocalypse” of Didache 16 presents many parallels to Mt 24 
and yet demonstrates a clear independence with regard to its text. 
It is likely that the basis of Did. 16 was formed by the original 
eschatological conclusion to the Jewish Two Ways instruction of 
1-6.5! Ethical parenesis is underscored by the warning concerning 
the imminent judgment. This Two Ways tradition appears most 
clearly in 16:2, which is paralleled by Barnabas 4:9-10 almost 
verbatim, but may well be behind 16:1 also. Did. 16:1 uses 
material found in the Jesus tradition in Matthew and Luke, but in 
a form which could hardly be a harmonization, since it agrees 
with neither in order or contexts? The Didache agrees with Mt 
24:42 in yoryopeire and 24:44 (=Lk 12:40) in yiveo$e Froupor. It 
is not likely that the Didache has drawn this material directly from 
Matthew, since the short admonitions would be easily memorized 

47 Cf. Ibid., p. 422. 
48 See Koster, Uberlieferung, 206. 

__* Koster (Ubid., pp. 208f) sees this agreement between the Didache and Luke as 
indicating what lay in “Q”. 
% Cf. Did. 9:2, 3; 9:4; 10:2, 4, 5. 
3! See E. Bammel, “Schema und Vorlage”, p. 253-262; cf. Rordorf, “Jesus 

Tradition”, pp. 412f. 
%2 See J-P. Audet, Didaché, pp. 180-182. B. C. Butler (“The Literary Relations 

of Didache ch xvi", JTS ns. 11 (1960) pp. 265-283), on the other hand, sees the 
Didache as dependent on Luke. 
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and used in catechism.*? There is a further agreement between the 
Didache and Lk 12:35, although the wording and the context are 
different:54 

Didache Luke 
“Ob AoXvoL vpaor py oBeoOnTwoar EoTwoav Wuav ai doditec 
Kal al oopves Luar pH TEplEefwpméevae Kal ob AVX VOL 
ExNVEDOWOaY KQLOMEVOL 
Cf. Methodius, Symposium V.2 

This imagery seems to have been drawn in part from the general 
fund of eschatological imagery from Exodus 12:11.55 See Mekhilta 
Pis. VIII.15-20 on this passage and j.Kil IX.32b.9; j.Kert 
XII.35a.9; New Year Amidah, Petition 3 in the Jewish tradition, as 
well as Ephesians 6:11f and 1 Peter 1:13 in the Christian tradi- 
tion. B. C. Butler5¢ thinks that the Didache is here dependent on 
Luke, but this is unlikely. Rather Luke is here drawing on “Q” 
material. The same must be said for the relation between 16:3-4 
and Mt 24:10-11, where the sense is the same but the wording 
independent. The picture of the eschatological woes is a common 
ingredient of Jewish writings.5’7 The only image which particularly 
calls for comment is that of the sheep and the wolves. 

Didache Matthew 7:15 
Kal OTpAPHooVTaAL TA TPOBaTa EiC¢ TPOVEXETE ATO TOV WevdoTpodynTav 
AvKouc OLTLVES EPKXOVTAL TPOS LLaS év 
Cf. AscenIs 2:24f évdvpaow TpoBaTuv Eowbev dé siow 

XbKOL ApTAVES 

Cf. Mt 10:16 
i600 €y@ ATOOTEARKW UVULAG WS 
TpoBaTa év péo@ hikwv 

Here the text of the Didache could hardly be dependent on Mat- 
thew, but the image is undoubtedly related. It may be that an 

53 See Koster, Uberlieferung, pp. 176f. On the other hand, R. Bauckham 
(“Synoptic Parousia Parables and the Apocalypse”, NTS 23 (1976-1977) pp. 162- 
176, esp. 169) has seen the Didache saying as a “deparabolized” form of the “Thief 
in the Night” saying. 

54 Cf. Methodius, Symposium V.2. See R. Bauckham, “Synolptic Parables 
Again”, NTS 29 (1983) pp. 129-143, esp. 131f. The wording in the Didache and 
Methodius may reflect LXX Job 18:5. 

55 Cf. Rordorf, “Jesus Tradition”, p. 415; contra Tuckett, “Synoptic Tradition”, 
pp. 201-203. 

56 “J iterary Relations”, pp. 265-283. 
57 See for instance 1QH 4; 1QS 3:21-24; 4QFlor 1:8f; SibOr II.165f; Ascenls 

3:27ff; ApocPet 1:1; OdesSol 38; Rev 19:2; 16:13; 2 Pet SSI in 3 0E ali Tn 

2:18; 4:1. See Further Késter, Uberlieferung, pp. 177-182. 



88 JONATHAN ALFRED DRAPER 

Aramaic saying lies behind these texts, such as 9X JX¥7 2202) 
O’3Nt, where the root 220 would explain OTPAPHIOVTAL and év 

uéow as well as the extended interpretation of the saying in terms 

of a disguise. Whatever the semantic background to the saying, it 

breathes an atmosphere of betrayal and conflict which is absent 

from the saying in Matthew.>® 
There is a much closer relationship between the material in 

16:5-8 and Mt 24. 

Didache 

Kal CKAVSANLOOHOOVTAL TOANOL Kat 

@ToNovPTaL 

ol 58 UTopmeivavTes Ev TH TloTEL 

avTav owlhoovTa UT avTOD TOU 

KATOAOELATOS 

KQL TOTE PAVHOETAL TA ONMELA TIS 

adnbsiac TP@Tov onpetov 

EKTETQOEWS EV OUDAV@ 

EiTa Onpeiov Pwvang GaATVYYOS 

Kal TO TPLTOV AVAOTAOLG VEKP@V OU 

TavrTwy O&... 

TOTE OWETAL O KOOLOS TOV KUPLOV 

EPXOpmEvoy ETAVW TOV VEPENaV TOU 

ovpavov 

Matthew 24:10, 13 

Kal T6TE oKaAVdaNLOOHCOVTAL 

TONNOL.... 

0 6& UTopeivac Eig TEOS OVTOS 

own cETaL 

Matthew 24:30, 31 

kai T6TE SAVHGETAL TO ONpELOV TOU 

viov TOD avOpaTov Ev OUPAVa 

KQL TOTE KOWOVTOL TAGAt ai PvAQL 

THS YAS 
Kai OWovTat TOV VLOV TOU 

avéparov... 

EpXOpPEevov ETL TAY VE>ENGV TOV 

oUpavod...wETaA TANTUYYOS 

peyadns Kai éx.ovvatovow TOUS 

EKAEKTOUG QUTOD EK TAY TEGOAPwY 

QVELOV AT AKPOY OUPAVaV EWS TOV 

QKP@V QUTOV 

There are a number of details in the Didache which show it 
to be independent of Matthew and perhaps even help to explain 
the background behind the text of Matthew. In 16:5 (cf. 4Esdr. 
6:25), for example, the difficult phrase tz’ aitod Tod 
KaTavé“atosg seems to be faithful to the tradition in which the 
faithful remnant is purged by suffering like a refiner’s fire (Mal 
3:2-4). The “curse” which saves is the tipwoic Tio SoKxipacias 
(16:5) as is seen in the closely parallel texts of Hermas, Vis IV.3, 
4 and | Peter 4:12.59 

58 See J. A. Draper, “Social Ambiguity and the Production of Text: Prophets, 
Teachers, Bishops,and Deacons and the Development of the Jesus Tradition in the 

Community of the Didache” in C. N. Jefford; The Didache in Context: Essays of Its 
oy History and Transmission (Leiden: Brill, 1995 [NT.E 77]) pp. 284-313, esp. 
84f. 

°° For a further discussion of this passage see A. Milavec, “The Saving Efficacy 
of the Burning Process in Didache 16.5”, in The Didache in Context, pp. 131-155; 
N. Pardee, “The Curse that Saves (Didache 16.5)”, Ibid., pp. 156-176; J. A. 
Draper, “Resurrection and the Cult of Martyrdom in the Didache Apocalypse”, 
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The onpeta of the Didache are also true to the tradition on 
which Mt 24:30f depends.® The meaning of the Didache is some- 
what obscured by the translation of two Hebrew words NX and 03 
respectively by the same Greek word onpeiov (as also in LXX). 
The onpeta of the Didache are also true to the tradition on which 
Mt 24:30f depends. The onueia riic adnOeiac are the NINN 
nyaXn, true signs by which the heavenly Son of Man will be 
known, as opposed to the false signs given by the World Deceiver 
to pervert the world (16:4). The first sign (onpeiov éxmeTa&oews év 
ovpav@), however, is the O°2W2 WD 03, the totem promised by 
Isaiah 11:10 which the Messiah would raise to rout the nations 
and gather in the exiles of Israel.*1 This is confirmed by the 
extensive commentary in the Targum to Isaiah whenever 03 
appears in the Old Testament (eg. Is 10:11 ff; 18:3; 31:9). Jn 3:14 
makes the same connection between the serpent set up as a 03 
(Num 21:4-9) and the cross as the sign of the Son of Man. The 
reason the nations mourn at the appearing of the sign of the Son of 
Man in Matthew is because the banner of the Messiah has been set 
up to rout the nations and gather in the diaspora. This banner was 
identified by the Church with the cross of Christ, and indeed even 
the word éxmercéoic, like the Hebrew 75 suggested crucifixion 
(cf. Dida 26 [Lagarde p. 107 ll 27-9] SibOr V.257; VIII.302; 
OdesSol 27:2f; Gospel of Philip [NgH II.3] 63:21 ff). 

The trumpet and the rising of the dead follow the raising of 
the sign, the gathering in of the scattered tribes being held to 
include the saints who had died (see 1QH 6:34; cf. 2:13). The 
whole schema is accurately reflected in the Jewish Shemoneh 
Esreh, Petition 10, which is widely regarded as being very 
ancient,probably going back to the late first or early second 
century AD: 133277 w°N?3 PIP? O31 NWI NIN? 97173 WDIwA YPN 
YON MDI YAN TN’. 

Finally, the Didache in its present form has the quotation 
from Dan 7:13 found also in Mt 24:30. An older text of the 
Didache may be represented by Const which has kai r6Te HEE 0 
KUplog Kal maVTES ol &yLor peT’ AUTOD Ev OVODELOU® ETaVW TOV 
vedend@v, since Const usually harmonizes the text of Didache with 
the Gospels. The H54 text of the Didache like Matthew cites Dan 
7:13, but the survival of 6 xiptoc indicates its independence of 
Matthew. Késter®? has argued that the Didache draws here upon 

Paper Delivered at the Society of Biblical Literature Congress, Philadelphia, 1995. 
60 See further on this passage, J. A. Draper, “The Development of the “Sign of 

the Son of Man” in the Jesus Tradition”, N7S 39 (1991) pp. 1-21. 
61 See Draper, Commentary, pp. 319-325; also A. Stuiber, “Die Drei Semeia 

von Didache xvi”, JAC 24 (1981) pp. 42-44. 
62 Uberlieferung, pp. 187-189. 
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the Ur-text of a Jewish apocalypse used also by Mark. However, 

J. S. Kloppenborg® has demonstrated that the Didache only uses 

the material parallel to Matthew's special source “M” and at no 

point cites Matthew where Matthew can be seen to be using Mark. 

He concludes from this that the Didache represents an independent 

tradition under whose influence Matthew altered his Markan 

source.©4 This conclusion reached by Kloppenborg concerning 
Did. 16 is similar to that reached by Glover,® who goes so far as 
to say that “the case for the Didache being a witness to some 
source, or sources, of our Lord’s teaching more primitive than the 
synoptic Gospels appears very strong indeed” .° 

VIL. 

The above assessment of the Jesus tradition in the Didache allows 
some tentative conclusions to be drawn. It suggests, firstly, an 
independence over against the Synoptic Gospels which often 
throws light on the Gospel material. Secondly, it shows that firm 
dependence on the Jesus tradition, rather than what can be 
attributed to the Jewish milieu, is limited to the tradition which is 
found mainly in the Sermon on the Mount in Matthew and the 
Sermon on the Plain in Luke, besides the “apocalypse” of Mt 24. 
The Didache is usually closer to Matthew but sometimes closer to 
Luke. While this might at first suggest a knowledge of Matthew 
and Luke, in which the Synoptic Gospels are harmonized on the 
basis of Matthew, this must be considered unlikely. The context, 
order and wording of the sayings is independent and cannot be 
derived from either. 

The material the Didache has in common with Matthew and 
Luke never includes material these evangelists have drawn from 
Mark.*7 It co-incides with what is normally described as the “Q” 
Source in these Gospels, and seems to confirm the hypothesis that 
sayings of Jesus were collected and circulated in a more or less 
fixed form, whether oral or written, before the collection was 
incorporated into the Gospels as we have them. It may be that 

63 “Didache 16:6-8 and Special Matthean Tradition”, ZNW 69-70 (1978-1979) 
pp. 54-67. 

64 “Tradition”, p. 63. A reservation concerning Glover’s conclusion needs to be 
made, in that the Didache may reflect at this point an underlying Jewish tradition 
rather than the Jesus teaching in particular, which may draw on the same tradition. 

65 “Quotations”, pp. 25-28. 
S6ubid.. p. 21: 
67 Tuckett (“Synoptic Tradition”, p. 201) puts forward the material on the 

Antichrist performing “signs and wonders” in 16:4 as a case where the Didache 
echoes Mk 13:22=Mt 24:24; Mk 13:19=Mt 24:21; contra K6ster, Uberlieferung, 
p. 182; Rordorf, “Jesus Tradition”, p. 415. 



JESUS TRADITION IN THE DIDACHE 91 

these collections were already referred to as 7d evaryyédov (Did. 
8:2, 11:3, 15:3, 4). The context of such a collection of sayings in 
Did. 1:3-2:1 strongly implies the use to which the collection was 
put—the instruction of catechumens: tadta ma&vTa tpoeiTovTEec.8 

Thirdly, the differences in wording and context of the Jesus 
sayings in the Didache, Matthew and Luke are of the same kind. 
They indicate an independent use of a common source at a time 
when that source was still fluid. 

68 The same explanation can be given for the collection of sayings of Jesus in 
Justin, / Apol 15-16, which set out the kernel of Christian teaching which was to 

precede baptism. 



SYNOPTIC TRADITION IN THE DIDACHE 

CHRISTOPHER M. TUCKETT 

Manchester 

In recent years a substantial body of opinion has agreed in general 

terms about the problem of synoptic tradition in the Didache. The 

three studies of R. Glover, H. Koster and J.-P. Audet which 

appeared in the 1950’s, apparently independently of each other, 
argued that the presence of synoptic tradition in the Didache was 
not to be explained by direct dependence of the Didache on the 
finished synoptic gospels.! Rather, the Didachist used prior tradi- 
tions available both to himself and to the synoptic evangelists. 
This view has been endorsed in recent years by Rordorf, Tuilier, 
Kloppenborg and Draper in various studies devoted to the 
Didache and by other scholars in passing.2 Some have been more 
specific about the nature of the common traditions: for example, 
Glover argued that the synoptic Sayings Source Q was one source 
of the Didache’s synoptic tradition.3 It is true that there have 

! H. Késter, Synoptische Uberlieferung bei den Apostolischen Vatern (Berlin: 
Akademie-Verlag, 1957 [TU 65]) pp. 159-241; J.-P. Audet, La Didaché: Instruc- 
tions des apétres (Paris: Gabalda, 1958) pp. 166-186. R. Glover, “The Didache’s 
Quotations and the Synoptic Gospels”, NTS 5 (1958) pp. 12-29; cf. also his 
“Patristic Quotations and Gospel Sources”, NTS 31 (1985) pp. 234-251. . 

2 See W. Rordorf & A. Tuilier, La Doctrine des douze Apétres (Paris: Les Edi- 
tions du Cerf, 1978 [SC 248]); J.S. Kloppenborg, “Didache 16:6-8 and Special 
Matthean Tradition”, ZNW 70 (1979) pp. 54-67; W. Rordorf, “Le probléme-de la 
transmission textuelle de Didach@ 1,3b-2,1” in FF. Paschke (ed.), 
Uberlieferungsgeschichtliche Untersuchungen (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1981 [TU 
125]) pp. 499-513; J. Draper, “The Jesus Tradition in the Didache” in D. Wenham 
(ed.), Gospel Perspectives V: The Jesus Tradition outside the Gospels (Sheffield: 
JSOT, 1985) pp. 269-287; also his A Commentary on the Didache in the Light of 
the Dead Sea Scrolls and Related Documents (Ph.D. Dissertation, Cambridge 
University, 1983); cf. also D. A. Hagner, “The Sayings of Jesus in the Apostolic 
Fathers and Justin Martyr” in Wenham (ed.), Gospel Perspectives V,op.cit., pp. 
233-268, on p. 241f (though this represents a change of view from Hagner’s earlier 
position: see his The Use of the Old and New Testament in Clement of Rome 
{Leiden: Brill, 1973 (NT.S 34)] p. 280: “It seems clear enough, however, that the 
Gospel of Matthew is used in the Didache.”) Thus in a recent dictionary article, 
Tuilier summed up the present state of opinion with the words: “Die neuere 
Forschung ist sich darin einig, da8 die Didache als Ganzes die Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments in ihrer heutigen Gestalt nicht kennt” (A. Tuilier, art. Didache in TRE 
8 [1981] p. 735). 

3 Glover, “Didache Quotations”, passim esp. p. 29. (In his later article, Glover 
seems to have changed his views slightly; he now postulates another source [the 
“Terse Source”] known to Matthew, Mark, Luke, Clement, Didache, Polycarp and 
Justin, which overlapped extensively with Q. However, he still maintains his view 
that the Didache knew Q: see p. 239). Cf. also Rordorf & Tuilier (Doctrine, p. 91), 
who say that the silence of S. Schulz in his monograph on Q in omitting any 
reference to Did is “regrettable.” 
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always been those who have disagreed, arguing that the Didache 
presupposes the finished form of the synoptic gospels, or least that 
of Matthew.* The conclusions of this paper are intended to sup- 
port this latter view. 

Any discussion of the problem of synoptic tradition in the 
Didache must take note of the question of the unity of the text 
usually referred to as “the Didache”. This text is available to us in 
its entirety in only one 11th century Greek MS published in 1883 
by P. Bryennios.* It is almost universally agreed that the present 
text® is, in some sense at least, “composite”. Didache 1-6 
incorporates an earlier Two Ways tradition attested also in the 
Epistle of Barnabas 18-20, Doctrina Apostolorum and elsewhere; 
further, within this Two Ways tradition, the section 1:3-2:1 is 
probably a secondary, Christianising addition.? Other seams 
within our text have been suggested: for example, chapters 8 and 
15 may be secondary additions to an earlier Vorlage.8 The precise 
number of stages of redaction which one should postulate is much 
debated. Nevertheless it is clear that any theories about the origins 
of synoptic tradition in one part of the Didache will not neces- 
sarily apply to the Didache as a whole.® Each part of the text must 
therefore be examined separately and, to a certain extent, inde- 
pendently. 

4 See E. Massaux, The Influence of the Gospel of Saint Matthew on Christian 
Literature before Saint Irenaeus Ill, trns. N. J. Belval & S. Hecht (Macon, 
Georgia: Mercer University Press, 1993 [NGSt 5/3, trns. BETL 75]) pp. 144ff; 
B.C. Butler, “The Literary Relations of Didache, Ch. XVI”, JTS 11 (1960) pp. 
265-283; also “The “Two Ways’ in the Didache”, JTS 12 (1961) pp. 27-38; P. 
Vielhauer, in E. Hennecke (ed.), New Testament Apocrypha I (London: Lutter- 
worth, 1965) pp. 628f; B. Layton, “The Sources, Date and Transmission of 
Didache 1.3b-2.1”, HTR 61 (1968) pp. 343-383; S. Giet, L’Enigme de la Didaché 
(Paris: Ophrys, 1970 [PFLUS 149]); K. Wengst, Didache (Apostellehre), Barnabas- 
brief, Zweiter Klemensbrief, Schrift an Diognet (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche 
Buchgesellschaft, 1984 [SUC 2]) pp.25-30; U. Luz, Matthew 1-7: A Continental 
Commentary (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1989), p. 93. W. D. Kohler, Die Rezeption 
des Matthdusevangeliums in der Zeit vor Irendus (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1987 [WUNT 
2/24]) pp. 19-56. This was.certainly the dominant view in the earlier period of 
research, prior to the 1950’s. 

5 Other witnesses include versions in Ethiopic, Georgian and Coptic, a fragment 
from one of the Oxyrhynchus papyri, POxy 1782, as well as later writers who used 
the Didache, notably the author of Book VII of the Apostolic Constitutions. 

6 By this I refer to the text of the Bryennios MS. 
7 For this section, see part III below. 
8 Rordorf & Tuilier, Doctrine, pp. 36, 63; cf. Draper, Jesus Tradition, p. 271. 

For doubts about the reliability of the Bryennios text, see too E. Petersen, “Uber 
einige Probleme der Didache-Uberlieferung”, in Frihkirche, Judentum und Gnosis 
(Rome: Herder, 1959) pp. 146-182. Cf. also n. 82 below. 

9 Thus, for example, Késter argues that most of the Didache is independent of 
the synoptic gospels, but that 1:3-2:1 presupposes our gospels and represents a 
much later addition to the Didache. 
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One further preliminary point to be made is that it is quite 

clear that, for the most part, the Didache does not “quote” the 

synoptic tradition. There are a few instances where the Didache 

clearly indicates its intention to quote something (from whatever 

source): cf. Did 1:6; 9:5; 16:7. Elsewhere there are references to 

a evaryyénov (8:2; 11:3; 15:3, 4) which may be a written 

source.!° However, the remaining links between the Didache and 

synoptic tradition are at the level of allusion only. It is thus 

inappropriate to judge the Didache’s use of synoptic tradition as if 

it were a case of explicit quotation and to expect exact agreement 

between the quoted version and the source used. The Didache’s 
use of synoptic tradition is more one of free allusion. Hence dis- 
agreements between the Didache and the gospels in, for example, 
the context and application of synoptic tradition need not imply 
that the Didache cannot have known our gospels.!! Indeed it can 
be argued that precisely such freedom in the use of synoptic tradi- 
tion is to be expected if the Didache is using our gospels as, in 
some sense, authoritative texts.12 How then can one determine 
whether or not the Didachist presupposes the finished gospels? 

In terms of methodology, Ké6ster’s approach remains 
exemplary. Not only did he set out the relevant texts clearly in 

10 For a discussion, see Késter, Uberlieferung, p. 10f. It is a key point of 
Wengst’s argument against KGster that ebayyédvov must refer to a written gospel 
and that gospel can only be Matthew: hence all the verbal similarities between the 
Didache and the synoptic tradition are due to dependence on Matthew. This 
however demands that the references to a evaryyéAcov, especially in 15:3, 4, bear a 
lot of weight in the argument: it ignores the possibility that ch. 15 may belong to a 
later stratum within the present text. It also does not deal with the possibility that 
the Didache might be using a written source which lies behind Matthew, rather than 
Matthew’s gospel itself. Wengst does not discuss whether the parallels to the 
Didache in Matthew are redactional or traditional. 

11 This applies especially to the work of Glover (m. 1 above) who frequently 
argues that the Didache cannot be dependent on our gospels because the same 
material is used in such widely differing ways. (Glover even speaks of “the 
Didache’s Quotations” in the title of his article). In any case, the different contexts 

imply freedom and change by at least one person, be it the Didachist or the synoptic 
evangelist. But the different contexts and uses of the same material cannot really be 
used in the argument here. Much the same can be said about Draper who argues 
that any difference between the Didache and the gospels may imply that the 
Didache is using independent traditions, since the tendency in the MS tradition was 
to harmonize the text of the Didache with that of the gospels (“Jesus Tradition”, p. 
271 and cf. his argument on Did 16:8 and the text of Did 1:3 discussed below). But 
again this seems to assume that the Didache’s practice is one of careful quotation, 
rather than alluding to, and using freely, the synoptic tradition. Wengst’s comment 
is apt: “Nach diesem Argumentationsmuster miifte man etwa Paulus die Benutzung 
des AT absprechen” (Didache, p. 30). 

12 Cf. F.E. Vokes, “The Didache and the Canon of the New Testament” in 
Studia Evangelica 3 (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1964 [TU 88]) pp» 427-436. 
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parallel; he also worked with a clearly defined criterion: if 
material which owes its origin to the redactional activity of a 
Synoptic evangelist reappears in another work, then the latter 
presupposes the finished work of that evangelist. Such a criterion 
must of course be applied with care, and one must not rule out the 
possibility that a feature could have been added to the tradition by 
two independent redactors. Nor should one assume that any 
dependence which is established on the basis of this criterion is 
necessarily direct: the later document may be several stages 
removed from the earlier one. Nevertheless, this criterion is really 
the only one which ultimately can determine whether a text like 
the Didache presupposes the finished gospels or whether it uses 
traditions which lie behind our gospels. Such an approach differs 
from that of, say, B. Layton who, in his study of Did 1:3-2:1 (cf. 
n. 4 above) effectively assumed dependence and sought to clarify 
the Didache’s redactional activity on that assumption. This 
certainly has great value in recognizing the importance of the 
Didachist’s own intentions and contributions in producing his text. 
But Layton’s approach is open to the criticism that what is 
“coherent” does not necessarily reflect historical fact. Thus, 
whilst Layton has shown how a later writer could have altered the 
synoptic gospels in the way suggested, his argument does not 
really show that this actually happened. ; 

One must therefore supplement Layton’s approach by a close 
analysis of the synoptic parallels to the text of the Didache to see 
if any elements are redactional there. Part of the weakness of the 
approach of some of those who have advocated the independence 
of the Didache from the synoptic gospels is that they fail to offer 
any sustained analysis of the synoptic data on its own terms. (This 
applies, for example, to the studies of Rordorf and Draper). If, for 
example, the Didache is using Q material in a form that existed 
prior to its use by Matthew and Luke, then the synoptic parallels 
to the Didache should all occur in elements which are pre- 
redactional in the gospels. Conversely, if the Didache shows 
agreement with redactional elements in the gospels, then this will 
be an indication that the Didache presupposes our gospels. 

I. DIDACHE 16 

Did 16 is widely recognized as containing a significant cluster of 
links with synoptic tradition and it may be regarded as an impor- 
tant test case in the discussion of the problem of synoptic tradition 
in the Didache. 

13 Cf, the praise of Layton, “Sources”, p. 241; see too n. 102 below. 
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Many who have argued against any dependence of the 

Didache on Matthew’s gospel have appealed to a peculiar pattern 

in the parallels between the Didache and the synoptic gospels. It is 

said that Did 16 only shows links with material peculiar to Mt 24 

in the synoptic tradition: the Didache does not have any links with 

material from Mt 24 which Matthew has derived from Mark.'4 

Hence, it is argued, the Didache is more likely to be dependent on 

the source(s) which lie behind Mt 24 and which were available to 
Matthew alone; if the Didache were dependent on Matthew, one 
would expect some of Matthew’s Markan material to be reflected 
as well.!5 Such an argument is in danger of ignoring some of the 
evidence of Did 16 itself. For the text of Did 16 contains possible 
allusions to synoptic material in four verses common to Matthew 
and Mark (and which Matthew presumably derived from Mark). 

Did 16:4 

Did 16:4 mentions the xoduotAavic who, it is said, will do 
(mo.joer) signs and wonders (onpeta Kai TépaTa) and will per- 
form iniquities & ovdémoTe yéyovev && ai@voc. The language used 
is similar to that of Matthew and Mark. Mk 13:22/Mt 24:24 refers 
to the coming of false messiahs and false prophets who will per- 
form!* onpeia Kai TépaTa, “leading astray” !7 the elect; and in Mk 
13:19/Mt 24:21 the coming tribulation is said to be such as never 
has been (ov yéyovev) since the creation of the world.!8 It can be 
argued, of course, that these parallels are not very significant. 
Both the Didache and the synoptists could be reflecting standard 
eschatological motifs and using OT language.19 However, it is 

14] am assuming through the discussion the theory of Markan priority, as indeed 
do most other scholars in their discussion of synoptic tradition in the Didache. This 
applies even in the articles of Butler. Butler himself is well-known as favouring the 
theory of Matthean priority, but he wrote his articles on the Didache taking care not 
oI presuppose any particular solution to the synoptic problem, though see nn. 63, 

below. 
1S See Glover, “Didache’s Quotations”, pp. 22-25; Késter, Uberlieferung, p. 

184f (on Did 16:6); Audet, Didache, p. 182; Rordorf & Tuilier, Doctrine, p. 90; 
Kloppenborg, “Didache 16,6-8”, passim; Draper, Dissertation, pp. 325f; “Jesus 
Tradition”, p. 283. 

16 Mark movjoovoy, Matthew dacovo.v. The Didache is in fact marginally closer 
to Mark here, though this verbal agreement is scarcely significant enough to show 
anything. 

17 Mark &totAavar, Matthew tavioou—hence the same root as the Didache’s 
KOOLOTAQV AC. 

'8 Didache’s é£ ai&vog is not verbally the same as Mark’s / Matthew’s phrase 
an’ apxic kTicewco Kéopov, but the idea is the same. 

19 The language is close to Dt 13:2 and Dan 12:1 ©’: see Koster (Uberlieferung, 
p. 182) who also refers to 2 Thess 2:9; Rev 13:13. Glover (“Didache’s 
Quotations”, p. 24) refers to the differences between the Didache and the gospels: 
e.g. in the Didache the single “world-deceiver” performs the signs and wonders, 
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clear that the verbal links between Did 16 and Mt 24 are not con- 
fined to material peculiar to Matthew. 

Késter recognizes these parallels but asserts that, since Mk 
13:19, 22 come from the Vorlage used by Mark in Mk 13, the 
Didache here shows links only with Mark’s source and not with 
Mark’s gospel itself.2° This argument raises a number of critical 
problems. First there is a question about criteria. The argument 
here is that if the Didache shows links with Mark’s source, it can- 
not be dependent on Mark’s gospel. Elsewhere, however, Késter 
argues that since the Didache does not have allusions to material 
in Matthew’s source (Mark), the Didache cannot be dependent on 
Matthew’s gospel.?! Clearly there are dangers of possibly con- 
tradictory criteria being applied and it would be better to consider 
the whole pattern of agreements between the Didache and the 
synoptic material in relation to synoptic sources before making 
premature judgments about individual verses. Second, the appeal 
to a Vorlage of Mk 13 raises complex issues of Markan study 
which can only be touched on briefly here. Késter appeals almost 
exclusively to the claims of Bultmann and Klostermann about the 
content of Mark’s alleged source here. In recent years there have 
been several important studies of Mk 13,22 though not all would 
agree in assigning the relevant verses in this discussion to Mark’s 
source. V. 19 probably is as likely as any verse to have been in 
whatever Vorlage there might have been, but opinions differ about 
yv. 22. According to Pesch, Hahn and others, v. 22 is part of the 
pre-Markan source. According to Brandenburger, the verse is one 
of a number which come to Mark from traditions other than that 
of the basic apocalypse which underlies the present chapter, so 
that although the wording may be pre-Markan, the positioning of 
vy. 22 here may be due to MkR.?3 However, Lambrecht and 
Laufen have argued very persuasively that v. 22 is due to MkR.?4 

whereas in the gospels it is the (many) false prophets. However, this is an example 
of confusing quotations and allusions: cf. n. 11 above. 

20 Uberlieferung, op.cit., p 182. 
21 Uberlieferung, pp. 184f, on Did 16:6. 
22 To mention only a few, see J. Lambrecht, Die Redaktion der Markus- 

Apokalypse. Literarische Analyse und Structuruntersuchung (Rome: Pontifical Bibli- 
cal Institute, 1967 [AB 28]); R. Pesch, Naherwartungen. Tradition und Redaktion in 
Mk 13. (Dusseldorf: Patmos, 1968) and his Das Markusevangelium II. Teil 
(Freiburg: Herder, 19807); F. Hahn, “Die Rede von der Parusie des Mens- 
chensohnes Markus 13” in R. Pesch & Schnakenburg (eds.), Jesus und der Mens- 
chensohn (Fs. Anton Vogtle), Freiburg: Herder 1975) pp. 240-256; E. Branden- 
burger Markus 13 und die Apokalyptik (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1984 
[FRLANT 134)). ; 

23 Brandenburger, Markus 13, pp. 147ff and see his “Ubersicht” on p. 166f. The 
problems of assigning v. 22 to the Vorlage are discussed on p. 24. 

24 Lambrecht, Redaktion, p. 170f; R. Laufen, Die Doppeltiberlieferungen der 
Logienquelle und des Markusevangeliums (Bonn: Hanstein, 1980 [BBB 54]) pp. 
379-382. V. 22 is of course also very important as evidence of Mark’s concerns in 
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It is thus precarious to build too much on the alleged pre-Markan 

nature of v. 22. 

Did 16:5 

Another possible link between the Didache and Markan material 

occurs in Did 16:5: of 58 bropeivavtec...cwOjoovTa: cf. Mk 

13:13/Mt 24:13; 10:22 6 58 bropeivac sic TédoG...cwOjoeTaL. 
Again it can be argued that the parallel is not by itself very sig- 
nificant.25 Késter again ascribes it to Mark’s Vorlage and argues, 
somewhat strangely, that since Matthew’s wording is dependent 
here on Mark, this cannot prove dependence of the Didache on 
Matthew.?¢ By itself, such an argument is true though it appears to 
concede in passing that the Didache does have verbal links with 
material in Matthew which Matthew derives from Mark. The lan- 
guage is not unusual in such an eschatological context: cf. Dan 
12:12; 4 Ezra 6:25,27 though the verbal agreement between these 
texts and the Didache is not as close as that between the Didache 
and Matthew/Mark.?8 The problem of the origin of Mk 13:13 is a 
complex one. Many regard the verses as pre-Markan and it is 
certainly not easy to point to any clear Markan characteristics.?9 
But whatever its origin, it is clear that Did 16:5 provides another 
instance where the Didache shows verbal links with material 
which Matthew shares with Mark. 

Did 16:8 

The most significant connection between the Didache and material 
in both Matthew and Mark occurs in Did 16:8 (7é7e GWeTaur 6 
KOOMOG TOV KUpLoV EpxXdpEevoy ETaVW TOV VedEehGv TOD ovpavod). 

the theory of T.J. Weeden, Mark--Traditions in Conflict (Philadelphia: Fortress, 
1971) esp. pp. 72ff: “Mark’s hand is most visible in the formation of sections 5-6, 
9-13, 21-23, 28-37” (p. 72). 

25 Glover does not even mention it. 
26 Uberlieferung, p. 183. 
27 So Késter, ibid; Kloppenborg, “Didache 16,6-8”, p. 66. 
28 Despite Késter’s claim that 4 Ezr is “almost word for word the same as Mk 

13:1b par” (my translation), Dan 12:12 @ has 6 dropévwy but no exact parallel to 
owOjoetrar. 4 Ezr 6:25 has omnis qui derelictus fuerit...saluabitur but derelictus is 
rather weaker than the meaning of iaouévw here which probably has a meaning of 
more active endurance and is not just a reference to simply surviving (so Bauer’s 
Lexicon, ad loc.) 

29 See R. Kiihschelm, Jiingerverfolgung und Geschick Jesu (Klosterneuburg: 
Verlag Osterreichisches Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1983 [OBS 5]) p. 22. The verse is 
in Mark’s Vorlage according to Pesch and Hahn. However, Brandenburger assigns 
it to other traditions included here by Mark. : 



SYNOPTIC TRADITION IN THE DIDACHE 99 

The allusion to Dan 7:13 here is very similar to that in Mt 24:30 
(cf. Mk 13:26). The very close relationship between the Didache 
and Matthew has often been noted. In particular the Didache 
shares with Mark and Matthew the use of SWerau / SYovrat and 
the inversion of the order of “coming” and “clouds” as compared 
with Dan 7. Further, the Didache agrees with Matthew’s redac- 
tion of Mark in using éra&vw (Matthew ézi) for Mark’s év with 
the “clouds”, and adding tod ovpavod. A priori there is a strong 
case here for seeing the Didache reflecting MattR of Mark and 
hence presupposing Matthew’s finished gospel. 

Glover explains the agreement as due to “joint borrowing 
from Dan.vii 13”,3° but he offers no explanation for the unusual 
features (GWeror and the relative order of the “clouds” and 
“coming”) mentioned above. Késter claims that Matthew is 
unlikely to have changed the text of Mark in the way suggested 
and hence Matthew’s text is based on a Vorlage of Mark which 
read éni tOv vededdv.3! However the basis for such a claim is 
unconvincing. Kloppenborg, who is also defending the thesis of 
the independence of the Didache and Matthew, rightly criticizes 
Koster here and says that there is no justification for postulating 
an earlier version of Mark’s text used by both the Didache and 
Matthew.32 Yet Kloppenborg also denies that the Didache shows 
any dependence on MattR here. He appeals to the lack of any 
reference in the Didache to the signs of heaven of Mt 24:29; 
however, the Didache does have its own version of (admittedly 
quite different) signs in 16:6. Kloppenborg also appeals to the fact 
that the words which follow the, allusion to Dan 7 in Mat- 
thew/Mark, peta duvapews Kai 56€no moAAFC, do not appear in 
the Didache, and asserts that “there is no reason for the author’s 
avoidance of this phrase.”23 However, an argument from silence 
here is very precarious. It is universally agreed that the text at the 
end of the Didache here is in some disarray and that some further 
text has probably got lost.34 It is thus very dangerous to base any 
theory on the absence of material after Did 16:8 in our Greek MS. 
Kloppenborg’s claim is that “Did 16:8 agrees with Mt 24:30 at 
those points where Matthew disagrees with Mark”;?5 this however 

30 “Didache’s Quotations”, p. 24. 
31 Uberlieferung, pv. 188. 
32 “Didache 16,6-8”, p. 61f. 
33 Ibid, p. 63. 
34 See Audet, Didache, p. 73f; Rordorf & Tuilier, Doctrine, pp. 107, 199; 

Draper, Commentary, p. 326; Wengst, Didache, p. 20; Wengst even prints (p. 90) 
a further clause as the ending of the text (amodobvou éxckoTw KaTa& Thy mock 

airod) on the basis of the text in Const, though the latter is considerably longer and 

more complex than this. 
35 “Didache 16,6-8”, p. 63. 
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ignores the agreement between Matthew and Mark in using 

SWovrou and in inverting the “clouds” and the “coming” of Dan 

736 as well as the features common to the Didache, Matthew, 

Mark and Daniel. Kloppenborg’s conclusion is that “Did 16:8 

represents an independent tradition under whose influence Mat- 

thew altered his Markan source, namely by substituting éai for év 

and adding 700 ovpavod” 37 However, a much simpler explanation 

is available. Matthew’s differences from Mark here serve to align 
his version of Dan 7:13 with that of the LXX. A tendency by Mat- 
thew to conform OT allusions to the form of the LXX is well- 
documented.38 The “tradition under whose influence Matthew 
altered his Markan source” need only be the LXX text of Dan 7. 
There is no need at all to postulate a tradition very closely parallel 
to Mk 13, but independent of Mark and known only to Matthew. 
Such a theory is a totally unnecessary complication. 

A different appeal to textual criticism is made by Draper. 
Draper refers to the text of Const VII which reads év ovocetop@ 
as the equivalent of the Bryennios MS’s 767e dWeTou 0 Kdopoc TOV 
Koptov épxépmevov. He argues that, since Const has a tendency to 
conform the text of the Didache to that of Matthew’s Gospel, this 
reading in Const which differs from Matthew’s text may represent 
a more original version of the text of the Didache; the reading in 
the Bryennios MS would then be the result of secondary scribal 
assimilation to the text of Matthew.39 All this is somewhat 
speculative. It is not the case that the text of Const is uniformly 
closer to Matthew than that of the Didache.*° Further, Draper’s 
suggestion that the use of xtpioc in the Bryennios text betrays the 
vestige of an independent tradition (Matthew has “Son of Man”) is 
also unconvincing. The xipioc of 16:8 in the Bryennios MS 
presumably arises by assimilation to the xtpio¢c of 16:7 (citing 
Zech 14:5). In fact the use of xipiocg is quite characteristic of the 
Didache (it is used 18 times elsewhere, at times clearly referring 
to Jesus, cf. 8:2). Hence it is quite easy to ascribe the usage of 
koptocg in the Bryennios text at 16:8 to the “original author” of the 

36 Kloppenborg argues that both these features may be pre-Markan since they 
can be paralleled elsewhere (though not all his evidence is equally valid e.g. the text 
of Justin Dialogue 51:9 [wrongly cited as “15,9” consistently] could be due to 
influence of the gospel tradition). But again this excludes a piece of evidence 
prematurely. The fact that the features may be pre-Markan cannot settle the issue of 
how they are to be explained in the Didache itself. 

37 “Didache 16,6-8”, p. 63. 
38 See K. Stendahl, The School of St. Matthew and its Use of the Old Testament 

(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1954) pp. 147ff; G. Strecker, Der Weg der Gerechtigkeit 
(Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1971 [FRLANT 82]) pp. 21ff W. G. 
Kiimmel, Introduction to the New Testament (London: SCM, 1975) pp. 110f. 

39 “Jesus Tradition”, p. 283; Commentary, p. 325. . 
40 E.g. Did 16:4 has tapaddaovow as in Matthew; Const has xpodécovaw. 
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Didache. In any case, it would probably be precarious to rely too 
much on such a indirect source as Const for reconstructing the 
text of the Didache. 

__ None of the arguments considered appears to provide a con- 
vincing alternative to the theory that the Didache here presupposes 
knowledge of Matthew’s revision of Mark. Thus Did 16 has links 
not only with Matthew’s special material, but also with material 
common to Matthew and Mark and, in the last instance con- 
sidered, presupposes Matthew’s redaction of Mark. I now con- 
sider the links between Did 16 and material peculiar to Matthew. 

Did 16:3-5. 

The existence of links between Did 16 and material peculiar to Mt 
24 is accepted by all. In Did 16:3-5 there is a cluster of 
similarities between the language of the Didache and Mt 24:10-12 
and other Matthean passages. 16:3 rAnOuvOjoeTar oi Wevdo- 
TpooHrat uses similar language to Mt 24:11f. (WevdorpodHrau in 
v. 11; mAnOvvOAvcu in v. 12); “sheep becoming wolves” in Did 
16:3 uses imagery similar to that of Mt 7:15; “a&ycé7n turning to 
ptoog” reflects Mt 24:10, 12 (wojoovow in v. 10, &yc&rn in v. 
12); &vopie increasing (Did 16:4) is similar to Mt 24:11 (@vopia 
multiplying); and d.4£o0va in Did 16:4 links with d.axwou in the 
very closely related context of Mt 10:23. Finally oxavdado- 
@noovTrar woddoi of Did 16:5 recalls the identical words in Mt 
24:10. 

It is noteworthy that the parallels to Did 16:3-5 in Matthew 
include the three Matthean references to WevdorpodjTa (Mt 
7:15; 24:10-12; 24:24).4! This is readily explained if the author of 
the Didache were attempting to cull from Matthew all the avail- 
able material about false prophets. This provides a reasonable 
explanation for what might appear at first sight to be a rather ran- 
dom set of parallels in Matthew. 

If the existence of these parallels is universally accepted, 
their significance is disputed. Much depends on one’s beliefs 
about the origin of the material in Mt 24:10-12. Methodologically, 
the problem should perhaps be one of synoptic study before one 
considers the Didache itself.42 Within Matthean scholarship there 

41 For the parallel between Did 16:4 and Mt 24:24 see above. Glover 
(“Didache’s Quotations”, p. 23) ascribes these references to three different sources 
in Matthew; but the multiple references are much more likely to be due to MattR. 

42 Cf. the comments of F. Neirynck (“John and the Synoptics”, in Evangelica: 
Collected Essays {Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1982 (BETL 60)] p. 379) in 
relation to the not dissimilar problem of the relationship between John and the 
synoptic tradition: “The question whether John depends upon Mark or upon the 
sources of Mark is primarily a problem of Synoptic criticism”. 
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is widespread agreement that these verses are due to MattR.* If 

this is the case, then it would appear to provide clear evidence of 

the Didache’s presupposition of Matthew’s redactional activity 

and hence of Matthew’s gospel. 
This conclusion has however been disputed from the side of 

Didachean scholarship. Some have appealed to the fact that the 

same words are used in different ways in the Didache and Mat- 

thew as evidence of their independence: for example, in Matthew 

it is the lawlessness which is multiplied in the Didache it is the 
false prophets.44 However, this kind of argument tends to assume 
that the Didache is quoting synoptic tradition, whereas in fact 
there is at best here only an allusion and use of common language. 
Appeal is also made to the fact that much of the common 

43 See J. Lambrecht, “The Parousia Discourse. Composition and Content in Mt 
XXIV-XXV”, in M. Didier (ed.), L’Evangile selon Matthieu (Gembloux: Duculot, 

1972 [BETL 29]) p. 320: “Matthew has formed these verses himself ... He has used 
words and ideas which the context has offered. The result is typically Matthean”. 
See too G.D. Kilpatrick, The Origins of the Gospel according to St. Matthew 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1946) p. 32; F. W. Burnett, The Testament of 
Jesus Sophia (Washington, 1979) p. 247; Kiihschelm, Jungerverfolgung, pp. 124f; 
R. H. Gundry, Matthew. A Commentary on his Literary and Theological Art (Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1982) p. 479. Cf. the typical Mattheanisms kai Tore, 
oxavdanritopo (14-8-2), trAavaw (8-4-1), Yevdorpodyrn¢ (3-1-1), c&vopia (4-0-0) 
etc. 

Very few have argued explicitly that this is traditional in Matthew. One 
exception is D. Wenham: see his The Rediscovery of Jesus’ Eschatological Dis- 
course (Sheffield: JSOT, 1984) pp. 256-259, and in more detail in “A Note on Mat- 
thew 24:10-12” in TynB 31 (1980) pp. 155-162. Wenham appeals to an allegedly 
clear chiastic structure (ABBCCA) though this is scarcely obvious (e.g. the alleged 
“A” elements, v. 10a and v. 12, are parallel only in the most general terms: a quite 
different chiastic structure for vv. 9-14 is proposed by Kiihschelm, 
Jiingerverfolgung, p. 63). He claims too that the paratactic style is uncharacteristic 
of Matthew: however, Mt 4:23-25; 17:18 (cf. Mk 9:25); 27:11-14 all owe a lot to 

MattR and are equally paratactic. (Cf. also instances where Matthew adds kai to 
Mark, as listed by F. Neirynck, The Minor Agreement of Matthew and Luke against 
Mark [Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1974 (BETL 37)] p. 204). Wenham also 
appeals to allegedly non-Matthean vocabulary. Some of this may be due to allusions 
to the language of Daniel which would be consistent with an origin in MattR, but he 

claims that dyamn and Wvyfjoera are unexplained. (Cf. especially “Note”, p. 159 
n. 4, where these are said to be the most significant). However, the importance of 

“loving” is widely recognized as of vital importance for Matthew’s ethic and 
hermeneutic: cf. Mt 19:19; 22:40 (see R. Mohrlang, Matthew and Paul 

[Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1984 (SNTS MS, 48)] pp. 94-96, with 
full supporting bibliography). Hence, even though it is the noun rather than the 
verb which is used here, it would be precarious to base too much weight on this 
grammatical difference. Thus the only possible indication of non-Matthean 
vocabulary is the hapax Yixa, and in view of the large number of Matthean features 
elsewhere in these verses it seems easiest to ascribe the whole section to MattR. 
m See Glover, “Didache’s Quotations”, p. 23; Késter, Uberlieferung, pp. 178, 
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vocabulary here may be reflecting stock motifs, though it is 
certainly the case that the verbal and contextual links between Did 
16 and Mt 24 are much closer than those with other texts pro- 
posed as parallels here.45 

In a significant part of his argument, Késter recognises the 
parallels between Mt 24 and the Didache here. However, he 
claims that the verbal agreement is insufficient to show depend- 
ence on Matthew; rather, both depend on common tradition and 
indeed Did 16 itself may provide evidence that Mt 24:10-12 is a 
piece of pre-Matthean tradition.46 Such an argument raises at least 
two major difficulties. First, the measure of verbal agreement 
between the Didache and Matthew cannot be used to determine 
whether that agreement is due to direct dependence of one on the 
other or to common dependence on a prior source. Common 
dependence on a prior source does not necessarily involve less 
close verbal agreement.47 Second, and more important, the claim 
that Did 16 itself may provide evidence that Mt 24:10-12 is pre- 
Matthean is a case of petitio principii here. If the question is 
whether the Didache depends on Matthew’s Gospel or on a pre- 
Matthean source, one cannot use the evidence of the Didache 
itself to solve the source problem of Matthew’s text. Késter’s 
argument is thus dangerously circular. 

Did 16:6. 

Parallels between Did 16:6 and Mt 24:30a, 31 are also widely 
recognized (e.g. the common use of ¢davioetoar, onpetov, év 

45 Glover (“Didache’s Quotations”, p. 23) refers to &vopie occurring also in 2 
Thess 2:3 (though the usage in the Didache is much closer to Mt 24 than to 2 
Thess’s more specialized 6 &vOpwroc Tic &vopiac). Koster (Uberlieferung, p. 173) 
refers to 2Bar 48:35 for the idea of love turning to hate (though neither love nor 
hate are explicitly mentioned there); he also appeals to ApocPet 1:1, though this 
text is almost certainly dependent on Matthew: see R. J. Bauckham, “The Two Fig- 
Tree Parables in the Apocalypse of Peter”, JBL 104 (1985) pp. 271-273. (Bauck- 
ham is discussing the Ethiopic version; the Achmim fragment, referred to by 
K6ster, is an even less reliable witness to the text of ApocPet and assimilation to 
Matthew is even more likely there. The textual tradition of ApocPet is discussed by 
Dr. Bauckham in a forthcoming article the contents of which he has kindly com- 
municated to me). Késter also claims that Matthew’s idea of love growing cold is 
secondary to Did’s “kraftiger und urspriinglicher” phrase: but this is difficult to 
establish with any precision. 

46 Uberlieferung, pp. 181, 184: “...drangt sich die Frage auf, ob nicht Did. 16,4 
beweist, daB Mt. 24,10ff keine Schépfund des Mt., sondern ein selbststandiges 
Traditionsstiick ist, das Mt. und Did. unabhingig voneinander verwendet haben” 

ep 81); 
. 47 Cf. the situation in discussion about the synoptic problem: close verbal agree- 
ment between Matthew and Luke does not of itself exclude the Q hypothesis. 
Equally, a measure of verbal disagreement in triple tradition material does not pre- 
clude the possibility of direct dependence of one evangelist on another. 
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obpav, o&dmvyé). Again many would ascribe this material to 

MattR in Matthew,‘8 though the limited extent makes any certainty 

impossible. In defending the theory of the independence of the 

Didache and Matthew, some have pointed to the differences 

between the two texts here,49 though one must again note that the 

Didache here is not explicitly quoting any source at this point. 

The Didache develops its own idea of the three “signs” ,>° though 

this could well have been prompted by Matthew’s “sign of the Son 

of Man”. Several too point to the fact that Did 16:6 shows links 
only with material peculiar to Matthew.>! However, this is valid 
only if one confines attention to 16:6; in 16:8 the Didache does 
use material common to Matthew and Mark, as we have seen. As 
before, it is possible to appeal to the fact that many of these motifs 
may be stock apocalyptic ideas (e.g. the trumpet),>? though the 
connection between, for example, the eschatological trumpet and 
Dan 7:13, as in both Did 16:6, 8 and Mt 24:30, is not easy to 
attest elsewhere. 

The conclusion of this section is that there is nothing peculiar 
in the pattern of parallels with Did 16 in Mt 24. Did 16 shows 
verbal links with the material peculiar to Matthew in this chapter, 
with material common to Matthew and Mark and with Matthew’s 
redaction of Mark. there is little convincing evidence to show that 
Matthew had access to any extensive source other than Mark for 
this chapter. The pattern of parallels between the Didache and 
Matthew is thus most easily explained if the Didache here presup- 
poses Matthew’s finished gospel. 

Il. OTHER TEXTS 
Did 11:7. 

The saying about the unforgivable sin in Did 11:7 t@oa yap 
apaptia abebjoeta, aiitn 58 ) Auaptia obk adeOjoeTou may 
provide further support for this thesis. The evidence here is very 
small in extent and so certainty is not possible. However, the 

48 See Lambrecht, “Parousia Discourse”, p. 324; Gundry, Matthew, p. 488. For 
a pre-Matthean origin, see Wenham, Rediscovery, pp. 318ff. Clearly Matthew is 
using traditional ideas and phraseology so that in that sense Matthew’s language is 
traditional; the question is whether Matthew himself has supplied this traditional 
language. 

49 See Glover, “Didache’s Quotations”, p.24f; Késter, Uberlieferung, pp. 184f. 
5° On which see Draper, Commentary, pp. 319-325; also A. Stuiber, “Die drei 

Semeia von Didache xvi”, JAC 24 (1981) pp. 42-44. 
5! Glover, “Didache’s Quotations”, p. 24; Késter, Uberlieferung, pp. 184f; 

Kloppenborg, “Didache 16,6-8”, pp. 64f. 
52 Glover, “Didache’s Quotations”, p. 25; Késter, Uberlieferung, p 186. 
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Didache’s wording agrees exactly with Matthew’s redaction of 
Mark in Mt 12:31/Mk 3:28. (Matthew m@ouw apaprTia...dbe- 
Ojoetar, Mark ravta adeOjoerat...7& KpmapTipata). The sec- 
ond half of the saying in Did has been modelled very precisely on 
the first half. @uapria in the second half has no precise parallel in 
any synoptic version, though ovk addebjoerau agrees with Mat- 
thew again (Mt 12:31b, 32b also Lk 12:10b). Késter admits that 
the Didache is closer to Matthew than to the other synoptic ver- 
sions here, but denies direct dependence in view of the lack of any 
significant features;53 however, any links between the Didache and 
Matthew’s version are with redactional features in Matthew. 
Glover too denies any direct dependence here and seeks to find 
support for his general theory that the Didache is dependent on Q. 
He claims that the Didache here rejects words common to Mat- 
thew and Mark alone but not in Luke (e.g. BAawodnuia). Further, 
Did shares some words with Matthew which are not from Mark 
(moa cpaptia); but since Matthew is carefully conflating Mark 
and Q here, these words are probably words from Q and omitted 
by Luke.*4 This is however unconvincing. It is almost universally 
agreed that the Q version of the saying has “whoever/everyone 
who speaks a word against the Son of man” in the first half>> and 
has nothing equivalent to the aoa apaptia of Mt 12:31a which 
is almost certainly MattR of Mark’s mav7a 7a GQuapThyata (Mk 
3:28). Hence the verbal links with the Didache in the synoptic 
versions occur in Matthew’s redactional material, not in Q. Késter 
also refers to Jewish parallels for the idea of speaking against the 
prophetic Spirit as being the unforgivable sin.5° However, such an 
idea is not peculiar to non-Christian Judaism either.>7 It is thus 
difficult to decide the question of literary dependence just on 
traditionsgeschichtlich grounds. 

Certainly there is nothing here to tell against the theory that 
the Didache is using language which is derived (perhaps at more 
than one stage removed) from Matthew’s finished gospel. 

Did 13:1. 

This is probably also implied by the saying in Did 13:1, that every 
true prophet &£1o¢ éo7 Tho Tpodic avTod. This recalls the lan- 
guage of the saying in the mission charge Mt 10:10/Lk 10:7. The 

53 Uberlieferung, p. 216. 
54 “Didache’s Quotations”, p. 20. 
55 See my The Revival of the Griesbach Hypothesis (Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press, 1983 [SNTS MS 44]) p. 88, with further bibliographical 

references. Cf. Mt 12:32a/Lk 12:10a. 
56 Uberlieferung, p. 216f; also Rordorf & Tuilier, Doctrine, pp. 53, 88. ; 

57 Cf. Glover, “Didache’s Quotations”, p. 20, referring to Ignatius and Justin. 
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Didache again shows links with Matthew’s version rather than 

Luke’s. (Luke has puo0d not tpodfc). Certainty is not possible 

but it seems most likely that Luke’s version is more original and 

that Matthew’s tpodfc is MattR.>® 

Koster argues that the saying may have been a stock 
proverb,°° though none of the non-Christian examples he gives 
offers a precise parallel. He also refers to 1 Tim 5:18 and 1 Cor 
9:14 as evidence that the saying must have circulated in isolation 
of its synoptic context. However, 1 Tim 5 may well be dependent 
on 1 Cor itself (at least indirectly) and so may not provide inde- 
pendent evidence here. 1 Cor 9 probably presupposes a version 
with pvodod rather than tpo¢f¢, and Paul may indeed only know 
the saying as an isolated one. But Paul’s lack of knowledge of 
the synoptic context does not necessarily tell us anything about the 
form in which the saying was known to the Didachist. The fact 
that the Didache betrays links with Matthew’s redacted form of 
the saying must provide some evidence that the- Didache only 
knows the saying as mediated through Matthew’s gospel. 

Did 1:2. 

I now consider the version of the double love command in Did 
1:2a and the negative form of the golden rule in 1:2b. The com- 
mands to love God and one’s neighbour are well-known separately 
in non-Christian Judaism, and at times together, notably in Testa- 
ments of the Twelve Patriarchs.*1 However, the use of ap@z7ov 
...de0TEpov is not easy to parallel in non-Christian sources, and 
may well betray Christian influence.® In view of what has been 
established so far, the simplest solution is to postulate dependence 
on Matthew’s zpa7n...devTépa in Mt 22:38f. The “first...second” 
formulation is not confined to Matthew: Mark also has zpary 
... deuTgépa (Mk 12:28, 31) in a slightly different relation to the 

38 See my “1 Corinthians and Q” in JBL 102 (1983) pp. 607-619, on p. 612; 
also S. Schulz, Q--Die Spruchquelle der Evangelisten (Ziirich: Theologische Ver- 
lag, 1972) p 406; P. Hoffmann, Studien zur Theologie der Logienquelle (Minster: 
Aschendorff, 1972 [NTA 8]) p. 274; Laufen, Doppeliiberlieferungen, p.219. 
Wengst also agrees that Did is here dependent on Mt, though he gives no justifi- 
cation in terms of any argument that Mt’s version here is redactional: he simply 
a to the fact that Mt’s version is different from the Lukan parallel (Didache, p. 

°° Uberlieferung, p. 212; Rordorf & Tuilier, Doctrine, p. 88, appeal to Késter. 
3 ee my “Paul and the Synoptic Mission Discourse?” in ETL 60 (1984) pp. 

61 See R. H. Fuller, “The Double Commandment of Love: A Test Case for the 
Criteria of Authenticity”, in Fuller (ed.) Essays on the Love Commandment 
(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1978) pp. 41-56. ‘ 

® This is admitted even by Koster, Uberlieferung, p. 172. 
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two love commands themselves.%3 This tells against Glover’s 
thesis that the Didache tends to follow Matthew only when Mat- 
thew is not following Mark and hence that the Didache is depend- 
ent on Q rather than Matthew.* There may well have been a Q 
version of this pericope but it is very doubtful if the 
Tp@Tn...devTspa comes from such a Q version here.® It is not 
present in any form in Lk 10:25-28 and is thus probably in Mat- 
thew from Mark. Késter argues that the ordering and numbering 
of the commands is pre-redactional in the gospels and hence one 
need not deduce dependence on our gospels.°* This may be the 
case, but we have already seen that there is a lot of material in the 
Didache which does presuppose Matthew’s finished gospel. It 
seems therefore an unnecessary complication to presume that this 
feature of the text of the Didache is not also derived from Mat- 
thew’s gospel. 

The version of the golden rule in Did 1:2b may also be 
derived from Matthew. It is true that the version given here uses 
the negative form which is found elsewhere in Jewish sources, 
though it is not found in some other sources of the Two Ways 
tradition (e.g. Barnabas and 1QS).67 However, Butler has shown 
very clearly how several unusual features of Did 1:2b can be 
easily explained if the Didache is based on Mt 7:15.68 Again, 
knowledge of Matthew’s finished gospel is the simplest solution to 
explain Did’s text. 

Others. 

The evidence from the rest of the Didache is less clear-cut for the 
present purposes. In the Lasterkatalog of Did 5:1f, Butler has 
shown how the order of vices in Did is explicable if the Didachist 
were editing a list similar to that of Barn 20:1f in the light of the 
list of Mt 15:19.°° Other links between the Didache and Matthew 

63 Butler, “Two Ways”, p.29, goes too far in claiming that all the references to 
the “first ... second” commandments derive from his “M(g)” (i.e. the Matthean 
form of synoptic tradition). Perhaps this is a case of Butler’s unconsciously assum- 
ing his own solution to the synoptic problem. 

64 Here, “Didache’s Quotations”, p. 13. Glover sees a reflection of Luke’s ver- 
sion of the pericope in the reference to the way of “life” in Did 1:1; but this seems 
rather fanciful. 

65 See Fuller, “Double Commandment”, p. 45. 
66 Uberlieferung, p. 172. 
67 See Butler, “Two Ways”, p. 31, arguing against Audet. ; 
68 Butler, “Two Ways”, p. 30. Note that again the Didache is not quoting. 

Hence Glover’s assertion that the Didache here “is so different that it would be hard 

for anyone to write it if he were intending to quote our Gospel” (“Didache’s 
Quotations”, p. 13) is beside the point. 

69 Butler, “Two Ways”, p. 33. 
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are easily explained if the Didache is dependent on Matthew, but 

they do not demand such a theory. The saying “the meek shall 

inherit the earth” in Did 3:7 could derive from Mt 5:5, though 

position and presence of that beatitude in Matthew is textually 

uncertain and common dependence of the Didache and Matthew 

on Ps 36:11 is equally likely. The baptismal commands in Did 7 

are clearly similar to Mt 28:19, though a common milieu with 
similar liturgical practice will explain this as well. Agreements in 
the versions of the Lord’s Prayer in Did 8 and Mt 6 may also be 
explicable in the same way. It may be significant that Did 8 links 
injunctions about prayer (including the Lord’s Prayer) with those 
about fasting and inveighs against opponents as “hypocrites”, just 
as Mt 6:5-16 does. Certainly the text of Did 8 is readily explicable 
if the Didache knew Matthew, but perhaps does not compel such a 
belief. So too the saying in Did 9:5 about not giving what is holy 
to dogs, which is one of the few explicit quotations in the 
Didache, is verbally identical with Mt 7:6. However, Mt 7:6 is 
not clearly MattR and the saying looks very like a stock proverb;7° 
hence one cannot lay too much weight on this parallel. 

Did. 16:1. 

One final synoptic parallel should be noted. Did 16:1 (“Watch 
over your life: let your lamps be not quenched and your loins be 
not ungirded, but be ready, for you do not know the hour in which 
our Lord comes”) recalls various synoptic parallels. The intro- 
ductory yonyopeite is parallel to Mt 24:42 (MattR of Mk 13:33 
though the word occurs elsewhere in Mark). The saying about the 
lamps and loins is close to Lk 12:35; and the saying about being 
“ready for you do not know...” is close to the ending of the 
parable of the thief at night in Mt 24:44/Lk 12:40 and the similar 
saying in Mt 24:42/Mk 13:35. 

Certainty is not possible here. One must again bear in mind 
the fact that this is not an explicit quotation but a piece of exhorta- 
tion perhaps using traditional language. Thus it is not unexpected 
that the uses of individual words may have shifted slightly from 
their synoptic contexts. There is nothing here that is so clearly 
MattR that it could only have derived from Matthew’s gospel.7! 

70 Cf. R. Bultmann, The History of the Synoptic Tradition (Oxford: Blackwell, 
1968) p. 103. 

71 Mt 24:44 is very closely parallel to Lk 12:40. ypryopeire in Mt 24:42 can 
scarcely count as significant enough to show dependence on Matthew in view of the 
common nature of the word, especially in eschatological contexts (so Késter, 
Uberlieferung, p. 176); the parallel between the final clause of Did 16:1 and Mt 
24:42 is perhaps more significant in this context though the verbal agreement is not 
exact (Didache has 6 kipioc huey where Matthew has 6°Képioc bua@v, MattR for 
Mark’s 0 xtp.iog Tio olxiac). However, Bauckham has shown that a shift from the 
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More difficult is the question about the parallel between Did 16:1la 
and Lk 12:35. Some have seen this as clear evidence of the 
Didache’s dependence on the gospel of Luke.72 Others have dis- 
agreed, arguing variously that Lk 12:35 may be Q material so that 
the Didache is here dependent on Q rather than Luke,73 that the 
imagery is stereotyped (cf. 1 Pet 1:13; Eph 6:14),74 that the verbal 
agreement between the Didache and Luke is not close enough to 
imply direct dependence,’5 or that the Didache nowhere shows 
knowledge of Luke’s gospel and hence is unlikely to do so here.76 

It must be said that none of these arguments is absolutely 
convincing. Certainly the last argument is a case of petitio princi- 
pii: the question of the dependence of the Didache on Luke at this 
point is precisely what is in question and can scarcely be solved 
by assuming the answer initially. The degree of verbal parallelism 
is also not a problem provided one remembers that the Didache is 
not explicitly quoting here. As far as the allegedly stereotyped 
imagery is concerned, it is true that the use of the “girding up 
loins” metaphor can be paralleled elsewhere, but the conjunction 
of this with the “lamps” motif is harder to parallel outside these 
two texts.7”7 Whether Lk 12:35 belonged to Q is more debatable. 

synoptic version of this parable to the application as found in the Didache is 
thoroughly typical of early Christian use of this parable: see his “Synoptic Parousia 
Parables and the Apocalypse” NTS 23 (1977) pp. 162-176, esp. 169 in relation to 
this passage. Bauckham himself, referring to Audet, finds it incredible that the 
author of the Didache could have constructed his saying with the gospels in front of 
him (which may well be true, but one must,remember that the Didache is not quot- 
ing here: cf. n. 11 above); however, he does say that “it is unlikely that his [the 

Didachist’s] tradition was wholly independent of the specifically Matthean redac- 
tion” (ibid). 

72 So Butler, “Literary Relations”, who appeals to the parallels between Did 
16:la, 1b and Lk 12:35, 40 respectively and argues that the link between Lk 12:35 
and 12:40 is LkR. 

73 Glover, “Didache’s Quotations”, pp. 21f; Draper, “Jesus Tradition”, p. 280. 
74 Koster, Uberlieferung, pp. 175f; Draper, ibid.; Wengst, Didache, p. 99. 
75 Cf. Audet, Didache, p. 181; Késter, ibid. See too R. Bauckham, “Synoptic 

Parousia Parables Again”, NTS 29 (1983) pp. 129-134, on p. 131, who refers to a 
very similar form of saying in Methodius, Symp V.2. He writes: “This agreement 
cannot be accidental... Methodius’ text could be influenced by the Didache, or it 
may be independent testimony to the same non-Lukan version of the saying which 
the Didache quotes. In that case it would confirm the Didache’s independence of 
our Gospels at this point”. However, dependence of Methodius on Did is equally 
possible. Methodius’ work dates from the end of the 3rd century, not the 2nd 
century as Bauckham claims (n. 13 on p. 133), and this was a period when the 
Didache must have enjoyed some popularity: cf. H. Von Campenhausen, The 
Formation of the Christian Bible (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1972) p. 213. 

76 Késter, Uberlieferung, pp. 175f.; Rordorf & Tuilier, Doctrine, pp. 89f. 
77 Parallels in j.Kil IX, 32b.9 or j.Ket Xll, 35a.9 (Draper, “Jesus Tradition”, p. 

280; Commentary, p. 299) are not close. Both metaphors may derive from Passover 
symbols (Draper, ibid.) but the conjunction of both in a single saying in still strik- 
ing. 
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More recent study has suggested that whilst Lk 12:36-38 may (in 

part at least) derive from Q, v. 35 is more likely to be LkR.”8 This 

would imply that the Didache is dependent on LkR material and 

hence presupposes Luke’s finished gospel. This last conclusion is 

not certain in view of the very limited extent of the evidence avail- 

able. Nevertheless it seems perhaps the least problematic solution. 

No attempt has been made to provide a fully comprehensive 

analysis of all possible parallels between the text of the Didache 
and the synoptic gospels in this section.7? Only the parallels which 
are perhaps most significant for the present discussion have been 
noted. However, the analysis given suggests that these parallels 
can be best explained if the Didache presupposes the finished 
gospel of Matthew (and perhaps also of Luke). One section of the 
Didache which has not yet been considered is the small section in 
1:3-2:1. In view of its peculiar problems, this section deserves a 
separate and detailed study. 

II. DIDACHE 1:3-2:1 

By almost universal consent, Did 1:3-2:1 is a passage of great 
complexity, posing critical problems at a number of different 
levels.8° It occurs at the start of a sub-section of the Didache, 
namely chs. 1-6, which itself almost certainly had a history prior 
to its incorporation into the present text of the Didache. This sec- 
tion comprises the teaching about the “Two Ways” in a form 
which is closely paralleled in other texts, in particular in the Doc- 
trina Apostolorum and in Barn 18-20. Further, in both these texts, 
there is nothing corresponding to Did 1:3-2:1 although the texts 
run closely parallel to the rest of Did 1-6. This Two Ways tradi- 
tion is almost devoid of specifically Christian features, so that a 
Jewish Vorlage has long been suspected. Such a theory has now 
received considerable support from the evidence given by the 

78 See my Revival, p. 181, with further references. Certainly the link between v. 
35 and vv. 36-38 looks to be secondary in view of the cai ipeic at the start of v. 
36. For the theory that Lk 12:35 is a vestige of Mt 25:1-13 and part of an earlier 
source, see Wenham, Rediscovery, pp. 77ff. However, this seems rather fanciful: J. 

A. Fitzmyer, The Gospel according to Luke X-XXIV (New York: Doubleday, 1985 
[Anchor 28A]) p. 988, points to several differences between this verse in Luke and 
the Matthean parable and calls the theory of a link between them “far-fetched”: cf. 
also I. H. Marshall, The Gospel of Luke (Exeter: Paternoster, 1977) p. 535. 

” For a full list of possible parallels see Kohler, Rezeption, pp. 30ff. 
8° This section III was not part of the paper given at the 1986 Leuven Collo- 

quium, the text of which comprises Sections I and II here. Research for it was 
undertaken during a period of study in 1987 in the University of Marburg, financed 
by the Alexander von Humboldt Stiftung, Bonn. It is included here by kind permis- 
sion of the Editor of the Colloquium volume. 
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Dead Sea Scrolls, since it has been shown that the Two Ways 
teaching in the Qumran Manual of Discipline (1 QS 3:13-4:26) 
shows many common features with the Two Ways tradition in the 
Doctrina Apostolorum, Barnabas and the Didache.®! 

The small section in Did 1:3-2:1 clearly interrupts this Two 
Ways teaching. The textual evidence provided by Doctrina 
Apostolorum and Barnabas strongly suggest that Did 1:3-2:1 is a 
later addition to an earlier Two Ways Vorlage. In terms of content 
too, the section stands out from its immediate context since the 
large number of parallels to the synoptic tradition in such a short 
compass of text contrasts strongly with the rest of Did 1-6 where 
explicitly Christian features are so strikingly absent. Thus Did 
1:3-2:1 is generally accepted as a later, Christianizing addition to 
an earlier Vorlage lying behind Did 1-6. 

Whether Did 1:3-2:1 is secondary in relation to the rest of 
Did 1-16 is another matter. The parallels to Did 1-6 suggest that 
the latter may have been taken over from an earlier, Jewish Vor- 
lage by the Didachist to form the start of the present work. Hence 
the fact that 1:3-2:1 is a secondary addition to the Vorlage of Did 
1-6 cannot in itself determine whether the section was added 
before, at the same time as, or after the time when the rest of Did 
1-6 was combined with chs. 7-16.82 

Recent studies of the problem of synoptic tradition in this 
section of the Didache have reached widely differing results. Con- 
trary to his general conclusions about the lack of dependence on 
the synoptic gospels by many of the apostolic fathers (including 
the rest of the Didache), Koster ‘argued that Did 1:3-2:1 does 
presuppose the finished gospels of Matthew and Luke (perhaps via 
a post-synoptic harmony).83 The same conclusion was proposed in 
the detailed analysis of this section by B. Layton.84 However, 
other recent studies of this section have argued in detail that the 
text of the Didache here is not dependent on the synoptic gospels 
and that the Didache represents a line of the tradition which is 
independent of the synoptic evangelists.2° Draper is even more 

81 See J.-P Audet, “Affinités littéraires et doctrinales du ‘Manuel de discipline’”, 
RB 59 (1952) pp. 219-238; Rordorf & Tuilier, Doctrine, pp. 22ff; Draper, “Jesus 
Tradition”, p. 270. 

82 See Rordorf, “Probléme” (n. 2 above) pp. 499f. However, Wengst is so con- 
vinced that the section is a later addition to the text of the original Didache that he 
assigns it en bloc to a footnote in his edition of the text (Didache, p. 66). 

83 Uberlieferung, pp. 217ff. 
84 Cf. n. 4 above For others supporting the dependence of the Didache here, see 

Massaux, Influence Ill, pp. 150-157: Butler, “Two Ways”, p. 31; Wengst, 
Didache, p. 19: F. Neirynck, “Paul and the Sayings of Jesus” in A. Vanhoye (ed.) 

L’Apétre Paul (Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1986 [BETL 73]) pp. 265-321, 

on p. 298f. 
8s See especially Rordorf, “Probléme”, and Draper, “Jesus Tradition”; also 

Audet and Glover (as in n. 1 above); see too H. T. Wrege, Die Uberlieferungsges- 
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specific about the point at which the trajectory which leads to the 

text of Did 1:3-2:1 diverged from the synoptic trajectories: “It 

would seem a more likely inference that Didache had access 

directly to the so-called ”Q“ material, either in a written or an 

oral form”.8° Such a theory needs rigorous testing especially in 

the light of contemporary interest in Q. 
Part of the complexity of the section 1:3-2:1 arises from the 

text itself. Despite its small compass, the section may well have 

had a complex tradition-history: editorial comments, and possible 

textual corruption, have long been suspected.8? However, this is 

not the only factor which makes the problem of synoptic tradition 
in this section so difficult. The parallels in the synoptic gospels 
are mostly confined to one small section of the Great Sermon, 
viz., the sayings about non-retaliation and love of enemies in Mt 
5:39-48/Lk 6:27-36. This is a Q passage which is itself one of 
notorious complexity. The section has been analyzed in great 
detail many times in recent years (usually without reference to the 
Didache, though see nn. 93, 117 below).88 There is no absolute 
certainty about where precisely tradition and redaction are to be 

chichte der Bergpredigt (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1968 [WUNT 9]); H. Conzelmann, art. 
xe&pic, TDNT IX, p. 400; Kéhler, Rezeption, pp. 46f. (KGhler is thus rather dif- 
ferent from Késter in advocating dependence on Matthew by the Didache else- 
where, but listing this passage as one where “Mt-Abhangigkeit eher 
unwahrscheinlich ist” [p. 421]. However, he does not make clear how he thinks the 
“Herrenwortsammlung”, which he believes to be the immediate source used here, is 
related to the gospel of Matthew). It may be noted too that sometimes the independ- 
ence of the Didache is assumed and then used to solve traditio-historical problems 
within the synoptic tradition: see nn. 93, 117 below. 

86 “Jesus Tradition”, p. 279. 
87 See Layton, “Sources”, and Rordorf, “Problame”, passim, also n. 111 below. 
88 To name but a few, see H. Schiirmann, Das Lukasevangelium (Freiburg: Her- 

der, 1969 [HTKN 3/1]); Wrege, Bergpredigt; S. Schulz, Q; D. Liihrmann, “Liebet 
eure Feinde (Lk 6,27-36/Mt 5,39-48)”, ZTK 69 (1972) pp. 412-438; D. Zeller, Die 
weisheitlichen Mahnspriiche bei den Synoptikern (Witzburg: Echter-Verlag, 1977 
[FzB 17]); H. Merklein, Die Gottesherrschaft als Handlungprinzip. Untersuchung 
zur Ethik Jesu (Wiirzburg: Echter-Verlag, 1978 [FzB 34]); G.Strecker, “Die 
Antithesen der Bergpredigt”, ZNW 69 (1978) pp. 36-72, and Die Bergpredigt: Ein 
Exegetischer Kommentar (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1984); J. Piper, 
Love Your Enemies. Jesus’ Love Command in the Synoptic Tradition and the Early 
Christian Paraenesis (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979 [SNTS 38]); 
R. A. Guelich, The Sermon on the Mount (Waco: Word, 1982); P. Hoffmann, 
“Tradition und Situation. Zur ‘Verbindlichkeit’ des Gebots der Feindesliebe in der 
synoptischen Uberlieferung und in der gegenwartigen Friedensdiskussion”, in K. 
Kertelge (ed.), Ethik im Neuen Testament (Freiburg: Herder, 1984), pp. 50-118; J. 
Sauer, “Traditionsgeschichtliche Erwagungen zu den synoptischen und paulinischen 
Aussagen tiber Feindesliebe und Wiedervergeltungsverzicht”, in ZNW 76 (1985) pp. 
1-28; D. R. Catchpole, “Jesus and the Community of Israel--The Inaugural Dis- 
course in Q” in BJRL 68 (1986) pp. 296-316; J. Schlosser, Le Dieu de Jésus (Paris: 
Les Editions du Cerf, 1987 [LD 129]), and many others. 
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located here. The fact that this is a Q passage means that (on the 
basis of the Two Source theory) either Matthew or Luke could 
preserve the Q wording at any point and there is no clearly 
definable criterion for determining which version is original. Fur- 
ther, the version which is deemed not to preserve the Q original at 
any one point is not thereby guaranteed to be redactional. The 
“Q” available to Matthew and Luke could have been expanded 
independently in the pre-redactional tradition, so that one might 
have to think in terms of a Q™ and a Qk, 89 

Nevertheless, despite the uncertainty inherent in the synoptic 
analysis, the method of trying to identify redactional elements in 
the gospel, and then comparing these with the text of the Didache, 
remains the best way of determining whether this section of the 
Didache presupposes the finished gospels or not. (Since this paper 
is concerned primarily with synoptic tradition in the Didache, 
attention will be confined here to Did 1:3-5a and the parallels in 
the synoptic gospels dealing with love-of-enemies and non- 
retaliation. Other problems associated with this passage, e.g. the 
parallel between Did 1:5 and HermMand IV.2 and the parallel 
between Did 1:6 and Sir 12:1 will therefore not be discussed 
here). 

For the sake of convenience, the relevant section of the 
Didache is divided into six smaller sub-sections which are 
examined in turn. 

A. Did 1:3a Mt 5:44 Lk 6:27-28 

MayATATE TOUS 2TQyATOATE TOUS 

ExOpovds vuav ExOpovc Lav Kad@> 

TOLELTE TOLG pLOOvOLW 

UPA 

89 So Strecker, Antithesen. Although the Two Source theory has been assumed 
throughout here, the whole argument could be repeated almost verbatim on the basis 
of the Griesbach hypothesis (the main rival today to the Two Source theory of 
synoptic relationships). Many modern defenders of the Griesbach hypothesis would 
argue that at times, Luke has access to traditions which were parallel, but independ- 
ent, to those of Matthew, and this effectively reduces to a form of the Q hypothesis. 
If one adopts a very “strong” form of the Griesbach hypothesis, and argues that 
Luke is always dependent on Matthew for the material they have in common, the 
present discussion becomes much simpler, with an identical result: every agreement 
between the Didache and Luke can be taken as an agreement with LkR and hence an 
indication that the Didache presupposes at least Luke’s finished gospel. Cf. also the 
argument of Butler (on the basis of his preferred Augustinian hypothesis rather than 
the Griesbach hypothesis, though both hypotheses assume Luke’s dependence on 
Matthew here): the fact that Did 1:3-2:1 “borrows some of the specifically Lukan 
modifications of the M(g) material” [for Butler “M(g)” is Matthew] shows that 
Didache is dependent on Luke here (“Two Ways”, p. 31). 
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evAOYELTE TOUS BepoyslTE TOUS 

KATAPWLEVOUG Up KATOAPWLEVOUS VLA 

KaL TpocevxEdbe UTED Kal Tpocevxeobe UTEP Tpoosvxeobe TEpt 

Tov éXOpav vuav 

pnoteveTe 5é UTEP 

TOV SLWKOVTOV VBLAS TOV SLWKOVTOV VLA TOV eTNpEACOrTMV 

UPaS 

The evidence from this section is mostly ambiguous for the pre- 
sent purposes. Did 1:3a presents a version of the “love of 
enemies” saying which is closer to Lk 6:27f than to Mt 5:44: the 
Didache has an exact parallel to the “Bless those who curse you” 
clause of Lk 6:28a which has no parallel in what are regarded as 
the best manuscripts of Matthew (though the extra words are con- 
tained in several other manuscripts of Matthew).%° Further, 
although Did 1:3a has no explicit statement here that one is to 
“love one’s enemies” (Mt 5:44a/Lk 6:27a), the rhetorical question 
which follows in the next section (“if you love those who love 
you”) suggests strongly that the Didache presupposes a command 
here to “love” people who are not well-disposed to one. More- 
over, the Didache has a clause a the end of the next section (“love 
those who hate you”) which is parallel to both halves of Lk 6:27 
(“love your enemies and do good to those who hate you”). The 
whole of the longer, four-fold command to love one’s enemies 
thus seems to be presupposed by the Didache. 

It is not certain whether Luke’s four-fold form, or Matthew’s 
two-fold form, most accurately represents the Q version of the 
command to love one’s enemies.®! Several scholars remain 
undecided.92 However, even if one could establish that Matthew’s 
shorter version represents the Q version, the presence of a (rough) 

°0 Notably in the Western text of Matthew and in several later manuscripts. One 
must always bear in mind the obvious fact that the version of the gospels which may 
have been known to the Didachist will not necessarily the identical with the version 
printed in the 26th edition of the Nestle-Aland text! Still, Glover’s claim that the 

Didache agrees with Luke only when Didache “is covering ground common to both 
Luke and Matthew” (“Didache’s Quotations”, p. 14), which he uses to posit some 
relationship between Didache and Q, is clearly true only in the most general terms 
here. 

°l Luke’s version is regarded as more original by J. Schmid, Matthdus und 
Lukas (Freiburg: Herder, 1930 [BSt 23/2-4]) p. 229: Schiirmann, Lukasevangelium, 
p. 346; Merklein, Gottesherrschaft, p. 225; Sauer, “Feindesliebe”, p. 8; Schlosser, 
Dieu, p.225. Matthew is regarded as more original by Liihrmann, “Liebet”, pp. 
416f; Zeller, Mahnspriiche, p. 102; Hoffmann, “Tradition”, p. 52f; J. A. Fitzmyer, 

rs Gospel according to Luke I-IX (New York: Doubleday, 1981 [Anchor 28]), p. 

Es 92 Piper, Love your Enemies, p. S6f; others cited in Hoffmann; “Tradition”, p. 
nO) 
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parallel to Lk 6:28a in Rom 12:14 may suggest that Luke has 
added a traditional saying here, rather than creating the clause 
himself.°? The strongest argument for the activity of LkR concerns 
the use of kaA@¢ movetre. This links with the use of &yadomovetp 
later in this context in Luke, and this is widely regarded as LkR.% 
But it is just this phrase of Lk 6:27f. which does not have a paral- 
lel in Did 1:3. The Didache does have a parallel to Luke’s “those 
who hate you” (cf. above), but Luke’s use of wioéw here may well 
reflect the use of his source: many would argue that the “love of 
enemies” complex in Q followed immediately after the last 
beatitude in view of the close parallels in wording and substance 
between them, and it is probably the Q version of the final 
beatitude which referred to “hating”.°5 Thus the longer form of 
the command to love one enemies in the Didache can probably not 
tell us very much in the present discussion. 

The Didache’s version differs from both the synoptic version 
in making the “enemies” the object of the verb “pray for” the 
command to “pray for your enemies” can be found in several 
other places in early Christian literature (cf. Justin, /Apol 14:9; 
15:3; Dial 35:8; 96:3; 133:6; POxy 1224; Dida 108:14; 
PsClemHom XII.32). Some have seen here evidence of an inde- 
pendent saying.°° However, Késter has shown that the saying 
probably reflects later church practice of praying for enemies, and 
Polycarp Phil 12:3 may show an intermediate phase of the tradi- 
tion: here an exhortation to pray for various people is combined 
with a clear reference to the gospel saying in Mt 5:44/Lk 6:28, so 

93 Cf. F.W. Horn, Glaube und Handeln in der Theologie. des Lukas (Gottingen: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1983 [GTA 26]) p. 105. However, Horn also adduces 
the evidence of Did 1:3 itself to show that the longer Lukan text is not LkR. 
Clearly such an appeal would be circular in the present context. Cf. the discussion 
of the parallels between Mt 24:10-12 and Did 16:3-5. at nn. 42, 46 above. For 
doubts about the parallel between Lk 6 and Rom 12, see Neirynck, “Paul and the 
Sayings of Jesus”, p. 303. One may note that the verb “to curse” is used dif- 
ferently: in Luke it describes the behaviour of the opponents (“those who curse 
you”); in Paul it describes behaviour which the Christian is to shun (“do not cur- 
se”). Cf also Neirynck, ibid., p. 299: “the contrast between blessing and cursing 
appears in both texts but in biblical language this can scarcely be cited as a sig- 
nificant contact”. 

94 See n. 114 below and the discussion in the text there. Sauer’s argument that 
Kad@o moveite is a Lukan hapax, different from the Lukan &yaGwrovety and hence 
pre-Lukan (cf. also Horn, Glaube, p. 105) seems unnecessarily restrictive of Luke’s 
ability to vary his terminology. Cf. Neirynck, ibid., p. 297. 

95 Cf. Schiirmann, Lukasevangelium, p. 346; Liihrmann, “Liebet”, pp. 414f. 
Liihrmann postulates that puoéw stood in Q in the second half of the original 2-fold 

saying as the object of xpoaedxeo0e. This seems plausible, though Neirynck (ibid., 

pp. 297f) sees the link as more probably Lukan. 

96 Glover especially makes much of parallels between the Didache and Justin as 

evidence of independent traditions. 
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that the general saying in the form “pray for your enemies” is 

probably due to later developments in the tradition.*’ 
The same may apply to the command to “fast” for one’s per- 

secutors which has no synoptic parallel. Prayer and fasting were 
connected in several contexts in Christian (and Jewish) texts.% 
Hence a reference to fasting, secondarily added to an injunction to 
prayer, would not be unexpected in a later development of the 
tradition. 

One small feature which may be more significant in this sec- 
tion is the use of d5u@xw which agrees with Mt 5:44b against Lk 
6:28b. Many would argue that duxw in Mt 5 is due to MattR. 
Luke’s parallel here has érnpec&{w which is not a Lukan word (it 
occurs only here in Luke-Acts). éanpec&fw also occurs in 1 Pet 
3:16 in a not unrelated context, which may indicate that the word 
had its place in a Christian paraenetic tradition of this nature.10 
Further, Luke uses é:@xw three times in his gospel and nine times 
in Acts, so there is no clear reason why he should-avoid using the 
word here if it lay in his source. The word may well be a Mat- 
thean favourite (cf. the use in the penultimate beatitude Mt 5:10, 
which is widely regarded as due to MattR). Hence the likelihood 
is that it is due to MattR here.!°! One could argue that the word is 
too general to carry much weight here; but against this is the fact 
that the motif of persecution is not one that really dominates this, 
or any, section of the Didache. It is therefore unlikely to have 
been added by the Didachist himself. This small agreement 
between the Didache and Matthew may thus be an instance where 
the Didache presupposes MattR and hence Matthew’s finished 
gospel. 

B. Did 1:3b Mt 5 Lk 6 

Toia yap XapLC 

97 Koster, Uberlieferung, p. 224; also A. Bellinzoni, The Sayings of Jesus in the 
Writings of Justin Martyr (Leiden: Brill, 1967 [NT.S 17]), pp. 79f. 

8 Cf. Koster, Uberlieferung, p. 224; Draper, "Jesus Tradition“, p. 276; Mas- 
saux, Influence Ill, p. 154. 

°9 Layton, “Sources”, p. 353, refers to similar expansions to the references to 
prayer in Mk 9:29 and 1 Cor 7:5 in the manuscript tradition of the NT. Rordorf, 
“Probléme”, pp. 501f, thinks that the persecutors are Jews, but this says nothing 
about the relation of the passage to the synoptic tradition. 
F = question of the relation of 1 Peter to gospel tradition is of course much 
ebated. 

101 So Schiirmann, Lukasevangelium, p. 333; Schulz, Q, p. 128; Merklein, Got- 
tesherrschaft, p. 225; Sauer, “Feindesliebe”, p. 11. For the evidence from the 
beatitudes see my “The Beatitudes: A Source-Critical Study”, NT 25 (1983) pp. 
193-207, on p. 203. Cf. also n. 95 above. 
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EQV AYATATE TOC Weav yap ayamnonre Kal ei WyaTaTE TOG 
ayaravrac twas Tov ayamavras twas kyaTavras bas Toia 

Tiva poor ExeTE’ ovxi iiv xapic goTiv; Kal 
Kal of TENGval TS abTd ~—-Yax/p Of GapTwdol TodC 

TOLOVOLY; ayaTavtac avTovc 

Tkai &av doTdonodse ayamtaouw 
Tovg Adedpovs budv Kal yap éav 

LOvov Ti Teptooor ayaboronTe TovC 

TOLELTE; ayaboroodyrac bac 

Toa Umi xapiC éoTiv; 

OUxXt Kal ol EOviKoi Td Kal ol @MapTWAoOL TO 
QUTO ToLovoLy QvTO ToLovow... (Vv. 

ovxXt Kal T& EOvN TO 34) 

QvTo ToLovaww; bei 5& SaHv eyaTATE TOUS 

ayanwate Tod EXOpovG bpav...Kai 

poovvTas Las EaTat 6 p10bd¢ buav 

kal ovx &ete &xOpov S6mwo yévnobe vioi ToNUS Kal EcEobe viol 

TOU TATPOS vpiorou 

In this section the Didache is once again close to Luke’s version 
without being identical to it. Did 1:3b has only one rhetorical 
question, set in terms of “loving those who love you”, as do both 
Matthew and Luke. The Didache agrees with Mt 5:47 in mention- 
ing Gentiles as the “opposing group” from whom the readers are 
to distinguish themselves.1°2 The Didache then enunciates a ver- 
sion of the love command, and in doing so follows the structure of 
Lk 6 where the love command is repeated after the rhetorical 
questions (Lk 6:35). Finally the Didache agrees with both Mat- 
thew and Luke in enunciating a consequence for those who obey 
the love command; but the consequence is not that of divine 
sonship (as in the synoptics) but the more mundane “you will not 
have an enemy”. 

One should perhaps first deal with a peculiar problem of the 
text of the Didache at this point. The word used for “love” here is 
uncertain. The Bryennios manuscript uses wyamaw three times. 
However, POxy 1782 uses ¢:Agw in the last instance (the earlier 
instances do not appear on that part of the papyrus which has been 

102 Draper, “Jesus Tradition”, p. 277, is slightly confusing in saying “the 
Didache uses &vn for &papTwdoi in Luke and reA@vou in Matthew”, though he 
concedes in a bracket “(cf. é@vcxoi in 5:47)”. The Didache is parallel to Mt 5:47 

here, not 5:46. Audet, Didaché, pp. 184f, simply prints Mt 5:38-47 in toto without 
even considering v. 47 and makes no attempt to determine which part of the 
Didache is parallel to which part of the synoptic versions. He also appeals to the 
very different order in the Didache as compared with the synoptics, but fails to ana- 
lyze Didache’s own structure at this point. 
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preserved). Further, the text of Const VII, which takes up the text 

of the Didache almost wholesale whilst commenting on it and 

adding to it, has ¢uAgw on these three occasions. It is argued by 

some on the basis of this evidence that the original text of the 

Didache read ¢.id€w all three times. Const has a tendency to con- 

form the text of the Didache to that of the canonical gospels; 

hence in this instance, the disagreement between Const’s 

reproduction of the Didache’s text and the synoptic versions is all 
the more striking. (There is no manuscript evidence for a text of 
the gospels reading ¢uAgw here). Also the Bryennios manuscript 
shows a tendency elsewhere to conform its text to that of well- 
known Biblical versions.!°3 Hence, it is argued, the three-fold 
évyamcéw in this manuscript may represent a later scribal assimila- 
tion to the text of the gospels, and the original text of the Didache 
used ¢iAéw. Further, since this is unlike both the Matthean and 
Lukan forms of the saying, this may indicate that the Didache 
preserves an independent version of the saying.!% 

This evidence is however of uncertain value. The text of 
Const is not a manuscript of the Didache: it represents the use of 
the Didache by a later author, not a scribe.!° Further, although 
the tendency of Const generally is to conform the text of the 
Didache to that of the gospels, this has not happened at every 
point. (Cf. n. 40 above). There are thus other occasions when 
Const makes the text of the Didache less like that of the canonical 
gospels, and hence one cannot rule out the possibility that the 
same has happened here. One must also note that ¢diAéw and 
wyamda are almost synonymous, or, even if they are not, that the 
author of Const seems quite happy to regard them as synonymous. 
On two occasions he adopts the pose of the beloved disciple of the 
fourth gospel and uses ¢:A€w to describe his special relationship to 
Jesus: V.14:3 giXobpevocg mAEiov Tov &AAwV dT’ adTod, VIII.16:1 
EY@ O diAobpevos UTS Tod kupiov. Although these could have been 
inspired by Jn 20:2 (6¢ édirer 6 “Inoodc), the more usual Johan- 

103 Cf. J.B. Lightfoot, The Apostolic Fathers. Part I. Clement of Rome Vol. I. 
(London: Macmillan, 1890) pp. 124ff, in relation to the text of 1 Clement in the 
Bryennios manuscript. 

104 See Audet, Didaché, p. 54; Draper, “Jesus Tradition”, p. 276f; Kéhler, 
Rezeption, p. 44; cf. also R. Bauckham, “The Study of Gospel Traditions outside 
the Canonical Gospels: Problems and Prospects”, in Gospel Perspectives (n. 1), pp. 
369-403, on p. 389, who then uses the parallel in Ignatius Pol 2:1 (which also uses 
$thEw) as a key point in his argument that Ignatius is demonstrably independent of 
Matthew at at least one point. It is, however, not clear how such a theory would 
relate to the Didache’s alleged use of Q (cf nn. 3, 86 above): is the variation due to 
independent translations of an Aramaic original? If so, is Q thought to be an 
Aramaic document? Or are we to think of variations in the oral tradition? 

105 Massaux, Influence III, p. 148 n. 11, is slightly misleading when he says 
“some codices read ¢tdei7e” (my italics) at the first use of &yaTdaw. 
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nine verb to use for Jesus’ relationship to the beloved disciple is 
ayamaw (13:23; 19:26; 21:7, 20). One could even argue that 
these instances might indicate a slight preference by the author of 
Const for duAéw over against &yamwé&w (though he uses &yamaw 
frequently elsewhere). At another point it seems clear that the 
author regarded the two verbs as synonymous: at V.15:2 he refers 
to the Gentiles in words clearly influenced by the use of Hos 2 in 
1 Pet 2 and Rom 9; but whereas Paul uses wyaméw twice here, 
Const uses ¢diAéw in the second instance (of7iwvéo mote ovK 
nyamnusvor viv 5&8 wediAnuévor). The use of didgw in VII.2:2 
(the parallel to Did 1:3) may therefore simply reflect the readiness 
of the author of Const to use the verbs ¢iAéw and wyamaw inter- 
changeably. The evidence of the POxy 1782 fragment must retain 
its value, but this only supplies the reading for the last occurrence. 
(The papyrus is not extant earlier). It may be that the author of the 
Didache wanted to avoid having three uses of &yamtéw very close 
together. His use of his tradition (whatever that was) meant that 
with only one rhetorical question here, the two dyaméw’s of the 
question and the “love” command itself are very close together. 
The use of diAgw in the third instance (if that is the correct read- 
ing) could then be due to the Didachist’s desire to avoid repetition. 
In all, the textual evidence is too uncertain for us to be sure that 
the Didache used ¢i€w all three times here. The indirect nature 
of the witness of the text of Const must be borne in mind, and it 
would be very precarious to build too much on the use of two 
words here which are clearly regarded by the final author in the 
chain of witnesses as synonymous. }° 

Turning to other features of the Didache’s text in this sec- 
tion, the reference to “Gentiles” is probably indecisive for the 
present purposes. Almost all agree that Luke’s “sinners” here 
represents a secondary alteration of the tradition and that Mat- 
thew’s oi é6vxoi is most likely to represent the Q wording.!” 
Thus the Didache’s use of t& &vn here only shows agreement 
with a pre-redactional element in the synoptic versions.!°8 Glover 

106 Layton, “Sources”, p. 373f, points out that if the Bryennios readings are due 
to scribal assimilation, then such assimilation has not gone very far (e.g. not as far 
as Const’s other assimilations of the Didache here). He thus prefers to see the read- 
ings as “separative errors”. However, his further remark that “adoption of the H 
[i.e. Bryennios] variants also obviates the necessity of postulating a more complex 
and far less elegant hypothesis on the relationship of the Didache passage to its 
parallels” (p. 374) is perhaps less fortunate. One cannot assume that the least com- 
plex and most elegant hypotheses always correspond to historical reality 

107 Schiirmann, Lukasevangelium, p. 35; Schulz, Q, p. 129f; Hoffmann, 
“Tradition”, p. 55; Sauer, “Feindesliebe”, p. 12; Catchpole, “Inaugural Dis- 

course”, p. 304, who also refers to a similar disparaging reference to Gentiles in 

another Q passage, viz. Mt 6:32/Lk 12:30. 
108 Jt is dubious whether one can place too much weight on the difference 

between &vn and é@mxot (so Rordorf, “Probléme”, p. 503, who claims that the 
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and Rordorf both appeal to the allegedly “tactless” way in which 

the Didachist refers to Gentiles here, and they deduce from this 

that the Didache is here preserving an old tradition which is at 

odds with a work addressed to Gentiles.!°9 However, it is doubtful 

whether we can deduce too much from the title. There are, after 

all, two titles and it is not certain which, if either, is original and 

reflects the aim of the work as a whole.!!° One may also say that 

the Didachist is not renowned for his consistency of thought: cf. 

the tension between 1:5 and 1:6 on the question of whether one 
should ask questions before giving alms.!!! Thus an alleged ten- 
sion between the title and this reference to Gentiles is not 
impossible in a work such as the Didache. 

The one feature which is more noteworthy in this section is 
the introductory question moia yap xcpic; this agrees closely with 
Luke’s form of the rhetorical questions in Lk 6:32f. (woia byty 
xapic éoriv;). Further, it has become clear in recent Lukan study 
that Luke’s version here is heavily indebted to LkR. Kdster 
ascribed ya&pic to LkR simply on the basis of a word count.!!? 
However, others have pointed out that word counts in themselves 
may be misleading in that the word in question may well have dif- 
ferent meanings elsewhere: in this case x&pic elsewhere in Luke 
tends to mean divine grace.!!3 Nevertheless, the redactional nature 
of the word here can be established via another route. In a 
programmatic article, van Unnik has shown how Luke has 
adapted his tradition in order to address the morality determined 
by a reciprocity ethic;!14 an ethic of doing good to others in order 
to receive reciprocal favours in return was widespread in the 
ancient world. Further, the language of “doing good” and xda@pic 

Didache is close to Matthew but not verbally identical, and therefore probably inde- 
pendent). The two are almost synonymous and one must remember that the Didache 
is not a scribe’s copy of the text of the gospels (cf. above). In fact it is Matthew’s 
pein which is unusual and invites a change to &@vn: cf. Layton, “Sources”, p. 
55. 

109 Glover, “Didache’s Quotations”, p. 14; Rordorf, “Probléme”, p. 502f; also 
Draper, “Jesus Tradition”, p. 277. 

110 Layton, “Sources”, p. 382, referring to the reference to “the twelve apost- 
les” in the title, says: “the literary fiction in the title is, unless the date of composi- 
tion be extremely early, a clear example of archaism, used here to lend authority to 
the document”. The rotc &@veowv is probably intended to reflect Mt 28:19f and has 
the same aim. One need not therefore see any great significance in the intended 
readership in the phrase. 

111 The tension is so great that Petersen, “Probleme”, pp. 147ff, ascribes 1:6 to 
a marginal gloss. 

112 Uberlieferung, p. 224f. 
113 Cf. Wrege, Bergpredigt, p. 89; Piper, Love Your Enemies, p. 192 n. 146. 
114 WC. van Unnik, “Die Motivierung der Feindesliebe in Lukas VI 32-355”, 

NT 8 (1966) pp. 288-300. 
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had a firm place in such talk. Thus Luke’s use of &yadomouetc and 
xa@pic here are almost certainly redactional adaptations of the 
older tradition, addressing this ethos and criticizing it sharply. 
(The fact that very similar ideas recur in the almost certainly 
redactional verses Lk 14:12-14 indicate that this is a peculiarly 
Lukan theme).!!5 Luke’s language is striking: moia byiy xc&pic 
éotiv should probably be translated “what kind of a reward do you 
have?”, to which the implied answer is that one has a human 
reward but not a divine one.!!6 Luke’s language thus belongs 
within a closely constructed framework of thought and needs that 
framework to make sense. 

The Didache shares some of the same language but not the 
framework of thought. For the Didache too has roia yap x&pic; 
but the conclusion is the rather lame kai ovx ere éxOpov. 
However, this is now precisely the ethos of the reciprocity ethic 
which Luke’s language was designed to oppose: love others and 
they will love you back. Thus the formulation of the x@pic ques- 
tion, which makes excellent sense in the Lukan context, becomes 
confused when repeated verbatim in the slightly different context 
of the Didache. The fact that the agreement between the Didache 
and Luke goes beyond that of just the common use of xc&pic alone 
suggests that there is some literary relationship involved here. 

Some have appealed to the possibility that ya&pu¢ and puobdc 
may simply be translation variants of an Aramaic original, and 
that the parallel with Lk 6:32 in Did 1:3 and 1 Pet 2:20 suggests a 
common catechetical tradition.!17 However, the xa&pi¢ vocabulary 
in the Hellenistic tradition suggests that Luke’s choice of 
vocabulary here is deliberate. Further, the appeals to the Didache 
and 1 Peter to solve the problem of the synoptic tradition-history 
create difficulties here. 1 Pet 2:20 is perhaps not relevant: 
although the idea in 1 Pet 2 is not dissimilar to that of Lk 6 (a con- 
trast between something which is not particularly worthy of divine 
praise and something which is), the vocabulary is different: the 
negative statement is cast in the form motov x\goc, and xcépic is 
used positively. The use of the Didache here is a case of petitio 
principii in the present context. We cannot use the Didache itself 
to establish the pre-Lukan nature of Lk 6:32f and then use this 
“result” to establish the conclusion that the Didache betrays no 
links with redactional elements in the Gospel. The fact remains 

115 See also the detailed discussion by Horn, Glaube, pp. 100-102. For LkR 
here see too Schmid, Marthdus und Lukas, p. 229f; Schiirmann, Lukasevangelium, 

p. 353; Schulz, Q, p. 129; Liihrmann, “Liebet”, p. 420; Hoffmann, “Tradition”, p. 

55; Sauer, “Feindesliebe”, p. 12, and many others. 
116 Horn, Glaube, p. 102. j 
117 Cf. Wrege, Bergpredigt, p. 89; Piper, Love your Enemies, p. 156; Guelich, 

Sermon, p. 231. 
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that the author of this section of the Didache seems to presuppose 

Luke’s version here in a way that goes beyond simply using the 

word xycpic: he takes over the Lukan rhetorical question, but fails 

to see its significance and hence betrays the secondary nature of 

his own text. 

Gy Did 1544: Mt 5 Lk 6 

OMEXOV TOV OALPKLKOV 

KOLL OWMLATLKGY 

ETLOULLOY 
éav Tic oot d@ 3960TLC o& pati fel 27 TOTTOVTL Oe 

pamiopa 
sic THY dekiav ovaryova gig THY SekLaY OLayova = ETL THY OLaryova 

oTpéWov avT@ oTpéwov avTo TOPEXE 

Ka THY AAAHY Kal THY GAAHY Kal THY AAV 

Kal Eon TENELOS (cf. v. 48) 

The textual (and other) problems associated with the opening 
phrase will be left on one side here,!!8 as they do not affect the 
question of the Didache’s possible use of synoptic tradition. The 
main part of this section represents a-version of the saying about 
turning the other cheek. The evidence here is probably indecisive. 
Did 1:4 agrees very closely with the Matthean form of the saying, 
specifying the “right” cheek, using 6.ddvor pamiopa (cf. Mat- 
thew’s pamifer as opposed to Luke’s tim7w) and otpépov (Luke 
mopexe). However, it is not clear if any of these features are due 
to MattR. The technical nature of the reference to the “right” 
cheek is often noticed: such a blow implies a back-handed slap 
which, according to the Mishnah (m.BQ 8:6), was regarded as 
extremely insulting and worthy of double recompense. But 
whether such a detail belonged to Q and was omitted by Luke as 
irrelevant, or whether it was added by Matthew (or in a Q™ form 
of the tradition) is hard to say.1!9 Matthew’s other features men- 
tioned above (i.e. the use of pamifw and orpé~or) are widely 
regarded as more original than Luke’s tia7w and mé&pexe.!2° Thus 
the Didache does not have any clear links with MattR. 

118 Cf. Layton, “Sources”, p. 376f. 
119 For MattR, see Schmid, Matthdus und Lukas, p. 229; Schiirmann, Lukas- 

evangelium, p. 347; Hoffmann, “Tradition”, p. 59f; Guelich, Sermon, pp. 221f; 

Fitzmyer, Luke, p. 638; Sauer, “Feindesliebe”, p. 12. It is regarded as pre- 
Matthean by Wrege, Bergpredigt, p. 76; Schulz, Q, p. 122; Merklein, Gottes- 
herrschaft, p. 269; Catchpole, “Inaugural Discourse”, p. 306. Késter, Uber- 
lieferung, p. 226f, takes it as MattR and evidence of the dependence of the Didache 
on Matthew, but he offers little justification for the redactional nature of the word. 

120 So Schulz, Q, p. 122; Sauer, “Feindesliebe”, p 12f, and others cited there. 
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One feature that is often adduced by supporters of the 
Didache’s independence of the synoptics is the allegedly clumsy 
nature of the Didache’s Greek phrase 5@ pd&mopa. This, it is 
argued, must tell against the theory of dependence on Matthew as 
Matthew has the more usual simple verb paziter.!21 However, 
this need only show that the Didache is exercising an element of 
freedom at this point and that, if the usage is clumsy,!22 the 
Didachist is capable of writing poor Greek. This may say some- 
thing about the Didachist’s style, but it does not solve the problem 
of whether the Didache is presupposing our gospels or not.!23 In 
fact, as Draper points out, the Didache’s language is also that of 
Jn 18:22 and not dissimilar to that of Is 50:6. Thus the Didache 
here may simply reflect further “biblical” influences. One must 
also allow for a greater element of freedom on the part of the 
Didachist in using his sources than in the case of a scribe seeking 
to copy a manuscript. 

It is possible that the very last phrase of this section in the 
Didache, xai on TéXEtog, may show a link with MattR. Mt 5:48 
closes the series of antitheses in Matthew with an exhortation to 
be “perfect” (7é\evo¢) and there is almost complete scholarly 
agreement that this is due to MattR of the more original Lukan 
version “be merciful” (Lk 6:36).!24 On the other hand, it could be 
argued that a very similar exhortation in Did 6:2 after the end of 
the Two Ways section, indicates that this language of “perfection” 
is of some importance for the Didachist. Thus the exhortation here 
could be due to independent redaction by the Didachist.125 So 
whilst this feature looks at first sight to be a clear example of an 
agreement between the Didache and MattR, its value should prob- 
ably not be over-estimated. 

D. Did 1:4b Mt 5 

éav ayyapevon o& Tig pidvoy Ev ‘kai OoTIG o& AyyapEvoet Midiov Ev 
Umaye “eT avToU dvo Uraye eT avTov dvo 

121 Glover, “Didache’s Quotations”, p. 14f; Rordorf, “Probléme”, p. 504; 
Draper, “Jesus Tradition”, p. 277. 

122 Layton, “Sources”, p. 357, suggests that the Didache’s usage is perhaps to 
avoid four utterly parallel sentences. 

123 Cf. the similar problem in discussions of the Synoptic problem in relation to 
Mark’s allegedly rough style, and the remarks of W. R. Farmer, The Synoptic Prob- 
lem (Dillsboro, 19762) p. 122. 

124 Schulz, Q, p. 130; Liihrmann, “Liebet”, p. 421, and many others. 
125 Cf. Rordorf, “Probléme”, p. 505. He also rightly notes that the reference in 

6:2 (along with other agreements with different parts of the Didache, must cast 
some doubt on theories that the section 1:3-2:1 was added after the rest of the text 
was completed. Cf. n. 142 below. 
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Did 1:4b is parallel to Mt 5:41, which has no Lukan parallel. One 

cannot say with any certainty whether this verse is due to MattR, 

whether it was part of Q but omitted by Luke, or whether it 

originated in a Q™ expansion of Q.!26 An origin in Q seems the 

least likely option on literary-critical grounds: the examples of 

non-retaliation in Lk 6:29f constitute a reasonably neatly balanced 

pair of couplets; the presence of Mt 5:41 makes for five examples 
and this seems rather overloaded. (On the other hand, it could be 
argued that the two last examples are distinctly anticlimactic,!?? so 
that an original trio of examples in the pre-Q tradition was sec- 
ondarily expanded by the sayings about giving.'?8) The situation 
presupposed here is probably that of Roman troops forcing service 
from native Jews; but whether this already reflects the situation of 
the Q “community”, or the later Matthean community, or a stage 
of the tradition in between, is very hard to say without arguing in 
a circle.!29 Certainly the situation presupposed does not seem to be 
particularly “Didachean” and hence the presence of the saying 
here is almost certainly due to the writer’s use of his tradition, but 
the evidence is not definite enough to enable us to identify that 
tradition accurately. 

126 Ror MattR see Schulz, Q, p. 123; for Q, see Piper, Love Your Enemies, p. 
58; Hoffmann, “Tradition”, p. 61; Sauer, “Feindesliebe”, p. 9; for Q™, see 
Strecker, Bergpredigt, p. 87; Zeller, Mahnspriiche, p. 55. 

127 Cf. Liihrmann, “Liebet”, pp. 418, 427; Zeller, Mahnspriiche, p. 55; Sauer, 
“Feindesliebe”, p. 15. 

128 The sayings about non-retaliation and about giving are thus regarded as of 
separate origin by Schiirmann, Lukasevangelium, p. 349; Schulz, Q, p. 13; 
Liihrmann, “Liebet”, p. 427. 

129 Cf, Theissen argues that it is the Matthean situation: see his “Gewaltverzicht 
und Feindesliebe (Mt 5,38-48/Lk 6,27-38) und deren sozialgeschichtlicher 
Hintergrund”, in Studien zur Soziologie des Urchristentums (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1979 
([WUNT 19]) pp. 160-197, esp. p. 176f. Hoffmann, “Tradition”, p. 61, argues 
strongly that this is the situation of the Q- “Gruppe” as well. Against Hoffmann it 
must be said that there are virtually no other direct references to worries about con- 
tact with Roman troops in Q, whereas Matthew does reflect on the theological 
implications of the events of the Jewish war (cf. Mt 22:7). The preceding two 
examples about non-retaliation in Mt 5:39f have to do with personal insult, and, if 
it is justified to connect the love-of-enemies complex in Q with the final beatitude 
(cf. n. 95 above), then the people addressed are those who are facing persecution 
for their Christian commitment. See L. Schottroff, “Gewaltverzicht und Feindes- 
liebe in der urchristlichen Tradition. Mt 5,38-48; Lk. 6,26-27” in Jesus Christus in 
Historie und Theologie: Fs. H. Conzelmann (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1975) pp. 197-221. 
Merklein, Gottesherrschaft, p. 272, and Zeller, Mahnspriiche, p. 59, both argue 
that the non-retaliation sayings refer to quite general, typical situations of violence; 
however, it would seem that Schottroff is justified in her claims at least at the level 
of Q where the context gives a rather more precise application of the saying. 



SYNOPTIC TRADITION IN THE DIDACHE 125 

BS Did'ic4e Mt 5 Lk 6 

éav App Tig TO iwarioy =F OENovTi cor KpLOAvac Kal wd TOD QpovToc 
gov KQl TOV XLT@Va Gov Oou TO iariov 

AaBetv 

60¢ avTO Kai TOV ade avrTp Kai 7d Kal TOV XLTaVa LH 
xXiTava ipariov KWAVONG 

The Didache here reveals close affinities with the Lukan version. 
Further, the differences between Matthew and Luke are quite con- 
siderable, though again it is difficult to know which version is 
more original. Matthew’s version presupposes the situation of a 
law-suit where the person addressed is being sued for his shirt 
(xiT@v) and is told to surrender even his cloak (iuériov), the one 
item which the Jewish Law expressly forbade anyone else to take 
(cf. Ex 24:25f; Dt 24:13).130 Luke’s (and the Didache’s) version 
reverses the order of the x.7@y and the iudz7ioy and seems to 
presuppose a robbery situation: if a person is robbed of his cloak 
(the first thing a robber would grab) he is to surrender his shirt as 
well. Again the argument about originality can go (and has gone) 
either way. Luke could be generalizing Matthew’s more technical 
language for a non-Jewish audience;!3! or it could have been Mat- 
thew who has introduced the legal ideas here (cf. Mt 5:38).132 
Once again the evidence is indecisive and the agreement between 
the Didache and the Lukan version cannot be taken any further 
here. 

F. Did 1:4d-Sa Mt 5 Lk 6 

éav NaBH TiIG ATO CoD =— kai Tov OédovTA TO = *PKALL ATO TOD 

TO OO pH aTaiTEl cov daveionoba py alpovTos T& O& LN 

ovdé yap Svvacat aTOOTPAdhs QTairel 

TaVTi TO AiTOUPTI OE 42a7@ aiTovVTi o& 3arepyri aitourTt oF 

didov Kai py aTairEet 666... didov... 

The final section to be considered here again shows agreement 
between the Didache and Luke. Did 1:4f has the sayings in the 

130 Guelich, Sermon, p. 222. 
131 §o Schiirmann, Lukasevangelium, pp. 349, 351; Schulz, Q, p. 123; 

Hoffmann, “Tradition”, p. 60; Sauer, “Feindesliebe”, p. 13. 
132 Cf. Guelich, Sermon, p. 222; Catchpole, “Inaugural Discourse”, p. 306. 

Theissen, Studien, p. 184, argues that Luke is primarily interested in the idea of 

borrowing, and hence would not have altered his tradition here. This is not 

altogether convincing. Luke may well have omitted the borrowing reference here 

(see below), perhaps simply because he wanted to generalize and make things more 

relevant for a non-Jewish audience, and also to develop the lending motif later. 
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reverse order to that of the synoptics (probably so as to end with a 

saying about “giving” to lead on to 1:5). The last clause in the 

section given above, “give to everyone who asks”, agrees with 

Luke in having mavri and diéov. Both are probably LkR in 

Luke,133 though one cannot build too much on this here: Luke’s 

aim is to generalize the idea of giving, but the Didache has exactly 
the same idea and hence the wavz7i and the present imperative 

didov could just as easily be seen as independent redaction of the 

tradition by the Didachist. 
More significant in the present context is the opening 

sentence here, where the Didache agrees with Luke against Mat- 
thew in referring to someone who takes, rather than someone who 
wants to borrow; there is also agreement between the Didache and 
Luke in using d@airex in the final part. Now it is almost certain 
that Matthew’s reference to “borrowing” represents the Q version 
here: Luke uses the same (rather rare) verb in vv. 34, 35 and this 
seems to constitute a reminiscence of the earlier saying.!54+ Luke is 
above all here interested in the idea of generous giving, and he 
appears to save up the borrowing reference to develop it con- 
siderably in v. 34f. Further, it is of considerable importance to 
Luke to stress the idea that one should expect nothing in return. 
(This is, of course, part of his critique of the reciprocity ethic.) 
Hence Luke’s “lending” to a borrower is virtually equivalent to a 
gift.135 However, the “not expecting anything back” idea dominate 
Luke’s version here.!3° Thus the Lukan a@aire: in v. 30 is much 
more likely to be redactional than Matthew’s amootpadific.137 In 
v. 30 Luke appears to have continued the robbery idea from v. 9, 
and saved the reference to the “borrower” for later; but he starts 
to introduce the idea of not asking for anything in return (“7 
Qmatret) here. 

The result is that Luke’s version is rather uneven. For the 
Lukan text exhorts someone who has just been robbed not to 
demand his property back. But whatever means one might employ 
to recover stolen goods, simply demanding is unlikely to have any 

133 See Schulz, Q, p. 121; Sauer, “Feindesliebe”, p. 13 and others cited there 
Késter, Uberlieferung, p. 228, sees this as evidence of dependence of the Didache 
on LkR, but this is probably over-pressing the evidence. 

134 See Schulz, Q, p. 123; Liihrmann, “Liebet”, p. 418; Sauer, “Feindesliebe”, 
p. 13; Catchpole, “Inaugural Discourse”, pp. 306f. The attempt of Schiirmann, 
Lukasevangelium, p. 357 (followed by Guelich, Sermon, p. 223) to see the connec- 
tion as pre-Lukan is unnecessary: see the critique in Hoffmann, “Tradition”, p. 66f. 

135 Schottroff, “Gewaltverzicht”, p. 217; Horn, Glaube, p. 102. 
136 See Piper, Love Your Enemies, p. 157f. 
137 So Schiirmann, Lukasevangelium, p. 349; Schulz, Q, p. 123; Guelich, 

Sermon, p. 223; Hoffmann, “Tradition”, p. 63; Sauer, “Feindesliebe”, p. 13; Con- 
tra Catchpole, “Inaugural Discourses”, p. 307. 
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effect at all.'38 It may be that it is precisely this incongruity in the 
Lukan text which is reflected in the notorious little clause, odé 
yap Stvaco., which is appended at this point in the Didache. The 
clause has caused immense perplexity.!39 However, it may be that 
it is simply the Didachist’s comment on the preceding exhortation 
which he recognizes as somewhat incongruous: if you have been 
robbed, do not demand back'4° your property, “for you cannot” -- 
you will have no success!!41 The perplexity of commentators on 
the Didache may simply be a reflection at one stage removed of 
the Didachist’s (or perhaps a later scribe’s) worldly comment on 
the slightly puzzling preceding clause. 

If this suggestion has any value, it may indicate that the 
Didachist was using his sources here with a certain degree of 
faithfulness: he was primarily interested in the exhortation to 
“give”; but he found this in his tradition coupled with another 
exhortation not to demand back stolen property, and although he 
found this difficult, he nevertheless reproduced it faithfully (albeit 
adding a comment of his own). This may then imply that the 
author of this clause regarded his source with some considerable 
respect. The source may thus have had something of the status of 
a “canonical” work, and this is clearly easier to envisage if this 
section of the Didache (at least in its present form) has a relatively 
late origin. 

The net result of the discussion of this section is that the 
Didache here appears to presuppose Luke’s redactional work and 
hence Luke’s finished gospel. 

The result of this detailed analysis of Did 1:3-Sa in relation to 
the synoptic parallels in Mt 5 and Lk 6 shows that this section of 
the Didache appears on a number of occasions to presuppose the 
redactional activity of both evangelists, perhaps Luke more clearly 
than Matthew. This suggests very strongly that the Didache here 

138 Catchpole, op.cit., p. 307, is one of the very few who have noted the 
incongruity of the Lukan text here: he speaks of the Lukan ending as providing “an 
unduly weak sequel” here. 

139 See the discussion of older views in Layton, “Sources”, pp 346ff, together 
with his own proposed emendation of the text. 

140 Lake’s translation of the text in the Loeb edition (“if any man will take from 
thee what is thine, refuse it not”) is probably misleading: the idea is of demanding 
back what one has not got, not refusing to give what one has. 

141 Rordorf, “Probléme”, p. 505, also seems to hint at the strange nature of the 
Lukan version, reproduced in the Didache: “Or a las différence du cas du vol (1,4e) 
ou une réclamation serait illusoire, elle serait possible dans le cas d’un prét (1,5a)”. 
However he resorts to the interpretation of the extra phrase in the Didache as refer- 
ring to the spiritual impossibility of the Christian filled with love for his enemies to 
engage in such action. The Didache may be rather more mundane! 
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presupposes the gospels of Matthew and Luke in their finished 
forms. 

IV. CONCLUSIONS 

This paper has analyzed some of the parallels between material in 
different parts of the Didache and material in the synoptic gospels. 
The result has been that these parallels can be best explained if the 
Didache presupposes the finished gospels of Matthew and Luke. 
Further, this result seems to apply to all parts of the Didache 
examined here.!42 Precisely how the gospels were available to the 
author of the Didache is impossible to say: they may have been 
available as separate texts; they may have been already combined 
to form a single harmonized text. However, the evidence of the 
Didache seems to show that the text is primarily a witness to the 
post-redactional history of the synoptic tradition. It is not a wit- 
ness to any pre-redactional developments. 

142 | have not discussed in detail the problem of the unity of the Didache, in par- 
ticular the question of whether the section 1:3-2:1 should be regarded as an integral 
part of the text of the Didache (cf. n. 82 above). I remain unpersuaded that it 
should not be so regarded. Rordorf, “Probléme”, pp. 5O9ff, gives an impressive list 
of links between Did 1:3-2:1 and the rest of the Didache. The fact that there is no 
parallel to this section in the Two Ways teaching of the so-called “Church Order” 
(regarded by Wengst as decisive evidence that Did 1:3-2:1 is a secondary addition) 
may be explained by the latter being dependent on the Didachist’s Vorlage: cf. Ror- 
dorf, ibid., p. 513. In any case the Church Order only parallels part of Did 1-6, 
omitting the “Way of Death” in Did 5-6. 



LITERARY AND DOCTRINAL AFFINITIES OF THE 
“MANUAL OF DISCIPLINE” 

+ JEAN-PAUL AUDET 

My purpose is less ambitious than my title, taken in a general 
.sense, might lead one to believe. On the one hand I only want, for 
the moment, to look at the second section of the “Manual” (1QS 
3:13-4:26). It is a moral instruction which, in spite of its obvious 
affinities with the rest of the writing or writings the scroll con- 
tains, may be considered in itself and can, to a certain extent, 
receive independent treatment. On the other hand, the com- 
parisons which I would like to suggest only concern the Duae viae 
and the Shepherd of Hermas, two works which met with very dif- 
ferent fates, which nevertheless have this fact in common, that 
they show a very singular Jewish colour, which is so singular that 
at this point it certainly goes beyond what might be expected in 
primitive Christian literature. The great difficulties which they 
present so far to the numerous attempts at explanation which have 
been made, are now gaining some clarity it seems to me, from the 
moral instruction of the “Community of the Covenant”—of which 
a part of the standard library has been rediscovered near Khirbet 
Qumran. 

In itself, if one accepts that the “Community of the 
Covenant” was living in Palestine at the very least in the first 
century of our era, that its origin may be put at a date con- 
siderably earlier than this period, and that it has known, so it 
seems, a certain expansion in space as well as in time, then it is 
not impossible that one should find, even in the literary heritage of 
the first Christian generations, so varied in thought and express- 
ion, some literary and doctrinal affinities with works like the 
moral instruction of the “Manual of Discipline”. One should not 
forget that Christianity had been pent up in. Palestine for many 
years, and that the complete separation with Judaism occurred 
relatively slowly, and not without allowing many points of per- 
sonal contact to continue here and there, even if not full com- 
munion. And that is already more than is necessary to make the 
facts that we are about to analyze perfectly natural. In the mid sec- 
ond century, whatever allowances one may need to make to take 
account of literary fiction, a real dialogue was still possible 
between Justin and Trypho. This fact is very significant in itself. 
It is also through authentically Christian hands and not through 
Jewish hands that so many pseudepigraphical writings have come 
down to us, of whose authentic origin there could be no serious 
doubt, without speaking of Philo and Josephus, nor the Greek ver- 
sions collected by Origen for his Hexapla. One could even think 
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that if they had had the Manual of Discipline and the Damascus 

Document accessible to them in Greek, the Christians would not 

have hesitated to transcribe them, as they actually transcribed 

Enoch, Jubilees and the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, 

which must have been part of the regular library of the 

“Community of the Covenant”, if they did not owe their very 

birth to them. It is only by the chance of an extraordinary find that 

we possess today the Manual of Discipline in Hebrew: the com- 

parisons which I wish to propose with the Duae viae and the 
Shepherd of Hermas, do not have to be explained by a Greek ver- 
sion of the Manual which probably never existed, and with good 
reason! 

THE “DUAE VIAE” 

At the risk of appearing to be long winded, I must begin by dis- 
cussing a very widely agreed opinion on the origin of the early 
history of the Duae viae. This opinion owes its acceptance to the 
work of Robinson, Muilenburg and Connolly, taken up recently 
on a large scale by Vokes.! Through all the amplifications which 
it has undergone since it was proposed for the first time, the 
essential line of the argument on which this opinion is based has, 
however, remained the same as that in which it was found 
originally in the study of Robinson himself. It will not be neces- 
sary then to undertake here a separate discussion of the minute 
analyses of Muilenburg and Connolly. 

1 The literature in question is quite extensive. Here at least are the main 
references: J.A. Robinson, “The Problem of the Didache”, JTS 13 (1912) pp. 339- 
356 (on this important article, see the observations of Harnack in TLZ and the notes 
of Swete in the appendix to his work, The Holy Spirit in the Ancient Church 
(London: Macmillan, 1912] pp. 414ff); Barnabas, Hermas and the Didache 
(London: SPCK, 1920 [Donnellan Lectures, 1920]); “The Epistle of Barnabas and 
the Didache”, published posthumously by Connolly in JTS 35 (1934) pp. 113-146, 
225-248; J. Muilenburg, The Literary Relations of the Epistle of Barnabas and the 
Teaching of the Twelve Apostles (Marburg: no publisher given, 1929), with a good 
review by F.C. Burkitt in JTS 33 (1932) pp. 25ff; R.H. Connolly, “The Didache in 
Relation to the Epistle of Barnabas”, JTS 33 (1932) pp. 246ff; “The Didache and 
Montanism”, DRey 55 (1937) pp. 339ff; “Canon Streeter on the Didache”, JTS 38 
(1937) pp. 364ff; F.E. Vokes, The Riddle of the Didache (London: SPCK, 1938). 
In a different direction, one can see J.V. Bartlet, “The Didache Reconsidered”, JTS 

22 (1921) pp. 239ff; A.S. McLean, The Doctrine of the Twelve Apostles (London, 
1922) esp. pp. xll-xvi and xxxi-xxxv; B.H. Streeter, “The Much Belaboured 
Didache”, JTS 37 (1936) pp. 369ff; J.M. Creed, “The Didache”, JTS 39 (1938) pp. 
370ff; E.J. Goodspeed, A History of Early Christian Literature (Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1942) pp. 31ff (cf. his “The Didache, Barnabas and 
the Doctrina”, AThR 27 [1945] pp. 228-247, which unfortunately I only know about 
indirectly from bibliographies which I have come across). 
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The force of the argument is cumulative. Every summary 
must therefore be handled with care. But, with this caution, I do 
not believe that I will betray the thought of Robinson in presenting 
it briefly as follows: The moral part of the Epistle of Barnabas 
(18-20) has been regarded by a certain number of critics as a 
spurious addition (“addition d’origine étrangére”), borrowed from 
an already existing manual of moral instruction (Duae viae). But 
one can show by constant reading and analysis of the Epistle that 
it is all by one and the same hand. Everywhere, it has the same 
spirit, the same clumsiness of composition, the same manner of 
using literary sources, the same habit of repeating on various 
occasions the formulae already used. A priori, there is no reason 
to think that the moral part of the Epistle was from an earlier 
author. On the contrary, all the evidence of the internal examina- 
tion tends to show that the Duae viae is the original work of 
Barnabas himself.? 

On the other hand, if the Duae viae of the Didache differs 
noticeably from that of Barnabas, all the differences can be 
explained by the peculiar literary habits and peculiar intention of 
the “Didachist”. After having borrowed the theme, he treats it 
with the greatest freedom: he amplified it with precepts drawn 
from the Old Testament, from the Sermon on the Mount, from the 
Shepherd of Hermas, and other more obscure sources; he arranges 
it, he interprets it, he explains it, ridding it of some inappropriate 
or useless sentences. On the whole, he aims to produce the baptis- 
mal catechesis which he needs to respond, according to Matthew 
28:19-20, to the intention he has expressed in the title, “Teaching 
of the Lord through the Twelve Apostles to the Gentiles.” 

On all sides, it then continues to be established that the 
Epistle is entirely from the same author, and that there is no valid 
reason to question its literary unity: “The description of the Two 
Ways is an integral part of the document.” 

With all the array of analyses which support it, this argument 
may have seemed unassailable. If it were to be accepted, it would 
make the Duae viae a Christian writing, whose already peculiar 
history would be even more difficult to explain now that we have 
the Manual of Discipline before our eyes. In reality, however, I 
do not believe that the argument of Robinson stands up to a 
rigorous examination. 

This is no place to take up these problems in all their full- 
ness: they are perhaps the most difficult of the whole of ancient 
Christian literature. It would be necessary to take the Didache 

2 Cf. Robinson, “Barnabas and the Didache”, pp. 132, 142, 146. 

3 Cf. Robinson, Barnabas, Hermas and the Didache, p. 70. 

4 Cf. Robinson, “Barnabas and the Didache”, p. 146. 
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together with all the related documents, which would take us well 

beyond the acceptable limits of one article. But, to upset the argu- 

ment of Robinson, it is sufficient here to consider its theoretical 

implications. The proof rests mainly on the affinities which con- 
nect the two parts of the Epistle of Barnabas (1-17 and 18-20, or 
21). But, putting these things in their best light, what do these 
affinities prove by themselves in the question of sources? Very 
little, if they prove anything at all. For it is clear as soon as one 
thinks of it, that the facts mentioned by Robinson could be exactly 
the same if one assumed a source used from memory and known 
for a long time. What would prevent this source (Duae viae), 

which Barnabas would have had in his mind before the writing the 
first line of his letter, from having established in the first seven- 
teen chapters the affinities of thought and style which connect 
them to the two following chapters? The extensive usage in chs. 
18-20 does not mean that they could not be used occasionally and 
partially in the previous chapters. A word, an expression, a turn 
of phrase or style, a distinctive idea can recur here and there, but 
they only prove one thing, which it was natural to guess, and that 
is that the author has not made a sudden acquaintance with the 
writing used in chs. 18-20 just at the moment when he had fin- 
ished writing ch. 17. Thus the more one points out affinities of all 
kinds between the two parts of the Epistle, the more one will have 
shown that the possible source of the last part was already familiar 
to the author of the first part. But in doing this, one will have left 
intact the problem of a dependence of the Duae viae of the 
Didache on the Duae viae of the Epistle, or, perhaps, in regard to 
the independent Duae viae which would be the common source of 
both. 

It is, on the other hand, a dubious procedure to force 
together, as Robinson does, the question of the literary unity of 
the Epistle and the question of its sources. To show that the 
Epistle proceeds entirely from one and the same hand, is 
obviously not equivalent to showing that the author has drawn 
everything from his own resources. The question of the literary 
unity is a preliminary one; beyond this the question of sources 
remains open. Thus, an argument from affinities, such as pre- 
sented by Robinson, would be absolutely efficacious in resolving 
the question of literary unity, if it is posed again, but it says 
nothing by itself on the question of its sources. Barnabas could 
have used a Duae viae of which he was not the author, as he has 
used the Old Testament, without placing the unity of the author- 
ship in doubt. These things are obvious. One also asks why a 
critic of Robinson’s quality could have fallen into such confusion.5 

5 The confusion is obvious in a passage like the following: “If this point shall 
seem to have been somewhat unreasonably laboured, it should be borne in mind that 



LITERARY AND DOCTRINAL AFFINITIES 133 

Robinson’s argument makes use, besides, of what is only in 
reality a trick of perspective. It labours on a Duae viae which it 
conjectures and which it presumes to come from Barnabas. It 
uncovers a certain number of affinities with the rest of the Epistle. 
But then, precisely, it has begun by illogically ruling out the pos- 
sibility that the Duae viae of Barnabas could have been in reality a 
Duae viae utilized from elsewhere and then already made to con- 
form to the literary tastes and customs and personal ideas of the 
author of the Epistle. Noone today would wish to deny that the 
Duae viae has passed through the hands of Barnabas: it is another 
thing to demonstrate that he is purely and simply the author. The 
affinities are deceptive: they could have come, at least in part, as 
much from the fact that Barnabas has used the Duae viae as from 
the fact that he was its author. For the argument to remain fully 
effective, it would have to distinguish with enough certainty 
between the affinities which derive from the one or the other case. 
But internal criticism has no hope of making this distinction, so 
that if one avoids allowing oneself to be deceived, one finds 
oneself back where one started from, in the presence of a question 
to be resolved and not of a question already resolved. We wonder 
always whether Barnabas has not used a pre-existing Duae viae, 
on which he would have left his own particular mark. 

The affinities are not, moreover, the only things to be con- 
sidered. There is the counterweight of undeniable literary hiatuses 
from the first to the second part of the Epistle. The most apparent 
is that of the abrupt transition from the second person plural to the 
second person singular in ch. 19, with the return to the second 
person plural for ch. 21. With the hypothesis that Barnabas was 
the author of the Duae viae, as Robinson proposes, such a literary 
procedure could not be explained without difficulty, even by 
making an appeal to the practice of the diatribe, which is, 
however, in reality, completely irrelevant. Indeed, one could 
understand a short reflection or question in this form. But for a 
long development of this kind, in the context of an epistle, one 
asks oneself how the idea could have come to its author, unless it 
had been somehow imposed from outside. In any case, in all the 
passages where it is certain that Barnabas is left to himself, it is 

the literary unity of the Epistle has been called into question in recent controversy 
and the latter portion which we are now considering (the Duae viae of chs. 18-20) 
has been regarded by some critics as a spurious addition derived form an already 
existing manual of instruction. But in view of what has been here said, can any one 
doubt that the passages which we have cited are all by one hand?” (“Barnabas and 
the Didache”, p. 132. Cf. Muilenburg, Literary Relations, p. 9; and M. Vokes, 
Riddle, pp. 42-47). 
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the plural which appears, as one would expect. It is so, in particu- 

lar, for ch. 21 which continues the moral instruction of chs. 18-20 

with an exhortation. To all appearances, Barnabas has returned to 

his particular habits, abandoned momentarily for an accidental 

reason. 
Thus, all things considered, it seems to me that the labours of 

Robinson and those who have followed him, have left the real 

problem of the provenance and original form of the Duae viae 
intact. It has not at all been shown that Barnabas was himself its 
author, still less that the “Didachist” was only a secondary and 
later editor. Only one thing has been clarified, and that one com- 
pletely: the literary unity of the Epistle of Barnabas. This is all 
that one has been able to show, in a straightforward way, in the 
line of analysis in which one has been engaged, and this is all that 
has been really shown. 

Thus, at least in this matter, the path is clear. A second 
hypothesis, defended long ago by Funk in particular, should be 
examined here, attributing the original Duae viae, which includes 
Didache 1:3b-2:1, to the “Didachist” himself. But a discussion of 
this point would raise all the literary problems of the Didache, a 
problem which it would, however, be vain to think we would be 
able to resolve by indirect means. Will the reader excuse me if I 
content myself here a simple remark? On the one hand, the Duae 
viae of the Didache breathes altogether the air of Judaism in its 
literary genre, in its expression and in its spiritual content. This 
feature of its appearance has long been noticed, and it is, for the 
most part, incontestable. On the other hand, a hypothesis such as 
that of Funk leads necessarily to making the Doctrina apostolorum 
of Schlecht some kind of translation of the Duae viae of the 
Didache.? Now when one compares the so-called Latin version 
(i.e. the Doctrina apostolorum of Schlecht) attentively with the 
Greek text which it is supposed to translate (i.e. the Duae viae of 
the Didache), one is faced with a fact which is very strange for a 
translation: whereas the (Christian!) translator would naturally 

6 For Funk’s opinion see, besides his own separate edition of the Didache 
(Doctrinae duodecim apostolorum, Canones ecclesiastici ac reliquae doctrinae 
duarum viarum expositiones veteres [Tiibingen: Henrici Laupp, 1887]), the intro- 
ductions to the successive editions of the Apostolic Fathers: Opera Patrum 
apostolicorum (Tiibingen: Henrici Laupp, 1887, 1901); “Der Barnabasbrief und die 
Didache”, 7hQ (1897) pp. 617ff; Didascalia et Constitutiones apostolorum I 
(Paderborn: F. Schéningh, 1906), (less assertively than in the former studies on the 
authenticity of Did 1:3b-2:1). 

7 It is well known that the full text of the Doctrina apostolorum was published 
for the first time by J. Schlecht, who discovered the manuscript of the document (J. 
Schlecht, Doctrina XII apostolorum, Freiburg im Breisgau: Herder, 1900). The 
exact title of the MS of Schlecht is De doctrina apostolorum (Monacensis 6264), 
but the Mellicensis (Q. 52=914) simply bears the title Doctrina apostolorum. 
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have manipulated the text he had to translate, it would appear, on 
the contrary, that he has worked hard to make it hark back to its 
distant origins, in such a way that the alleged translation of the 
Duae viae of the Didache seems still more strongly coloured by 
Judaism than is the Duae viae of the Didache itself. This sounds 
very unlikely. But these things could easily be explained, on the 
other hand, if the so-called partial version of the Didache were 
actually a version of the Duae viae, not as we find it incorporated 
in the Didache, but as it could have circulated independently of its 
accidental insertion into the latter. If the Duae viae originated 
directly from Judaism, then there would be nothing very surpris- 
ing in the fact that the very ancient Latin version, which has 
fortunately preserved it for us, reveals here and there the spiritual 
origins of the writing more clearly than the Duae viae 
incorporated into the edition of the Didache itself. 

The solution is then simple, although common opinion does 
not expect it: to all appearances, the Doctrina apostolorum of 
Schlecht has nothing to do, as far as being a version is concerned, 
with the Duae viae of the Didache. It represents a text of the Duae 
viae independent of that of the Didache and of Barnabas, in many 
respects more marked by a Jewish point of view than either of 
them, which must in that case be the Judaism of its origins. 

Moreover, the title Doctrina apostolorum, which the Duae 
viae of Schlecht carries, does not present any serious difficulty to 
this explanation. Because, on the one hand, the Duae viae desig- 
nated in this way by Rufinus® did not have its own title, and 
because, on the other hand, it appeared in almost identical form at 
the beginning of a writing bearing the title Avéayn 7dv 
&mooT6A\wr,? it could have been enough that the two writings 
intersected in the course of their distribution in the same milieu 
for the title of the Didache to have passed to the Greek Duae viae 
and then, naturally, to its Latin version.!° 

8 Rufinus, Comm. in Symb. apost., p. 38; PL 21, 274. The Latin tradition 
adorned the Duae viae with a title which is known to us only indirectly: Iudicium 
secundum Petrum (Rufinus, loc.cit.), or Iudicium Petri (Jerome, De viris ill., 1; PL 
23, 609). This ambitious description confirms, if there is any need of it, the primi- 
tive anonymity of the writing. If, as seems likely, the vague reference of Optatus of 
Milevis must be intended to refer to the Duae viae, then this would only confirm 
this (De schism. Donat., 1,21; CSEL 26, 23). 

9 This is the title by which Athanasius, in particular, designates the Didache (cf. 
EpFest 39; PG 26, 14); the same title after him in the canonical list that the trans- 
mission has taken in the SynScrSac of Pseudo-Athanasius (PG 28, 432), and in the 
Stichometry attributed to Nicephorus (text in Zahn, Gesch. des neutest. Kanons, Il, 

297ff. 
10 One can get an idea of the freedom which has prevailed in the transmission 

with respect to the ascriptions and titles of this gnomic literature with an example 

borrowed from the Greek world. The Delphic Precepts, of which many recensions 

exist, were at first an anonymous collection. In spite of Apollo, they have sub- 
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Now we are ready to begin our work. It would be simplest to 

begin by placing the texts opposite each other: they already speak 

for themselves. In order that the comparison should not hide any 

problems, I will transcribe the two texts in question in full." 

1QS 3:13 For the master (of initiation),!? to transmit to all the sons of light 

sequently been attributed en bloc to the Seven Muses, then divided out in sections 
and attributed in this form to each one of them (cf. Dittenberger, Sylloge, IP, 
1268, noted by Diels). The Duae viae has suffered exactly the same fate. At first 
anonymous, it has subsequently been attributed to Peter and to the Twelve (the 
Iudicium Petri of Rufinus and St. Jerome and the Doctrina apostolorum of 
Schlecht), then, naturally, it was divided up into little sections to be distributed 
between the Apostles (the recension of the Ecclesiastical Canons). To complete the 
comparison, I add that the Delphic Precepts, having passed into the Egyptian 
gnomic tradition, have been taken under the local patronage of Amenhotep, just as 

the Duae viae has much later, in passing from Judaism into Christian, been placed 
under the name of the “masters of wisdom” of the latter. One could take many other 
examples of such treatment. It is a serious illusion on Goodspeed’s part to have 
accepted the suggestion of the title of the Doctrina apostolorum. 1 am equally 
astonished that he has been so easily persuaded that he was obliged to ignore its 
Jewishness (History of Early Christian Literature, p. 32). C. Taylor, who was 
sensitive to these things and who was not a bad judge, has from the beginning 
thought very differently (The Teaching of the Twelve Apostles, with illustrations 
from the Talmud (Cambridge: Deighton Bell, 1886]). And Taylor has not been 
alone. Goodspeed recognizes this, but he adds that the “historians of Jewish litera- 
ture” have not accepted the Duae viae. I don’t know what this allusion, which is not 
strictly true, has in mind (cf. The Jewish Encyclopedia IV, 585ff; Encycl. judaica 

I, 11ff; G. F. Moore, Judaism I, p. 188). Besides, strictly speaking, one only 
needs in addition to read for example the Duae viae (in the recension of the Doc- 
trina apostolorum) and the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs (in Greek). 

11 For the Doctrina apostolorum (= Doct), I have used the text of L. Wohleb, 
Die lateinische Ubersetzung der Didache (Paderborn: F. Schéningh, 1913 [SGKA 
7.1]) pp. 90-102. For the text of the Manual of Discipline (= 1QS), I acknowledge 
with pleasure the help which I have found in the careful work of my predecessors 
(Brownlee, van der Ploeg, Milik, Lambert), but, in the form presented here, the 
translation of 3:13-4:26 is my own work. 

12 5°>m must be taken here in an institutional sense, in accordance with the 
general context: it is a matter of a juridical collection, of which the very particular 
literary genre recalls the compilation of the Apostolic Constitutions, just to take an 
eastern example. The laws, the simple customs, the moral exhortation, prayer itself, 
link up and back each other up, without too much concern for the consequences 
which a similar mixture may have for the distinctness of discipline. Nevertheless, 
the overall intention of works of this sort, in Judaism as in Christianity, is to pro- 
vide rules of conduct for an institution taken as it is. In the present case, the 
preposition which introduces the term (%) indicates the particular destination of the 
instruction which follows (3:13-4:26). For lack of a better translation, I propose: 
“For the Master of Initiation”. This is, it seems, the suggestion of the context: it is 

about the transmission of foundational instruction. Moreover, it could not be an 
accident that the instruction comes in the scroll immediately after the ritual of 
acceptance into the community. In the OT 9>¥ is the gift of the ruler and teacher: 
the insight, the ability to discern what is good and right in matters-of collective or 
individual behaviour (so Jer 3:15; Dan 1:17 and one can add Job 34:35; Prov 1:3 
and 21:16 in this sense, the parallels have generally derived from y7°). He who 
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insight and knowledge concerning the lineages!3 of humanity, 14 all the vari- 
eties of spirits which deceive the human works throughout the generations, 
the evil visitations at the same time as 15 the ages of peace. 

From the God of all knowledge (proceeds) all which is and all which has 
been.!* Before anything even existed, he has established the design of all 
things, 16 and when they came into being, at the summons received,!5 
according to the design of his magnificent power, they (began to) produce 
their works. Nothing ought to be changed. From him 17 (emanate) the laws 
of all things which exist, and it is he who sustains them in all their inclina- 
tions. 

Doct 1:1 Uiae duae sunt in saeculo But he has created man to rule 18 
uitae et mortis, lucis et tenebrarum. the world, and he has appointed in it 
in his constituti sunt angeli duo, two spirits, so that he might behave 

possesses the gift is the 7°21, who by the very fact that he possesses it, finds him- 
self virtually designated by God to fill the corresponding function in the service of 
his people (cf. Dan 11:33; 12:3; also very important in 1QS itself in 11:12-21 or 
with respect to the 9°2@" one moves imperceptibly from the personal quality to a 
title with a function in the service of the community). It would be interesting to 
compare, from this point of view, the double ministry of the teacher and prophet in 
the very first Christian generations (see especially the very stange texts of Did 11- 
13, again very imperfectly explained in other respects). 

13 my7>1n should be translated “lineages” rather than “generations” (Brownlee, 
Lambert, van der Ploeg, histoires), as can be seen from n1717 in the following line. 
Milik, at least, saw clearly that in our text there could only be two ni71n, but he 
has translated it by genera so vague that he has lost the force of the image. It is 
really a collection which shows the totality of the generations that one can attach to 
a common ancester, real or fictional. Here, of course, the term has only a meta- 
phorical value, in the same vein and in the same taste as “sons of light, sons of 
darkness” etc. He enters into a general explanation of the moral problem and 
through that, indirectly, of the problem of good and evil, of retribution and thus of 
the course of the history of Israel from its origins until the final consummation. 

14 1°73. This is a Niphal participal used substantively, and therefore atemporally 
in itself. It is only the immediate context which could here determine the temporal 
relation. One could not therefore reason in this regard as one would do purely and 
simply for a verb. Thus, although Brownlee seems to be right in one or other of the 
examples which he brings, I am not sure that it is permissible to link the term to the 
future so closely. It must be determined in each case. I have preferred here the past 
tense, but I admit that it is only a preference founded, in my opinion, on the general 
orientation of our text. It is from history that all the experience on which the small 
moral system presented by the Master of initiation is taken (cf. Dan 3:1ff). 

15 minnyn. The variety of translations presented until now reflects the awkward- 

ness one finds here. In returning to the probable sense of the root, “to declare dis- 
tinctly or solemnly”, could we not see in this noun an allusion to the creative word 
of God and hear in it the order which has called all things into existence? The verb 
itself can also mean, “to address an exhortation, give a solemn reprimand” and 

hence “to direct”, which is not far from the sense proposed in the translation. The 
suffix may indicate, nevertheless that one should take the correlative from the side 
of the creatures: a summons received rather than an order given. 
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himself according to them until the 
time appointed for his visita- 
tion.—These are the spirits 19 of 

truth and of falsehood.—Under a 
cover of light (is conceived) the 

lineage of faithfulness, and out of 

the depth of a pit of darkness, the 
lineage of falsehood.!* 20 To the 

hands of the prince of lights (is 

remitted) the government of all the 
sons of righteousness: they walk in 
the ways of light; but to the hands of 

the angel 21 of darkness (is trans- 

ferred) all power over the sons of 

falsehood: they walk in ways of 

darkness. 

unus aequitatis, alter iniquitatis. dis- 

tantia autem magna est duarum 

uiarum. 

It is from the angel of darkness that bewilderment (comes) 22 to all the sons 

of righteousness: their sins, their iniquities, their offences and the transgres- 

sions of their conduct (are due) to his power, 23 according to a secret plan of 

God, until his demise. All their afflictions and their times of distress (are 

explained) by his malevolent rule, 24 and all the spirits that fell to his lot (are 

only designed) to lay snares for the sons of light. But the God of Israel, and 

his angel of truth, have become the refuge of all 25 the sons of light. For it is 

he who has created the spirit of light and the spirit of darkness; on them he 

has established every work, 26 and on their ways all religion. God loves the 
first one completely 4:1 for eternity and in all that he does he takes his 
pleasure for ever; as for the other one, he has had its counsel in loathing and 

to all its ways he has devoted an eternal hatred. 

1:2 uia ergo uitae haec est: primo 

diliges deum aeternum qui te fecit, 
2Here then are their (respective) 

ways in the world: to enlighten the 
secundo proximum tuum ut te 

ipsum. omne autem, quod tibi fieri 
non uis, alio non feceris. 3 inter- 

pretatio autem horum uerborum haec 

est. 2:2 non moechaberis, non homi- 

cidium facies, non falsum testi- 

monium dices, non puerum uiol- 

aberis, non fornicaberis, non magica 

facies, non medicamenta mala 

facies, non occides filium in abortum 

nec natum succides, non concupisces 

heart of a man and to make straight 

before him all the ways of righteous- 

ness and faithfulness; to make his 

heart responsive to the fear of the 
judgments 3 of God. It is a spirit of 
humility and of slowness to anger, 

of great compassion and of unending 

goodness, of sagacity, of discern- 
ment and of lofty wisdom, well-tried 
imall 4 the works of God, relying on 
the richness of his goodness. It is a 

‘6 This obscure phrase seems to me to make an allusion to the role of the spirits 
in the birth of the two lineages. 
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quicquam de re proximi tui. 3 non spirit which knows the way to do 
periurabis, non male loqueris, non everything, which has the zeal for 
eris memor malorum factorum, 4 just judgments, a holy 5 intent with 
non eris duplex in consilium dandum a firm purpose, a great gentleness 
neque bilinguis; tendiculum enim towards all the sons of faithfulness 
mortis est lingua. 5 non erit uerbum _and of radiant purity, detestation of 
tuum uacuum nec mendax. 6 non impure idols, with humble manners, 
eris cupidus nec auarus nec rapax 6 intelligent in all things and, con- 
nec adolator nec contentiosus nec cerning what is of the truth, throw- 
mali moris. _ ing the veil upon the mysteries of 

knowledge. These are the counsels 

of the spirit for all the sons of faith- 
fulness in the world. 

non accipies consilium aduersus proximum tuum. 7 neminem hominum 
odieris, quosdam amabis super animam tuam. 3:1 fili, fuge ab homine malo 
et homine simili illius. 2 noli fieri iracundus, quia iracundia ducit ad 

momicidium. nec appetens eris malitiae nec animosus, de his enim omnibus 

irae nascuntur. 4 noli esse mathematicus neque delustrator, quae res ducunt 

ad uanam superstitionem; nec uelis ea uidere nec audire. 5 noli fieri mendax, 

quia mendacium ducit ad furtum; neque amator pecuniae nec uanus; de his 
enim omnibus furta nascuntur. 6 noli fieri murmuriosus, quia ducit ad 
maledictionem. noli fieri audax nec male sapiens; de his enim omnibus 

maledictiones nascuntur. 7 esto autem mansuetus, quia mansueti possidebunt 

sanctam terram. 8 esto patiens et tui negotii, bonus et tremens omnia uerba 
quae audis. 9 non altiabis te nec honorabis te apud homines nec dabis animae 
tuae superbiam. non iunges te animo cum altioribus sed cum ustis 

humilibusque conuersaberis. 10 quae tibi contraria contingunt pro bonis 
excipies sciens nihil sine deo fieri. 4:1 qui loquitur tibi uerbum domini dei, 

memineris die ac nocte, reuerberis eum quasi dominum; unde enim dominica 

procedunt, ibi et dominus est. 2 require autem facies sanctumorum, ut te 
reficias uerbis illorum. 3 non facies dissensiones, pacifica litigantes, iudica 

iuste sciens quod tu iudicaberis, non deprimes quemquam in casu suo. 4 non 
dubitabis uerum erit an non erit. 5 noli esse ad accipiendum extendens 

manum et ad reddendum subtrahens. 6 si habes per manus tuas redemp- 
tionem peccatorum, 7 non dubitabis dare nec dans murmuraberis sciens quis 

sit huius mercis [mercedis] bonus redditor. 8 non avertes te ab egente, com- 

municabis autem omnia cum fratribus tuis nec dices tua esse; si enim 

mortalibus socii sumus, quanto magis hinc initiatntes esse debemus! omnibus 
enim dominus dare uult de donis suis. 9 non tolles manum a filiis sed a 
iuunentute docebis eos timorem domini. 10 seruo tuo uel ancillae, qui in 

eundem sperant dominum in ira tua non imperabis, timeat utrumque, 

dominum et te. non enim uenit ut personas inuitaret, sed in quibus spiritum 
inuenit. 11 uos autem, serui, subiecti dominis uestris estote, tamquam formae 

dei, cum pudore et tremore. 12 oderis omnem affectationem et quod deo non 
placet non facies. 13 custodi ergo, fili, quae audisti neque appones illis con- 
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traria neque diminues. 14 non accedas ad orationem cum conscientia mala. 

haec est uia uitae. 

1QS 4:6 The visitation of all those who behave themselves according to him 

(the spirit of faithfulness), is complete health, 7 abundance of well-being in 

length of days, increase of descendants, and in addition all blessings for 

eternity, joy without end in a life incorruptible, a crown of glory 8 and a gar- 

ment of honour in eternal light. 

Doct 5:1 mortis autem uia est illi 

contraria, primum nequam et male- 

dictis plena. Moechationes, homi- 

cidia, falso testimonia, fornicat- 

iones,desideria mala, magicae, 

medicamenta iniqua, furta, uanae 

superstitiones, rapinae, affectationes, 

fastidia, malitia, petulantia, 

cupiditas, impudica loquela, zelus, 

audacia,superbia, altitudo, uanitas, 

non timentes, 2 persequentes bonos, 

odio habentes ueritatem, amantes 

mendacium, non scientes mercedem 

ueritatis, non applicantes se bonis, 

non habentes iudicium iustum, per- 

vigilantes non in bono, sed in malo, 

As for the spirit of falsehood, it is 

breaking up of the heart and care- 

lessness of hands in the service of 

righteousness, wickedness and lies, 

pride and self-conceit from within, 

fraud and merciless cunning, 10 

thorough dishonesty, ill-temper, 

great folly, rivalry in insolence, 
abominable deeds at the will of the 

spirit of fornication and filthy con- 

duct in the service of uncleanness, 

11 a tongue (fertile) in blasphemy, 

blindness of eyes and heaviness of 

ears, stiffness of neck and hardness 

of heart to walk in all the ways of 

darkness and in the ability for evil. 

quorum longe est mansuetudo et 

superbia 

proxima, persequentes remuneratores, non miserantes pauperum, non 

dolentes pro dolente, non scientes genitorem suum, peremptores filiorum 

suorum, abortuantes, avertentes se a bonis operibus, deprimentes laborantem, 

aduocationem iustorum deuitantes. abstine te, fili, ab istis omnibus. 6:1 et 

vide, ne quis te ab hac doctrina auocet, et si minus extra disciplinam 

doceberis. 4 haec in consulendo si cottidie feceris, prope eris uiuo deo; 

quodsi non feceris, longe eris a ueritate. 5 haec omnia tibi in animo pone et 

non deceperis de spe tua, sed per haec sancta certamina perueneris ad 
coronam. 

1QS 4:11 The visitation 12 of all those who behave themselves according to 

him (the spirit of falsehood), is a multitude of diseases!? from the side of all 

the angels of affliction, down to eternal ruin under the furious wrath of the 

17 Tt seems to me that O°y?33 has the sense indicated by XD) which comes at the 
beginning of the “visitation” of the sons of truth (4:6). The latter passage does not, 
moreover, suggest a purely metaphorical sense for X27). To healing or health, nat- 
urally, sickness is opposed. 
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God of vengeance, perpetual anguish and endless 13 disgrace, with the 
ignominy of destruction in the flames of the places of darkness. All the flow 
of their generations will be sad lamentation and bitter adversity in the disaster 
of darkness, until 14 there does not remain either survivor or remnant from 
among them. 

15 To these lineages (belongs) humanity and all the human mass 
throughout the generations shares their (mutual) opposition as a heritage. 
They follow their proper ways and every retribution 16 for their works (will 
fulfill) their lines of division, following the portion inherited by each, great 
or small, until the end of time. God has, for that purpose, assigned their 
respective share until the final 17 consummation and he has vowed to their 
tribes an endless hostility. The works of falsehood are an abomination in the 
eyes of faithfulness, and all the ways of faithfulness are a horror to false- 

hood. A jealous 18 rivalry inspires their decision, for their ways never meet. 
God, nevertheless, in the mystery of his prudence and in the magnificence of 
his wisdom, has set a term to the existence of falsehood, and in the time 19 

of his visitation, he will annihilate it for ever. Then faithfulness will enter the 

world for ever, for it had allowed itself to turn aside into the way of iniquity 
under the power of wickedness until 20 the hour of the final judgment. In 

that time, God will purify with his truth all human actions, and out of regard 

for himself, he will place in the crucible some from among the sons of man, 
destroying every spirit of falsehood in the coils 21 of his flesh, and, by a 
spirit of holiness, purifying it of every evil action. He will sprinkle it with a 

spirit of truth as with a water of purification to wash it of all abomination of 
falsehood; and he will turn around to him and return 22 in (the waters) of a 

spirit of purification, to give to the righteous the knowledge of the Most 

High and the wisdom of the sons of heaven, and to give understanding to 

those who are perfect in their ways. For God has chosen them for an eternal 

covenant, 23 and it is to them that all the human glory will go. There will be 
no more falsehood, to the disgrace of all the workers of fraud. Until now the 

spirits of faithfulness and falsehood confront one another in the heart of man: 
24 (thus) they walk in wisdom or folly. According to his personal heritage of 

faithfulness and of righteousness, so one hates falsehood; but according to his 

portion of falsehood, so one is committed to evil, thus conceiving 25 a hatred 

of faithfulness. For God has established them in equal measure, until the 

moment of decision and of making all things new. He knows the result of 
their works throughout 26 their [times], and he distributes them as a heritage 

to men, in order that they may know what is good [and what is evil, and in 
order that he may assign] a destiny to every living being according to his 

spirit [...in the time] of the visitation. 

From this parallel reading of the Duae viae and from the moral 
instruction of the Manual of Discipline, there emerges first an 
important fact: that is that the two texts have a literary framework 
which is closely related, and therefore also a general line of devel- 
opment which is almost identical. Of course, this general observa- 
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tion should not make us forget the differences which separate the 

two writings so clearly in the treatment of detail, and it will be 

necessary to give place to a positive explanation of this fact also. 

But it is the similarity in the general outline of the construction 

which constitutes the principle fact: the particular differences, 

despite their number, are only a secondary and derived 

phenomenon. One could more easily perhaps put these things in 

perspective by hypothetically reversing the order of the facts. 
From resemblances of detail, unless they are proportionally 
numerous, would be less significant for the origin of the writing. 
It would always be possible to take account of them by relatively 
remote relationship, indirect and distended. If one wishes, the 
explanation to present will be of such a kind as suffices to take 
effective account of the encounter of the Syntagma doctrinae of 
Pseudo-Athanasius,!8 on the one hand, and of the Duae viae itself, 
on the other hand. But it is precisely because the Syntagma has 
escaped from the literary framework which the Duae viae has pro- 
vided for it, that it has only retained very small details in the 
precepts and a vague general resemblance in phraseology. I insist 
somewhat on this distinction, because, very curiously, the Duae 
viae, which decisively resembles the Manual for its literary frame- 
work, must be compared, on the contrary, with the moral exhorta- 
tions of the Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs for the details of 
the precepts and for the phraseology. And is not even this itself 
again very significant? Indeed there is no absence of reasons for 
thinking that the Testaments have for their own part some relation- 
ship with the “Community of the Covenant”. On both sides then, 
one would remain always in the same spiritual milieu or, in any 
case, in its very close environs. 

One must try, nevertheless, to see things more precisely. Let 
us put aside the title (LQS 3:13-15), which only indicates the 
themes. The instruction of the Manual begins with a reminder of 
creation (3:15-18). When one thinks of the community to which 
this instruction was destined, one can wonder that there is not the 
least direct reference to the covenant. Indeed, this only appears 
later (4:22) and in the eschatological perspective of the plan of 
God for the final restoration of all righteousness. But one should 
indeed see that this solemn declaration on the origin of things in 
general, and of man in particular, is already really in the best 
Jewish taste of the second and then of the first century B.C.E., for 
us to keep here to this limit for it.!9 Usually, however, we would 

18 Text in PG 28, 836ff. 
19 Cf. J. Bonsirven, Palestinian Judaism in the Time of Jesus Christ, trns. W. 

chan York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1964 [= Le Judaisme palestinien I, 
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not expect an affirmation as pronounced as that of the Manual. 
One finds rather the formulae analogous to that of Sirach: év oN 
duvvdper &yaTNoov Tov ToLfoavTa oe,2° or of the Testament of 
Benjamin: viv ovv, réxva pov, Kat duets wyanhioure Kbpiov TOV 
O€ov Tod ovipavod Kail TH Vis, Kal PurdcEaTe EvTOAAS avTOd.2! It 
is faith in the creation which is the ultimate foundation of the 
moral obligation, and the thought refers instinctively to it in the 
exhortation to keep the commandments. One should not then con- 
sider the very brief allusion of the Duae viae to be negligible: 
primo diliges deum aeternum qui te fecit (1:2). One could be sure, 
on the contrary, that it was considered as a capital affirmation 
which actually justified all the rest. Thus, one should not allow 
oneself to be deceived by a superficial consideration of the texts: 
the Duae viae and the instruction of the Manual begin indeed from 
the same characteristic point of the faith of Israel, and if the fea- 
ture is not unique to the teaching of the Community of the 
Covenant, it is not however without literary significance, and that 
is all that matters here. 

But what follows is much more marked. In the instruction of 
the Manual, just as there are two lineages of humanity, there are 
also two qualities of moral ways: the way of light and the way of 
darkness; inspired by two opposing spirits: the spirit of faithful- 
ness and the spirit of falsehood; presided over by two hostile 
angels: the prince of light and the prince of darkness; leading 
respectively to life or to death (3:18-23, to which one could add 
for the final point 4:6-8, 11-14). This is the framework which 
determines the whole development, until the end. But, except for 
the two spirits of faithfulness and falsehood, this framework is 
found identically in the Duae viae and it plays, though indeed 
more discretely, the same literary role: two ways of life and 
death, of light and darkness, to which have been appointed two 
angels: an angel of righteousness and an angel of iniquity (1:1). 
But, before drawing any conclusion, let us examine it in detail. 

One must first recognize that the image of the two ways, to 
symbolize the choice of the conscience between virtue and vice, 
does not permit any literary inference in itself. It is found already 
in Jeremiah 21:8 and it was current in the Judaism contemporary 
with our documents.” It is actually universal: it suffices to cite 
here, for the Greek world, the celebrated myth of Hercules at the 
crossroads.23 But our texts are far from holding to this element 

20 Sir 7:30; from our point of view, we should re-read all of ch. 39. 
21 TestBenj 3:1 (Charles, p. 216); cf. from an equally decisive point of view the 

recompenses promised to the one faithful to the commandments in 2 Mace 7:23; 4 

Macc 5:25. 
22 TestAsh 1:5-9 (Charles, pp. 172ff); 2 Enoch 30:15. 
23 For other examples see R. Knopf, Die Lehre der zwélf Apostel. Die zwei 

Clemensbriefe (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1920 [HNT.E 1]) pp. 4f. 
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which, in itself, could be neutral. The double qualification of each 

of the ways: light and darkness, life and death (the latter explicitly 

in the Duae viae, implicitly in the Manual), constitutes an indica- 

tion of literary relations already much less equivocal: way of light 

and way of darkness is found in 2 Enoch 30:15; way of life and 

way of death in Jeremiah 21:8, but nowhere else, to my knowl- 

edge, are they united as in the Duae viae and the Manual of Dis- 
cipline. If one adds to this now the two angels set over each of the 
ways, one could no longer think that the similarities could be for- 
tuitous. Finally, and this, taken with the rest, seems to me to be 
decisive: it is not only metaphors and ideas which are identical in 
each, but it is a literary framework which determines the whole 
development of the two texts. Facts so clearly determined are 
inexplicable, unless one admits a certain literary relation between 
the Duae viae and the moral instruction of the Manual of Dis- 
cipline. 

That is not all. One could raise again more characteristic 
similarities between the two texts, and always at points which 
define their common literary framework. Thus, to the beginning 
of the Duae viae: “viae duae sunt in saeculo” (1:1), corresponds 
the beginning of the description of the ways of the two spirits in 
the Manual: “These then are their ways in the world (92n2)” 
(4:2; cf. 6). The Latin Duae viae is the only one of all the recen- 
sions to have preserved this “in saeculo”. But it has all the air of 
being original, and also of echoing the 92N2 of the Manual of Dis- 
cipline. Of course, the detail is in itself a very banal matter, and I 
would not have raised it if it had not been linked on both sides to 
more important elements of the literary framework of the two 
writings. In this respect it does not appear to be without sig- 
nificance. 

The Manual, at the end of the description of each of the 
ways, briefly develops the theme of retribution (4:6-8 and 11-14). 
The Duae viae simplifies all this still further, but at least it refers 
to it, and this is already significant. The theme of rewards prom- 
ised to those who observe the commandments, goes to the end of 
the writing to serve it as a conclusion: “haec in consulendo si cot- 
tidie feceris, prope eris uiuo deo; quodsi non feceris, longe eris a 
ueritate. haec omnia tibi in animo pone et non deceperis de spe 
tua, sed per haec sancta certamina pervenies ad coronam” (6:4f). 
When one has read the instruction of the Manual, the “sancta 
certamina” of the Duae viae are not surprising to us (cf. in partic- 
ular 1QS 4:23f), and even less the “crown”, which is explicitly 
named in the same context (1QS 4:7). The theme of the chastise- 
ments is abbreviated in the same way as the theme of rewards in 
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the Duae viae, but it is not completely absent: it introduces the 
way of death: “mortis autem uia est illi (the way of death) con- 
traria, primum nequam et maledictis plena” (5:1). 

Nevertheless, there remain some secondary difficulties, 
which must not be passed over in silence. I am depending on the 
Latin Duae viae to compare the texts. If one excludes the title and 
the final doxology, of which the adventitious character is evident, 
this recension does not seem to have been subjected to serious 
retouches. But it would require a long and minute examination to 
show it. We must content ourselves here with confirming two par- 
ticular readings in the recension of Barnabas, which is not a very 
reliable witness when it is alone, but in which one can place one’s 
confidence when it is supported by others. Thus, the qualification 
of the two ways as lucis et tenebrarum (1:1) is absent from the 
Didache, from the Epitomes of the Ecclesiastical Canons and the 
Ecclesiastical Canons themselves. It is found, however, in 
Barnabas, who has not invented it as by chance.24 One must say 
the same for the angels set over each of the ways, except that 
Barnabas this time takes his habitual liberty with his source: the 
angel of righteousness and the angel of iniquity have become for 
him the dwraywyot &yyedo. Tod Peod and the &yyedou Tod 
oaTave (18:1). Moreover, the two angels who watch over each of 
the ways are not described in exactly the same terms as in the 
Duae viae and the Manual of Discipline. For the latter it is the 
“Prince of lights” and the “Angel of darkness” (3:20f),-while for 
the Duae viae it is the “(angelus) aequitatis” and the “(angelus) 
iniquitatis” (1:1). But the divergence is more apparent than real, 
for the “Prince of lights ( 0°18 1)” is actually put in charge of 
the “sons of righteousness (?7¥ 732)” and the “Angel of darkness 
(qwin 4X2)” in charge of the “sons of iniquity ay 232)”, which, 
simplified, suggests quite naturally the angel of “righteousness” 
and the angel of “iniquity”, or perversion, of the Duae viae. 
Moreover, it suits our purpose to make, with respect to this par- 
ticular divergence, a more general remark. One could ask oneself 
whether the moral instruction of the Manual of Discipline has ever 
intended to impose itself itself in a form ne varietur to the “master 
of initiation”. Is it necessary to repeat that we must take care not 
to project into antiquity, and above all perhaps into Jewish antiq- 
uity, our modern understanding of the transmission of texts and of 
literary propriety? There has, doubtless, been space for many 

24 It is not absolutely impossible, moreover, that the double qualification: “life 

and death, light and darkness”, which characterises the Latin Duae viae among all 
the recensions, is the result of the encounter of two distinct currents in the transmis- 

sion which carry the one or the other. But one could admit it without the indications 

of literary relationship which we have raised being perceptibly weakened. 
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modifications of the received composition. It would have been nat- 

ural to think that the usage would have pretty nearly succeeded in 

fixing the framework but that a considerable freedom was opera- 

tive for the rest. In this genre of literature especially, the transmis- 

sion has always had the tendency to create new recensions. 

Without leaving the circles of writings which occupy us, one has 

only to think of the history of the Duae viae in Christian litera- 
ture. Few writings have been more muddled from the “Didachist” 
and Barnabas to the panegyrist of Shenoude, leaving aside the 
obstinate revisers of the Ecclesiastical Canons. For those who 
have familiarized themselves a little with this literary genre, there 
is nothing surprising in the fact that it should be above all the 
framework and the general line of development of the moral 
instruction of the Manual of Discipline which is found in the Duae 
viae: this is rather appropriate in the order of things. 

The accumulation of points of literary connection, which 
have been raised between these two writings, leaves little place for 
doubt then. The first owes to the second the entire framework of 
its construction. The Duae viae is only a variation on a known 
theme. Where has its author taken it from? One would not know 
what to say. It is not impossible that he himself belonged to the 
“Community of the Covenant”. But it is not necessary to go that 
far. It suffices that he must have come into contact with it, or that 
he has only known part of its special writings. The instruction 
which we read in the collection of the Manual of Discipline is 
moreover only loosely tied to it. It could, then, have circulated by 
itself, especially since it had a more general interest than that of 
the rule properly speaking. A Jew who knew Hebrew and Greek 
could have mastered it, while making use of the idea in a way 
which, while respecting entirely a literary framework established 
by usage, was original in his treatment of particular precepts. The 
more so since, according to all appearances, the Duae viae was 
originally written in Greek and not in Hebrew. It was probably 
not destined for the “Community of the Covenant”. Did it not then 
come out of it previously, before entering another milieu? That 
would explain in a positive way how it has been deprived of its 
eschatological material and its doctrine of the spirits to take on the 
genre of moral exhortation of which we have typical examples in 
the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs. Compared to the instruc- 
tion of the Manual of Discipline this is in every way a step 
towards universality. Must one think moreover that the Duae viae 
originally had proselytes in mind? It has often been proposed with 
respect to the Didache when one sought a Jewish origin for its 
Duae viae. But it goes without saying that such an intention has 
not proved entirely convincing. ; 

_ _ But be that as it may for the moment with regard to this par- 
ticular matter, a first indirect consequence becomes clear from the 
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totality of observations made and the conclusions drawn: that is 
that there is less chance than ever that Barnabas was the author of 
the Duae viae, as Robinson proposed. How then do we get back 
from the Latin Duae viae of Schlecht to that of the Didache, then 
to that of Barnabas, then finally to that of the Manual of Dis- 
cipline? One might as well say immediately that it is impossible. 
The recension most closely related to the prime source by its 
internal characteristics would then be at the same time the most 
distant in date and most indirectly derived. And, indeed, the 
literary problem of the Didache is not settled by all this, but the 
least that one could say is that it comes close to solving the 
impasse in which it was locked up by attributing the primitive 
Duae viae to Barnabas. 

A second consequence concerns the moral instruction of the 
Manual of Discipline. It seems to me that a resumption of the 
whole textual and literary problem of the Didache would show, on 
the one hand, with a high degree of probability, if not certainty, 
that the Duae viae which is incorporated in it, must have been in 
circulation in Syria-Palestine from the first half of the first century 
of our era. On the other hand, there is hardly any place for 
entertaining seriously the hypothesis that the moral instruction of 
the Manual of Discipline could have been derived from the Duae 
viae, rather than the other way round. Clearly one could always 
think that a common source has been used in two different ways. 
But that remains a simple possibility. As long as it is without sup- 
port, it could not prevail against this positive fact: as far as its 
literary framework is concerned, the Duae viae is easily explained 
by the existence of such a writing as the moral instruction of the 
Manual of Discipline. The conclusion is self-evident. One must 
take care, however, that it is limited: it only applies directly to the 
moral instruction of the Manual, not to the entire collection; 
obviously, it also only applies to its text and not to the manuscript 
which conveys it to us. What one can say is that the moral instruc- 
tion of the Manual of Discipline is not a late text, that it must 
already have been known at a date at least as early as the turn of 
the Common Era. 



AN ASPECT OF THE JUDEO-CHRISTIAN ETHIC: 
THE TWO WAYS 

WILLY RORDORF 

Neuchatel 

It is well known that the Didache, discovered by P. Bryennios and 

published by him in 1883, opens with this phrase: “There are two 
ways, one of life and one of death.” The teaching of the two 
ways, which is an ethical teaching, essentially takes up chapters 1- 
5 of the writing.! Very soon, people began to designate it as a 
manual of the Two Ways,? as die beiden Wege? or zwei Wege,* or 
more simply as the duae viae.> The teaching of the two ways, 
preserved in different forms in many Christian writings of the first 
centuries,® has not ceased exciting the curiosity of scholars. The 
research undertaken over almost a century has, among other 
things, concentrated on two problems: 1. The question of the 
provenance of the duae viae; 2. The question of the Sitz im Leben 
of the duae viae; to which I intend to add a third problem, that of 
the Nachleben of the duae viae in Christianity which, it seems to 
me, has been somewhat neglected. In what follows, I allow myself 
to take up each of these problems, one after the other; I apply 
myself to take account of past research and to draw the conclu- 
sions indicated by the present research. 

I. THE QUESTION OF THE PROVENANCE OF THE DUAE 
VIAE’ 

The resemblance between Didache 1-5 and the Epistle of 
Barnabas 18-20 already struck the first editor of the Didache. At 

For the moment we leave aside the question as to whether or not chapter 6 
forms the conclusion of the duae viae, or whether chapter 16 also originally belongs 
to the duae viae (cf. below, nn. 32, 36, and p. [10]). 

? So C. Taylor, The Teaching of the Twelve Apostles with illustrations from the 
Talmud (Cambridge: Deighton Bell, 1886). 

3 So A. Harnack, Die Apostellehre und die jiidischen beiden Wege (Leipzig: J. 
C. Hinrichs, 1886, 18962). 

* So R. Knopf, Die Lehre der zwélf Apostel. Die zwei Clemensbriefe (Tiibingen: 
Mohr, 1920 [HNT-E 1)). 

3 The Doctrina apostolorum, known already in part in 1884, begins in fact with 
the words: Viae duae sunt in saeculo, uitae et-mortis... 

® Apart from Did 1-5, one must point especially to Barn 18-20, Doctr, EccCan 
4-13 and EpEccCan, Const VII.1-18, Vie de Chenoute (Arabic), and various 
Pseudo-Athanasian texts. Cf. S$. Giet, L’énigme de la Didaché (Paris: Ophrys, 1970 
[PFLUS 149]) pp. 19-26. 

7 One finds summaries of the history of research in J.-P. Audet, La Didache. 
Instructions des apétres (Paris: Gabalda, 1958 [EBib}) pp. 2-21; P. Prigent-R.A. 
Kraft, Epitre de Barnabé (Paris: Les Editions du Cerf, 1971 [SC 172]) pp. 12-20. 
Cf. also A. Turck, Evangélisation et catéchése aux deux premiers siécles, 1962. 
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first, people thought there were only two possible solutions to the 
problem: either the Didache follows the Epistle of Barnabas in the 
duae viae section (so Bryennios, Harnack), or the other way 
round, and Barnabas here depends on the Didache (so Zahn, 
Funk). It was C. Taylor§ who advanced the hypothesis of a com- 
mon source which he believed to be Jewish; Harnack was won 
over to his point of view.° 

Since the complete text of the Doctrina apostolorum has been 
known and published,!° there is a new problem to be resolved: is 
it-a translation of the Didache or an independent text which was 
even closer to the supposed common source of Didache and 
Barnabas? The second response seems more plausible.!! But it has 
not helped to determine whether the common source was of 
Christian or Jewish provenance. 

A fervent defender of the Jewish origin of the duae viae was 
A. Seeberg. In several publications,!? he tried to prove the exist- 
ence of a primitive Christian catechism containing the two ways, 
instructions concerning food (cf. Did 6!), instructions concerning 
baptism, prayer, the eucharist (cf. Did 7-10!) and a doctrinal 
teaching, in imitation of the catechism that the Jews used to 
initiate their proselytes, and which was inspired partly by the 
“Holiness Code” (Lev 17ff).!3 Because of their boldness, these 
theses of Seeberg have not found the hearing that they deserve;!4 
the fact remains that P. Carrington!5 and, following him, E.G. 
Selwyn!¢ were clearly inspired by him in their much better known 

8 Teaching of the Twelve Apostles; before Harnack, so it seems, J. Wordsworth, 
“Christian Life, Ritual and Discipline at the Close of the First Century”, The Guard- 
ian, London, 19 March 1884, Supp., cited by J.-P. Audet, Didaché, p. 12, n. 3. 

9 Apostellehre; cf. Die Apostellehre, in RPThK I (18963) pp. 723ff; Didache, in 
The New Schaff-Herzog Encyclopaedia of Religious Knowledge Ill (1909) p. 423. 

10 By J. Schlecht, Doctrina XII apostolorum (Freiburg im Breisgau: Herder, 
1901); cf. L. Wohleb, Die lateinische Ubersetzung der Didache kritisch und 
sprachlich untersucht (Paderborn: Schéningh, 1913 [SGKA 7]). 

11 Cf. E. Hennecke, “Die Grundschrift der Didache und ihre Rezensionen”, 
ZNW 2 (1901) pp. 58-72; E.J. Goodspeed, “The Didache, Barnabas and the Doc- 
trina”, ATR 27 (1945) pp. 228-247; B. Altaner, “Zum Problem der lateinischen Doc- 
trina apostolorum”, VgChr 6 (1952) pp. 1-47. 

12 Der Katechismus der Urchristenheit (Leipzig: A. Deichert, 1903); Das 
Evangelium Christi (Leipzig: A. Deichert, 1905); Die beiden Wege und das 
Aposteldekret (Leipzig: A. Deichert, 1906); Die Didache des Judentums und der 

Urchristenheit (Leipzig: A. Deichert, 1908). 
13 G. Klein, Der dlteste christliche Katechismus und die jlidische Propaganda- 

Literatur (Berlin: G. Reimer, 1909), goes still further: according to him, all the 
Christian moral teaching rests in actual fact on Gen 6:12 and Ps 34 (33)! 

14 Cf. F. Hahn, in his introduction to the book, Der Katechismus der Urchristen- 

heit reprinted in 1966; cf. also A. Turck, Evangélisation, pp. 20ff. 

1S The Primitive Christian Catechism. A Study in the Epistles (Cambridge: Cam- 
bridge University Press, 1940). 

16 The First Epistle of St. Peter (London: Macmillan, 19472) Essay II, pp. 363- 

466. 
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work on the primitive Christian catechism; but these two authors 

have not included the duae viae in their research (at least not 

directly). , 
After Seeberg, the question of provenance—Jewish or 

Christian—of the duae viae has not been much in the foreground. 

This disinterest is due to J.A. Robinson who, since 1912,17 took 

up again the thesis of the first editors of the Didache, namely that 
the duae viae of the Didache depends on that of the Epistle of 
Barnabas since the latter is an integral part of the whole Epistle 
which forms a literary unity. Robinson has been followed by the 
majority of scholars.18 In one stroke, the problem of the 
provenance of the duae viae seemed to be resolved: it was quite 
simply the creation of the author of the Epistle of Barnabas. Few 
were the critical voices who dared to say that the problem of the 
possible common source for Barnabas and the Didache remained 
completely unanswered. !9 

The discoveries of Qumran forced scholars to return to the 
problem left suspended. In fact, the Manual of Discipline (3:13- 
4:26) contains an instruction on the two spirits which resembles at 
many points the duae viae that we find in the Epistle of Barnabas 
and in the Didache; it even seems that the form of the duae viae 
represented by the Doctrina apostolorum is closer to it, which 
confirmed, after the event, the warning given long ago by Hen- 
necke, Goodspeed, Altaner.2° Audet has the merit of having been 
the first to turn to this problem and to have shown in detail that 
the Christian duae viae must have depended, in one way or 
another, on his Qumran model.?! His demonstration has found a 
largely positive response.22 Daniélou, in various publications,?3 

17 “The Problem of the Didache”, JTS 13 (1912) pp. 339-356: cf. Barnabas, 

Hermas and the Didache (London: SPCK, 1920); “The Epistle of Barnabas and the 

Didache”, JTS 35 (1934) pp. 113-146; 225-248. 
'8 Besides J. Muilenburg, The Literary Relations of the Epistle of Barnabas and 

the Teaching of the Twelve Apostles (Marburg: no publisher given, 1929); R.H. 
Connolly, “The Didache in Relation to the Epistle of Barnabas”, JTS 33 (1932) pp. 
237-253; “The Didache and Montainism”, DRev 55 (1937) pp. 477-489: 
F.E.Vokes, The Riddle of the Didache. Fact or Fiction, Heresy or Catholicism? 
(London: SPCK, 1938). M. Vokes has recently said to me that he no longer holds 
his thesis of the Montanist origin of the Didache. 

19 J.-P. Audet (op. cit., pp. 20f) cites the following names: J.V. Bartlet, B. 
Capers A.J. McLean, C.H. Turner, B.H. Streeter, J.M. Creed, Th. Klauser. 

Crna 1, 
21 Cf. his article, “Affinités littéraires et doctrinales du Manuel de discipline” , 

RB Poe pp. 219-238; and his weighty commentary on the Didache (op.cit.), 
pp. 121-105. 

22 Cf. the most recent editions of the Didache and the Epistle of Barnabas, in 
R.A. Kraft, Barnabas and the Didache (New York: Thomas Nelson & Sons, 1965 
[AF 3]), and P. Prigent & R.A. Kraft, Epitre de Barnabé (Paris: Les Editions du 
Cerf, 1971 [SC 172]). Cf. also J. Liebaert, Les enseignements moraux des Péres 
apostoliques, 1970, pp. 99f. 
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has shown the same point of view. S. Wibbing*4 has supported 
this thesis in proving that the Christian lists of vices and virtues 
depends on the same section of the Manual of Discipline from 
Qumran. In his turn, E. Kamlah25 has uncovered the religions- 
geschichtlich background of this form of paraenesis in the writing 
of late Judaism and early Christianity. 

Light thus seems to have been cast on the provenance of the 
duae viae: it issued from a dualistic Essene tradition and has made 
its way into Christianity.2° However, there are still questions 
which pose themselves and which future research must take into 
consideration if it wishes to come to solid established results. 
Here are the questions: 

1. One must not lose the unique perspective that the comparison 
between the Manual of Discipline from Qumran and the different 
forms of the Christian duae viae brings concerning the dualistic 
framework (which is absent in the Didache!) and concerning the 
general literary genre of instruction which places side by side a 
list of virtues and a list of vices; but in the detail of content and 
vocabulary, resemblances are missing. Moreover, if Audet is to 
be believed, the duae viae of the Didache was addressed “to the 
Gentiles”2’ and consequently is situated in a universalist and not in 
a particularist orientation (as in Qumran). One is then forced to 
admit, with Audet,?8 that “the duae viae has known, doubtless in 

23 Cf. for example, “Une source de la spiritualité chrétienne dans les manuscrits 
de la Mer Morte: la doctrine des deux esprits”, DViv 25 (1953) pp. 127ff; The 
Dead Sea Scrolls and Primitive Christianity, trns. §. Athanasio (Baltimore, Md: 
Helicon, 1958) pp. 41ff; The Theology of Jewish Christianity 1 (London: Darton, 
Longman & Todd, 1964) pp. 28ff, 315ff; and again more recently, La catéchése 
aux premiers siécles (1968) pp. 127ff. 

24 Die Tugend- und Lasterkataloge im Neuen Testament (Berlin: de Gruyter, 
1959 [BZNW 25]. 

25 Die Form der katalogischen Pardnese im Neuen Testament (Tiibingen: Mohr, 
1964 [WUNT 7]). Cf. previously A. Wlosok, Laktanz und die philosophische 
Gnosis (Heidelberg, 1960 [Abh. HAW, Philhist. K1.2]) pp. 107ff. 

26 H. Braun, Qumran und das Neue Testament Il (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1966), pp. 
184 ff, 286ff, summarizes the discussion in a very nuanced and competent manner. 
According to E. Robillard (“L’Epitre de Barnabé: trois époques, trois théologies, 
trois rédacteurs”, RB 78 (1971) pp. 184-209), it was Barnabas, the companion of 
Paul, who took up the Jewish duae viae for his own missionary purposes! 

27 In fact, J.-P. Audet, Didaché, pp. 91ff, places confidence in the long title of 
the writing which he believes would have had, in a Jewish milieu, the following 
sense: Avdax7 Kupiov (= God!) Toi¢ &veouv. : 

28 Didache, p. 158. So too Prigent in Prigent & Kraft, Epitre de Barnabé, p. 20. 
Cf. the critical remarks of F. E. Vokes, “The Didache—Still debated”, ChQR 3 

(1970) pp. 58f, 62. 
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the first period of its history (pre-Christian?), a very active 

recensional phase.” 

2. On the whole, the relationship between the Manual of Dis- 

cipline and the duae viae, dazzling because recently discovered, 

does not seem to be much closer than one had established, before 

the “new wave” from Qumran, between Jewish proselyte 

catechetical instruction and the duae viae that one believed to be a 

Christian catechetical instruction.2° Although we might be poorly 
informed on the baptism of Jewish proselytes in the primitive 
Christian epoch, the parallels which it presents to Christian bap- 
tism are undeniable.*° Future research must not neglect this aspect 
of the problem. 

3. There is another matter: that is the Old Testament background 
of the duae viae. I am not thinking here of the allusions to the 
theme of the two ways which are found in the Old Testament, but 
I am thinking of the very specific genre of the Bundesformular 
which K. Baltzer3! has revealed in certain Biblical texts, and that 
he has uncovered, in new forms, precisely in the Manual of Dis- 
cipline at Qumran and the Christian duae viae. One must be care- 
ful to take this view of things seriously in future.*2 

Given the complexity of the problem of the provenance of the 
duae viae, one should above all avoid simplistic, unilateral solu- 
tions; it does not seem, in fact, that the duae viae (in all its forms) 

29 Cf. in particular A. Benoit, Le baptéme chrétien au second siécle (Paris: 
Presses Universaires du France, 1953) pp. 5-33, but also D. Daube, The New Testa- 
ment and Rabbinic Judaism (London: University of London Athalone, 1956), pp. 
106ff. The Golden Rule and the Household Code incorporated into the duae viae 
are also situated rather in this context: cf. A. Dihle, Die goldene Regel (Gottingen: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1962 [StAW 7]), and D. Schroeder, Die Haustafeln des 
Neuen Testamentes (Thesis, Hamburg, 1959). A. Adam (“Erwagungen zur Herkunft 
der Didache”, ZKG 68 [1957] pp. 30ff), is very specific: he sees in the duae viae 
the catechetical manual of the Jewish proselytes of Adiabene. 

30 M. Dujarier (Le parrainage des adultes aux trois premiers siécles de l’Eglise, 
1962) while dealing entirely with the possible background in Qumran (pp. 103ff), 
has not ignored this problem (pp. 73ff). Cf. also J. Jeremias, Infant Baptism in the 
First Four Centuries, ts. D. Cairns (London: SCM, 1958) pp. 28ff. 

31 Das Bundesformular (Neukirchen, Vluyn: Neukirchner Verlag, 19642 
[WMANT 4]). Cf. the good summary in French in J. L’Hour, La morale de 
Valliance, in CahRB 5 (1966). See also J. Becker, Untersuchungen zur Ent- 

stehungsgeschichte der Testamente der zwdlf Patriarchen (Leiden: Brill, 1970). 
32 E. Kamlah, Pardnese, p. 163 n. 1, has made the criticism very easily! We 

should note, however, that the two authors agree in saying that chapter 16 of the 
Didache belongs to the primitive duae viae. Cf. H. Késter, Synoptische 
Uberlieferung bei den apostolischen Vatern (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1957 [Tu 
65]}) pp. 160, 173, 189f, and R.A. Kraft, Barnabas and the Didache, pp. 12ff. 
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comes from Qumran, nor that it is derived uniquely from the 
instruction given to Jewish proselytes, nor again that it was a late 
expression of the covenant morality rooted in the Bundesformular. 
By way of hypothesis, I see the evolution rather in the following 
manner: the Old Testament ethical tradition attached to the 
Bundesformular has undergone in certain circles of late Judaism 
(not in all) a clearly dualistic modification under Persian influence 
(in this area, I freely follow Kamlah). Christianity has inherited 
both these currents, dualistic and non-dualistic. In the New Testa- 
ment, we find both these traditions.33 Is it not possible that the dif- 
ferent forms of the Christian duae viae also reflect the two tradi- 
tions? From this point of view, the Doctrina apostolorum and the 
Epistle of Barnabas take their place in the dualistic lineage of 
moral instruction that is found in the Manual of Discipline, while 
the Didache and the documents derived from it represent the non- 
dugalistic lineage of moral instruction which was formed in the 
course of the history of Israel and which has passed into the 
sapiential and synagogal teaching of Judaism (and eventually into 
the catechism given to proselytes).34 A study of the question of the 
Sitz im Leben will, perhaps, provide us with further light on this 
subject.35 

Il. THE QUESTION OF THE SITZ IM LEBEN OF THE DUAE 
VIAE 

In Didache 7:1 we read as follows: “On the subject of baptism, 
baptize thus: after having taught all which precedes (radTa ta&vTa 
Tpoe.movTec), baptize in the name of the Father and of the Son 
and of the Holy Spirit.” The words tatta mta&vTa mpoeim6vTEs 
must refer back to chapter 1-5(6)3° of the Didache, which contains 

33 Roughly (I take this with a grain of salt!), the synoptic gospels represent the 
non-dualistic tradition, while the Johannine and Pauline literature reflects the 

dualistic tradition. 
34 Cf. Audet, op.cit., pp. 255f. R.A. Kraft (Barnabas and the Didache, p. 136) 

places the accent on the criteria of eschatological intensity to distinguish between 
the traditions; he comes close to my point of view. In my opinion, however, the 
criterion of the presence or absence of the dualistic framework goes more to the 
heart of the problem. 

35 It is quite useless to try to say what the exact content of the pre-Christian duae 
viae was. Of course, the “gospel section” (Did 1:3-2:1) was not included. Giet 
(op.cit. (n. 6), pp. 153ff) wishes to be more specific: the Jewish duae viae did not 
contain the double love commandment, nor the “instruction of the wise” (Did 3:1- 
6), nor even (possibly) the way of death. There is no space here to discuss this 
thesis. As far as the double love commandment is concerned, cf. the implicit criti- 
que of C. Burchard in Der Ruf Jesu und die Antwort der Gemeinde, Festschrift fur 
Joachim Jeremias, ed. E. Lohse (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1970) pp. 

39-62. 
36 Didache 6:1 seems to be the end of the duae viae. However, the precept con- 

cerning foods (6:3) has its roots in an equally ancient tradition; cf. the apostolic 
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properly the duae viae. Consequently, the first editors of the 

Didache, Bryennios and Harnack, thought that the duae viae was 

without doubt a part of the catechetical teaching preparatory to 

baptism, in the milieu from which the writing emerged.%’ At first 

this interpretation was unanimously accepted by the scholarly 

world. It was Audet who first, as far as I know, questioned this 

assumption.3 He begins with the observation that the words 
TadTA ToVTA TpoEeLMovTEs are only found in the manuscript dis- 
covered in Constantinople (from A.D. 1056) and in the Georgian 
version, but not in the remains of the Didache in book VII of the 
Apostolic Constitutions, from the end of the fourth century. He 
can see only one possible explanation for this fact: the compilator 
of the Apostolic Constitutions did not find the words in question in 
the text of the Didache which he used. Moreover, he sees in the 
words tadra mé&vTa TpoettévTec a stylistically awkward insertion 
into the text from a second hand, which he does not hesitate to 
omit from his edition of the Greek text.3? This particular reading 
of the manuscript from Constantinople would then be a gloss of a 
copyist, who reflected the usage of the Egyptian church, to 
appropriate the duae viae for the instruction of catechumens.*° 

The thesis of Audet is very fragile. As far as the question of 
the style of the Didache is concerned, P. Nautin*! has already 
shown it. One could also remark that the style of the “addition” 
does not seem strange to the manner of expression of the editor of 
the Didache, since he utilizes in 11:1 a formula virtually identical: 
TAVTA TAVTA TA TpoELpnpéva. But what is more serious, is that 
Audet does not even ask the question whether the compilator of 

decree which is reflected , in an archaic form and in a catechetical context in the 
Pseudo-Clementines; cf. on this subject the work of E. Molland, in Opuscula 
Patristica (1970), pp. 25-60; A.F.J. Klijn, in NT 10 (1978) pp. 305-312; M. 
Simon, in BJRL 52 (1969-1970) pp. 437-460; and Y. Tissot, in RB 77 (1970) pp. 
321-346. One could even ask the question as to whether Didache 6:2-3 does not 
show that the duae viae is addressed originally to the God-Fearers (cf. the Noachic 
precepts of the Rabbinic tradition: Billerbeck III, 36ff); this is the thesis of M. 
Simon (cf. already J.-P Audet, op.cit., p. 354, and A. Stuiber, “Das ganze Joch des 
Herrn (Didache 6,2-3)” in Studia Patristica IV, ed. F. L. Cross (Berlin: Akademie- 
Verlag, 1961 [TU 79]) pp. 323-329). But, in Christianity, the unit of 6:2-3 belongs 
rather to an ascetic tradition: cf. below, pp. 161f. 

37 A. Harnack (Did Lehre der zwolf Apostel (Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs Verlag, 
1884 (TU 2,1-2)] p. 22) leaves open the question of whether it was a matter of a 
baptismal discourse immediately preceding baptism or of actual catechetical instruc- 
tion. 

38 Didache, pp. 58ff; cf. p. 358f. 
39 Ibid., p. 232. 
40 Cf. Athanasius, EpFest 39, but also Ce 12. 
41 “La composition de la “Didache” et son titre.” RHR 78 (1959) pp. 206f. Cf. 

also B. Botte, in BTAM 8 (1958) pp. 168. 
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the Apostolic Constitutions could not have had an interest in 
changing the text of the Didache for the reason that in his time 
and in his church the duae viae was no longer used for the 
instruction of catechumens.‘? One has the impression that this is 
the right answer when one reads an account of the baptismal 
catechesis in the Apostolic Constitutions VI1.39ff. 

If the critique of Didache 7:1 by Audet seems unjustified, 
then,#3 the question of the Sitz im Leben of the duae viae is not 
resolved for all that. In fact, it remains true that the duae viae was 
not used exclusively in catechesis preparatory to baptism. Proof is 
provided by the Epistle of Barnabas: in all probability it was 
addressed to Christians already baptized;‘4 at the end it takes them 
back to the teaching of the two ways.45 In the Didache, the duae 
viae then has its place in prebaptismal teaching; in the Epistle of 
Barnabas, on the contrary, it has its place in postbaptismal teach- 
ing. Can we speak about it any longer as a prebaptismal ethical 
instruction and its Sitz im Leben? 

Let us first pose a preliminary but important question: to 
whom was the duae viae addressed? To Jewish-Christians? Or to 
Gentile-Christians? Can the titles of the Didache give us the 
information we want? In fact, the manuscript of Constantinople 
carries two titles: “Didache of the Twelve Apostles” and 
“Didache of the Lord to the Gentiles through the Twelve 
Apostles.” It is not a matter of solving here the problem of the 
relation of these two titles to each other and to the rest of the writ- 
ing, a problem which is very complicated.‘ It is beyond doubt, 
however, that the long title (which seems inspired by Mt 28:19f) 
intends to present the Didache as a teaching given to converts 
coming from paganism.47 A passage of the duae viae itself con- 
firms this interpretation: in Didache 2:2 it is said, “You shall not 
commit murder; you shall not commit adultery.48 You shall not 

42 A linguistic indication that tends to support this assumption: why does he 
express himself just here in the following way: #5n pév xa mpdrepov dietaé apeba? 

43 Daniélou, in his publications on the subject (cf. n. 23), has always had con- 
fidence in the text of Did 7:1. 

44 Cf G. Schille, “Zur urchristlichen Tauflehre. Stilistische Beobachtungen am 
Barnabasbrief”, ZNW 49 (1958) pp. 31-52. 

45 Cf, the allusions to the duae viae in 1 & 2 Clement and in the Shepherd of 
Hermas, thus in writings which are addressed to baptized Christians. 

46 Audet (Didache, pp. 91ff) complicates it still more; cf. P. Nautin, in RHR 155 

(1959) pp. 210ff. 
47 So already Harnack, Die Lehre, pp. 27ff, contra Bryennios. 
48 Doct places the sin of adultery at the beginning, following in this the order of 

the Decalogue in the Septuagint (cf. also Philo, Decal 121; Clement of Alexandria, 
Protr 108; Paed I1.89:1). This order must be early (cf. S. Giet, L’énigme, p. 103). 
This is again an indication of the situation of origin of the duae viae in a milieu of 
“diaspora” Judaism and Christianity. 
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commit sodomy; you shall not commit fornication; you shall not 

steal; you shall not use magic; you shall not use sorcery; you shall 

not kill the child in the womb and you shall not kill the child 

already born.“ The precepts envisaging pederasty, magic, abor- 

tion and exposure of babies, which are opposed to the command- 

ments of the Decalogue, are more comprehensible if they are 

addressed to ancient Pagans.*? The duae viae seems then to have 

been destined for God-fearers or proselytes in a Jewish milieu, 

and to Gentile Christians in a Christian milieu. 
This conclusion can help us to understand why the Didache 

speaks of the duae viae as part of the catechetical instruction in 
preparation for baptism. Often, in fact, one has the impression 
that this testimony of the Didache was absolutely unprecedented in 
early Christian literature. The New Testament (apart from Heb 
6:1ff) does not seem to say anything to us of a prebaptismal 
catechesis; most of the moral instruction of the New Testament 
seems linked to post-baptismal paraenesis;>° the accounts of bap- 
tism contained in Acts suggests to us that one was baptized 
without losing any time with a preliminary catechesis. However, 
we should not forget that the first baptisms were the baptisms of 
Jews or God-fearers converted to Christianity. These did not have 
any further need to be initiated into the morality of the Covenant, 
they knew it and practised it even before they came to be 
Christians. Consequently, their faith in Christ Jesus was sufficient 
for them to be admitted to baptism. Quite different was the situa- 
tion of those first converts from Paganism seeking baptism: it was 
necessary to instruct them, prior to their baptism, in the rudiments 
of ethical behaviour in accordance with faith in one God. Saint 
Irenaeus, apparently knowing of this problem, writes as follows: 

Wherefore also Paul, since he was the apostle of the Gentiles, says, “I 
laboured more than they all” (1 Cor 15:10). For the instruction of the for- 
mer, [viz., the Jews,] was an easy task...But although they who were of 
the circumcision still did not obey the words of God, for they were 
despisers, yet they were previously instructed not to commit adultery, nor 
fornication, nor theft, nor fraud; and that whatsover things are done to our 
neighbours’ prejudice, were evil, and detested by God. Wherefore also 
they did readily agree to abstain from these things, because they had been 
thus instructed. But they were bound to teach the Gentiles also this very 
thing, that the works of such a nature were wicked, prejudicial,and use- 
less, and destructive to those who engaged in them. Wherefore he who 
had received the apostolate to the Gentiles, did labour more than those 
who preached the Son of God among them of the circumcision. 5! 

49 Cf. Audet, Didaché, pp. 286ff. See also Did 3:4. 
ied Cf. for example F. Hahn, Introduction to Seeberg, Der Katechismus, p. 

xxviii; this is one of the criticisms he makes of the studies of A. Seeberg. 
4 Haer IV.24:1-2; tms. W.H. Rambaut, The Ante-Nicene Fathers I (Grand 

Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans), p. 495. Is there an allusion to the duae viae in this text? 
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Not only must we postulate that such was indeed the situation of 
the mission among the Gentiles, already in the first century, but 
we have indications which confirm this point of view. In addition 
to what Dujarier5? has provided, with respect to the New Testa- 
ment, one could cite two texts from the beginning of the second 
century which, in all likelihood, pre-suppose prebaptismal ethical 
instruction. These are the letter of Pliny the Younger, on the one 
hand, and a passage from the Book of Elchesai, on the other. In 
his well-known letter to Trajan (X.96:7, trans. in J. Stevenson, A 
New Eusebius (London: SPCK, 1957], 13), Pliny says, speaking 
of the Christians whom he has interrogated: 

They maintained, however, that the amount of their fault or error had 
been this, that it was their habit on a fixed day to assemble before daylight 
and recite by turns a form of words to Christ as god; and that they bound 
themselves with an oath, not for any crime, but not to commit theft or 
robbery or adultery, not to break their word, and not to deny a deposit 
when demanded. 

According to the interpretation of this passage given by H. 
Lietzmann,>3 and which still remains the most plausible, the 
“binding oath” (sacramental) of which the text speaks, was the bap- 
tismal oath. In that case, we must suppose that an ethical instruc- 
tion has preceded baptism. The same conclusion is supported by 
the passage of the Book of Elchesai which Hippolytus%4 as fol- 
lows: 

(The one who dips himself in the water says:) “Behold, I call to witness 
the heaven and the water, and the holy spirits, and the angels of prayer, 
and the oil, and the salt, and the earth. I testify by these seven witnesses 
that no more shall I sin, nor commit adultery, nor steal, nor be guilty of 
injustice, nor be covetous, nor be actuated by hatred, nor be scornful, nor 
shall I take pleasure in any wicked deeds. 

Although it is here a question of a second baptism, as an act of 
penitance, which was made by self-immersion, it is beyond doubt 
that it belongs strictly to the rite of first baptism. 

We must add to this the testimony of the Pseudo-Clementine 
Preaching of Peter, a little later, it is true.55 These preachings of 

52 Le parrainage, pp. 117ff. Cf. J. Daniélou, La catéchése, pp. 37ff. 
53 “Die liturgischen Angaben des Pliniusbriefs”, in Geschichtliche Studien fiir A. 

Hauck zum 70. Geburtstag, pp. 34ff. 
54 Rey. omn. haer., 1X.15:5-6 (ANF V, p. 133). Cf. with respect to this passage 

E. Peterson, Frithkirche, Judentum und Gnosis (Rome: Herder, 1959) pp. 221-235. 
G. Kretschmar (Studien zur frithchristlichen Trinititstheologie, 1956, p. 212) 
rightly also refers to the baptism of Jewish proselytes. Cf. moreover the Ps.Clem. 
Contestatio (1:1). os 

55 Cf. G. Strecker, “Die Kerygmata Petrou”, in New Testament Apocrypha Il, 
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Peter’s are particularly interesting for our purpose since they 

reflect without doubt a prebaptismal ethical teaching which proves 

to be very close to the duae viae. We need only cite Homily VII:°° 

Peter preaches first to Tyre. As elsewhere,>’ it underlines the 

importance of following the precepts of the Apostolic Decree and 
further gives an explanation of the Golden Rule which takes up 
part of the Ten Commandments (cf. Did 1:2; 2:2-3). After this 
catechesis (the Greek text already uses the verb xatnxetv!) which 
lasts many days, the hearers are baptized en masse. Peter goes on 
to Sidon, where he takes up his catechetical teaching which leads 
to a large number of baptisms, speaking as follows: 

But I shall not refuse to show you the way in which you must be saved. 
For I have learned from the Prophet of truth the conditions fore-ordained 
of God...Knowing, then, these good and evil deeds, I make known unto 
you as it were two paths, and I shall show you by which travellers are lost 
and by which they are saved, being guided by God. 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. 

I believe that it is also necessary to mention, in this context, the 
baptismal rite of abrenuntiatio. Although it is attested explicitly 
only at the end of the second century,°? its roots must go back far 
in time. In fact, it is unthinkable that one could have created, at 
the end of the second century, a rite of renunciation of Satan, of 
his angels and his works, a rite which expresses a very marked 
eschatological dualism. This rite must be connected to a Jewish 
and Jewish Christian dualistic conception, to which was attached 
in its turn, as we see it, certain forms of the duae viae. But the 
right of renunciation of Satan implies the existence of a prior ethi- 
cal catechesis.© 

That is to say that there was, without doubt, an uninterrupted 
tradition of prebaptismal ethical instruction in the Christian church 
of the first two centuries, a tradition which has its roots in 

ed. E. Hennecke & W. Schneemelcher (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1965) pp. 
102¢f. 

36 One could also cite Hom XI and XVIII. 
57 Cf. the works mentioned in note 36. The translation given is from ANF VII, 

269. 
38 The influence of Mt 7:13f is obvious here. 
*° Cf. H. Kirsten, Die Taufabsage, 1960; G. Kretschmar, in Leiturgia 5 (1970) 

pp. 72, 96ff. 
6 Tertullian, De cor. 3:2 tells us, moreover, that the first renunciation was 

already made some time before the baptism. To this should be added the testimony 
of Justin, JApol 64 (cf. also 2 Clem 17:1). 
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Judaism, which has its Sitz im Leben in the context of the intiation 
of Gentile converts, and which led to the institution of the 
Christian catechumenate at the end of the second century. The 
duae viae has its place in this tradition.®! 

To end this section, I would like again to make a plea. The 
‘interest in “catechetical” traditions in the nascent church has 
grown appreciably in these last few years. One asks about the 
catechetical structure of the Sermon on the Mount,® one looks for 
it in the Synoptic Gospels in their entireties; likewise, one 
studies again, after Carrington and Selwyn, the catechetical ele- 
ments in the epistolary paraenesis of the New Testament.*+ But 
one generally forgets to specify whether one is speaking of pre- or 
post-baptismal catechesis. It would be wise, it seems to me, to dis- 
tinguish these things more, and to reserve the term catechesis for 
the instruction which one is sure was given before baptism. The 
application of a certain methodical rigour in this domain would 
clarify the situation and would, at the same time, I am convinced, 
cast new light on the ethical instruction prior to baptism.® 

Il. THE NACHLEBEN OF THE DUAE VIAE 
IN CHRISTIANITY 

In the first decades which followed the discovery of the Didache, 
people turned up all the passages in the Christian literature of the 

61 It is difficult to say whether one can compare the Christian catechumenate and 
the Qumran “catechumenate” (affirmatively, J. Daniélou, in RHPhR 35, 1955, 
105ff); the context is in any case very different. 

62 Cf. E. Massaux, The Influence of the Gospel of Saint Matthew on Christian 
Literature before Saint Irenaeus 1 (Macon, Ga.: Mercer University Press, 1990- 
1993); G. Bornkamm, Uberlieferung und Auslegung im Matthdusevangelium 
(Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchner Verlag, 19654 [WMANT 1] p. 15 (Cf. idem, in 

Mélanges Dodd, 1956, p. 225); J. Jeremias, The Sermon on the Mount, trns. N. 
Perrin (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1963 [Biblical Series 2]) pp. 19ff; C.H. Dodd, “The 
primitive Catechism and the Sayings of Jesus”, in New Testament Essays in Memory 
of T.W. Manson, 1959, pp. 106-118; W.D. Davies, The Setting of the Sermon on 
the Mount (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1964) pp. 370ff; O. Hanssen, 
in Lohse, Der Ruf Jesu (op.cit.) pp. 94-111. 

63 Cf. G. Schille, in NTS 4 (1957-1958) pp. 1-21; 101-114. 
64 C.H. Dodd, Gospel and Law: the Relation of Faith and Ethics in Early 

Christianity (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1965°); W. Schrage, Die 
konkreten Einzelgebote in der paulinischen Pariinese, 1961; K. Wegenast, Das Ver- 
stdndnis der Tradition bei Paulus und in den Deuteropaulinen (Neukirchen-Vluyn: 

Neukirchner Verlag, 1962 [WMANT 8)); cf. also G. Schille, in ZNW 46 (1955) pp. 
81ff; ZNW 48 (1957) pp. 270-280; ZNW 51 (1960) pp. 112-131; F.L. Cross, J 
Peter. A Paschal Liturgy (London: Mowbray, 1954); M.E. Boismard, in RB 63 
(1956) pp. 182-208; RB 64 (1957) pp. 161-183. 

65 The close relationship between the duae viae of the Didache and the Sermon 
on the Mount is undeniable (cf. the works mentioned in n. 62). Do they have the 
same Sitz im Leben? Cf. also J. Daniélou, La catéchése aux premiers siécles, 1968, 

p. 134f. 
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first three centuries which cited the duae viae or seemed to allude ~ 

to it.6© Two texts have come to be added in 1907 and 1914. These 

are the Demonstration of Apostolic Preaching of St. Irenaeus,*’ 

and the Sermon De centesima, de sexagesima, de tricesima.® A. 

Turck®? has the honour of having made the connection between the 

first text and the duae viae. As far as the Sermon is concerned, J. 

Daniélou” has seen that it cites Did 6:2; we shall come back to it. 

It is not my intention to add to this list of citations and allu- 
sions; moreover one cannot always say with certainty whether the 
allusions that one believes one has found really refer to the duae 
viae. I intend rather to study those texts of the fourth, fifth and 
sixth centuries which seem to me to be influenced by the duae 
viae and which noone has taken much account of. These texts 
show us at the same time that the Sitz im Leben of the duae viae 
has changed in the course of its history. 

The first text to cite is the Epitome of the Divine Institutions 
of Lactantius. In chapters 53-62, where Lactantius takes up book 
VI of the Divine Institutions, De vero culto, the influence of the 
duae viae is undeniable.7! In fact, we not only find allusions to 
one or another passage from the duae viae, but—what is 
more—we find the entire framework of the duae viae as it is 
preserved for us in the Didache and the Doctrina apostolorum. At 
the beginning is placed the theme of the two ways of life and 
death. The way of life is explained in the following way: firstly, 
one must love God who made us, secondly, one must love one’s 
neighbour. Love of the neighbour is explained, in its turn, by the 
Golden Rule (cf. Did/Doct 1:1-2). One must first combat vices, 
then plant virtues.72 To combat vices, one must begin by tearing 
up their roots in the heart: the passions (ira, avaritia, libido); 
then, one will be able to keep the Decalogue and the other 

66 A. Harnack, in his edition of the Didache (n. 37), already presented a rich 
dossier of parallels, but it was above all A. Seeberg who, in his various pub- 
lications (cf. n. 12), assembled a vast documentation on this subject; cf. also G. 
Resch, Das Aposteldecret, 1905, pp. 92ff. 

67 Published by Ter-Mekerttschian, in TU 31/1, 1907. 
68 Published by R. Reitzenstein, “Eine frithchristliche Schrift von den dreierlei 

Friichten des christlichen Lebens”, ZNW 15 (1914) pp. 60-90. 
69 Op.cit. (n. 7) pp. 128ff. 
70 In his review of J. Liébaert, Les enseignements moraux des Péres apostoli- 

ques, in RSR 59 (1971) p. 68. Cf. now his article in VigChr 25 (1971) pp. 71-81. 
71 Despite the statement to the contrary by B. Altaner, “Zum Problem”, p. 162. 

Cf. M. Gerhardt, Das Leben und die Schriften des Lactantius (Erlangen Thesis), 
1924, pp. 121-128. 

7” But, as Lactantius says in a formula: primum est enim non nocere, proximum, 
prodesse. Ambrose, OfMin I, again follows this scheme, and in this exact way, he 
surpasses Cicero. 



THE TWO WAYS 161 

Christian precepts (cf. Did/Doct 2-4).73 Finally, one can pass to 
the Christian virtue, which is love (cf. Did 1:3-2:1). Of course, 
Lactantius develops the primitive teaching of the duae viae in the 
light of the Christian philosophy which was his own; but it is all 
the more interesting to establish that an ancient manual of Jewish 
Christian ethics could have served him as the basis to do uty 
because this instruction proved so substantial that it could not be 
abandoned, and at the same time so supple that it could be trans- 
formed in its function for the needs of a new epoch. This 
endeavour of Lactantius, innovator and at the same time 
profoundly attached to the tradition, could perhaps inspire us 
today when it is also a matter of reformulating the Christian ethic 
in a new language.74 

A second text which I wish to cite is the sermon which is 
found at the end of the Canons of Hippolytus.75 Canon 38, the last 
of the collection, bears the title: “Concerning the night when our 
Lord was raised: that a person should not sleep on this night and 
that one should bathe (previously). Concerning the person who 
sins after baptism, and an explanation of this; concerning the 
prohibition of what one must not (do), and the practice of what 
one must (do).” In the list of titles, at the beginning of the collec- 
tion, one reads as follows: “And if anyone wishes to imitate the 
angels.” Very quickly, the author passes over to direct discourse; 
this part of Canon 38 seems then to be a sermon given during the 
Paschal Vigil. The preacher—the moment was well chosen to do 
it—repeats the baptismal liturgy in ordér to exhort his listeners.7¢ 
If they have rejected Satan, they must persevere, as good soldiers, 
in their promise, and not return to evil deeds, or else the Lord will 
not recognize them as his in the time of judgment: they must 
“Walk in the precepts of Christ.” Then follows a long list 
“concerning the things which one must not do,” a list which, in 
both literary genre and in content, resembles very closely the duae 
viae; it is followed, at the end, by a list of things “which one must 
do” which, itself, recalls the “Gospel section” of the duae viae. 
The list of things “which one must not do” finishes in this way: 
“If the Christian perseveres in all this, that is to say imitates 
Christ, he will be at his right hand, he will be sent with the angels 

73 It is true that Did/Doct do exactly the opposite of Lactantius: they first repeat 
the sins condemned by the Decalogue and then show those passions pushing a per- 
son to commit these sins. 

7 Cf., in a general way, the fine remarks of J. Daniélou, La catéchese, pp. 
170ff. 

75 Cf. the recent edition of R.-G. Coquin, in Patrologia Orientalis 31/2 (1966) 
pp. 413ff. For the editor, the Canons of Hippolytus has been edited in Egypt, about 

A.D. 340. 
76 One must suppose that there were newly baptized among them also. 



162 WILLY RORDORF 

and will be honoured by him; since he has taken the crown of the 

good, has accomplished his duty and has kept the faith, he will 

receive the crown of life which has been announced to those who 

love him,”—a passage which recalls the end of the Doctrina 

apostolorum. However, the text continues thus: “If the Christian 
wishes to be of angelic rank, then he shuns women once and for 
all and determines in his heart neither to look at them nor to eat 
with them. He swiftly gives away all his goods to the poor, he has 
the rule of the angels in humility of heart and of body.” The 
preacher addresses himself here to a different class of Christians, 
who go beyond what the ordinary faithful do; these select 
Christians live in celibacy and are voluntarily poor, give them- 
selves to suffering and “give themselves to death every moment, 
because of Christ, for the faith,” as the text says. They have to 
undergo the three temptations of Christ, “which are gluttony, 
pride and covetousness.” It is interesting to note that this part of 
the sermon has close parallels in certain monastic texts belonging 
to the same milieu.77 One must add to these texts the Syntagma 
doctrinae and the Pseudo-Athanasian Faith of the 318 Fathers 
which, as is well known, incorporates summaries of the duae 
viae. There also we find these two classes of Christians, but it 
receives a supplement reserved to the novdfovteg which is in the 
same vein as the sermon preserved in the Canons of Hippolytus. If 
one reads these texts, one is tempted to say that chapter 6 of the 
Didache to which these texts refer, reflects the same ascetic tradi- 
tion; it seems that the form of the duae viae attested by the manu- 
script of Constantinople has been marked by this tradition.78 

If we turn towards the West, we find confirmation of what 
we have come to see. In his explanation of the Sower (Mt 13:1 ff, 
par.), the author of the sermon De centesima, de sexagesima, de 
tricesima” distinguishes three classes of Christians: the martyrs 

7 Yt is a matter of the Pseudo-Athanasian Treatise on Virginity (which has, 
moreover, utilized the prayers of Did 9-10), of the two treatises of Evagrius of 
oe and a text of John Cassian, pointed out by R.-G. Coquin, Patrologia, pp. 

78 The relationship of this manuscript with the Liber graduum has been noted by 
A. Adam, “Erwagungen”, pp. 25f, by E. Peterson, Friihkirche, pp. 150f, and by 
G. Kretschmar, “Ein Beitrag zur Frage nach dem Ursprung friihchristlicher 
Askese”, ZThK 61 (1964) pp. 40f (the latter links the tradition in question to 
itinerant Syrian ascetics; it goes back to primitive Christianity and is reflected in the 
Gospel of Matthew and in the Apocalypse of John). In the other texts which 
reproduce the duae viae (cf. n. 6), the equivalent of Did 6:2-3 is missing; Const 
VII.19-21 also omits Did 6:2. 

79 According to R. Reitzenstein (“Friihchristliche Schrift”), the sermon was writ- 
ten as early as the end of the second century in North Africa (cf. also J. Daniélou, 
op.cit.); according to D. de Bruyne, in ZNW 15 (1914) p. 281, it is from the third 
century. 
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who produce fruit “one hundred-fold”, the ascetics who produce 
fruit “sixty-fold”, and the chaste who produce fruit “thirty-fold” . 
To support his point of view, he slips in on behalf of the martyrs, 
the citation of scriptura which goes as follows: si potes quidem, 
fili, omnia praecepta domini facere, eris consummatus; sin autem, 
uel duo praecepta, amare dominum ex totis praecordiis et similem 
tibi quasi [te ipsum]. The beginning is an almost literal citation of 
Didache 6:2a;®° the end is a valuable commentary on the very 
obscure phrase of Did 6:2b: “but if not, do what you can”: we 
now hear that “what is possible” is the double love command- 
ment, that is to say the very contents of the duae viae of which it 
is the explanation. The author of the sermon is eager to add that 
the fulfilment of the double love commandment is still not perfec- 
tion, but that there are various stages (gradus) to pass through on 
the way (uia) which leads to perfection. We are in the same per- 
spective that we have found in the sermon at the end of the 
Canons of Hippolytus: the duae viae is good for the mass of 
believers, but the “perfect” Christian goes further in his ascetic 
effort and in his readiness for martyrdom. 

In the sixth century, the situation has evolved still further: 
the duae viae is no longer an instruction addressed to all believers 
and which receives in ascetic circles a characteristic supplement, 
but is has become part of the monastic rule itself, both in Egypt 
and in the West. For Egypt we have the well-known evidence of 
the Arabic Life of Shenoude;*' for the West we have the Regula 
Benedicti.*2 In my opinion, it is undeniable that St. Benedict, in 
his prologue and fourth chapter of his Rule, was inspired by a 
form of the duae viae. In the prologue, the master addresses the 
sons and instructs them, in the manner of Psalm 34 (33), the “way 
of life” which tells us to do good and to avoid evil; this way of 
health is straight and narrow, expecially at the beginning, but it 
leads those who persevere to eternal life. Chapter 4 gives the list 
of things to do and to avoid; it begins with the double love com- 
mandment and also cites the Golden Rule (cf. Did/Doct 1:2), then 

80 The only change: 6Aov Tov fvyé6v becomes omnia praecepta. 
81 Cf, L.E. Iselin, in TU 13/1, 1895, p. 10f. The Arabic text is only from the 

seventh century, but it is the translation of a Coptic text which goes back to the 
sixth century, if not the fifth century. The teaching of the two ways seems moreover 
already to have played a rle in the earlier cenobitic tradition: cf. the first catechesis 
of Pachomius, edited and translated by L.-T. Lefort, in CSCO 159, 1965, pp. ff 
and CSCO 160, 19642, pp. 1ff. By contrast, the Rules of Saint Basil does not seem 
to have been inspired by the duae viae despite their use of the double love com- 

mandment. 
82 Cf. the recent edition of R. Hanslik, in CSEL 75, 1960. According to B. 

Steidle, Die Regel St. Benedikts, 1952, pp. 24ff, Benedict was eventually inspired 
by the rule of the monks of Lérins. 
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it makes one follow the precepts found in the second table of the 

Decalogue (cf. Did/Doct 2). The rest of the chapter also has many 

parallels of detail with Did/Doct 3-4 and with Did 1:3-2:1. Of 

course, precepts with a typically monastic character are now 

found mixed up with the primitive teaching of the duae viae, but 

the framework of the latter is still visible.8? Once the duae viae 
had made its way into the monastic tradition, it ceased to exist 
outside it.8+ It could be that the Waldenses have tried to use the 
duae viae in their preaching which essentially calls for conver- 
sion; but it is not certain.® 

Today when we know the importance that the duae viae has 
had for the ancient Church, one must pose the question as to 
whether it is not necessary for it to regain a place in our catecheti- 
cal instruction. I do not know a better way to express the value of 
the duae viae than by availing myself of Cardinal Daniélou’s own 
teaching: “The theme of the two ways is much more than a ped- 
agogical schema or a method of presentation. One would have 
believed it possible to see the description of the way of life pre- 
sented as a treatise on virtues and that of death as a treatise on 
vices. It is, in fact, much more than that. To place the candidate 
for baptism before the two ways which open before him, is to 
place him before a decisive option: the renunciation of Satan or 
adherence to Jesus Christ. The whole Biblical tradition witnesses 
to it. The way of life is that of those who have chosen God. It is 
this which gives to the whole of the moral catechesis according to 
the schema of the two ways its character of conflict, of struggle, 
particularly at the time of preparation for baptism, and moreover 
for all the Christian life. But it then concerns every other matter in 
a “good education”. This “moral” is indeed rather the exposure of 
a supernatural reality which shows that the soul must be wrested 
from the power of the forces of evil. It denotes the concrete path 
of the living faith. The theme of the two ways is then an essential 
catechetical topos.” 

pteert depends himself on the Regula Magistri (cf. SC 105, 1966, p. 

8* Besides the manuscript of Constantinople, which has preserved the text of the 
Didache itself, there are only a few medieval writings which keep the vague 
memory of this “apocryphal writing”; cf J. Schlecht, Doctrina XII Apostolorum 
(Freiburg-im-Breisgau: Herder, 1901) pp. 62ff, and J.-P. Audet, op.cit., pp. 87ff. 

85 Cf..on this subject H. Bohmer, in RE 20 (19083) p. 827. 
86 Ta catéchése, pp. 130f. 
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Jerusalem 

The majority of the Halachot embedded in this ancient book’, 
which was written a few years after the destruction of the Second 
Temple? in Israel or in Syria3, are typical of those which were 
adapted by the early Christians, with modifications, from the 
tradition and the custom of Israel, although some of the quasi- 
Halachot, which are included in the first chapters of this exposi- 
tion, originated in the Torah of the Jews in their substance and 
form. Inasmuch as these sections are “fundamental writings” of 
the book, and as an ancient Mishnah which was written in the 
times of the Temple by an Israelite, we shall, therefore, first of all 
examine the first document in order to acquaint ourselves with 
what it appertains to, as well as those statements analogous to 
Halacha which it contains, and afterwards return to discuss the 
body of Halachot which can be found in the remainder of the 
Christian chapters. 

Most scholars have noted the uniqueness of the first six chap- 
ters in relation to the other chapters for the following reasons: a) 
the subject matter: while all the other chapters deal with the estab- 
lishment of Christian ritual (baptism, prayers and fasts and bless- 
ings of the Lord’s Supper), fixing the the order of leadership in 
the communities (authorities—supervisors over kashrut and 
cantors) and the reception of apostles, prophets, laymen-hosts and 

! Mentioned only a few times in the first Christian writings, it disappeared and 
was discovered once more by Bryennios in 1875 and was published by him in 1883 
(P. Bryennios, Avdax7 T&v dédexa &00T6\wv [Constantinople, 1883]). My text is 
taken from the Harnack’s commentary, Die Lehre der zwélf Apostel (Leipzig: Hin- 
richs, 1893 [TU 2,1-2]) pp. 1-64. The orthography for the names of the Rabbis and 
the abbreviations of Rabbinic texts is taken from H. L. Strack & G. Stemberger, 
Introduction to the Talmud and Midrash (Edinburgh: Clark, 1991). 

2 There is no consensus in this regard, as there are some who attribute it to the 
first half of the second century. However, many scholars have situated it in the 
period between 80-100. See F. Zeller, Die Apostellehre, 6-16, (Miinchen: Késel, 
1918 [BKV 35]); R. Knopf, Die Lehre der zwélf Apostel (Ttibingen:Mohr, 1920 
[HNT.E 1]) p. 3; Harnack RE Ill, p. 712; Leclercq, Dictionnaire d’archéologie 
chrétienne et de liturgie 4,1, p. 777. 

3 Harnack (Die Lehre, pp. 168-170) and others presume that it was written in 
Egypt. However there are some details in the book itself which point to its place in 
Israel and in Syria. See Knopf, Die Lehre, p. 3, and especially A. Greiff, Das 
dlteste Pascharituale der Kirche, Did. 1-10, und das Johannesevangelium (Pader- 
born, 1929) pp. 11-36 (although his arguments for Antioch are not decisive); Jor- 
dan, Geschichte d. altchr. Literature p. 342; E. Hennecke, Neutestamentliche 

Apokryphen (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1964) p. 560 
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priestly gifts and gifts for the poor (chs. 7-10, 11-14), the above 

mentioned chapters deal with “Two Ways”, the Way of Life and 

the Way of Death, and propose a paradigm for the principles of 

religion which are based, in the main, on Torat hamidot, which 

devolved from Scripture and which permeates the Tannaitic Mish- 

nah, the Apocrypha and the books written by the scholars of Israel 

in Greek, and which contain (except for Did 1:3-6 from the word 
“bless” and 6:2-3)4 not the slightest hint of Christianity; b) from 
the wording: we can discern that the style of these chapters differs 
completely from the language of the others; c) from the aspect of 
their use, since we find these chapters embedded in the Epistle of 
Barnabas 19-20 and other later writings>, a fact which could pos- 
sibly attest to the existence of “the Two Ways” as a book in its 
own right, as well as to its antiquity relative to the final Teaching 
of the Apostles (and relative also to the Epistle itself). On the basis 
of these sections, scholars* have presumed that they have before 
them a Jewish book which was written before the Destruction 
(even antedating Paul, who uses it in some of his Epistles’, as well 
as being embedded in Berachot) and served as the foundation of 
the exposition of the Christian writer, who made of it a quasi- 
opening and an authoritative Torah for the Gentiles who came to 

4 These verses were added by the Christian writer; see P. Drews, “Untersuchung 

zur Didache”, ZNTW 5 [1904] pp. 53-79, esp. 54. 
5 See Hennecke, Neutestamentliche Apokryphen, pp. 556-7, to which should be 

added the Coptic version of the Didache copied by C. Schmidt (“Das koptische 
Didache-Fragment des British Museum”, ZNW 24 [1925] pp. 81-99), and the 
Georgian translated by G. Peradse (“Die “Lehre der zw6lf Apostel’ in der georgis- 
chen Uberlieferung”, ZNW 31 [1932] PP. 111-116). 

6 Harnack RE II, pp. 193-196 on the basis of C. Taylor, The Teaching of the 
Twelve Apostles (Cambridge: Deighton Bell, 1886) to which I did not have access; 
as well as most scholars. However, there are those who advance the hypotheses that 

it was written by a Jewish-Christian, and even though they admit that the Jewish 
material had been embedded in it (Hennecke, Neutestamentliche Apokryphen, p. 
558) nevertheless apparently this hypothesis is far-fetched, as is Harnack’s inter- 
pretation (RE III, p. 718). It is superfluous to say that the claim that “the golden 
tule”, which is presented here, is Christian can be rejected. Even the proof of the 
term cyto. (“saints”) in 4:2 is not decisive, nor is the expression odc 76 mvetpa 
hroiweoev in 4:10; since Kadosh and Kedoshim are found even among the scholars, 
and in Enoch 1.48:1 (Tzadikim, Kedoshim and Bechirim) and in the Syriac Baruch 
66:2 (Kedoshim, Tzadikim and Hachamim). And in the Talmud it is written, “All 
those who observe the words of Sages are called Kadosh” (b.Yeb 19a). Neverthe- 
less, in regard to this and to the latter proof it must be said that testifying, “What 
we have not seen can not be considered proof”. Since so little is extant in the tradi- 
tion of the latter generations prior to the destruction of the Temple, we can deduce 
from the language of the early Christian writings that they originated with them (or 
were unique to them), and did not belong to Israel. 

7 In addition, Drews (“Untersuchung”, pp. 53-63) presumes that chapter 16 also 
belongs at the end of the Two Ways document and derives from the same writing; 
however this has not been proven, and perhaps it is from another Jewish source. 
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accept the Christian religion. 
However, we must first discuss the very essence and purpose 

of this Jewish writing, inasmuch as it is the general opinion 
accepted by researchers that the book under discussion was writ- 
ten primarily for Gentiles who came to convert to Judaism, in 
order to teach them the fundamentals of religion and the mitzvoth 
of the religion, in accordance with what we have learnt in the 
tradition of the Sages about the Mektzat mitzvoth which were pre- 
sented to each convert.’ But this assumption, which depends on 
their use in the relevant chapters in the Teaching of the Apostles 
for training Gentile-Christians, has no basis in its contents. Not 
only is there no hint of this purpose in the book itself, but there is 
no allusion to it in the substance of those mitzvoth of the Torah 
which all those who wish to convert to Judaism are required to 
confess to, such as the Sabbath, Holy Days and forbidden foods 
etc., as these have been interpreted in the Tannaitic Mishnah.? On 
the other hand, we do find some matters in the document which 
are not a priori presented to the Gentiles who have come to take 
upon themselves the burden of the kingdom of God and 
mitzvoth.‘° Therefore, we must seek the orientation of the book in 
some another way. 

Apparently, the facts which determine the essence and pur- 
pose of the exposition are as follows: a) the writer has set out to 
provide a brief manifesto of the fundamentals of life according to 
Judaism; b) these fundamentals are, on the whole, in the sphere of 
mitzvoth between man and man, and the minority refer to with- 
drawal from anything resembling idolatry; c) it begins with the 
writer committing himself to the Ten Commandments, which he 
presents in his opening, inferring that the remainder of his words 
can be considered mere commentaries; d) an account of the spe- 

8 Harnack RE III, p. 724; Drews, “Untersuchung”; K. Kohler, s.v. “Didache”, 

JE IV, p. 585; I. Elbogen, Der jiidische Gottesdienst in seiner geschichtlichen 
Entwicklung (Frankfurt a. M., 19247) pp. 71-74; Knopf, Die Lehre, p. 2; Zeller, 
Apostellehre; G. Klein. (Der dilteste christliche Katechismus und die jiidische 
Propaganda-Literatur (Berlin, 1909] p. 172) is of the opinion that this is a Torah 
for Gerim Toshavim but the writer can be counted among the “opposition to 
Halacha” and of “heirs of the prophets”, who rescinded the Mitzvoth between man 
and God and accepted Gentiles who observe the moral Mitzvoth of Judaism. But he 
has no proof for his words. 

9 b.Yeb. 47a (and in Tractate Gerim 1:3 we find only eight minor Mitzvoth and 
see Ruth Rabba, end of chapter 1) for those who seek to complement the “Two 
Ways” with Halacha, which parallel the Christian Law—circumcision, sacrifices, 
purities, Sabbaths and Holy Days—there is no foundation for this in the book itself. 
See Hennecke, Neutestamentliche Apokryphen, p. 558. 

10 For example the warnings found in chapter 4 (to cover yourself with the dust 

from the feet of the kedoshim, to flee from doubt and from conflicts in the com- 

munity). 
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cial transgressions in which the Gentiles of his day were mired (as 

well as before and after his time), in other words the Greeks and 

the Romans who sanctioned them, as well as flattery towards the 

deeds of these nations. 
First of all, we must illustrate the analogy between our docu- 

ment and other extant writings, which include comprehensive 
expositions (in the opinion of their owners) of Judaism and its 
essence, such as the sections which are embedded in Contra Apion 
by Josephus, the end of the second book,!! Philo’s chapters in the 
remains of his book ‘Yao@y7tKc&,!2 and the Jewish poetry attributed 
to Phocylides.!3 However, the first two compositions mentioned, 
although they are equivalent to the essay under discussion as far 
as the generality of their exposition is concerned and even in some 
of their details, nevertheless the evident differences obviate their 
being reviewed together with this essay. First of all, although 
hermeneutical principles occupy a major portion of these writings, 
they also devote a prominent place to presenting the essence of 
Judaism in the sphere of the fundamental mitzvoth between man 
and God;!4 and secondly, most of the warnings in “the Two 
Ways” cannot be found in these sections; and lastly, the language 
of these writings attests to their having been, for all practical pur- 
poses, consciously written for the Gentiles to explain to them the 
customs practised by Israel in order to vindicate them to the 
enemies of Israel among the nations. 

However, a comparison of our essay to that attributed to 
Phocylides discloses an apparent close affinity between them, as 
even the poetry leans towards the exposition of the mitzvoth of the 
Ten Commandments as well as a warning against violations of the 
mitzvoth between man and man (including incest), while avoiding 
giving details in regard to the mitzvoth between man and God 
(except in two verses which speak of the prohibition on corpses 
and non-kosher food), and we find many sayings written in these 
two books which are similar in their content and language.!5 Fur- 
thermore, to my mind it seems that we should pay attention to the 

'l Especially chs. 26-30. 
12 In Eusebius, Praep. Evang. VIII.7. 
'3 In J. Bernays, Gesammelte Abhandlungen Il (Berlin, 1885) pp. 254-261. 
14 Especially Josephus, but also Philo. 
'S Such as taking a vain oath (2:3)—Cf. ch. 16; avoiding witchcraft (3:4), ch. 

149; fleeing doubt and conflict (4:3-4), ch. 184; abortion and discarding foetuses, 
ch. 183; regarding the matter of justification (and the reason for it—partnership in 
assets), ch. 30:59-60; giving wages and labour (missing in the Greek Didache but 
found in the one copied by L. E. Iselin, Eine bisher unbekannte Version des ersten 
Teiles der “Apostellehre” (Leipzig: Heusler, 1895 [TU 13,1b]) pp. 1-16 from Vita 
des Schenudi, in Arabic,)(2:4)—“Do not oppress the wages of an employee”, and 
apparently it is one of the principles of the Didache. See fn. 28 below and others. 
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fact that in neither of them do we find an allusion to the unique- 
ness of God or a warning against idolatry (although it does contain 
several recriminations against other transgressions which were 
widespread among the nations) and against abodah zarah (the dust 
of idolatry). 

J. Bernays sees in the Phocylidian poetry a quasi-Talmud 
arranged for the Gentiles as in the “Seven Noachide laws”; in 
other words, the Jewish writer had proceeded to teach the for- 
eigners those Noachide laws which they are obligated by the 
Torah to observe, in accordance with tradition.!° However, not 
only are some of his utterances inconsistent with the Gentile 
“Catechism” ,!7 but the absence of the cardinal principle of the 
seven Noachide laws, namely, the prohibition on idolatry, is 
decisive in refuting the explanation of this scholar. In fact Bernays 
himself grappled with this problem which undermined his meth- 
odology and forced him to resolve it by proposing that the writer 
had made a special effort to avoid offending what was so “dear 
and precious” to the foreign readers. Needless to say, his answer 
is far-fetched. 

However, despite the fact that some of the sayings in the 
above poetry were deliberately!’ written for the nations, who were 
preoccupied with the major moral mitzvoth, the final chapter, 
where the writer sums up his commandments, namely, that these 
are the revealed and wise “mysteries” of Judaism as opposed to 
the secretive and magical “mysteries” of the ritual of the idol wor- 
shippers, attests to the fact that the words were deliberately aimed 
at the Gentiles. In any case, we cannot conclude from this that 
they were written for the purpose of constituting a Torah for 
them. It is more plausible that the book in its core is only an 
exposition of the principles and ways of life of the Jews,}9 
invidiously comparing them to the foreign culture in which many 
Israelites were involved. This is why it did not specify the Mitzvah 
of the uniqueness of God and the prohibition on idolatry, as these 
were a “cardinal principal” among the Jews, even among the most 
distant, and it was superfluous to mention them. And when the 
author clothes the composition in foreign attire, by attributing it to 
a Gentile, it becomes obvious that he was aspiring to bring it to 

16 Bernays, Abhandlungen, p. 252, and Klein (Katechismus, pp. 144f) agrees 
with him. 

17 Such as V.95—“Don’t put your faith in the crowd” etc. 
18 Abortion, discarding of newborn for predators, homosexuality, cruelty 

towards slaves and similar sayings. 
19 This refers to the essence of this document; since there were additions of 

chapters from the sphere of halachot of Derech Eretz, as well as wisdom literature 

from the books of homiletical sayings. It is also obvious that some of the sayings in 

it, both in the content as well as form, were influenced by Greek wisdom. 
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the attention of the Gentiles in order to praise Judaism, and to say 

that in its essence it was reflected upon and learnt by an ancient 

Greek scholar. Yet, the “Noachide Laws” cannot be found here; 

whereas the “Two Ways” does not resort to any semblance of 

subterfuge and even in its intimate language it supports our asser- 

tion that this is a presentation of the principles of Judaism, as con- 

ceived by the writer.?° 
This method of exhaustively presenting the principles of 

belief of the nation was widespread in Israel in the times of the 
Second Temple (and afterwards). There are a few aspects to this 
way of thinking. There were those who distinguished between 
mitzvoth which obtained for the individual, thus isolating them 
from others for all practical purposes, such as the enactment in 
Lod that idolatry, incest and bloodshed, which are subject to capi- 
tal punishment, must not be transgressed. However, the unique- 
ness of these mitzvoth antedates the Destruction by many days, 
since the purpose of the famous Apostolic Decree (Acts 15:2) that 
Christian Gentiles must avoid idolworshipping and prostitution 
and (meat) from what has been strangled and from blood was to 
impose on the foreigners the above-mentioned three mitzvoth, and 
“blood” does not refer to a prohibition on eating but on 
bloodshed, as G. Resch has deduced from the precepts.?! Needless 
to say, James, the brother of Jesus, and his followers did not con- 
trive this arbitrarily, but made a binding decision in regard to the 
disagreement between Paul and the Elders of Jerusalem by effect- 
ing a compromise, as was the custom in the tradition of the early 
generations of Israel. 

And there were those who saw the major mitzvoth as pro- 
genitors of others, but these were no more than commentaries to 
the “general principles”, such as the Ten Commandments which 
were regarded as “fathers” to the Torah, as Jesus replied to an 
enquiry in Matthew 19:18-19, and as has been proven by the 
words of Paul in Romans 13:10. We already know that this was 
accepted by Philo, who took pains to propose the Ten Command- 
ments and their commentaries as a Halacha, and even organized 
his Mishnah as an elucidation of the Halachot of the whole Torah 
and as an outcome of these Commandments, and therefore linked 
the mitzvoth to each and every Commandment?2. Furthermore, 

20 Idolatry was mentioned in the Didache only in enumerating crimes (5:1) and 
not in the body of the Mitzvoth. 

21 G. Resch, Das Aposteldekret nach seiner ausserkanonischen Textgestalt (1905 
[TU 13,3]). “Western version” and the word “the suffocated” does not appear in 
the tradition which initially did not discuss prohibited food. 

» And it is proven from the reading out in the Temple of the Ten Command- 
ments together with the reading of the Shema (b.Tam 85, 41) and even the other 
cities and villages in Israel wanted to read them but this was abolished in view of 
“the resentment of the Minim” (b.Ber 12a; Jerusalem Talmud, Ibid.). And even 
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there were even those who enjoined being more stringent in 
observing the Commandment, and ruled that a death sentence 
should be imposed on transgressors, in contrast to those who 
transgress the other prohibitions of the Torah23, and this is 
reminiscent of the endeavour to base the whole Torah on two 
great principles of loving God and loving humankind?4, and the 
way in which Jesus spoke to the Pharisee: Mt 22:37-40; Mk 
12:30-32 (and from the reply of the scribe we can learn that these 
words were the transmission of the Oral Tradition); Lk 10:27 
(here also it was Oral Tradition in the hands of the Sages). And 
there were those who attributed the whole Torah to one “great 
principle”, loving humankind, as Hillel did in his reply to the con- 
vert and similarly we read what Paul has written in Galatians 5:14 
and we can read the Epistle of James 2:8. Now, these principles 
in all their multiple aspects can be found in several places in the 
Apocrypha, in particular in those chapters where it is possible to 
regard them as a quasi-exposition on the fundamentals of life and 
Torah resembling the Two Ways; and even here we can discern 
differences which can be reduced to only one principle “loving 
humankind”, and there were those who included the love of God 
and the mitzvoth obtaining to religion and ritual. Thus we read in 
the Book of Jubilees 20:2-3 about Abraham, who ordained justice 
and the love of one’s neighbour, circumcision and idolatry, and 
also about Isaac (/bid. 15:2-3, justice, love idolatry). And 
similarly the author of Tzvaot Shevatim, although the latter 
ultimately inclines towards the mitzvoth between man and man. 
And also the apocryphal Jeremiah? seeks in the streets of 
Jerusalem, in accordance with God’s wishes, a man who performs 
tzedek (righteousness), loves his brother and neighbour and 
purifies the idols on the altars with his mouth.26 Likewise, the 

though there were those who adhered to this custom even afterwards, as we have 
learnt from the Nash Papyrus and from sections of the Genizah (Mann, HUCA 2, 
pp. 283-4). And Rabbi Levi (j.Ber 1:3a) stresses that the reason we read the por- 
tions of the Shema is because of the Ten Commandments that it contains. 

23 See I. Heinemann, Philons griechische und jlidische Bildung (reprinted Darm- 
stadt, 1962) p. 357. We can even see this same tradition in Philo (He himself com- 
ments that there are divergent opinions) who supports the death sentence as punish- 
ment for making a vain oath, for the same above-mentioned reason. 

24 There are iwo aspects to our writing which have converged as one, since it 
begins, “This is the way of life, first love God your Creator, second your neigh- 
bour as yourself, and what you do not want to happen to you, do not do unto 
others”; he added to the “great principle”, the love of humankind, the “Golden 
Rule” of Hillel and Rabbi Aqiba, which can be found in Philo in the in the extant 
parts of the ‘Yao@nrixé and in the Book of Tobit 4:15 (cf. the defence of Aristides 
I, Mingana 159, 14, 4 published by J. Geffcken p. 22) and concludes with the Ten 

Commandments. 
25 A. Mingana, Woodbrooke Studies 1, 1927. 
26 Pp. 171. 
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wonderful verses which open with “Happy is he” in the Slavonic 

Enoch (2 Enoch 35-60), which speak of truth and justice and the 

love of peace and even chasidut towards heaven (although the for- 

mer triumph) and in Enoch 1:94-99, where Enoch reads “from the 

books”, presenting many sayings which combine to comprise one 

big unit which limits itself to a discourse on good qualities and 

justice (towards humankind). In general, these are the writings of 

Jews, expositions on Judaism, compelling us to regard them as the 
fruit of the indefatigable reflective thought of the nation, which 
sought exhaustively to derive for itself the principles of Torah and 
to assure its transmission for the benefit of its children.?’ 
Inasmuch as Judaism in the times of the Second Temple (as during 
the times of the Prophets) tended to see the essence of the Torah 
as justice and tzedaka and the love of humankind “the mitzvoth 
(between man and God) were not given except to unite all Israel 
together”, therefore even these expositions, which were born and 
evolved with these thoughts in mind, include, on the whole, mat- 
ters originating from the same sphere.78 

We shall return to examine those Halachot which are 
embedded in the “Two Ways”. 

The Prohibition on Abortion 

2.2 ov dovedboeic Téxvov év Popa ovde yEevvnOev ATOKTEVEIC 
Do not destroy the foetus and do not murder the newborn. 

27 An outstanding example of this way of seeking the principles of Mitzvoth 
(without discussing the essence of belief) can be found in the article by Rabbi Sim- 
lai b. Abba (b.Mak 23b-24a) and it can be seen that even the common factor 
between Philo and Josephus in their above-mentioned expositions were not written 
to present the fundamentals of life to Israelites, but they rather aim it at the Gentiles 
for the purpose of defending Judaism, and in regards to Phocylides, I concur with 
E. Schiirer, G. Vermes, G. Millar & M. Goodman, The History of the Jewish 
People in the Age of Jesus Christ (175 B.C.-A.D. 135) W.1 (Edinburgh: Clark, 
1986) pp. 689-690). 

28 In the version “Two Ways” which was concealed in the Vita des Schenudi 
(Iselin, unbekannte Version, p. 1) there are verses which can be seen to have 
originated with this scholar, for example, “Do not oppress the salary of the 
employee so that he will not call for God’s help and He will hear”, as well as the 
warning that man should not be a “userer” (after “Do not steal”, compare with the 
use of the term “the robbers and the userers” by the Tanaim). Similarly, in chapter 
4:1-2, we can see the Arabic version which advocates the Mitzvoth—devotion to 
honouring “the speakers of God’s words” and the “Kedoshim”’—honour towards 
God’s word itself as a principle. (With regard to the name of the book, see Klein, 
Katechismus, p. 184). “Didache” should be compared to the Jerusalem seal 
(Synagogue) which was published by R. Weil, REJ 71, p 30. and see L. H. Vincent 
(RevBib 30, p. 251) verse 4-5 on the Synagogue which was built eic av(&yv)wo(wr) 
vopov Kat eic (6)darx(H)v étod@v for the reading of the Torah and for the study of 
Mitzvoth.) 
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This Halacha, whose contents are replicated by Clement of 
Alexandria from the Ten Commandments,2° can be found in the 
Sibylline Oracles*® attributed to Phocylides, and in Philo and 
Josephus;*! and all its force is dedicated to warn against this 
Greek and Roman custom. It is not necessary to elaborate on the 
fact that the killing of babies by throwing them to wild animals, 
which was permitted by the majority of Gentiles, was prohibited 
by the laws of Israel and considered bloodshed, since once the 
head of the foetus has emerged into the air of the world, the law 
which applies to adults applies to him/her as well and capital 
punishment would be. imposed on anyone who kills him/her. 
Similarly, this applies to the interdict against the destruction of a 
foetus to prevent a woman from giving birth, which is consonant 
with the Halacha. However, we have to discuss the seriousness of 
the transgression. Inasmuch as Josephus teaches of the woman 
who aborts her seed deliberately: “and if a woman should be 
found doing so, she would be adjudged in court as a killer of chil- 
dren because she has extirpated a soul...”, we can derive from 
this that she has endangered herself by this act. Similarly, Philo 
resolved (as well as the Septaguint), that a person who hits a preg- 
nant woman and destroys the foetus after its formation in her 
womb is complete, will have the death sentence imposed on him.32 
There is no doubt that these laws diverge from the Halacha which 
was current in the tradition of the Sages, which exempts from cap- 
ital punishment the killing of a foetus as long as it has not 
emerged into the air of the world. There is therefore a basis to the 
premise that it is possible to learn from the Tannaitic teachings of 
the existence of a Halacha which had been incorporated, and 
which is consistent with the tradition of the above mentioned 
Soferim, and corresponds with what is recorded in the Talmud? in 
the name of Rabbi Ishmael, namely, that a Noachide is sentenced 
to death even if the victim was a foetus, as well being consistent 
with the other stringencies enumerated, all of which could pos- 
sibly prove the existence of ancient Halachot which took a 
stringent attitude towards capital punishment in regards to 
Israelites ,34 and this needs further scrutiny. 

29 Paedagogus M11.89:7 (Staehlin, p. 285); Is there a lack of precision in the 
citing of the source or is this an ancient Jewish-Greek “midrash-Torah”, which 

served as a commentary to “Thou shall not kill”? 
30 Book Three, J. Geffcken, Die Oracula Sibyllina (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1902 

[GCS 8]) p. 87. 
31 See Heinemann, Philons, pp. 392-394. ae 
32 Compare with Heinemann, Philons, p. 390 (and perhaps in the Septaguint it is 

written “there shall be no loyalty”, analogous to “loyalty to Torah” etc.). 
33 b. Sanh 57b, Bereshit Rabba 34. Theodor, p. 325 (See j.Qid 1:58b). 
34 Heinemann (Philons, pp. 352-357) discusses the multiplicity of death penalties 

which can be found in the Philonian Hypothetica, and even mentions the opinion 
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The Ways of the Amorites 

3.4 Tékxvoy pov, py vyivou oiavooxerToc, erexdy Oder yet aig TR? 

sidwAodaTpiav, undé emaarddg pnd wordy worrexag pnd Tepicataiper, 

pndé Oéde atta BdExew. Ex yap TovTay aTayTUr 
yeEvvaTau 
My son, do not be among those who look on birds, as this leads to 

idolatry, and [let there not be ] incantations, and do not be an astrologer 
nor a sorcerer, and also do not lust after them to see them, because they 
are all idolatry. 

With regard to the diviners, we can take it for granted that they 
are prohibited and thus consonant with the Torah and Halacha. 
Nevertheless, during Temple times and after its destruction, sor- 
cerers and magicians existed amongst the Israelites, both in Israel 
and abroad,36 as well as “magicians’ books” which were popular 
among the people. There were even Sages who were well versed 
in magic, and there were those who were engaged im it under 
compelling circumstances. However, there were those who 
prohibited the uttering of charms (on diseases) which was espe- 
cially prevalent, and contrary to the fact that the majority of the 
Tanaim and the Amoraim had ruled that it was permitted. Rabbi 
Agiba ruled in his Mishnah (m. Sanh 10:1): 

He that utters.charms over a wound and says “I will put none of the dis- 
eases upon thee which I have put upon the Egyptians”...does not have a 
portion in the world to come. 

However, in the Tosephta (t.Sanh 12:10) Abba Saul says in his 
name—“Even the diviner...” etc. The Halacha is not clear, 
inasmuch as it is possible to interpret it that he prohibited only the 
Rokek, but that which is not rekika is permitted (and this is the law 

that both Philo’s exposition and Josephus’s Contra Apion were based om 2 common 
source, whose purpose was to convert Gentiles. In this manner it is also possible to 
explicate Josephus’ allusion to the ruling that a death penalty should be imposed 
upon a woman who aborts her foetus. However, an examination of the early sources 
(and other even more obscure books) confronts us with the first Halacha which 

applied the death penalty with great stringency and imposed it for many transgres- 
sions, so that the Halacha (the Pharisaic and the later one) moderated them. And in 
the matter of the foetuses, it is necessary to examine other later writings which are 
in the tradition, although there is no need to expand on this. 

35 In regards to the divining using birds, compare with the story by Hikitus (was 
it invented? See H. Lewy, ZNTW [1934] pp. 117-132) im Josephus, Comra Apion 
1:22, about Meshulam the Jew. 
= ae Schiirer, Vermes, Millar & Goodman, History of the Jewish People IL.1, 

pp. 342-347. 
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in the tradition transmitted in the name of Rabbi Yohanan ben 
Nuri in Abot de Rabbi Nathan chapter 36), and it is possible to 
interpret the Baraita as referring only to the present, whereas the 
uttering of charms is prohibited everywhere. Indeed, there are 
divergent opinions on this issue in the Talmud. In the opinions of 
R. Yohanan in the Babylonian Talmud (b.Sanh 101a) and Rab in 
the Jerusalem Talmud (j.Sanh 28:270b) Rabbi Aqiba only 
prohibited spitting “since you do not mention the Name of Heaven 
over spitting” (Babylonian Talmud). However, according to Rabbi 
Hanina (as well as Rab in the Babylonian Talmud), incantations 
are prohibited even when verses which do not mention the Name 
are uttered, in fact they forbid the uttering of charms under any 
circumstances, as Rabbi Joshua ben Levi said, “Do not heal 
through the words of the Torah”.37 While it is true that we can not 
derive an absolute teaching from the words of Rabbi Joshua ben 
Levi, and not even from Rabbi Agiba’s Mishnah, that indeed the 
uttering of charms was prohibited even with words not from the 
Torah; it appears that the bulk of Jewish incantations were based 
on the reading of verses from the Torah.38 It is, therefore, 
reasonable to assume that their intention was to prohibit incanta- 
tions totally, justifying this with the phrase “because of the ways 
of the Amorites”, and this is compatible with the manner in which 
Rabbi Meir pronounced the prohibition in the Mishnah (m.Shab 
6:10): 

They may go out with the egg of a locust or with a tooth of a fox or with 
a nail from the stake as a means of a cure even on ordinary week days [it 
is forbidden] for the same reason. 

This premise, that there were scholars who categorically 
opposed the uttering of charms, can assist us in explaining the 
words of Origen against Celsus,3° who recounts that Israel was 
preoccupied with divining and oaths, that he found people 
amongst the populace of Israel who did not know Torah, and he 

- did not see Hechsharim who avoided what was prohibited. We 
must therefore consider the chapter which is replicated above 
from our book as expressing the opinion of those Sages who con- 
demned the uttering of charms and regarded it as bordering on 
sorcery, which is related to idolatry.*° 

37 b.Shebu. 15b. This was how the Rambam understood it, Halachot Idolatry 
(Avodah Zara), 77, chapter 11, Halacha 12. 

38 See b.Shab 67a, and also the blessings and charms which include elements 

“from the Torah” (b.Shab 115b; t.Shab 13:4; m. Yad 2:12; j.Shab 17:15c—and in 
the latter two no charms are mentioned but nevertheless it seems that the allusion to 
“blessings” refer to the same type) also belong here. 

39 Contra Celsum V.9 (Koetschau II, p. 9). 
40 With regard to the astrologers, even though the Sages believed in them and 

relied on them (by approaching others), in any case, there were those who neverthe- 
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Concerning the Slaves 

4.10 Ovx émrckéerc SovA@ cov 7 Tadioxn, Tog emi TOV aurov Geov 

édritovow, é&v miKpia cov, pytoTe ov pH doBnOjoovTat TOV Ex 

apdorépotg bedv 
Do not impose*! on your man-servant or your maid-servant who hope on 

God—the same God as you—with bitterness, lest they desist from fearing 

the God you both share. 

Now through this admonition not to impose excessive fear on your 
slaves, the Sages drew a comparison with the Agadah in order to 
teach us that some of the Tanaim and Amoraim did not stand on 
their honour and protected them [the slaves] and acted towards 
them by the standard of mercy. However, as far as the Halacha is 
concerned, we must first discuss to what the documents refer, 
whether to Canaanites or Hebrews, as what is not written is not 
interpreted. However, there is no doubt that the reference here is 
only to Canaanite slaves, since the same tradition which testifies 
to the fact that there were no Hebrew slaves during the Second 
Temple period (b. Qid 69a and parallel editions), is true at least as 
far as the latter part of this epoch is concerned. Although explicit 
proof for this tradition is lacking, it seems that we can find cor- 
roboration in John 8:33, where “Jews who believe in Jesus” say 
to him after he had promised them freedom through the knowl- 
edge of the truth, “We are the seed of Abraham and in our lives 
we have never been slaves to anyone, so how can you say that we 
shall be freemen?” This is especially likely as the plain sense of 
what has been written informs us that “the sons of Abraham” 
were forever freemen. From this we have learned that common 
Canaanite slaves who were owned by Israelites do not remain 
Gentiles, but are slaves to Heaven, thus confirming the Halacha.*? 

less imposed a prohibition on it (b. Pes 113b, fortune tellers and diviners. In regards 
to Heter, allowing it, see b.Shab 156a-b). And we found a Gentile astrologer who 
converted who said, “Has this holiness not cleaved to this nation to isolate itself 
from these things?” (j.Shab 6:8d, and see Levi below). In addition, the early 
Christians were quite strict in not accepting converts from the astrologers (cor- 
responding to the Israelites?). 

41 At first glance it may seem that it is difficult that it should wam against 
“commanding” the slaves, and perhaps embedded in the article a Hebrew 
basis—“Do not impose” etc, in order to tell us, do not punish, and read: do not 
pee A Phocylides 224-226 it says that physical damage to slaves that must be 
avoided). 

42 We cannot rely here on the opinion of Rabbi Agiba (“Do not keep slaves who 
are not circumcised”) as opposed to the Halacha of Rabbi Ishmael (b. Yeb. 47b, and 
see Mekhilta of Rabbi Ishmael 7, Horowitz, p. 230) and even less so on the 

Halacha which permits forcing circumcision upon slaves (b.Yeb. 47b-48a: j. Yeb. 
8:8d, as well as the article by Rabbi Abba bar Kahana, in Genesis Rabba 90 
(Theodore-Albeck, p. 1106): “you impose circumcision” as did those Egyptians 
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What is the relevance of this embedded chapter? 

3.1 Téxvov pov, petye aT TavTOG Tovnpod Kai ad TaVTdC Opoiou 
avrov 
My son, flee from all evil, and from anything else similar to it. 

It seems that this concurs with the opinion of the majority of the 
Sages that the allusion is to not to a person but to an evil thing.43 
And this has already been brought to our attention in the edict of 
the Tanaim, “Distance yourself from ugliness and what is similar 
to it [or to ugliness]”44. However, it is necessary to assess 
whether the writer had encountered this Hebrew edict and 
misunderstood its subject matter and formulated it in a way which 
diverged from its substantial meaning. In our book the edict is 
conceived as having the purpose of teaching us that a person 
should isolate himself from the minor transgressions which lead to 
major ones, and then goes into more detail (do not get angry as 
anger leads to bloodshed, etc.). However, the Hebrew script, 
apparently conveys an admonition to avoid those deeds which in 
themselves are not transgressions but are liable to raise suspicions 
amongst the people towards himself. Since that is the literal mean- 
ing of the word “ugliness” or “ugly” in the language of the Sages, 
and this is its use in many places,4> and even the sources which 
have transmitted this edict teach us this. The Talmud presents this 
as proof that the Halacha imposed a prohibition on eating an 
animal which a Sage had interdicted, even though it was permitted 
on the “basis of doubt”. And we can find corroboration for this in 
t. Yeb 4:7 and in Abot de Rabbi Nathan Ashkenazi version, chapter 
2, which inclines towards caution because of “complaints of the 
people”. And Derech Eretz 5:12 (Higger, p. 63) concludes with 
“lest you be suspected of a transgression”. This is so also in the 
Mekhilta to Deuteronomy (Midrash Tanaim, 134): Rabbi Ishmael 
says that what is written comes to teach us to distance ourselves 

themselves who were the slaves of Joseph, Genesis 47:19, and we have already 
learned this Halacha from the Kingdom’s commands as they were presented in 
Codex Theodosianus and therefore it is not necessary to proofread Albeck, in his 
remark—‘“Kaspan” (whose interpretation has been disallowed)—since we cannot 
derive proof from this that all the slaves were, indeed, God-fearers. 

43 In the section of the Didache which was published in ZNTW (1922) p. 238, 
the version is xd TavTic TovNnpod mpa&ypaTos (“from every evil matter”). 

44 In the Mekhilta to Deuteronomy (Midrash Tanaim 134) which is copied down 
by the words of Rabbi Ishmael and in ¢. Hull 2:24)—by Rabbi Eliezer. 

45 In b. Yeb 24b; j.Ket 7:32c and the above meaning was current in the School of 
Rabbi Elijah (Tana debi Eliyahu). 
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from the ugliness “so that others will not suspect you of a trans- 

gression”. And this is interpreted im a chapter in Phocylides: 

“Flee from a bad rumour** (bad reputation)”. It seems that the lat- 

ter was referring to a ruling to avoid slander by distancing oneself 

from evil people (so that you will not be considered one of them), 
since he concludes with the verse, “keep away from depraved 

people”. Or perhaps it is possible to interpret the Tosephta in Hul- 
lin along these same lines, where Rabbi Eliezer transmits this 

edict in order to rebuke himself for having enjoyed a sermon on 
the Torah given by an heretic (min). And it was interpreted 
similarly in Schenudi’s version, who added afterwards, “and do 
not join an evil person (rasha), lest your life be shortened and you 
die before your time.” (as in Phocylides). However, it is has been 
proven from the rest of the section that the essence of the version 
in our book is, as we have said, an admonition to avoid minor 
transgressions which lead to major ones, and so it stands to reason 
that the basic significance of the adage has been distorted here. 
However, we have already found this in our sources, as he adds in 
Abot de Rabbi Nathan reference to that same edict, ~Therefore the 
Sages have decreed keep afar from a minor sin lest it lead you to a 
grave sin.” And below (Schecter, 6,2) he says 

(Where it is written, “and I shall observe the virgin™}—1t teaches that Job 
eschewed anything which was liable to lead to 2 transgression and from 
the ugliness and to anything resembling uglmess. And we have leamed in 
the Mishnah ? (1, 26), im accord with our edict, (Ibid. 12}—Refraim from 
anything which could lead you to sim and anything resembling it efc. 

And even in the Mekhilta to Deuteronomy he concludes after 
repeating the edict and elucidating it—that they should not suspect 
you of a transgression—“as if-a man is wearing a woman's 
clothes—and we find ourselves having been impelled to commit a 
transgression”, indicating that even in this tradition the edict had 
become obscured and confused with similar edicts. In any case, at 
the core of the adage, as it is formulated in the Hebrew parallels 
(and they are the most important), a foundation exists for many 
Halachot which were enacted on the grounds of “obviating 
suspicion” and mareet ayin, and the Bimyan-Av to all of them can 
be found in Tractate Shekalim in the Mishnah (m.Shek 3:2), “he 
who made the appropriation did not enter with a hem...for a man 
must satisfy people just as he has to satisfy the Almighty” ‘7 

‘© The content of the document can be found in Paul also (1 Thess 5:22) ax 
TavTig etdovg axovypod a&xéxeode (“Distance yourself from everything which 
resembles evil”), but is not sufficiently clarified_ 

*? There is an ancient Halacha which recounts the divergent opinions between 
Rabbi Aqiba and Rabbi Ishmael in regard to to the Midrasha (Sifre Deaeronomy 
10:9, Midrash Tanaim 61). 
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THE HALACHA IN THE CHRISTIAN CHAPTERS 

Prayer 

8.3 After he has commanded them not to pray in the manner of the flat- 
terers (Pharisees, Jews), but in the fashion conceived by Jesus (“Our 
Father in Heaven...”), he adds Tpic rij¢ juépac otrw mpoxetxeobe: 
“Pray thus three times a day.” 

Ostensibly, from this we have irrefutable evidence for the 
Halacha which fixed prayer three times a day, Shacharit, Minha 
and Aravit, and corroboration for the opinion of Rabban Gamaliel 
against Rabbi Joshua who says that the Aravit prayer is optional. 
However, after examination we found that there is substance to his 
opinion. According to Tertullian*® the reference is to the the 
prayer being at the third hour and the sixth hour and the ninth 
hour of the day, and similarly, the author of Didascalia 
Apostolorum;*? in opposition to them Origen,°° ruled that it should 
be at Shacharit and at midnight and at Aravit. Thus it is not clear 
what the intention of the writer of the Didache was. As to the 
essence of the question in regards to the modifications introduced 
by the early Christians, we must turn to and scrutinise ancient 
sources in order to learn whether they were no more than custom- 
innovations introduced by Israel. First of all, in Acts 10:9 we read 
about Peter who prayed in the Temple at the sixth hour and about 
Cornelius the Roman officer, a God-fearer, who prayed in his 
house at the ninth hour (10:30), demonstrating beyond doubt that 
they had comprehended the original way of the Jews, but only 
with regard to the final prayer. From Luke we deduce that the 
nation must pray at the time of [the burning of] the incense (at 
dusk, 1:10). Similarly, we read in Judith (9:1) that she prayed in 
her house at the time of the sacrifice of the incense5! at the 
Temple in the evening. Akin to these testimonies is the admonition 
given by the writer of the Slavic Enoch (13:88): “morning, noon 
and evening it is good to come to the house of the Lord and to 
praise the Creator for everything.” However, in all these sources 
the time of the prayer of Shacharit was not interpreted as being at 

48 De ieiunio 10, De oratione 25, See Harnack, Die Lehre, p. 27. 
49 Gibson, p. 26. 
50 On prayer 12 (Koetschau, p. 325). 
51 In j.Ber 4:7b Rabbi Yose says in regards to the final time to pray the Minha 

according to Rabbi Jehuda, that it is, in the opinion of the Baraita, “eleven hours 
less a quarter>—Or39yn Js bw PHN ANN novpn nwpIn KX? see t.Ber 26:2 
“Debur Hamatcheel until Peleg Hamanche” (These are Halachic units of time. The 

Minha). 



180 GEDALIAH ALON 

the third hour (on the contrary, the connotation of “morning” im 

Enoch is exactly dawn). Moreover, in some of the sources we 

have learnt that the first prayer was set at the beginning of the 

day, since it says in the Songs of Solomon 6:4-5 “He shall wake 

up from his sleep and bless the name of God...and await the face 

of God for all his household” And so with the Sibylline Oracles 

(3:591-593)}—“At dawn they lift up holy arms toward heaven, 
from their beds...and they honor only the Immortal who always 
rules” (Charlesworth, Pseudepigrapha 1, p. 375). And even in 
Judith (12:8), apparently she prayed with the first rays of the sun. 
And the author of Epistle of Aristeas, testifies that the Elders 
prayed “as was the custom among all the Jews” at Shacharit, even 
though it was not the rule, with the first rays of the sun (Jbid., 
Pesigta de Rab Kahana, according to the simple meaning of the 
verse). However, the Therapeuts in Egypt used to pray twice a 
day, Shacharit and Aravit, as Philo attests, and the first prayer 
was recited with the first rays of the sun5?. Now, in order to 
elucidate the custom of the Shacharit prayer at the third hour, for 
which explicit proof does not exist in the early sources®3, it is, 
perhaps, possible to allude to the Halacha enacted by Rabbi 
Joshua in the reading of the Shema at the third hour. And it is pos- 
sible that the custom was established on the basis of its affinity to 
the dawn Tamid, whose deadline was the fourth hour, and this, in 
the opinions of Rabbi Jehuda ben Baba and Rabbi Judah, applies 
also to the prayer. In any case, it must be said first of all that 
those sources (m.Eduy 6:1 and m.Ber 4:1) which state that prayer 
is at the sixth hour and at the ninth, undoubtedly count three 
prayers, although they do not mention an evening prayer, and this 
is in accord with Rabbi Joshua’s opinion. In regards to the two lat- 
ter prayers, the middle one is intended approximately for the 
major Minha, and the latter for the minor Minha. However, there 
were those who ruled that this prayer should be delayed until after 
the Minha, to the hour of the dawn incense. Thus we have estab- 
lished that the tradition which ruled three prayers in a day (to the 
exclusion of Aravit) is based on the custom that definitively linked 
the prayer to the sacrifices and to the Temple. In contradistinction 
to this, the same tradition which ruled two prayers a day, 
Shacharit and the one at the beginning of the evening (precisely), 

2 De vita contemplativa 83 (with the first rays of the sun and its setting). 
Josephus provides similar testimony in regards to the Essenes (Wars, I1.8:5) 
although he does not mention the Aravit prayer. And these prayers were aimed 
towards those who prayed “with the dimming of the sun”, between the dawn prayer 
yee and the evening prayer [Aravit] (Rabbi Yose, b.Shab 118, 2. See 7. Ber 

53 However, we find that the Amoraim prayed at three different hours (Rabbi 
Yasa, Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba and also Rabbi Barchaya, Jerusalem Talmud Jbid.). 
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has no affinity to the Temple (Avor Tikunam).54 From this we 
permit ourselves to state that the Halacha enacted by Rabban 
Gamaliel that the Aravit prayer is obligatory is comprised of both 
of these traditions simultaneously. And we have found a similar 
fusion with the early Christians, where in the opinion of Tertullian 
a man must pray not only the above-mentioned three prayers, at 
the third, sixth and ninth hours of the day, but also when he arises 
(with the sun’s rays) and when evening commences. Similarly, the 
writer of the Syriac Didascalia.55 Now, it is possible to state that 
this Halacha was renewed after the Destruction when a third 
prayer was added. In view of this, if we interpret the edict in the 
Didache in such a manner, then we have no choice but to defer 
the dating of the time our composition was written. However, as 
was mentioned above, the two customs existed side by side during 
Second Temple times.5° Therefore, we cannot attribute this 
Halacha to the Destruction, but it must be interpreted under the 
assumption of a fusion of two different customs, a phenomenon 
which was common especially in regards to blessings and prayer. 
And in reference to the issue itself, although there is no evidence 
to support this, it is logical to assume that the writer of the book 
was referring to the dawn prayer (as the Halacha has ruled) and to 
Minha and to Aravit, thus conforming to Rabban Gamaliel’s 
ruling. 

The Prayer over the Meal 

The whole of chapter 9 discusses’ the prayers over the meal, which 
apparently is “the Lord’s Supper”, to which he also devotes chap- 
ter 14. This is the manner in which he opens: wepi 6& Tijc¢ 
evxaptotiac, ovTwo evxapioTioaTte. This wording can also be 
found in chapter 14 below. However, we shall return to clarify 
this matter afterwards; let us now examine the body of the text, 
which is reproduced here: 

54 In the opinion of the Tosefta the Shacharit and Aravit prayers are the sub- 
stance of the “law”, and with regard to the Syrian Didache it must be stated, that it 
adds another prayer which is “on the bed”. Compare with the words of Rabbi 
Joshua ben Levi in the matter of the reading of the Shema in b.Ber 4b, and the 
words of other Amoraim in j. Ber 1:4d (“in order to avoid damages”). 

55 Rabbi Yose and his son Rabbi Eliezer (t.Ber 3:2) subsume the closing prayer 
(Neila) under Aravit (and Neila is definitely “the closing of the gates of the 
Palace”). Rav also is of the opinion that Neila exempts from the evening prayer 
(b. Yoma 87b; j.Ber 4:7c). In any case, it is still far-fetched to see this as an Aravit 
prayer which comes during Neila (which previously was prayed even outside the 
“three chapters”) and which has an affinity to the Temple. 

56 Holtzmann, ZNTW 12, pp. 90-107, deals with this matter, but his words are 
not clear to me. 
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Chapter 9 First over the cup: We thank you, our Father, for the holy vine 

of David your servant, which you have made known to us through Jesus 

your servant. To you be eternal honour. 
And concerning the bread for breaking: We thank you; our Father for the 

life and knowledge, which you have made known to us through Jesus your 

servant. To you be eternal honour. As the broken [bread] was spread over 

the mountains and gathered and became one, so your congregation will 
gather together from the ends of the earth to your kingdom. Because to 
you be the honour and the might through Jesus the Messiah forever. 

But let no one eat or drink from your evxapioTia, except those who 
baptise themselves for the Lord, because concerning this the Lord has 
said, “Do not give what is holy to the dogs.” 

Chapter 10 And after you have been filled then bless in this way: We 
thank you, holy Father, for your holy Name which resides in our hearts 
and for the knowledge and the faith and eternal life which have been made 
known to us through Jesus your servant. To you be honour forever. You, 
the Lord of all, you created everything for the sake of your Name; you 
have given food and drink to humankind for their support, so that they 
will thank you. However, upon us you have bestowed spiritual food and 
drink and eternal life through your servant. We thank you for everything, 
because you are great. To you be eternal honour. O God, remember your 
congregation, to save it from all evil and to consummate it with your love, 
and gather it, the holy one, from the four winds, into your kingdom, 
which you have established for it. Because to you be eternal might and 
honour. Let grace come and this world disappear. Hosanna to the God of 
David. If anyone is holy, let him come, and if he is not, let him repent. 
Let our Lord come, Amen. However, allow the prophets to give thanks as 
they will. 

We find that scholars who have tried to elucidate the question of 
this meal,5? argue that it cannot unequivocally be the “eucharist” 
(which is alluded to in chapter 10) since there is feasting here with 
not even a hint of a holy sacrifice (6voia, as in chapter 14 below), 
as a symbol of the Lord’s flesh and blood. Opinions are divided 
here, as there are those who argue that from its origin, the 
“Lord’s Supper” (which was on Sunday) was comprised of actual 
food and drink, and it is with this issue that we are dealing. 
Whereas there are those who argue that the writings refer to the 
communal suppers in which the early Christians partook, the 
cya&mou which eventually evolved into public meals for the poor, 
or it refers to “house suppers” which resembled a_ private 
eucharist (which took place at any hour)58. Nonetheless, to delve 

57 E. von der Goltz, Tischgebete und Abendmahlsgebete in der altchristlichen 
und in der griechischen Kirche (Leipzig, 1905 [TU 29,2b}) pp. 1 ff; H. J. 
Holtzmann, ZNTW 1904, pp. 89-120; Drews, “Untersuchung”, pp. 74-79; W. O. 
E. Oesterley, The Jewish Background of the Christian Liturgy (Oxford: Clarendon, 
1925) pp. 198-9; F. Gavin, The Jewish Antecedents of the Christian Sacraments 
(London: SPCK, 1928) pp. 80-81; Knopf, Die Lehre, p. 24; J. Weiss, Das 
Urchristentum, p. 510 n.1 (Eng. Earliest Christianity 1-Il [New York 1959}); 
Leclerq, Dictionnaire, p. 790. 

58 See Holtzmann, Ibid., p. 95; Axel, ZNW, 1902, p. 138; Oesterley , Jewish 
Background, pp. 156-193; Gavin, Jewish Antecedents, pp. 64-66. 
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into the substance of the law it is necessary to state that even the 
eucharist, like the agape, was based on the communal-meals of 
Israel. In the beginning, since it was known that Jesus’ Last Sup- 
per, according to the opinion of the tradition in the Gospel of John 
and in the (apocryphal) Gospel of Peter and in the opinion of 
researchers, despite being propounded in the tradition of Mark, 
was not Passover evening but took place on a weekday. Secondly, 
the Passover sacrifice is missing from the Seder of the eucharist 
and not even an allusion to a Seder exists, and therefore the theory 
which derives the “Lord’s Supper” from the Seder of the evening 
of Passover Seder is totally refuted.5°. Nevertheless, the alterna- 
tive, which seeks to deduce it from the Sabbath meal and from the 
kiddush, is no better, because there is no mention of the holiness 
of the day in its blessings®. 

And we find with regard to these communal meals, that the 
law itself demonstrates that they took place, on the whole, on the 
Sabbaths (and on holy days and new months). And certainly 
Geiger is right when he interprets the foundations of the Halachot 
governing Eruvay Hatzarot (unification of courtyards on Sabbath 
so that food can be carried from courtyard to courtyard to permit 
everyone to bring their Sabbath food and eat together) on the basis 
of the custom of eating together on the Sabbaths in a large com- 
pany®! (and eventually, when the first custom took root, the takan- 
nah itself was not abolished even though its cause became 
obsolete). And apparently this process occurred in the matter of 
the meals of the same type, for whose existence we have found 
some evidence (of their content and even as to their semi- 
ritualistic quality) in the days of Julius Caesar (and before them). 
As we read in Josephus (Antiquities 14.10:8) that in the order 

59 G. Klein, “Die Gebete in der Didache”, ZNW.9 (1908) pp. 134-144, and in 
Katechismus, pp. 216-217; Oesterley and Gavin rely on the whole on Elebogen 
(Tiferet Yisrael, 179-181) who relates that in the days of the Tanaim they would 
receive the Sabbath with a meal while it was still daytime (Zosephet), which he 
teaches in the Tosephta (t.Ber 5:31-33 and parallel ones) and to this must be added 
b. Git 38b. See there. However, Rabbi Judah disagrees and forbids eating “from the 
Minha and above”. According to Rabbi Meir the time of reading the Shema in the 
evening falls “from the time that people enter to eat their bread on Sabbath eve- 
nings” (¢.Git 1:1 and parallels) and even from the words of Rabbi Yose we can not 
learn that there was a fixed custom even among the “rich and the aristocratic”. It 
seems that the Baraita which states that it was not the custom to blow the shofar on 
Sabbath evenings at these meals (t.Suk 4:11-12; b.Shab 35b) (“when they have 
filled the barrel with water and roasted the fish and lit the candle”). In any case, the 
Eucharist should not be linked to the Kiddush, as proposed by these scholars, since 
there is no mention in the blessing in the Didache to the holiness of the day (neither 
in the blessing over the wine nor in the blessing over the meal). 

60 Goltz, Tischgebete, p. 124. 
61 j, MQ 2:81b; j.San 8:26b. 
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given by the Roman Proconsul to the leaders and to the nation of 

the Island of Pyrus with regard to the Jews; the Jewish people of 

Dilus had complained against the Greeks that they were prevent- 

ing them from observing their Torah and their customs: 

éuoi Toivuv ovK apéoKel...kwtecbar ators Sg KaTa Ta avTav EOvn Kat 

xejuata sic ovvdertva Kai Ta iepa siogépev...kai yap Tato¢g 

Koloap...KwAVwWY OL&doUg oUPdyECbaL...TOUTOVG OvK éxa@voev ouTEe 
obvderTva ToLEiv...0Moiwcs, 5& KWYO...ETITPETH KATA TA TATPLA EOy Kat 
“popisa ovvayecbai Te Kai éoTLaoba. 

We have learnt from this that there was a fixed custom among the 
Israelites in the days of Caesar (and before them), whether in 
Rome or in Dilus, to eat together in groups (assemblies) and for 
this purpose they would collect money from the public and these 
meals were considered a Mitzvah. Thus, in any case, it appears 
that not only on the Sabbaths did the “Mitzvah groups”, who are 
mentioned in the tradition of the Tanaim, as well as being 
permitted by Rabbi Yohanan to lend money with interest for the 
purpose of providing for fulfilling the obligation of money for 
these suppers®?, assemble together for these suppers with their 
companions. And if we require proof that these parties (that some- 
times took place at the synagogues or in the Midrashic schools®, 
and as was introduced by the Christians subsequently with the 
eucharist), but even during the weekdays it was a religious act 
with an ambience of holiness. Josephus attests to this in his 
testimony about the Essenes and their suppers. And so we must 
state that it was precisely the communal-supper (over which the 
substance of the Blessing over the meal was devoted), as it was 
taught in the Mishnah and arranged in the Tosephta,“ with its 
“manner of reclining” and sequence of eating, and with its many 
cups, which constituted the source for both the Christian Agape 
and the Eucharist, since the many modifications found in the early 
Christian sources with regard to the order of blessings over the 
cup and over the bread, which precedes the other, were 
underpinned by the two cups which were always drunk in the 
above-mentioned meals amongst the Israelites, a cup before the 
food and a cup afterwards (a cup for the blessing). The Christians 
maintained one, eliminating the second so that the first cup was 
preserved by the former [Israelites] while the last cup (the bless- 
ing after the meal) was preserved by the latter. 

62 j. Shab 4:7a; 2:17c; j.Ber 7:11c. 
63 m. Ber 4:8, and the parallels in the Talmudim. 
6 Goltz (Tischgebete, pp 13-14) understands the cup of the blessing (after the 

meal) as similar to the “cup of Elijah the prophet”, but there is no sign of this cup 
in the early sources, and in principle it symbolized the fifth cup of the passover eve- 
ning, which was ultimately rejected. 
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As can be seen, the name itself, ayamn (7245X), proves its 
Jewish origins. Although scholars have been doubtful and have 
sought to clarify its origins, they have not been successful. For 
example, Oesterley sought to explain it as a translation of the term 
“communal” [havurah] from the linguistic term hiba;®5 however, 
the word havurah is never used in this way. Closer to the truth is 
that the agape is but the Hebrew term meriyot, which is found in 
the Baraita in the Talmud (b.Moed Qatan 22b)®, and its contents 
refer to a supper with companions, which was_ initially, 
undoubtedly, referred to as seudat-reyim (fellowship-meal), but 
with time the name was shortened, as usual, and only the term 
meriyot remained. 

Now, after we have seen the affinity between the essence of 
the Christian meals and the communal-meals of Israel, it will not 
be difficult to appreciate the pattern of blessings in the portion 
under discussion, and to see in them the foundations upon which 
the Sages moulded the Grace after Meals. And here, the first 
blessing over the cup, which is the blessing over the wine (the 
Creator of the Vine), was transformed by the Christian writer into 
thanksgiving for redemption by converting the vine into a symbol 
of the kingdom of heaven and the Messianic days (which have 
already arrived), and similarly with the rest of the blessings. And 
the second blessing over the bread was also eliminated and in its 
place a thanksgiving for spiritual good was introduced,® although 
it is necessary to be precise with regard to its end. Inasmuch as 
the same Christian prayer which speaks of the ingathering of the 
exiles, which concludes the blessing, certainly does not cohere 
with Christianity in its early days, and it is reasonable to assume 
that the Jewish blessing-pattern was embedded here. However, the 
version of the blessing which is in the Halacha is shorter,-and, as 
we learned in the Tosephta (1:6): “These are the blessings that 
you shorten when blessing over fruit...”, and there is no petition. 
Similarly: “These are the blessings which do not end with blessed 
be he who blesses over the fruit...”. And here he concludes 

65 Oesterley, Jewish Background, p. 204. 
66 In this Baraita, LeSimcha and Lemeriyot, the Meriyot has its own meaning 

although according to Rabba bar bar Hana—Simchat Meriyot. 
67 We should avoid regarding spirituality as a Christian innovation, as it is pos- 

sible that even amongst Israel there were paradigms of similar blessings. M. 
Dibelius (“Die Mahlgebete der Didache”, ZNTW [1938] pp. 32-41) has already sug- 
gested that such a paradigm should be sought amongst the Hellenistic Jews. Bousset 
demonstrated this in his exposition, Eine Judische Gebetsammlung im siebenten 
Buch der apostolischen Konstitutionen (See Philo’s testimony in regards to the 
prayers of the Therapeuts “on the sereneness and the truth and the understanding 
and the knowledge”), although we must not exclude the Jews of Israel, especially 
certain circles, from similar concerns. 
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(doxology). From this it can be deduced that in early days a single 

Halacha or custom did not exist for the blessing over deriving 

benefits, since there is a fourth prayer for the Grace after Meals, 

it too is part of the same Halacha in the Tosephta (Ubid.), that can 

be shortened. You can conclude with it, but nevertheless: “Rabbi 

Yose ha-Gelili would conclude with the last blessing in the Grace 

after Meals and prolong it.” Furthermore, it seems that from the 

Epistle of Aristeas, where we read about the Elder of the Priests 

who had made a blessing during the meal (with the king) before 
eating “as was the custom among the Jews”. It was also the 
custom among the Essenes, where the priest blesses (Jewish Wars 
2.8:5), blessing the king and his wife and his household. It seems 
that we can learn from this that they would prolong the Grace 
before the food and include a petition (here—a blessing for the 
host, which our Talmud and custom has fixed as part of the Grace 
and after it),°* although we must discuss what determined the 
blessing over the breaking of the bread, namely, that it is said 
only after the breaking. Now in Matthew (15:36; 26:26) and in 
Mark (6:41; 8:6; 14:12) and in Luke (9:16; 22:19) and in Acts 
(27:35) and in Paul in 1 Corinthians (11:24) we read that the 
blessing preceded the breaking of the bread, as is the ruling which 
the Halacha ordained in the Gemara (b. Ber 39b). However, from 
the words of Rabbi Hiyya bar Ashi (39a) we learn that there were 
those who instructed that the blessing should be said over the 
bread which had been broken (Rabbi Hiyya’s opinion, as recorded 
in j.Ber 6:10, 71, is the middle road between both of these 
opinions). At first glance, there seems to be a disagreement in this 
Halacha among the early Sages, and moreover, it seems from the 
words of Rab Papa that, “everyone agrees that on Passover you 
place pieces of bread both whole and broken”, that we have 
before us a vestige of the meal of the Passover evenings (as well 
as several other customs) reminiscent of the ancient custom to 
bless over the broken bread (See above the statement made by 
Mar b. Rabina and the Baraita, which always tries to harmonise 
customs), since its reason (“because of the bread of the poor”) is 
untenable.®° 

68 b. Ber 46a. The Rishonim replicate the “Jerusalem” and to the “Tosephta” as 
also speaking of this custom. 

69 Even though the above Halacha of Passover was observed in Babylon only, 
we have fortuitously learned from the differences in customs between the people of 
Israel and the people of Babylon, that they acted in accordance to this custom in 
Israel also (M. Margoliyoth (ed.), Encyclopedia of Talmudic and Geonic Literature 
(Tel Aviv, 1960 [Hebrew]) p. 133). And J. Jeremias (“Das Brotbrechen beim Pas- 
sahmahl und Mc 14,22 par.”, ZNTW 33 [1934] pp. 203-204) reprimands the 
scholars that have come to elucidate from the Gospels on the “Last Supper” which 
relate that Jesus blessed and afterwards broke the bread that was not a Passover 
meal, where the custom is precisely the converse, and claims that even on the Pas- 
sover the blessing over the bread is said first and then the bread is broken. He 
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Let us now return to the blessings after the food. First of all 
we have learnt that there are three blessings, as is set out in the 
first Halacha of the Mishnah which speaks of three blessings and 
Maayan Shalosh (the prayer al Hamehya and other prayers said 
upon foodstuffs and cakestuffs and products of the land of Israel 
other than bread in m. Ber 6:1).7° However, from the Baraitot we 
have learnt, according to the opinions of Rabbi Eliezer, Rabbi Ish- 
mael and Rabbi Yose ha-Gelili, that a fourth blessing (the good 
and does good) can be found within the Grace after Meals. And 
contrary to the tradition of the Amoraim in the two Talmudim, 
which testifies to the existence of a fourth blessing introduced in 
memory of those killed at Betar, at their burial. There is no doubt 
that the blessing “the good and does good” existed during the 
meals at the Temple,”! and if we want to reconcile this with the 
above tradition of the Amoraim, then we are compelled to state 
that after the Bar Kochba war the blessing was fixed in its place 
and the division of opinion ceased.72 In any case, from this we 
find corroboration for the opinion of the early scholars who 
rejected the fourth blessing as being moulded into the Grace after 
Meals. 

As to the contents of the blessings, we find the imprint of the 
pattern-of-blessings current in Israel, since the blessing on “the 
holy Name who resides in the hearts” and “the knowledge and the 
faith” etc. are intended for the second blessing (covenant, Torah 
and Eretz) and the blessing on “food and drink which God has 
given to humankind to support them” is intended as a blessing for 
sustainment, and the third (the’petition for the ingathering and 
redemption of the congregation) is aimed at “the rebuilder of 
Jerusalem”, but the Christian writer altered it for his purposes, 
and even deliberately stressed the spirituality of the Grace after 
Meals in the Christian prayer (“but you bestowed upon us 
spiritual food...”). However, it is necessary to explore the 

however did not go into the depths of these particulars. On the other hand, this con- 
jecture is rejected on the basis of Greiff’'s methodology, where he establishes that 
the Didache refers to Passover (Das dlteste Pascharituale, p. 149). 

70 Perhaps we should learn about the three blessings especially from covenantal 
blessing in the Book of Jubilees 22:6. 

71 A. Biichler has dealt with this issue (Studies in Sin and Atonement in the Rab- 
binic Literature of the First Century London, 1928 [Jews’ College Publications \1}) 
and so has C. Albeck (“Die vierte Eulogie des Tischgebets”, MGWJ 78 [1934] pp. 
430-437). 

72 ere is of the opinion that they fixed it after Betar as a fourth blessing in 
the house of mourning, while in all the other places it was already fixed and existed 
(although it is difficult to interpret the tradition as it is). Albeck believes that at first 
there was no fixed formula for this blessing, and after those killed in Betar were 

buried, it was fixed as the last rite. 



188 GEDALIAH ALON 

changes in the arrangement introduced by the Christian mould, 

which can be found in the second blessing (on the land) which 

precedes the blessing “who sustains”. It is not improbable that we 

have before us a foundation upon which we can interpret the name 

Eucharistia which pertains to the blessing after the food, whose 

theme is thanksgiving. As we have learned in the Baraita (49a): 

“R’ Abba (=Rab) says that it is necessary that thanksgiving 
should be said (in the second blessing) at the beginning and at the 
conclusion and anyone diminishing should not diminish from any 
one of them”. This Halacha teaches us that thanksgiving occupies 
a special place in the Grace after meals, and since according to the 
tradition in the Didache the second blessing preceded the first 
blessing, this indicates that thanksgiving, and an expectancy 
towards God, were fixed features of the blessings over the food. 
Nevertheless, the language of thanksgiving appears even in the 
blessings before the food. It seems, therefore, that the early tradi- 
tion was preserved here, and that the blessings over the meal have 
always included thanksgiving, but this needs further investigation. 

As to the matter of the verses after the blessings, the first one 
reminds us of “May the All-Merciful send us Elijah the 
Prophet...”. And even in regards to the remainder, there are 
scholars who propound the theory that they were said in a manner 
of praise, similarly to the blessings said after the meal by the 
Israelites.73 Despite this, it is worthwhile to assess the language of 
“Hosanna to THE GOD OF DAVID” which is rarely found in 
Christian books (in Mt 21:9—to Jesus—to the son of David). As 
is known, this resembles the formula “the rebuilder of Jerusalem” 
found in the prayer of Eretz Yisrael (“the God of David and 
rebuilder of Jerusalem”),74 so it is possible that we can discern a 
hint of this formula here. Or perhaps there were those who prac- 
tised the custom of blessing in this manner in Eretz Yisrael, even 
in the Grace after meals, in accord with the tradition which 
existed among the Rishonim?> . 

The language of the final prayer of the Apostolic Tradition of 
Hippolytus and in Apostolic Church Order and the Coptic version 
indicates that its substance had already been fixed in the Didache, 

73 Goltz, Tischgebete, p. 16. There are those who link them with political peti- 
tions against the Romans (Klein, Katechismus, pp. 222ff). From every aspect this 
portion needs further investigation. 

74 As well as “in the prophet the God of David who sprouts redemption”, j.RH 
4:59c., and in Midrash Shmuel ch. 26, 126. 

75 See Z. W. Rabinowitz, Sh°are Torat Eretz Jisrael: Notes and Comments on 
the Yerushalmi, ed. E. Z. Melammed (Jerusalem, 1940) pp. 10-11, and in the 
ancient poems (Habermann, blessings virtually three and virtually four) we find 
“the God of David rebuilder of Jerusalem” or “the God of David he is...” several 
times, as well as in proverb of the Kalir. 
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“ Bi been misplaced, and this is the mould into which it was 
xed: 

Concerning the oil of myrrh this is the way we give thanks: we thank you 
God [the Creator of everything] for the smell of the good myrrh, and for 
the eternal world which you made known to us through Jesus your ser- 
vant. Because to you be the honour and the might forever. Amen. 

And we have already had the privilege of deriving confirmation 
from the differences of opinion among the Sages, as we have 
learnt in Tosephta (t.Ber 6:5): “The School of Shamai say that 
with a glass of wine on his right and pleasant oil on his left he 
blesses the wine and afterwards the oil and the School of Hillel 
says you bless on the oil...” (the reference is to oil and wine after 
the food). And this blessing has not been elucidated, although we 
found several formulas in the Talmud’> (“Creator of pleasant oil”, 
“Creator of oil of our land”, b. Ber 43a; “who infused good aroma 
into pleasant oil, who infused good aroma into the trees of spices, 
and others”, j.Ber 6:10d). From this we can apparently establish 
that the blessing of Rabbi Zera (“who infused good aroma into 
pleasant oil”) is the essence of the prayer.7’ 

The Fast on the Second and Fifth Day of the Week 

8.1 Ai 6& vnoreian buoy wn ~oTwWOAY pEeTa TOV UTOKpLTaV. vnoTEtovot 
yap SevTtépa oaBBatwv Kai réumtTyn. vpetc 5& vnoTevoaTe TETpada Kai 
TOpPAOKEUHY 
And let your fasts not be with the flatterers; because they fast on the sec- 
ond day of the week and on the fifth; but you will fast on the fourth and 
on the eve of the Sabbath. 

Now we have learnt in several places in the tradition, that it was 
the custom in Israel to fast on these very days (even though not in 
the majority, and not even regularly).78 However later tradition 
pins the reason for the fasts on the destruction of the Temple. 
However, from this, and from Luke 18:12 (which is interpreted in 

76 43:1 and compare with 43:2 (there were those who used it for lubrication, 
even though, apparently, you do not need to make a blessing over the “oil for filth” 
- j.Ber 6:10d; however, in “the Church reforms of Hippolytus, the blessing over the 
oil contains thanksgiving for lubrication. 

77 The researchers tried to interpret what the properties of this oil were, and 
there were those who said that it was oil for the lubrication of the sick which was 
mentioned in the Epistle of James 4:14, and others said that it was the oil of bap- 
tism. However, according to our sources it can be said with no doubt that it came 
after the meal for “good aroma” (and even for lubrication), but not everyone acted 
in accordance with this, and therefore there is no “torah” in the versions before us. 

78 See volume II of the Studies, mmx XN? 2 YW m31w°> and S. Lieberman, 

Hayerushalmi Kiphshuto (Jerusalem, 1934). 
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accordance to our document) we learn that they acted accordingly 

even at the time of the Temple. When we seek the cause of this, it 

seems that the only way to interpret this is on the basis of the 

premise that the fast was linked to the customs whereby in those 

days the rural people came together (to the market), where they 

used (until the destruction of Betar) to sit down with Dayanim and 

read from the Torah (the reading of the Torah on Mondays and 
Thursdays evolved especially for the people in the rural areas who 
did not have anyone who could read for them on the Sabbaths). 
Inasmuch as we know that they did not practice these fasts in 
Babylon in the days of the Tanaim and the Amoraim, and 
inasmuch as we have not heard of the reading of the Torah on 
Mondays and Thursdays in the Diaspora (at least until the 
Destruction), this would substantiate our conjecture that we can 
locate the Didache either in Eretz Yisrael or adjacent to it. 

BAPTISMAL HALACHOT 

6:2-3 (Speaks of the baptism of converts to Christianity) Eav 5& un éxnc 
tdwp fav, sic GAdo tdwp BaTTLOOV. ei 5 ov SbvAcOL Ev Yuxpa, Ev OEpLa. 
"Eady 68 auddtepa un Ex, Exxeov sic THY KEdadTY TPIS Vdwp Eig Ovopa 
TATPOS Kai ViOd Kal ayiov TVEvMATOS 
Even if you do not have fresh water [as is commanded], baptise in other 
[waters]; and if it is impossible in cold water—in hot. And if you do not 
have either of those or those, pour water over the head [of the person 
being baptised] three times in the name of the Father and the Son and the 
Holy Spirit. 

We have before us a primary source for the introduction of 
“baptism” among the Christians through the pouring of water, 
over which reservations were raised later on; even though the 
Gnostics, in the second century of their calender, used to baptise 
in this way.7? And in a Baraita which we studied (Berachot 22,1): 

You pour nine portions of pure water over the one having nocturnal pollu- 
tion; Nahum of Gimzo whispered to Rabbi Aqiba who whispered to Rabbi 
Azai and Rabbi Azai withdrew and there was hatred towards his disciples 
in the market. 

We learnt that this Halacha had only recently become known to 
the public, and the progenitor of this Halacha was Nahum of 
Gimzu, and he himself only said it in a whisper (permission under 
constraint).8° It is possible, therefore, to conclude that the Baraita 
originated at the time of the destruction of the Temple. And as far 
as the Hachamim is concerned, we only heard that it was kosher 

79 Trenaeus, Contra Haer. 1.21:4. 
80 See above, fn. 18. 
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from the words of the Amoraim (Babylonian Talmud Jbid., Rab 
Huna) from which it is perhaps possible to ascertain that it is an 
early tradition. 

THE HALACHOT GOVERNING PRIESTLY GIFTS 

13:3 Tlaoav ovy arapxy}. yevrrnudtwv Anvod kai &wvoc, Body Te Kat 
TpoBarow AaBav daoeg THY aTApXIY Tolg TpodHraig’ avToL yap siow 
ol apxepeic vpav. “Eav dé uh Exnte tpodyrny, d0TE Toig Trwxoic. "Eav 
oirlay Trois, THY aTapxXnY haBadv S6¢ KaTa THY &vTOAHY. ‘NoabTwc 
Kepapiov oivov H édaiov avoi~tac, THY aTapxnv AaBaV do ToIC 
Tpopyraic’ apyupiov S& Kai iuatiopod Kai TavTdg KTHWATOS haBaV THY 
aTapxnv, ao &v oor d6En 
And all Teruma of the fruit of the winery and of the silo, the cattle and 
the sheep, take and give as a Teruma for the prophets; because they are 
your high priests. And if you do not have a prophet amongst you, give it 
to the poor. And when you make a compound?! take the Teruma and give 
it to the prophets. And when you open a jar of wine or oil take Teruma 
and give it to the prophets. However, from the money, from clothing and 
from all property, take a Teruwma as you will and give it as a Mitzvah. 

Now first of all we must examine the issue of the source of these 
words. Harnack®? and the scholar Drews believe that we cannot 
regard them as deriving from the Torah, but they must be inter- 
preted as new Christian Halacha. They sustain their argument 
with two pieces of evidence, the first being the fact that tithes are 
not mentioned. And the second is that there is no substance in the 
Torah to the giving of money as Teruma etc. Therefore Drews®3 
assumes that the writer derived this from a special source which 
contained “mitzvoth of the Lord”, in other words Jesus (and he 
supplements this with 1:5 (“Happy is he who gives tzedaka as a 
Mitzvah”). However, the fact that it does not mention the tithes is 
not conclusive. Because, even if he had wanted to abolish them, 
this is not proof that everything that he observed was derived in its 
essence from a new Torah. Moreover, we have already found this 
in early sources (such as in Israel), where the tithes are subsumed 
under the generic name of Terumot.* In addition, a Jewish sofer 
who is well-versed in tradition, who wrote the Book of Biblical 
Antiquities, which is attributed to Philo, erred and explicitly 
altered the term from tithes to Terumot, for this reason. As he 

81 Is it possible that we have here extensive evidence of a Halacha which obli- 
gates the giving halah from a mixture which has not been baked, in contrast to a 
tradition we have from Philo, and was the custom among the Jewish inhabitants of 
Alexandria (m. Hal 4:10)? 

82 In his remarks to the same verses in his big publication. 
83 Drews, “Untersuchung”, pp. 63-67. 
84 Philo undoubtedly subsumed the tithes under the portion of the priestly-gifts 

SpecLeg 1:132-141, and see also the Letter of Aristeas 158 (Wendland, p. 45). 

4 
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writes (14:4), “since the Holy One, Blessed be He, saved one of 

fifty Israelites (from Egypt)”. In this manner he explicates “and 

fifty Israelites went up” (see the Tannaitic Midrash), therefore, “I 

command my people to tithe their fruit for me (changing Teruma 

which is one of fifty, to a tithe [one in ten]). And in the matter of 

the Teruma of oil and money etc., the Halacha derives its sub- 

stance from the tradition of the Rishonim, as we shall see below. It 

is not difficult to suppose that those Halachot which were re- 

newed and added as accretions to the substance of Torah 

(Midrash) were ultimately regarded as written Mitzvah, even if we 

refuse to concur that the writer relied on the laws of the Torah, 

since Mitzvah in the language of the Sages was regularly used to 
express the words of the Soferim (such as “the mitzvoth of the 
Elders”),85 and it is not improbable to assume that this fixed lan- 
guage existed at the time of the writer (and before him). And per- 
haps we can discern in the wording kemitzvah, which only applies 
to the Halachot obtaining to gifts for [their] priests and for the 
poor, a hint of the word, Mitzvah, metzavta which is used by 
Amoraim and the Tanaim in Israel, and denotes ketzedaka, the 
giving of money.® As to the essence of the question, it cannot be 
denied that the writer relied on Scripture, as evidenced by his lan- 
guage. Origen had already commanded that the priestly gifts men- 
tioned in the Torah, are among those mitzvoth which were not to 
be abolished, that even the Christians are obliged to observe (in 
their fashion)8’. Nevertheless Irenaeus opposes the tithes®8, and in 
any case the writer of the Syriac Didascalia observes them de jure 
(but not de facto) and imposes an obligation to give “to the true 
Messiah the High Priest and his servants®?. 

We shall return to discuss the Halachot themselves. 

85 See below, p. 311. 
86 Mitzvat in the Halacha of Rabban Gamliel (in the name of the Rishonim) and 

in the tradition of minyan Usha (j.Peah 1:15b) and see b.Ket 51a; Pesikata Rabati 
25 undoubtedly refers to tzedaka. 

87 Sermon on the Book of Numbers (Baehrens XI, pp. 75-80) refers to primitiae, 
the firstfruits of the new wine and oil and all the fruit of the tree and the grain of 
the field and a tithe of the animals, and he testifies that the Pharisees who do not eat 

until they have separated— baptise!—and he says: How “shall our righteousness be 
more than the Pharisees who do not enjoy the fruits until they have brought terumot 
to the Priests—thus confusing separation with donating—and you separate the 
TITHES to the LEVITES. et ego nihil horum faciens fructibus terrae ita abitur ut 
sacerdo nesciat, Levites ignorat divinum altare non sentiat?. 

88 Harnack, Die Lehre. 
8° Gibson, Ch. 9, p. 85 (although at the beginning of the chapter p. 77 he is 

inclined to intimate that the tithes had been abolished). 
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It is clear that the writer is of the opinion that the tithe of cattle is 
for the priests, in contrast to the Halacha which ordains that the 
tithe should revert to the owners. But corroboration for his view 
can be found in Jubilees 13:25-26 and the Book of Tobit (the long 
version, 1:6-7) and Philo (SpecLeg 141:1). Contrariwise, in the 
matter of Teruma which is not of the crops of the earth or cattle, 
this is not dealt with in the Bible and the writer himself confesses 
that there is no absolute obligation and has no measure, and we 
did find corroboration in our own sources. First of all, in the 
Jerusalem Talmud (j.Demai 1:21d) Rabbi Yohanan rules that,% in 
other words he tithed even from foods which were not of “the 
produce of your seed”, and despite this the Talmud explains so 
that it can be discerned that the custom adhered to by Rabbi 
Yohanan was based on the tradition of the Rishonim who were 
stringent in the tithes, extending the range of the applicability of 
the Mitzvah even beyond what had been interpreted in the Torah 
(including fruits of the tree and vegetables). 

However, the writers of the Tosephot transmit what is writ- 
ten (¢.Taan 9:1) in Sifre: “Tithe—I do not have anything but the 
crops of my seed which must be tithed and merchandise”. And 
nevertheless, in contrast to the Sifre which is before us, it is still 
far-fetched to conjecture, as proposed by the scholar Finkelstein,®! 
that the dictum is from the Middle Ages as it suited the economic 
life of the Israelites in those days (there were fewer landowners 
and an abundance of merchansie), since already in the times of the 
Second Temple (in the times of the latter Hasmonaeans and after- 
wards) the number of businessmen grew in Israel (and even more 
so in the Diaspora). The law provides, especially in those days 
when priestly gifts were no more than a type of taxes for the king- 
dom of Israel that were sent to Jerusalem to the “treasury”, that 
a takanah be enacted which would devolve upon the owners of 
moveable property and monies so that they would not be exempt 
from the obligation which was imposed on everyone else. And 
indeed, Rabbi Abba demands (Bar Kahana?) in Pesiqta de Rab 
Kahana that a tenth be tithed (Buber, 90, 2): and it is reasonable 
to assume that these same “terumot and tithes” which were col- 
lected from the Diaspora by the messengers of the Ne’siim [head 
of the Sanhedrin] for their benefit (and appropriated for the benefit 
of “those who labour in Torah”), a phenomenon observed by 
Appian (On Cilicia), were undoubtedly subsumed under the 
terumot and tithes which were given first to the priests, so that 

90 When he would even eat meat, even an egg, he would rule (="Wyn). 

91 On the same verse in his publication of Sifre. 
92 See G. Alon, Studies in Jewish History 1 (Tel Aviv: Hakibbutz Hameuchad, 

1958) pp. 83-92. 
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even these gifts were not collected exclusively from the land- 
owners%3. Support for this can be found in what Jubilees 32:2 has 
recorded, namely that Jacob had a Levi tithe for him “from man 
to animal and from the gold including all the tools and the 
clothes”. Or perhaps we should be more precise by turning to 
Luke 18:12, who mentions a Pharisee who gives thanksgiving to 
the Holy-One, Blessed be He, who did not make him like other 
creatures who oppress etc. or like the tax collector, as he (the 
Pharisee) “fasts twice on Sabbath and tithes ma@vTa Goa xT@pox 

(from all his wealth)”. 
In any case, from the body of the Halacha which is found in 

the book which has been mentioned, it has been established that it 
was not an actual fixed Mitzvah, as was the Terwma for the har- 
vest-of the land (which is from the Torah), but had no measure, 
and someone can give more and someone else can give less, both 
having fulfilled their obligation. And this obviously was the 
opinion of the Rishonim in Israel.% 

93 Panarion haer. 30:4-30, 12, 9. 
°4 Some of the books and research in the matters discussed in this article were 

not available for examination. 



PAUL’S JEWISH-CHRISTIAN OPPONENTS 
IN THE DIDACHE 

DAVID FLUSSER 

Jerusalem 

The aim of the present paper is not to clarify the various facets of 
enmity between so called “Jewish Christianity” and Paul. The real 
purpose of our study is to show that Didache 6:2-3 reflects the 
position of the majority in the Mother Church towards the Gentile 
Christian believers while Paul’s attitude was more unusual and 
therefore revolutionary. Both positions represent two genuine 
interpretations of the necessary obligations of Gentile God-fearers. 
We believe that both factions based their claims upon the 
Apostolic Decree. Paul’s view became victorious but even so it is 
not without interest to learn what was the opposite view with the 
help of Didache 6:2-3, a position which was held, among others, 
by the apostle Peter. The text of Didache 6:2-3, it will be 
recalled, runs as follows: “If you can bear the whole yoke of the 
Lord (i.e. of the Law), you will be perfect; but if you cannot, do 
what you can. Concerning the food, bear what you will be able to 
bear. But be sure to refrain completely from meat which has been 
sanctified before idols, for it represents the worship of dead 
gods.” 

The Apostolic Decree is quoted three times in the Acts of the 
Apostles (15:20, 28-29 and 21:25). Already from the beginning of 
modern scholarship, the question’ was asked concerning the actual 
point of contact between the Apostolic Decree and the so called 
Noachic precepts in Judaism, because both contain a list of reli- 
gious and moral obligations for non-Jews. The Noachic precepts 
were thus a Jewish non-Christian parallel to the Apostolic Decree, 
which was issued by a community of Jews believing in Jesus in 
order to lay upon the Gentile no greater burden than that which is 
necessary. The first step towards the solution of the problem was 
taken by the German scholar Adolf Resch already in 1905.! He 
rightly recognized the eminent value of the so called Western text 
of the Apostolic Decree. In contrast to the common text, where 
Gentiles are obliged to abstain from what has been sacrificed to 
idols, from blood, from what is strangled and from unchastity, in 
the Western text the prohibition to eat what is strangled is miss- 
ing. Resch also succeeded in showing that for the most important 
of the Church Fathers only the three prohibitions—not including 
the one concerning that which is strangled—formed the text of the 

1 A. Resch, “Das Aposteldekret nach seiner ausserkanonischen Textgestalt 

Untersucht”, (Leipzig: Hinrich’s, 1905 [TU ns. 3]) pp. 1-179. 
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Apostolic Decree and that these three prohibitions were originally 

identical with the three capital sins in early patristic literature, 

namely idolatry, bloodshed and fornication. He also rightly argued 
that Paul in reality fulfilled the obligations of the original text and 
meaning of the Apostolic Decree. 

It is not our task here to treat fully the problems of the text 
and the historical development of the Apostolic decision. This we 
have already done in another study.2 Here we only have to men- 
tion the fact that the three capital sins, idolatry, bloodshed and 
fornication, are often mentioned in rabbinic literature and that, 
according to a decision from the beginning of the second century 
C.E., a Jew must choose death rather than let himself be coerced 
to transgress one of these three prohibitions. Some decades later, 
at the end of the second century C.E., perpetrators of these sins 
were excluded from the church and their penitence was not 
accepted. Here the main point which pertains to the present study 
is that idolatry, bloodshed and fornication are also three of the 
extant seven Noachic precepts. As has been demonstrated by 
Resch, the prohibition of the same three crimes formed the 
original content of the Apostolic Decree. The whole list of seven 
Jewish Noachic precepts is attested only from the mid-second 
century C.E. If so, it is more than probable that in the Apostolic 
Age the official Jewish position was to require the Noachites, the 
God-fearing Gentiles, to abstain from idolatry, bloodshed and 
fornication. Hence quite naturally this same rule was accepted by 
the Apostolic Church. I hope to show here that even if the basic 
rule was then accepted by the church, new problems arose in the 
interpretation of the Apostolic Decree. The two divergent 
approaches concerning the application and interpretation of the 
famous decree are represented by the Petrine and Pauline parties. 
Moreover one discovers some strong indications that the same 
problem—albeit probably not in such an earnest and clear for- 
mulation—also existed among Jews in the politics pertaining to 
God-fearing Gentiles. 

Does Didache 6:2-3 express a “conservative” Jewish inter- 
pretation of the Noachic laws? or does the passage represent an 
analogous Christian position concerning the Apostolic Decree? I 
think that the function of our passage in the context of the Didache 
dispels all doubts about the Christian origin of Didache 6:2-3. The 
passage clearly reflects the Jewish-Christian understanding of the 

? David Flusser and Shmuel Safrai, “Das Aposteldekret und die Noachistischen 
Gebote”, Wer Tora vermehrt mehrt Leben: Festgabe fiir Heinz Kremers zum 60. 
Geburtstag (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener-Verlag, 1986) pp. 173-192. 

3 This is the opinion of A. Stuiber in his excellent study “Das ganze Joch des 
Herrn (Didache 6,2-3)”, in Studia Patristica 4,1 (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1961 
[TU 79]) pp. 323-329. 
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obligations of Gentile Christians towards Judaism, a position 
which was utterly unacceptable for Paul. 

Almost as soon as the text of the Didache* was published in 
1882 from a Greek manuscript, it was recognized that the first six 
chapters of the work are actually a Jewish treatise christianized by 
the author of the Didache; from chapter seven on, the book is of 
Christian provenance. It was only as a consequence of the discov- 
ery of the Dead Sea Scrolls that it was recognized that the Jewish 
treatise contained in the first six chapters of the Didache is indeed 
extant in an old Latin translation.’ Its real title was de doctrina 
Apostolorum, but today it is commonly referred to as The Two 
Ways. This Jewish tractate—and not the Christian Didache—was 
used by the author of the apocryphal Epistle of Barnabas of the 
first half of the second century C.E. All this can lead only to one 
conclusion: the Jewish treatise The Two Ways* was already con- 
sidered to be a manual of Christian ethics in the first decades of 
Christianity and often it was even viewed as the teaching of the 
Apostles. Whether the Didachist was aware of the original 
provenance of his source is not possible to determine with 
absolute precision. However it would seem that he was convinced 
that The Two Ways was a Christian work, and even one of 
“apostolic” authority because he did not permit himself to change 
the wording of his source very much. It is reasonable to believe 
that the Didache was written before the end of the first century 
C.E. The Two Ways was written earlier, there are indications that 
this Jewish treatise was known to Philo of Alexandria.” 

The Jewish tractate ended’ originally with an admonition. 
Although the Didachist (6:1) abbreviated it, the text is. more com- 
plete in the Latin version of the Jewish source (Doct 6:1-6). None- 
theless it is difficult to reconstruct the precise original wording of 
the admonition.’ Even so, it is evident that the Latin translation of 
the ending reflects the original content of the conclusion of The 
Two Ways: “Beware lest anyone cause you to abandon this teach- 

4 The most recent editions of the Didache are Klaus Wengst, Didache (Apostel- 
lehre) (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1984 [SUC 2]) pp. 3-100; 
Willy Rordorf & Andre Tuilier, La doctrine des Douze Apétres (Didaché) (Paris: 

Les Editions du Cerf, 1978 [SC 248]). A pioneering book about the Jewish roots of 

the Didache was the treatise of G. Klein, Der dlteste christliche Katechismus und 
die judische Propaganda-Literatur (Berlin: G. Reimer, 1909). 

5 J.-P. Audet, “Affinités littéraires et doctrines du Manuel de Discipline”, RB 59 
(1952) pp. 217-238. ; 

6 About the Two Ways treatise, see also my study, “The Two Ways,” in D. 
Flusser, Jewish Sources in Early Christianity (Tel Aviv: Sifriat Poalim, 1979) pp. 
235-252 (in Hebrew). 

7 See the preceding note. 
8 The last sentence of the Latin Doct (6:6) is surely a Christian medieval addi- 

tion. It seems to me that Doct (6:5b) is a later addition too. 
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ing, otherwise you will be taught apart from the (true) instruction. 

If you do these things daily with deliberation,’ you will be near to 

the living God. But if you fail to do them, you will be far from the 

truth. Store up all these things in your soul and you will not be 

beguiled from your hope.” 
This concluding admonition fits admirably well the ethical 

imperative and the dualistic vein of the Jewish Two Ways, and is 
an appropriate conclusion of the work. Neither in the Latin Doc- 
trina Apostolorum nor in the paraphrastic Epistle of Barnabas was 
any other new precept added. Here the Didache differs. After the 
abbreviated form of the original conclusion and before the 
Christian “Manual of Discipline” that follows, in Didache 6:2-3 
an addition to The Two Ways was inserted. 

As has already been noted, the passage was absent from the 
original tractate of The Two Ways, but the appendix already 
existed in the copy of the treatise used by the Didachist. Theoreti- 
cally the passage under question could have been a Jewish addi- 
tion to the Jewish tractate,!° but this is highly improbable. We 
hope to show further that, although Didache 6:2-3 was not com- 
posed by the Didachist, it was a Christian work, written by a man 
whose Christian Weltanschauung differed from the approach of 
the Didachist. On the other hand, the addition differs also from 
the preceding Jewish text. While the Two Ways is an inner-Jewish 
ethical treatise, only Didache 6:2-3 is addressed to Gentile 
believers. 

Though The Two Ways is of Jewish origin, it was regarded 
as apostolic instruction not only by the Didachist,!! but also by the 
Doctrina Apostolorum. If the apostolic ascription appears from the 
text’s very beginnings in all the witnesses without any exceptions, 
it follows that from the first decades of Christianity, the Two 
Ways was considered a product of the Apostolic Mother Church. 
As such, the tractate began to be read also by Gentile believers in 
Christ, and thus it is no wonder that an appendix was added, 
reflecting the spirit of the majority of the Jewish Mother Church 
which sought to stipulate the obligations of Gentile Christian 
believers. 

At this stage the tractate reached the Didachist. For him 
Didache 6:2-3 belonged to the Vorlage and was an authentic 
apostolic teaching that carried all the authority of his source. Did 

° Was this written under the influence of the famous verse in Joshua 1:8? 
10 This is the opinion of A. Stuiber. See above note 3. 
'l J even venture that the supposed Apostolic origin of the Two Ways was the 

main impulse for the Didachist to compose his own book. He believed that the 
treatise is an apostolic message to the Gentiles. The Two Ways became for him a 
starting point for his Didache. About the titles of the work see Rordorf & Tuilier, 
op.cit., pp. 13-17. 
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he notice that the passage was a child of a spirit different from his 
own? Even if he had some suspicions, the authority of his Vorlage 
dissipated them. One passage begins with the words: “If you can 
bear the whole yoke of the Lord, you will be perfect...” The 
“yoke of the Lord” means here the “yoke of the Law,” but as we 
will see later, the term “the yoke of the Lord” is also Jewish and 
has the same meaning. The Didachist could understand the 
expression as describing common Christian duties. 

But did the Didachist fully understand the passage? Certainly 
he did not need it when he adopted it from his source. For some 
of us, the tendency of the whole passage is clear enough, but for 
many who do not possess historical imagination—or knowledge— 
it will be easy to miss the central point of Didache 6:2-3. At least 
after the rediscovery of the Didache not a few modern scholars 
were misled.!? They believed that the passage taught a Christian 
ascetic attitude concerning both food and sexual life: those who 
completely renounce sex are perfect. In this field, as also in 
ascetic dietetics the Christian believer has to try as far as possible 
to reach the ideal exigencies. If such a distorted exegesis could 
arise in modern scholarship, why was the Didachist obliged to 
understand his Vorlage better, even if its approach was more or 
less foreign to the Didachist, as it was surely foreign to such cog- 
nate contemporary Christian circles in which the three Pastoral 
Epistles were composed? The Didachist understood and accepted 
the general line of argument presented in the passage: try to reach 
the highest possible standard of Christian obligations! “If you can 
bear the whole yoke of the Lord, you will be perfect; but if you 
cannot, do what you can!”!3 A kind of contrast really does exist 
between the original exigencies embedded in our passage and the 
later regulations of the Gentile Christian Churches to which the 
Didache was addressed. Nevertheless, this difference was not felt 
by the Didachist himself. So he could incorporate Didache 6:2-3 
into his treatise and at the same time admonish the Churches not 
to let their fasts fall on the same day as the hypocrites, who fast 
on Monday and Thursday, “Rather you should fast on Wednesday 
and Friday” (Didache 8:1). He also instructs them, “Nor should 
you pray as the hypocrites, but pray the Lord’s Prayer thrice 
daily” (Didache 8:2-3). Nor does he refer to the Sabbath, but 
rather to the celebration of the Lord’s Day, i.e. Sunday. 

In order to proceed further in our investigation, we must 
make a few remarks concerning some philological questions. Our 
passage speaks about the bearing of the whole yoke of the Lord 

12 12 See A. Stuiber, op.cit., pp. 325-326; and Wengst, op.cit., pp. 95-96, n. 

52-53. 
13 Naturally also he abhors the meat connected with idolatry. 
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(or of the Law). It is evident that this terminology alludes to the 

atmosphere of the so called Apostolic Decree. According to Acts 

15:10 it was Peter who said in this connection: “Now therefore 

why do you make trial of God by pulling a yoke upon the neck of 

the disciples which neither our fathers nor we have been able to 

bear?” And according to Acts 15:28 in the letter which announced 

the decisions of the Apostolic Church it was written: “For it has 

seemed good to the Holy Spirit and to us to lay upon you no 

greater burden than these necessary things,” namely, the restric- 
tions of the Apostolic Decree. And it was already recognized that 
a similar terminology appears also in the message to the church of 
Thyatira in Rev. 2:24-25. “I do not lay upon you any other bur- 
den; only hold fast what you have, until I come.” According to 
Didache 6:2-3 those who are able to bear the whole yoke are per- 
fect, but if anyone is not able to reach perfection, it does not mat- 
ter: he shall bear what he is able to bear. This implies that those 
who are unable to fulfill all the commandments are somehow 
imperfect. I do not know any other good parallel for the use of the 
term “perfect,” but perhaps the closest text is Mt 19:21. I will try 
to explain the strange attitude of our passage later.'* 

As we have seen, although it was recognized that the 
intended audience of Didache 6:2-3 was the believing Gentiles, 
the relevance of his unique text to this complex problem has not, 
as far as I know, been fully appreciated until now. The proposal 
contained in Didache 6:2-3 is one of the possible solutions to the 
question regarding the status of believing Gentiles, a problem 
which was then common to both Judaism and Christianity. The 
proposed solution is astonishing, but it makes good sense in the 
context of various trends within Judaism and the early Christian 
Church. Although the situation was already known in is broad out- 
lines, Didache 6:2-3 throws light upon it, and thus the passage 
becomes a substantial help for understanding both Judaism and 
primitive Christianity. 

It is surely not our task to describe the strong attraction of 
the Jewish faith among the Gentiles. “The masses have long since 
shown a keen desire to adopt our religious observances and there 
is not one city, Greek or barbarian, not a single nation to which 
our custom of abstaining from work on the seventh day had not 

14 Tt is an ironical paradox that the only parallel that contradicts the approach is 
the Pauline Romans 14:1-15:5. According to-Paul, the weak in faith is a believer 
who is bound by religious and ritual restrictions. “I know and am persuaded in the 
Lord Jesus that nothing is unclean in itself; but it is unclean for anyone who thinks 
it unclean” (Rom 15:14). And Paul says (Rom 15:1); “We who are strong ought to 
bear with the failings of the weak and not to please ourselves.” In both cases, in 
aa wa in Didache 6:2-3, the weak or the less perfect has to be fully 
respected. ; 
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spread, and where the fasts and the lighting of lamps and many of 
our prohibitions in the matter of food are not observed” 
(Josephus, Contra Apion 2:282-3; cf. ibid. 2:123). Many Gentiles 
were fascinated not only by the theological spirituality and the 
ethical values of Judaism, but also by its “ceremonial law”. We 
know from the sources that levels of observing the Jewish way of 
life as embraced by Gentiles varied from one person to another, it 
seems that the Gentile Godfearers were more and more eager to 
accept and follow further Jewish obligations as they proceeded in 
learning.'5 Since it was impossible in practice, and from the 
Jewish point of view even undesirable, for all the God-fearing 
Gentiles to become full proselytes, the Gentile “Judaizers” had to 
decide, how great a burden they desired to assume. In their deci- 
sions they necessarily depended upon the advice and the instruc- 
tions of their Jewish friends. 

In this connection the story of the gradual progress of the 
royal family of Adiabene towards full proselytism (Josephus, AJ 
20:17ff) is instructive, but at the same time clearly atypical. The 
obstacles to becoming full proselytes were far more restrictive for 
persons of a high social position such as sovereigns of a state than 
for other Gentiles who were not exposed to public censure. One 
should moreover not forget that the story is narrated by Josephus 
from the standpoint of his Gentile readers. 

In the process of the full proselytization of the royal house of 
Adiabene at least two Jews were involved. The first was a certain 
Jewish merchant, named Ananias: “He taught them to worship 
God after the manner of the Jewish tradition” (AJ 20:34), and it 
happened, moreover, that the Queen, Helena, “had hkewise been 
instructed by another Jew and had been brought over to their 
laws” (ibid 35). Finally Izates came to the conclusion, “that he 
would not be genuinely a Jew unless he was circumcised and 
therefore he was ready to act accordingly” (Ibid 38). Then 
Ananias tried to dissuade the king from this last step. “The king 
could, he said, worship God even without being circumcised if he 
had fully decided to be a devoted adherent of Judaism, for it was 
this that counted more than circumcision” (ibid 41). The final 
decision to complete the process of proselytism was caused by 
“another Jew, named Eleazar, who came from Galilee and who 
had the reputation of being extremely strict when it came to the 
ancestral laws” (ibid 43). The Greek wording that describes 
Eleazar’s Jewish way of life shows that he was a Pharisee.!° In 
Greek sources the technical term akribeia serves as a definition of 

1S See Juvenal, Sat. 14:96-106:1. 
16 See Josephus, Ant 20.43 about Eleazar: panu peri ta partia dokon akribes 

einai. See also n. 21 below. 
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Pharisaic piety: the Pharisees “are believed to interpret the laws 

with strictness” (met’ akribeias, Josephus, BJ 2.162). According 

to Acts 22:3 Paul was brought up in Jerusalem at the feet of 

Gamaliel the Pharisee (see Acts 5:34), “according to the strict 

manner of the law of our fathers” (kata akribeian tou patroou 

nomou). And in Acts 26:5 Paul says that he has lived as a 

Pharisee, “according to the strictest (akribestate) party of our reli- 
gion.”!7 But even if his Eleazar was a Pharisee, this does not 
mean that his approach represented the opinion of the majority 
within rabbinic Judaism. 

In reality it should be well known already that in general, 
ancient Judaism neither wished nor required that all the Gentile 
God-fearers should become full proselytes. On the other hand, the 
Jews. had no choice but to try and find, for the sake of the 
Gentiles, a formula which would establish the minimum of obliga- 
tions indispensable for the Gentiles to be saved together with the 
Jews who were required to observe the whole Law. Today the 
obligations for the Gentiles are the so called seven Noachic 
precepts and we have shown elsewhere!8 that these seven obliga- 
tions are the result of a long development. We also tried to show 
that in. the earliest stage of development, these seven Noachic 
precepts originally consisted of only three commandments, he 
same ones as contained in the better reading of the Apostolic 
Decree. 

Today the Jewish code strictly forbids a non-Jew to observe 
any Jewish commandment, no matter how minor. A Gentile has to 
live only according to the Noachic prescriptions and nothing more 
is required, unless he decides to “become a Jew.” Only after pass- 
ing all the prescribed ceremonies of proselytism and becoming 
legally Jewish, does he have to observe the whole Law. What hap- 
pened in later Judaism is a historical paradox: medieval Judaism 
finally reached a solution not dissimilar to that which Paul more 
or less endeavored to enforce in Gentile Christian communities, 
i.e. Gentiles were not permitted to observe the Jewish command- 
ments, but if they became Jews, then they were obliged to observe 
the whole law of Moses. In both cases, a similar approach led to 
similar results. Both Paul and the medieval Rabbis wanted to sepa- 
rate the Jews from non-Jews and the most dangerous obstacle in 
the way of achieving this aim was when Gentiles began to fulfill, 
even partially, the Jewish law. Such a constellation makes a com- 

'7 From this small list follows that those who opposed the execution of James, 
Jesus’ brother, were the Pharisees. Even if this designation does not appear 
explicitly in Ant 20:201, they are described there as those who were thought “to be 
strict in connection of the laws” (peri ton nomon akribeis). 

18 See above, n. 2. 
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plete separation of Jews from Gentiles and vice versa quite 
impracticable. Thus Gentile “Judaizers” became non desirable for 
both sides. The question is how far the medieval Jewish separatist 
solution was stimulated by the ecclesiastical politics of the Church 
which punished Judaizers and strictly prohibited all proselytism. 
Gentile Judaizers and possible proselytes were then a menacing 
danger for the very existence of the Jewish communities. Thus we 
cannot completely exclude the possibility that the parallelism 
between the Church and the Synagogue in their wish to achieve 
complete mutual separatism also had a hidden, hideous dimension. 

Before returning to Didache 6:2-3, we have to make the fol- 
lowing remark, though with some hesitation. According to Acts 
16:4 Paul and Silas, “as they went on their way through the cities, 
they delivered to them for observance the decisions which had 
been reached by the apostles and elders who were in Jerusalem,” 
i.e. the Apostolic Decree. I do not see any serious cause which 
would force us to reject this “harmonizing” information as non- 
historical, especially as we believe that the Apostolic Decree con- 
tained only the prohibitions against what was sacrificed to idols, 
bloodshed and unchastity. Another question is how deeply Paul 
was interested in imposing upon the churches the rule that the 
Jews believing in Jesus Christ should be forbidden to transgress 
the Law of Moses that they had been bound to fulfill before bec- 
oming Christians. I am aware of the present tendency of many 
outstanding Christian New Testament scholars to view Paul as a 
sincerely observant Jew who never doubted that it was the eternal 
will of God that all Jews, including naturally those saved by 
Christ, remain under the holy yoke of the Jewish Law. Personally 
I am not sure that Paul’s mind was so simple and undialectical, 
but fortunately for me Paul’s position about the Law is not the 
object of our present inquiry. In any case, in the extant epistles 
Paul never says in so many words that there is anything that can 
release a Jew from his observation of the Law and its works. On 
the other hand, we also never find an explicit statement by Paul to 
the contrary, namely that the belief in Christ for the Jew is 
incompatible with his life according to the ancestral laws. This 
became the official opinion of the Church only later, some hun- 
dred years after Paul’s execution. What we read in 1 Corinthians 
7:17-24 is: “Only let every one lead the life which the Lord has 
assigned to him, and in which God has called him. This is my rule 
in all the churches. Was any one at the time of his call already cir-' 
cumcised? Let him not seek to remove the marks of circumcision. 
Was anyone at the time of his call uncircumcised? Let him not 
seek circumcision... Every one should remain in the state in which 
he was called. Were you a slave when called? Never mind... So, 
brethren, in whatever state each was called, there let him remain 
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with God.” Happily enough it is not our task to decide how great 

is the theological weight of this passage. In any case, one 1s at 

least obliged to recognize from the passage that Paul accepted and 

delivered to the Churches the rule that Christians from Jewish 

stock should practise what they did before their call and also that 

the Gentiles should live as they did before becoming Christians. 

Thus we are apparently not wrong when we assume that Paul 

actually enacted the Apostolic Decree with its implications both 

for the Gentiles and for the Jews, and we have already seen that 
this was also the regulation of Judaism concerning the Gentile 
God-fearers. 

The Apostolic Decree was evidently no more than a con- 
firmation and reinforcement of the Noachic prescriptions as they 
were then commonly understood. But this did not unequivocally 
solve the whole “Gentile question.” Are these prescriptions the 
minimum obligations of the Gentiles or are they indeed the maxi- 
mum rules for the God-fearers, as Paul and later the medieval rab- 
binism decided? In a famous Jewish homily! from the second 
century C.E., we read that a Gentile who does the (Mosaic) Law?° 
is considered to be in the same category as the Jewish High Priest 
himself. It is not written that God’s ordinances and statutes are 
destined for the priests, Levites and Israelites; it is rather said: 
“You shall keep my statutes and my ordinances which the man 
(adam) shall do” (Lev 18:5). In 2 Sam 7:19, the Law is not given 
only for the priests, Levites and Israelites, but rather, “This is the 
Law for man (adam).” Moreover, the prophet Isaiah does not say 
that God’s gates are open for the priests, Levites and Israelites, 
but he says: “Open the gates that the righteous nation (Hebrew: 
goy, the Gentile) which keeps faith may enter in” (Is 26:2). So we 

19 Sifra to Lev 18:5 (Ahare Moth, Chapter 13, Codex Assem ani, ed. L. Finkel- 
stein [New York, 1936] pp. 373-4); the same text appears in Midrash Hagadol to 
Lev, ed. A. Steinsaltz (Jerusalem) p. 518. It is clear that the tradent is Rabbi 
Jeremiah. W. Bacher, Die Agada der Tannaiten Il (Strassbourg, 1890) p. 31, and n. 

2, where he cites other parallels, b.BQ 38a, b.San 59a, where the tradent is Rabbi 
Meir. This shows that the saying of a comparatively unknown sage, Rabbi Jeremiah 
(see the materials collected by Bacher) was cited in the name of Rabbi Meir. 

20 About the Jewish expression, “to do the Law”, see S. Abramson, Leshonenu 
(Jerusalem, 1954) pp. 61-65. The expression occurs already in Sir 19:20 and in 1 
Macc 2:67, 13:48, and in the Dead Sea Scrolls in 1QpHab 7:11; 8:1; 12:4-5 and 4 
QpPs 2:15, 23, cf. CD 16:8. For the expression “the works of the Law” in the 
DSS, see E. Qimron and J. Strugnell, “An Unpublished Halachic Letter from Qum- 
ran”, Biblical Archaeology Today (Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, 1985) pp. 
401 and 406 n.5. In the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs “the works of the 
Law” appear in 7Dan 6:9 and the expression “to do the Law” occurs in TGad 3:2 
and 7Jos 11 :1. In the New Testament “to do the Law” occurs in Jn 7:19, Rom 
2:12, 14, 25 and Gal 5:3. The “works of the Law” are Pauline. As to the Rabbinic 
literature see also the preceding note and Abort de Rabbi Nathan, ed. S. Schechter, 
p. 124, DeutR, Zot Haberakha \\ and the Targum to Is 1:27. 
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see that even a Gentile who practices the (Mosaic) Law is con- 
sidered to be like the High Priest. 

The author of our homily believes that in principle, the 
Mosaic Law is destined to be observed by all mankind. Therefore 
he considers a Gentile who ‘does the Law’ as having great merit, 
and it is undoubtedly not a proselyte who is meant. Thus there is 
no doubt that the circles to which the tradent belonged saw in the 
Noachic precepts no more than an indispensable prerequisite, a 
minimal obligation for the pious Gentiles. According to the spirit 
of the saying, a God-fearing Gentile is to be praised if he fulfills 
many commandments of the Mosaic Law. On the other hand, 
according to Paul and to later medieval Jewish legislation, a 
believing Gentile should not accept upon himself more obligations 
than the Noachic precepts. Did such a Jewish view exist already 
in Paul’s day at least as a recommended suggestion? Until now I 
have not found any decisive Jewish text which would explicitly 
confirm this approach, but this position fits admirably well the 
divergent tendencies within Judaism of antiquity. 

This ‘dialectical’ unity in Judaism is often inaccurately 
described as its universalism and particularism. It was an express- 
ion of the genuine Jewish universalistic tendency which regarded 
the Law as destined for all of mankind and thus came to hold the 
opinion that it is preferable for a pious Gentile to accept upon 
himself the Jewish obligations. It is superfluous to repeat here that 
Judaism was not and is not a missionary religion;?! however, as it 
also has a universal message, Judaism in antiquity mostly wel- 
comed proselytes, but logically this approach was not without 
some ambivalence. The open mindedness of the school of Hillel 
towards proselytes, and the reserve shown by the school of Sham- 
mai against them are well known.?2 No wonder that the prominent 
disciple of the school of Shamai, Rabbi Eleazar ben Hyrcanos 
thought that proselytes tended to possess a bad character.23 More- 
over, if sometimes one had to be careful even of full proselytes, 
how could one ever trust the Godfearing Gentiles? Rabbi Shimeon 
ben Yochai was pessimistic.24+ When Pharaoh decided to pursue 

21 The Pharisees in Mt 23:15 seem to be an exception or the saying has to be 
understood in the vein of the story of the gradual conversion of the kings of 
Adiabene. We already assumed that Eleazar from Galilee was a Pharisee (see n. 16 
above). Jesus’ saying possibly alludes to such Pharisees who “traverse sea and 
land” in order to convert the Gentile God-fearers to full proselytes. 

22 See e.g. b.Shab 31a and W. Bacher, Die Agada der Tannaiten | (Strassbourg, 

1903) p. 4 and pp. 8-9. 
23 See Ibid, pp. 106-107, and about the original evil nature of proselytes, see 

also tractate Gerim 4:2. 
24 24 See the Mechilta de-Rabbi Ishmael to Ex 14:7, ed. S. Horovitz and J.A. 

Rabin, (Jerusalem, 1970) p. 87. 
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the children of Israel, he “took six hundred chosen chariots” (Ex 

14:7) but where did he get the beasts to pull the chariots? The 

beasts of the Egyptians and those of Pharaoh had already died dur- 

ing the ten plagues, and the cattle of the children of Israel 

remained with them (see Ex 10:26). To whom did they belong? 

The cattle belonged to the God-fearing Gentiles among the ser- 

vants of Pharaoh. Their cattle was spared, since they had heeded 
the warning of Moses. We learn this fact from another biblical 

verse: “He who feared the word of the Lord among the servants of 
Pharaoh, made his slaves and his cattle flee into the houses” (Ex 
9:20). So Pharaoh used these beasts which belonged to the God- 
fearers among his servants against the children of Israel. We thus 
learn that the God-fearing Gentiles constitute a snare for Israel.” 

Rabbi Eleazar ben Hyrcanos thought that a proselyte did not 
cease to be attracted by his pagan past. In addition, Rabbi 
Shimeon ben Yochai believed the God-fearing Gentiles possessed 
an unstable and weak character and that they presented a danger 
for the Jewish people because one could not be sure that when 
Israel was persecuted they would not join their Gentile com- 
patriots. The exaggerated suspicions of the two Jewish sages 
resulted from the basic ambivalent theological and psychological 
structure of Judaism which we have already mentioned. As to the 
God-fearing Gentiles, it is easy to imagine that besides those who 
welcomed their zeal for Jewish commandments, there were also 
many Jews in whose hearts the multitude of “half-Jews” evoked 
an uneasy feeling. Do these Gentiles observe parts of the Mosaic 
Law because they understand the Jewish call, or perhaps they per- 
form Jewish customs as an act of superstition? Where is the line 
separating proselytes from God-fearing Gentiles? All who have 
experienced modern parallels to these ancient Gentile “Judaizers” 
will surely understand the ambivalent feelings concerning practis- 
ing Gentiles: on the one hand, the high appreciation of a Gentile 
who “does the Law”2°—and on the other, the negative attitude of 
Rabbi Shimeon ben Yochai against the Godfearing Gentiles.27 In 
such a state of affairs, it is plausible to imagine that already in 
antiquity there existed among the Jews a tendency to recommend 
that Gentiles restrict themselves in their observance only to those 
prescriptions which are indispensable, namely the Noachic 
precepts. It is not too far-fetched even to suppose that Paul’s 
warning to the Gentiles as regards the observance of the Law was 

*5 The translation of the last sentence is according to the text in the edition of 
Horovitz & Rabin. 

26 See above, n. 19. 
27 See above, n. 24. Rabbi Jeremiah and Rabbi Shimeon ben Yochai were con- 

temporaries (second half of the second century C.E.). 
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not merely a consequence of his conversion. It is possible that the 
point of departure for this component of his theology lies in Paul’s 
“Pharisaic” past. But as we have already. stated, the restriction 
calling on the Gentiles not to observe more than the Noachic 
precepts is not explicitly attested in ancient Jewish sources. 
‘Nevertheless, the view that the believing and already practising 
Gentiles should be permitted to perform specifically Jewish com- 
mandments is also unattested in ancient Judaism. 

Shall we therefore accept the view that Didache 6:2-3 is a 
purely Jewish passage in which an anonymous Jewish maximalist 
appeals to the God-fearing Gentiles to observe the Mosaic Law as 
far as they can? This seems to me to be almost impossible. 
Already at first glance one has the impression that, if the passage 
is purely Jewish, its content is a very clumsy proposal. However, 
if the passage is Christian, then it is a directive addressed to the 
Gentile Christians and inspired by the position of the right wing of 
the Mother Church and in that case, Didache 6:2-3 makes good 
sense. There are two reasons why the passage is Christian and not 
purely Jewish. The first is decisive, namely the setting of the pas- 
sage in the midst of the development of the Didache from the 
Jewish Two Ways towards our actual Didache. The second reason 
why Didache 6:2-3 has to be considered as a Christian work is 
that although the question of the Believing Gentiles was also a 
Jewish problem, it really became an urgent matter in the primitive 
Church, whose future and very nature depended upon the manner 
in which this decisive issue would be resolved. 

Let us first requote the passage itself. “If you can bear the 
whole yoke of the Lord (i.e. of the Law),?8 you will be perfect; 
but if you cannot, do what you can. Concerning the food, bear 
what you will be able to bear. But be sure to refrain completely 
from meat which has been sanctified before idols, for it represents 
the worship of dead gods.” The views expressed in the passage 
are indeed possible within the framework of ancient Judaism, but 
it is extremely difficult to imagine that a Jew, or a Jewish author- 
ity of the period, would address God-fearing Gentiles and beg 
them to be perfect and to observe the whole Jewish Law, or at 
least to observe as much as they can and recommend that their 
food should be as kosher as possible. I admit that the passage 
remains somebow grotesque even if it is Christian, but as a 

28 The whole yoke of the Lord was probably original. In the tractate Gerim 1:2 
there is a varia lectio “if he (the future proselyte) says, “I am not worthy to place 
my neck under the yoke of Him Who spoke and the world came into being, blessed 
by He” they receive him forthwith, and if not, he is dismissed and goes his way.” 
See The Minor Tractates of the Talmud Il, A. Cohen (London: Soncino, 1971) p. 
603 n.5. The passage quoted above is also pertinent to Acts 15:10, where the 
expression “putting a yoke upon the neck” of Gentiles appears. 
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Christian composition it becomes far less strange and incredible. 

Both Jews and Christians are sure that Gentiles will be saved 

under certain conditions, but as soon as Gentiles accepted the faith 

in Jesus Christ, the question of their unity with the Christian Jews 

in one Church was no more essentially identical with the original 

Jewish religious view about the pious Gentiles. Christians believe 

that the Messiah has already come and that his expiatory death 

saves all who believe in him and in this central point there is no 

difference between Jews believing in Christ and Gentiles. More- 
over Christ unites the Jews who believe in him with Christian 
Gentiles and removes the Christian Jews from the rest of Jewry. 

It is necessary to state these truisms in order to understand 
that a fast and unequivocal solution of the problem of the Christian 
Gentiles for the Church became from its very beginnings 
unavoidable. There were two possible kinds of solutions for the 
Gentile problem in the Church, and both were proposed. The 
points of departure were naturally the Noachic precepts, for which 
the Gentiles are held responsible. The first solution was obvious. 
In order to strengthen the ties of Gentile Christianity with the Jews 
believing in Christ who were “all zealous of the Law” (Acts 
21:20), it was desirable for the Gentile Christian believers to 
observe all the Mosaic Law as far as they were able to do so. In 
this manner the difference between the Jewish believers and their 
Gentile brethren would be minimized. We have already seen that 
this solution was based upon Jewish patterns. The other solution 
was evidently dictated by the suspicion that if Gentile Christians 
“did the Law”, the common bond with the non-Christian Jews 
would be so great that there would be a danger that Gentile 
Christians would finally become Jewish (non-Christian) 
proselytes. Therefore Gentile Christians should not be required to 
observe the special Jewish prescriptions.2° Although no explicit 
Jewish parallel from antiquity is available to authenticate this 
approach, this Pauline solution fits certain tendencies in Judaism. 
This has become evident, among other things, from the fact noted 
above, that Paul’s position conforms to the later Jewish legislation 
concerning Gentiles. 

29 For all the questions of the Law in the Church see the personal opinion of 
Justin Martyr, Dial 47. The whole chapter is very instructive. He says (97:21) that 
the “good” observant Jewish Christians observe the portions of the law of Moses 
which may now be observed (cf. possibly expression in Rom 14:1-7 and 1 Cor 8:9). 
He opposes such Jewish Christians who compel Gentile Christians to live according 
to the Law of Moses, Ibid. 47:3; the whole passage is evidently also influenced by 
Gal 2:11-14). Naturally Justin denies the salvation of those who believed in Christ, 
began to observe the Mosaic Law and finally abandoned their belief in Christ (Ibid. 
47:4). The last category shows that there were really Gentile Christians who “did 
the Law” and for whom the Christian faith was only an intermediary stage. This 
happened to the famous proselyte Aquila. 
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Anyone reading Paul even once knows that he always warns 
Gentiles not to observe Jewish commandments. During the period, 
some God-fearing Gentiles evidently underwent circumcision 
without becoming full proselytes, because they thought that cir- 
cumcision was only one important component of the Jewish way 
of life. To those who would adhere to this approach Paul ans- 
wered, “I testify again to every man who receives circumcision 
that he is bound to keep the whole law” (Gal. 5:3).3° Here Paul 
repeats the current Jewish position. However one cannot be sure 
that at the time some of the Jewish doctors did not think that for 
the Gentiles, as for Jews, circumcision was only one of the obliga- 
tions of the Law. Therefore circumcision would not bind the 
Gentiles to keep the whole Mosaic Law. If such a view ever 
existed, it expressed the position of those who thought that Gentile 
God-fearers were permitted and even encouraged to live at least 
partially in the same manner as Jews. Such a demand was proba- 
bly adopted by the majority of the Jewish Mother Church, because 
it evidently seemed to its members that it was the easiest solution 
to the urgent problem of the Gentile Christians. If they observed 
the Jewish commandments as far as possible, the ties between the 
Jewish and Gentile members of the Church would be streng- 
thened. Such “Church-politics” did not contradict the so called 
Apostolic Decree, as it agreed with the Jewish viewpoint concern- 
ing the Noachic precepts. 

Our considerations are based upon the general situation in the 
Apostolic Church. All its members accepted the authority of the 
Apostolic Decree but is application depended on two possible 
interpretations of the indispensable obligations of Gentile 
believers. The question was whether these obligations constituted 
a minimum or a maximum. Now we should understand Paul’s 
vehement opposition to such Gentiles who wanted to take upon 
themselves a heavier Jewish burden. On the other hand, the 
approach of the faction to which Peter belonged no longer looks as 
absurd as it often used to do. They adhered to another interpreta- 
tion of the Apostolic. Decree, identical with the Jewish view that 
the “doing of the Law” by a Gentile is meritorious. Those who 
tried to persuade Gentile Christians to live more or less like the 
Jews wanted to reach a high goal, namely the creation of a single 
Church, composed of both Jews and Gentiles. 

Now we can understand the incident which happened in 
Antioch (Gal. 2:11-14).3! “For before a certain man3? came from 

30 The whole passage of Gal 5:1-6 shows that Paul does not merely repeat a cur- 
rent Jewish opinion but that Gal 5:3 is also a part of Paul’s Christological approach 
to the Law. 

31 The latest study about this incident is T. Holtz, “Der antiochenische Zwis- 
chenfall (Galater 2:11-14)”, NTS 32 (1986) pp. 321-343. 

32 *A certain man” and “he came” is the original wording. This can be deduced 
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James, he (Peter) ate with the Gentiles; but when he came he drew 

back and separated himself, fearing the circumcision party... I 

said to Cephas (Peter) before them all, “If you, though a Jew, live 

like a Gentile and not like a Jew, how can you compel the Gentiles 
to live like Jews?”” Paul did not blame Peter because he had 
never before, “eaten anything that is common or unclean” (Acts 

10:14) but because he now makes concessions to the Gentiles and 
at the same time he compels them to live like Jews. We have tried 
to explain what it meant for Peter and the faction to which he 
belonged to “compel” the Gentiles to live according to the manner 
of the Jews. Peter and his tried to persuade the Gentile Christians 
not to become full proselytes but to do some “works of the law 
(see Gal 3:1-5). The argumentation of this faction of the Jewish 
Mother Church was approximately as follows: “If you (..e. 
Gentile Christians) can bear the whole yoke of the Lord, you will 
be perfect; but if you cannot, do what you can. Concerning the 
food, bear what you will be able to bear. But be sure to refrain 
completely from meat which has been sanctified before idols for it 
represents the worship of dead gods” (Didache 6:2-3). Inciden- 
tally, one of the points that prove that the passage is indeed 
Christian is the reference to “what has been sacrificed to idols” 
which is mentioned in the Apostolic Decree (see also 1 Cor 8 and 
10:25-29 and Rev 2:14, 20).33 

We are sure that Didache 6:2-3 is of Christian and not 
Jewish origin. It is a precious document from the first years of 
Christianity. The passage fits the meagre and incomplete informa- 
tion about the tendencies and aims of the group in the Apostolic 
Church which Paul opposed, and thus it enlarges and supplements 
our knowledge about this trend which was once named the 
“Petrine” faction. I believe that with the help of our passage one 
can learn also something about Paul, since it casts light upon the 
tendencies against which Paul was constrained to fight. If, 
however, some doubts remain about the Christian origin of 
Didache 6:2-3, it is the position of this passage within the final 
arrangement of the Didache which unequivocally decides the 
question. 

We should like at this stage to repeat the main points of this 
argument: (1) Didache 6:2-3 is addressed to Gentiles while the 
preceding tractate the Two Ways is an inner-Jewish ethical 
treatise. (2) Didache 6:2-3 did not belong to the Jewish treatise, as 
it can be seen i.a. from the old Latin translation of this Jewish 

from Martini’s edition. 
33 See also K. Wengst, op.cit., p. 96, n. 53 and A. Resch, op.cit.. See also 

Justin Martyr, Dial 34:8-35:2. 
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source, where this addition is still absent. (3) Already in the first 
decades of Christianity the Two Ways was considered to be a 
product of the Apostolic Mother Church. The apostolic ascription 
of the Jewish source appears in all witnesses without exception. 
(4) Under such circumstances it is plausible that at the end of the 
treatise an appendix was added which regulated the obligations of 
the Gentile believers in the spirit of the majority of the Apostolic 
Mother Church. (5) The tractate together with the addition 
reached the Didachist who also believed in the apostolic origin of 
his Vorlage. He interpolated his source and adjoined it, from 
chapter 7 on, to his own Christian “Manual of Discipline.” (6) 
The Didachist was a Gentile Christian similar to the author(s) of 
the Pastoral Epistles and his pastoral work concerns Gentile 
Christian Churches. On the other hand, the author of Didache 6:2- 
3 is a Christian Jew. Didache 6:2-3 is a child of a different spirit 
from the following Christian “Manual of Discipline.” But as the 
Didachist believed that both the Two Ways and the addition are a 
product of the Apostolic Church, he did not pay attention to the 
different tendencies represented in Didache 6:2-3. (7) The pro- 
gressive development of the text of the Didache shows that 
Didache 6:2-3 was written in a period between the Jewish Two 
Ways and the Gentile Christian treatise of the Didachist. Also in 
this respect, Didache 6:2-3 is not a Jewish but a Christian com- 
position. 

We have come to the end of our journey, which has led us 
through the birth pangs which finally produced the “historical” 
Christian church. There is no doubt that the plan of Paul’s 
opponents was well meant, but in reality it was impractical. How 
could such a Gentile Christian Church have survived in the long 
run when it contained a membership of Gentile Christians on vari- 
ous levels of Jewish perfection? Paul was capable of imposing his 
solution upon the Church. But even the best human decision is 
potentially dangerous and tends to lead to strange consequences if 
no strong will exists to avoid the impending evil. So Paul’s 
reasonable arrangement succeeded more or less in keeping Gentile 
Christians from observing the Jewish way of life. Later on, 
however, not only were Gentiles who observed the smallest 
Jewish commandment cruelly punished, but also Jews who 
became Christians were forbidden by the Christian Church to live 
according to the Law of Moses. 



BAPTISM ACCORDING TO THE DIDACHE 

WILLY RORDORF 

Neuchatel 

The Didache gives the following instructions on the subject of 

baptism: 

7:1 epi 52 vod Baxtiopatoc, ovTw 

Baxrricate’ TavTa TAVTA 

EpevxovtTec, Bartioate eic TO 

Svouce TOV TATPOC Ka TOV Vio Kai 

TOU Gyiov TvEvpaTog ev VdaTE 

pz: 

2. “Eay 58 un Exnc vdwp far, éi¢ 

GAXo téwp Baxrisov" ei 5 ov 

divacou év Wuxpe, év Seppo. 

3. “Eav 5& apdorepa un Exne, 
Exxeov eic THY KEoaATY TpIC Vdwp 

eic Ovopa ZATPOS Kal VLOD Kall aryiouU 

TVEVLOTOC. 

4a. Ilpo 5é tov Baxriopatos 

TpovnoTevoaTe 0 Baxtifav Kai o 

BSax7ifOpevoc Koi el TIVES GAOL 

dvvavTav 

4b. xehevec 6& vnoTevoot TOV 

BaxrifOpevor Tp0 pac 7 Sv0. 

1. On the subject of baptism, baptize 

thus: after having taught all that 

precedes, baptize in the name of the 

Father and of the Son and of the 

Holy Spirit, in living water. 
2. If for some reason you do not 

have living water, baptize in other 
water; and if you are not able to in 

cold water, in warm water. 

3. If you do not have (enough) of 

one or the other, pour out water 

three times on the head, in the name 

of the Father and of the Son and of 

the Holy Spirit. 
4a. Before the baptism, let the bap- 
tizer, the baptized and others who 

can, observe first a fast; 

4b. as for the baptized, you must 

enforce a fast before-hand for one or 

two days. 

This text is important since it is one of the first post-canonical 
texts which teaches us on the rite of Christian baptism. However, 
though it may be short—or rather because it is short—it creates a 
certain number of problems which are not easy to solve. It is thus 
not surprising that it has ever anew aroused the interest of 
scholars.! If I bend over the text in my turn, it is not that I will 
pretend to be able to propose an entirely new solution; I aim 
rather to take my bearings from previous research. 

' To mention only the most recent studies: S. Giet, “Coutume, évolution, droit 
canon. A propos de deux passages de la “Didaché””, in RDC 16 (1966), pp. 118- 
132, republished (with modifications) in L’Enigme de la Didaché (Paris: Ophrys, 
1970 [PFLUS]) pp. 192-197; A. Védbus, Liturgical Traditions in the Didache 
(Stockholm: Estonian Theological Society in Exile, 1968 [PETSE 16]) pp. 17-60. 
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1. Literary Unity of Didache 7? 

With this question we are already at the heart of the problem 
posed by the text. Indeed, Didache 7:1 begins by addressing itself 
to a group of persons: “You baptize...”; but Didache 7:2-4 is 
addressed to only one person. How can one explain this change? 

The problem becomes still more complex, when one takes 
account of the context in which the chapter is found. Didache 1- 
6:1 presents, without any other introduction, the teaching of the 
“two ways” of life and of death, teaching which goes back essen- 
tially to a Jewish model.? Apart from Didache 1:3b-6—a passage 
which originates in turn from a source of the teachings of Jesus3 
—all the teaching of the “two ways” is given in the second person 
singular;* in several places (Did 3:1, 3, 4, 5, 6; 4:15) the person 
to whom it is addressed is called 7éxvov pov. But, curiously, at the 
end of the “way” of death (5:2), we find a phrase in the plural: 
pvobeinre, TEKVa, &TO TOUTWY ATaVTwWY.S The end of the “two 
ways” teaching returns again to the second person singular in 
Didache 6:1, the same as for the rest of chapter 6. But everything 
which follows after chapter 7, i.e. Didache 8-16, is written in the 
second person plural, except Didache 13:3a, 5-7. 

Noticing that, Audet’ has attributed the whole of the “you- 
singular passages” of the Didache, which do not belong to the 
teaching of the primitive “two ways”, to the same “interpolator” .8 
As far as Didache 6:2-3 and 7:2-4 are concerned, the hypothesis 
is seductive since it is supported by a supplementary stylistic 

2 Cf. W. Rordorf, “Un chapitre d’éthique judéo-chrétienne: les Deux Voies”, in 
RSR 60 (1972) pp. 109-128. 

3 Cf. W. Rordorf, “Le probléme de la transmission textuelle de “Didaché” 1,3b- 
2,1”, in Uberlieferungsgeschichtliche Untersuchungen, ed. F. Paschke (Berlin: 
Akademie-Verlag, 1981 [TU 125]) pp. 499-513. Reprinted in W. Rordorf, Liturgie, 
foi et vie des premiers chrétiens. Etudes patristiques (Paris: Beauchesne, 1986 [ThH 
75)). 

4 Did 4:11, which changes the point of view, must be an addition. In connection 
with this passage and in connection with Did 4:8b, cf. S. Giet, L’énigme, p. 184. 

5 The Doctrina apostolorum reads fili in Did 4:13 also; and the Sermon De 

centesima, de sexagesima, de tricesima (cf. on this subject J. Daniélou, “Le traité 
de centesima, sexagesima, tricesima et la judéo-chretianisme latin avant Tertullien”, 
in VigChr 25 [1971] pp. 171ff) reads the same in Did 6:2! 

6 J.-P. Audet, La Didaché. Instructions des apétres (Paris: Gabalda, 1958 
[EBib]) p. 232, wished to emend the text. B. Botte, in his review of Audet’s book 
in BThAM 8 (1958) p. 168, has rightly criticised this conjecture. He is probably 
right in saying, “It is not exactly true that Doctr. supports the singular. One can not 
only read abstine te fili, but also abstinete filifij, since fili was frequently written 
for the plural. 

7 Didache, pp. 104ff. 
8 We will not discuss this thesis in its entirety; cf. the critical remarks of Giet, 

L’énigme, pp. 183f, and my own in the article cited in n. 3. 
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indicator: in the two passages we find several phrases constructed 

with the verb divao@c; the two passages thus breathe the same 

spirit of concession. Benge 

But the problem is more complex.’ In Didache 6:3, which is 

a “you-singular passage”, we find the same construction with wept 

5€ as in the “you-plural passage” which introduces Didache 7:1: 

mept 58 TAC Bpaoewc. One has the impression that this is only a 

pure co-incidence of style. If one compares it to the parallel text 

of the Apostolic Constitutions (V1I.21), one is struck by the fact 

that it reads the plural for Didache 6:3: &16 5& T&V eidwrobbTwY 
gevyere!!9 This shows, it seems to me, that Didache 6:3-7:1 

forms a literary unity. 
I intend to propose the hypothesis that chapters 9-10 on the 

“eucharist”, where the construction with wepi dé appears three 
times (in Did 9:1, 2 and 3) belongs to the same literary unity as 
Didache 6:3-7:1.} 

The editor of the Didache would then have compiled two 
literary sources: the “two ways” teaching on the one hand, and 
several liturgical chapters introduced by mepi 5€ on the other.!? 
He would have modified the latter source by adding the conces- 
sions made in Didache 6:3 and 7:2-3.!3 

Be that as it may, I do not believe that one could deny an 
important change of perspective between Didache 7:1 and 7:2ff, 
which is expressed precisely in the fact that the beginning of the 
chapter is addressed to a plurality of persons, whereas what fol- 
lows is addressed to one person only. This fact alone proves that 
the chapter could not have been written by the same hand. 

9 R. A. Kraft (Barnabas and the Didache [New York: Nelson, 1965 (AF 3, ed. 
R.M. Grant)] pp. 161, 163) has seen this well. 

10 The plural is also attested in the Ethiopic version of the Didache (ed. G. 
Horner, The Statutes of the Apostles [London: Williams & Norgate, 1904] p. 193). 

11 T am less certain with regard to Didache 11:3 where the reading repi 6€ is 
only attested by the Apostolic Constitutions. As for the prayer contained in Const 
VII.27 and in the Coptic version of the Didache, see below, p. [7]. 

12'S. Giet (L’énigme, p. 203) attributes the phrases introduced by zepi 6é to the 
redactional work of the “Didachist” himself, which seems at first sight to be the 
simplest solution. But S. Giet does not explain in a satisfactory way the transition 
from the second person plural to the second person singular in Didache 7. 

13 Obviously one could ask why the editor of the Didache has compiled these 
two sources. Conscious that I am advancing on the uncertain grounds of pure 
speculation, I would give the following answer: the editor found in his source a text 
very close to the apostolic decree of Acts 15-(cf. the Ethiopic version of Did 6:3!) 
which he “refines” in his own way (and the author of Const VII.20 in his!). He 
knows, moreover, that the “two ways” teaching was given to converts recruited 
from the &@yn to which the apostolic decree was addressed; he then joined the two 
documents (the Western text of Acts has proceeded in a similar way by adding the 
Golden Rule to the Apostolic Decree! Cf., on this subject, the article of Y. Tissot, 
in RB 77 (1970) pp. 321-346). : 
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Didache 7:1 presupposes a situation where, in principle, 
every believer could baptize, and not just in the case of necessity 
either; Didache 15 teaches us that the traditional ministers of the 
local church for the administration of baptism, the bishop and the 
deacon, had not yet been instituted. The itinerant apostles, 
prophets and teachers could not be in mind in Didache 7:1, since 
chapters 11ff speak of those in the third person plural. Moreover, 
the same situation is reflected in Didache 7:4a, where the term 6 
Banrifwy to designate the one who administers baptism indicates 
the absence of a specific minister; for this reason, it seems to me 
a Didache 7:4a is drawn from the same source as Didache 
1.14 

Didache 7:2-3, 4b, in turn, is addressed directly to the one 
who administers baptism. It is not specified who it is, but one has 
the clear impression that it is a matter of one person designated to 
do it in a regular manner; for it specifies several situations that the 
person concerned might encounter in carrying out his service (7:2- 
3), and the person in question had a certain power to give orders 
(7:4b). 

The Apostolic Constitutions (V11.22) expresses itself clearly 
by saying, “On the subject of baptism, oh bishop or 
deacon,...baptize like this.” In the Didache, we are not yet there. 
But it seems evident to me that Didache 7:2-3, 4b, compared to 
Didache 7:1, 4a, makes a stride in this direction. 

Can these clues help us to date chapter 7 of the Didache? At 
the beginning of the Christian mission, it was the apostles and the 
evangelists themselves who baptized the converts (cf. Acts 2:41; 
8:38; 9:18; 16:15, 33; 1 Cor 1:14ff); but later they delegated this 
task to others (1 Cor 1:16f; Acts 10:48). Didache 7:1, 4a seems to 
represent this stage of the tradition. But Ignatius of Antioch was 
already anxious to reserve the right to baptize to the institutional 
ministers of the local church; he says»in his Letter to the 
Smyrnians 8:2, “It is not permitted for anyone to baptize or to 
celebrate the agape without the bishop, but everything which he 
approves is acceptable to God also.” Does Didache 7:2-3, 4b 
move in this sense? It is difficult to say so with certainty.!> 

14 Cf. S. Giet, L’énigme, p. 197, and A. Védbus, Liturgical Traditions, p. 35, 
n. 19. It would be another way of proving that the criterion of Audet for distin- 
guishing the layers of redaction (you-plural passages and you-singular passages) is 
not subtle enough. 

15 The person in question could also be a teacher (so A. Benoit, Le baptéme 
chrétien au second siécle [Paris: Press Universitaires de France, 1953] p. 10); in 
fact, teachers administered baptism in certain regions until the end of the second 
century (cf. G. Kretschmar, “Die Geschichte des Taufgottesdienstes in der alten 
Kirche” in Leiturgia 5 [1970] pp. 64f). 
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2. Pre-baptismal Catechesis 

I have shown elsewhere!® that I could not follow Audet, who 

thinks that the words tadra mévta mpoernévte¢ in Didache 7:1 

are a later addition of fourth century Egyptian provenance. At the 

beginning of the second century, a pre-baptismal catechesis of the 

kind contained in the first six chapters of the Didache would have 

been nothing surprising. Since we have said that the editor of the 
Didache has compiled the two sources Didache 1-6 and 7ff, it 
would then have been him who would have added this remark in 
Didache 7:1 .17 

3. Preparatory Fasting 

F. J. Délger!® and J. Schiimmer!® have already said what is neces- 
sary on the evolution and significance of the preparatory fast for 
baptism. A remark of J. Schiimmer?° seems particularly pertinent 
to me: “The custom of fasting with the person to be baptized is 
possibly even older than the general Easter fast (cf. Didache) and 
it could in its turn, after the transfer of the time of baptism to the 
Easter celebration, have contributed to first making the Easter fast 
into a general practice.” The trajectory then passed from the 
Didache to Justin (JApol 61), to Tertullian (Bapr 19f) and to Hip- 
polytus (ApTrad 21).?! 

One could-even ask whether the Didache does not presup- 
pose that baptism is usually administered on Sunday. Didache 14 
knows Sunday as the day of the Christian cult. From the second 
century we have several witnesses for an administration of bap- 
tism on Sunday.22 

M. Dujarier?? wishes to see in the expression ef tiveg &AAot 
dtvarvtat a beginning of the practice of sponsorship by god- 

18 “Les deux voies”, op.cit. Botte is of the same opinion (BThAM 8, p. 168). 
'7 T agree here with the observation of Audet, La Didaché, pp. 60f, on the 

stylistic awkwardness of this insertion; it seems justified (despite the criticism of P. 
Nautin (“La composition de la “Didaché” et son titre”, RHR 155 (1959) pp. 191- 
214, esp. 206f). 

'8 Der Exorzismus im altchristlichen Taufritual (Paderborn, 1909 [SGKA Il,1- 
2]) pp. 80-86. 

'8 Die altchristliche Fastenpraxis. Mit besonderer Beriicksichtigung der Schriften 
Tertullians (Minster, 1933 [LQF 27], pp. 164-178. 

20 Altchristliche Fastenpraxis, p. 169. 
2! Let us not forget to mention the text of Pseudo-Clement, Hom 3:73; 13:9; Rec 

7:34, 35f; 10:72. 

22 Cf. W. Rordorf, Sabbat und Sonntag in der Alten Kirche (Ziirich, 1972 
[Traditio Christiana]), p. 139 n. 5. 

sie parrainage des adultes aux trois premiers siécles de l’Eglise, 1962, pp. 
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parents. This clearly remains hypothetical. But at any rate I 
believe that he is right to say that one must consider the participa- 
tion of several people in the fast as a reality and not as a pos- 
sibility. I have adopted his translation of the expression in ques- 
tion, “and others who can do it.” 

4. The Baptismal Formula 

This is a very delicate problem. In fact we find three different 
baptismal formulae in the Didache. Didache 7:1 presents the com- 
plete trinitarian formula: sig 76 Svoua Tod TaTpd¢ Kal TOD viod 
kal Tod w@yiov mvevpatoc; Didache 7:3 presents the trinitarian for- 
mula without articles: sic Gvoua maTpd¢ Kal viod Kali wyiov 
mvevpatocg; and Didache 9:5 knows the formula with one mem- 
ber: sic 6voua Kupiov. 

When one approaches this problem, it is appropriate to 
repeat a remark of Cullmann’4; “One must guard against the 
temptation to read back the later situation into the primitive time 
and to suppose that the trinitarian construction should be the only 
one possible from the beginning...One does not then have the 
right to allow that the writings of the New Testament and the early 
Church, where they only speak of Christ, cite only a part of the 
trinitarian confession.” Without any doubt, Didache 9:5 has 
preserved the most ancient baptismal formula.?5 At the beginning 
of Christianity, one baptized “in the name of Jesus.”2° 

In turn, if the trinitarian formula is the most recent, this does 
not mean that it only made its appearance in the milieu of the sec- 
ond century as some have tended to think.27 One cannot argue 
from the textual variants of Matthew 28:19: they only prove that 
the two traditions existed simultaneously, but does not say any- 
thing about the date of their origin. The text of the Didache invites 
us to caution. In fact, we have seen that Didache 7:1 must be 
situated in a tradition which probably goes back to the first 
century. But we must go still further and say that the trinitarian 
baptismal formula has been imposed after the transition of the pas- 
sage from the Jewish-Christian mission to the Gentile-Christian 
mission. In contrast to the Jews who, at their conversion to Jesus 

24 La foi et le culte de l’Eglise primitive, 1963, p. 67. 
25 Moreover it fits best with the Christology of the Didache: cf. A. Védbus, 

Liturgical Traditions, pp. 38f. 
26 Cf Acts 2:38; 8:16; 10:48; 19:5; 22:16; 1 Cor 1:13; Gal 3:27: Jas 2:7; Herm- 

Sim 7.6.4; ActsThec 34. It is true that H. von Campenhausen (VigChr 25 [1971] pp. 
1-16) is opposed to this consensus, but I do not find his arguments convincing. 

27 Cf. G. Kretschmar, Die Geschichte, pp. 18f; 32-36; Idem, Studien zur 
frihchristlichen Trinitdtstheologie (1956) p. 207; A. Védbus, Liturgical Traditions, 

pp. 36f. 



218 WILLY RORDORF 

received his Spirit with baptism, the Gentiles first had to confess 

the unique God, Father of Jesus Christ, to be able to be baptized. 

This situation is already given in the time of the Pauline mission 

(cf. 1 Thess 1:9-10), it emerges again in the Didache which is 

addressed to Gentile converts.?8 

5. The Water 

There is no doubt that the instruction to baptize in “living water” 
in Didache 7:1 is archaic and goes back to the beginnings of the 
Christian mission.29 It has a Jewish background*® and was not 
unknown in the Greco-Roman world.3! Although the expression 
“living water” could have taken a symbolic significance,** it does 
not seem that it had any other sense in the Didache than that of 
“running water. ”33 

Didache 7:2-3 adds a series of exceptions to the rule. The 
first case envisaged is the absence of running water. In other 
words, there was no possibility of going for baptism to a place 
where there was running water.>4Then one takes “other water”. 
One should note: water which is not running, water which is no 
longer related to its natural source. 

If it is not possible to baptize in cold water, one should do it 
in warm water.36 It seems clear to me that one is speaking here of 

28 Cf. also Irenaeus, Haer IV.24:1-2, and U. Luck, in Ev7h 27 (1967) 494- 
508.--A. Benoit, Le baptéme, p. 7; J.-P. Audet, Didaché, pp. 360ff; R. A. Kraft, 
Barnabas and the Didache, p. 164. H. von Campenhausen (VigChr 25, pp. 10) is 

right then not to oppose Did 9:5 to Did 7:1, 3. 1 would say that Did 9:5 neverthe- 
less reflects the situation of the Jewish Christian communities which is now adapted 
in Did 7:1 and 3 to the new situation of the Gentile Christian mission. One notes 
the same change of viewpoint in Justin: in Dial 39:2 when he addresses himself to 
Jews, he speaks of baptism in the name of Jesus alone; in JApol 61:3, 10, 13, when 
he addresses himself to Gentiles, he uses the Trinitarian formula. 

29 Cf Acts 8:36; 16:13 and again Justin, JApol 61. A. Védbus (Liturgical Tradi- 
tions, pp. 22ff) cites still further texts. 

30 Cf. baptism in the Jordan required by John the Baptist! A. Benoit (Le 
baptéme, p. 16) makes reference, besides, to the baptism of proselytes, and S. Giet 
(L’énigme, pp. 193ff) to the Old Testament and to the “baptist movement”. 

31 Cf. T. Klauser, “Taufet in lebendigem Wasser! Zum religions- und kulturges- 
chichtlichen Verstaéndnis von Didache 7,1-3”, in Pisciculi (1939) pp. 147-164. 

32 Cf. J. Daniélou, in RSR 39 (1958) pp. 337ff. 
33 Contra E. Peterson, Friihkirche, Judentum und Gnosis (Rome: Herder, 1959) 

pp. 310-333. 
34 The expression &xev t6wp fav is not very well chosen. Apparently it implies 

“to have in the proximity.” One cannot deduce, as E. Peterson (op. cit., p. 159 n. 
48) does, that the primitive text spoke of a washing for purification (cf. the justified 
criticism of A. V6dbus, Liturgical Traditions, pp. 29ff). 

35 Note that running water was always preferred: even in the interior of houses 
and, much later, of baptisteries, one kept to running water. 

36 The argument of S. Giet (L’énigme, p. 196), which sees in this phrase an 
interpolation by a second hand, seems too subtle to me. 
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water warmed for a particular reason.37 It is a measure which 
would be necessary if baptism was to take place in extreme 
weather conditions.** It is not necessary to think here of sick 
people*? and, of course, still less of infant baptism.4° 

The third case envisaged is that of baptism per infusionem:4! 
it anticipates that one should pour water three times over the head 
of the baptized person. This rule is applied when one has “neither 
the one nor the other (kind of water).” The two kinds of water are 
clearly running water, on the one hand, and still water on the on 
the other. To grasp the sense of the passage, one must take into 
consideration the Georgian version of the text, which says this:42 
“If, however, you do not have enough of either, then pour out 
some water three times over the head.” We learn then that bap- 
tism was normally a baptism by immersion;‘3 but if there was not 
a sufficient quantity of water to practice immersion, baptism per 
infusionem was also permitted.44 In Didache 7:3, the trinitarian 

37 A. Véébus (Liturgical Traditions, p. 24) thinks that “the term “cold water” 
obviously refers to baptism with the use of water from a river or spring, that is, 
with water at its natural temperature. By contrast, the term “warm water” is not 
that enigmatic--it seems to be a general characterization for water of a different 
kind, the kind to be found in cisterns, pools and reservoirs. This is still water which 
has lost its natural temperature.“ The difference between cold water and “warm” 
would then be minimized! 

38 So A. Benoit, L’baptéme, p. 8. One thinks about all of the northern Alps 
(p.ex. from Zurzach in Switzerland), of the baptisteries where one had to warm the 
water. But the Mandeans also criticized Christian baptism in warmed water (and 
perhaps in Elchasai: Hippolytus, Ref ix.16:1): “They bury a jug in the earth, steal 
water out of the Jordan, boil it with fire, pour it in the jug and let men and women 
go down into it stark naked. They baptized them in water and give them the same 
water to drink. They speak the name of the dead over them, the name of the Son 
and the Holy Spirit. They baptize them and speak there the name of Christ over 
them” (Ginza. Der Schatz oder das grosse Buch der Mandder, ed. M. Lidzbarski 
[Géttingen, 1925 (Quellen der Religionsgeschichte 13)] p. 227). In many respects, 
this baptism resembles that described in the Didache! E. Peterson (op. cit., p. 161) 
is wrong in thinking that it is a matter uniquely of baptism of a Christian sect in 
Mesopotamia. 

39 Cf. F. J. Délger, in JAC 5 (1936), pp. 175-182, and the critique of E. Peter- 
son, Frithkirche, p. 160f. 

40 Cf. the critique of A. Véébus, Liturgical Traditions, p. 23. 
41 So S. Giet, L’énigme, p. 196. One must in fact avoid the term “by affusion” 

which leads to confusion. 
42 Ed. G. Péradzé, “Die “Lehre der zwélf Apostel” in der georgischen 

Uberlieferung” in ZNW 31 (1932) pp. 111-116, esp. 115. Otherwise, one loses 
one’s way in fantastic speculations, as in E. Peterson, Friihkirche, pp. 158ff. 

43 Cf. J. Jeremias, Infant Baptism in the First Four Centuries (London: SCM, 
1960) p. *37. 

44 T do not believe that we have here the first example of baptism that was given 
much later to the sick (clinici) and that, in such a case, was baptism by aspersion. | 
would rather suggest here the origin of the rite practiced later by the universal 
Church: the baptized stands upright in the baptismal font and the baptizer pours 
water over his head (cf. Christian archaeology and iconography). 
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baptismal formula appears for the second time; the instruction to 

pour water “three times” over the head of the baptized seems to 

refer to it. 
The exceptional situation envisaged by Didache 7:2-3 must 

have presented themselves very quickly in missionary practice. 

Nothing prevents one from saying that the measures prescribed by 
the Didache were already established in the first century.* 

6. Baptismal Unction? 

Let us again briefly speak of this question. In fact, R. Reit- 
zenstein*® already believed that the prayer preserved at the end of 
chapter 10, in the Coptic version of the Didache (cf. the Apostolic 
Constitutions VII.27), was a prayer over baptismal oil and that, 
consequently, the baptismal rite of the Didache knew the practice 
of anointing with oil.4?7 R. Reitzenstein based his theory on the 
Mandaean rite which was, in his opinion, the “model” for the 
Christian rite. Today, we know that the influence was the other 

way round.48 But recently E. Peterson*® has accepted the 
testimony of the Apostolic Constitutions and proceeded to think 
that chapter 22 of book VII, which is parallel to Didache 7 and 
which knows the pre- and post-baptismal unction, is more original 
than the Codex Hierosolymitanus of the Didache; the latter is sup- 
posed to have modified the text to suppress the reference to baptis- 
mal oils, which revealed a Novatian tendency*® Both J.-P. 
Audet®! and A. Védbus>? have energetically refuted this very 
audacious thesis of E. Peterson: the prayer in question has not 
been suppressed in the Codex Hierosolymitanus of the Didache 

45 We have already said that the Trinitarian baptismal formula agrees with this 
viewpoint. It is striking that the three divine names should have been used without 
definite articles. Is it accidental? 

46 Die Vorgeschichte der christlichen Taufe (*Leipzig, 1929) pp. 177ff. 
47 Here is the translation of the Coptic text proposed by L.-Th. Lefort, in CSCO 

135 (1952) p. 26: “In the matter of perfumes say thanks like this and say: “Father, 
we give you thanks for the perfume that you have made known to us through the 
agency of your son Jesus: to you be glory for ever! Amen™.” 

48 E. Segelberg, Masbuta. Studies in the Ritual of the Mandaean Baptism 
(Uppsala: Almqvist & Wiksell, 1958) pp. 148f; K. Rudolph, Die Mander I: Der 
Kult (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1961) p. 174. 

49 Frithkirche, pp. 156ff. 
5°He sees in the phrase é&v 58 &udérepa pi Exnc, Exxeor cic Thy xedaddry ap 

in Did 7:3, the rudiment of the text of Const VII.22: ei 88 pHre PAcuov F pyre 
Lvpov, &pxet Td Vdwp! 

5\Didache, pp. 67ff. Botte, BThAM 8, p. 168, is in agreement with him. 
2Liturgical Traditions, pp. 41-60, in a meticulous study of the whole problem. 

Cf. also S. Giet, L’énigme, p. 213, n. 76. . 
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but, on the contrary, has been interpolated in the Coptic version of 
the Didache and in the Apostolic Constitution! 

It remains to determine whether the prayer is truly a prayer 
over baptismal oil. It could also be a matter of oil for the use of 
the sick.53 A. Adam*4 has even believed it possible to claim that 
the Coptic prayer goes back to a Syriac original and that it is 
really a prayer for the agape. One has also tried to reconcile 
several of these interpretations.°> It seems to me that one must put 
aside the interpretation according to which the baptismal rite of 
the Didache knew an anointing with oil: Didache 7 does not say a 
word, and the prayer at the end of chapter 10 in the Coptic ver- 
sion and in the parallel text of the Apostolic Constitutions is 
situated in a different context.56 

7. The Particular Characteristics of Baptism according to the 
“Didache” 

The text is striking less for what it says than for what it does not 
say. One can clearly observe that this short text does not transmit 
the entire formula of the baptismal rite. But only those aspects of 
baptism which one could not assuredly pass over in silence, if one 
had known them. Let us try to summarize them.‘7 
a) The renunciation of Satan is not mentioned. Moreover, one has 
the impression that this rite would have been included in the kind 
of work which sanctions the teaching of the “two ways” in 
Didache 1-6.58 
b) The consecration of the water seems to be unknown in the 
Didache.*° 

53 Cf. K. Bihlmeyer, Die Apostolischen Vater (Tiibingen: Mohr, 19563); A. 
Benoit, Le baptéme, p. 6. 

54 “Frwiagungen zur Herkunft der Didache”, in ZKG 68 (1957) p. 8 (=Sprache 
und Dogma: Untersuchungen zu Grundproblemen der Kirchengeschichte, ed. G. 
Ruhbach [Giitersloh: G. Mohn, 1969] pp. 31ff). A. Védbus, Liturgical Traditions, 

pp. 44f, has critiqued him. 
55 R. A. Kraft, Barnabas and the Didache, pp. 167f; G. Kretschmar, Die Ges- 

chichte, p. 30 n. 41. 
56 One can ask whether one should not study the “sacred meal” of the Jewish 

Egyptian romance of Joseph and Aseneth more closely, which could provide the 
background of the prayer in question in the Coptic version of the Didache. Cf. on 
this subject, M. Philonenko, Joseph et Aséneth (Leiden: Brill, 1968) pp. 89-98. 

57 Cf. also A. Benoit, Le baptéme, pp. 30f. He believes that the idea of 
“remission of sins” is absent from the Didache. But given that Christian baptism 
probably goes back to the baptism of John the Baptist, and that one prepares oneself 
for baptism, according to the testimony of Didache 7:4, by a fast, I ask myself 
whether one can really maintain this view. 

58 Cf. on this subject F. J. Délger, Die Sonne der Gerechtigkeit und der 
Schwarze, 19712; H. Kirsten, Die Taufabsage, 1960. , 

59 It first appears in texts from the end of the second century: Tertullian, Bapt 4; 

Hippolytus, ApTrad 21. 



222 WILLY RORDORF 

c) There is no trace of the Pauline theology of baptism.® 
d) What is most striking is the absence of the laying on of hands 
and of any mention of the gift of the Holy Spirit at the moment of 
baptism. G.W.H. Lampe®! has shown that this tradition was more 
widespread, at the beginning of Christianity, than one would think 
at first sight. The Didache must be linked to that stream of the 
tradition, which is a sign of its archaic character. 

60 This is not surprising. All baptismal theology of the second century seems to 
more or less ignore the apostle Paul. This is one of the findings of the study of A. 
Benoit (Le baptéme). 

61 The Seal of the Spirit (London: SPCK, 19672) esp. pp. 64ff; cf. also G. 
Kretschmar, Die Geschichte, pp. 23f. 
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“HYPOCRITES” IN DIDACHE VIII 
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Pietermaritzburg 

I. INTRODUCTION 

While many aspects of the Didache have excited interest and 
debate among New Testament scholars, chapter 8 has occasioned 
little comment. It has been only as ammunition for the question of 
dependence or independence of Matthew’s Gospel that it has been 
explored. The function of the passage within the text of the 
Didache as a whole is largely neglected. C. N. Jefford, for 
instance, although his analysis contains some interesting insights, 
sees the insertion of this material as somewhat arbitrary: “For the 
redactor, it is the incorporation of authoritative pericopae that is 
important in these chapters, not a concern for the actual flow of 
the text”.! This assumption seems to me to be mistaken and a 
close analysis of the function of this chapter in the overall frame- 
work of the Didache sheds important light on the question of 
Christian self-definition against other Jewish groups in the first 
century of the Christian Era. 

While the question of dependence on Matthew is obviously 
important, it will not be the concern of this paper. I have argued 
elsewhere,” that there is no evidence that the Didache used the 
text of Matthew as we have it today. On the contrary, there are 
indications that the gospel may be itself dependent on an earlier 
form of the Didache?. It is enough for the purposes of this paper, 
that the Didache is utilizing authoritative Jesus tradition for a par- 
ticular purpose. 

1 C. N. Jefford, The Saying of Jesus in the Teaching of the Twelve Apostles 
(Leiden: Brill, 1989) p. 105. The use of terminology from literary composition is 
also anachronistic. 

2 J. A. Draper, “The Jesus Tradition in the Didache”, in D. Wenham (ed), 
Gospel Perspectives V: The Jesus Tradition Outside the Gospels (Sheffield: JSOT, 
1985) pp. 269-289; cf. R. Glover, “The Didache’s Quotations and the Synoptic 
Gospels”, NTS 5 (1958-1959) pp. 12-29; contra E. Massaux, The Influence of the 
Gospel of Saint Matthew on Christian Literature before Saint Inenaeus III, trns. N. 
J. Belval & S. Hecht (Macon, Ga: Mercer University Press, 1990-1993) pp. 144- 
176 “a sort of catechetical summary of the first gospel” (p. 180); B. Layton, “The 
Sources, Date and Transmission of Didache 1.3b-2.1”, HTR 61 (1968) pp. 343- 
383; H. Késter, Synoptische Uberlieferung bei den Apostolischen Vétern (Berlin: 
Akademie-Verlag, 1957) pp. 159-241, stands somewhere inbetween: Didache knew 

Matthew but did not use it. 
3 J, A. Draper, “Torah and Troublesome Apostles in the Didache Community”, 

NovT 33/4 (1991) pp. 347-372. 
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The question of date and origin will also not be directly 

addressed. The consensus emerging in recent scholarship is that 

the text was in its present form by the turn of the first century 

C.E. and was produced either in Syria or Egypt. My own posi- 

tion is that the text comes from the same community as Matthew, 

probably the community at Antioch which expelled Paul over the 

question of the Law, and that it developed in close interaction with 
the Gospel tradition which eventually replaced it.° 

II. THE LITERARY SETTING OF CHAPTER 8 

Didache 1-6 represents a block of catechetical instruction designed 
to be taught to converts to the Christian community before their 
baptism. As has been often noted, this is the implication of 7:1, 
“And concerning baptism, baptize in this way: having beforehand 
taught all these things, baptize....” (Tatra ma&vTa mTpoermorTeEc, 
Bantioate).® 

These instructions are also characterized by the sub-title of 
the writing as instruction given by the (twelve) apostles to the 
Gentiles (Avédax7 Kupiov dua T&v Sadexa GmooTbAwY TotC 
£Oveo.v). Early commentators often contended that this longer title 
was the original one and betrayed the milieu of pagans recently 
converted.?7 More recent commentators, however, argue for the 
shorter title, without the reference to the “twelve”, as the original. 
Rordorf® sees the longer title as an amplification of the first after 

4 W. Rordorf & A. Tuilier, La Doctrine des Douze Apétres (Paris: Les Editions 
du Cerf, 1978) pp. 91-99; K. Niederwimmer, Die Didache (GOttingen: Vanden- 
hoeck & Ruprecht, 1989 [KzdAV 1]) pp. 78-80. 

5 J. A. Draper, “Torah and Troublesome Apostles”, pp. 269-289; cf. D. Flus- 
ser, “Paul’s Jewish-Christian Oponents in the Didache”, in S. Shaked, D. Shulman, 

and G. G. Stroumsa, Gilgul: Essays on Transformation,Revolution and Permanence 
in the History of Religions (Leiden: Brill, 1987) pp. 71-90. 

6 Cf. E. F. Harrison “Some Patterns of New Testament Didache”. Biblia Sacra 
119 (1962) pp. 118-128; Jefford, Sayings of Jesus, p. 104; Niederwimmer, 
Didache, pp. 158-160; A. Milavec, “The Pastoral Genius of the Didache: An 
Analytical Translation and Commentary”, in J. Neusner, E. S. Frerichs, & A. J. 
Levine (eds.), Religious Writings and Religious Systems II (Atlanta: Scholars, 1989 
[BStR]) pp. 105-110. 

7 P. Bryennios, Arvdax? Tay d@bexa &0076kwv (Constantinople: S. I. Boutura, 
1883) p. 3; A. Harnack Die Lehre der zwilf Apostel (Leipzig: J. C. Hinrich’s, 
1884) pp. 24-37; C. Taylor, The Teaching of the Twelve Apostles: With Illustrations 
from the Talmud (Cambridge: Deighton Bell, 1886) p. 7). Some, however, have 
argued for dependence on Matthew 28:19f (e.g. J. A. Robinson, Barnabas, 
Hermas, and the Didache |London: SPCK, 1920] pp. 82, 87; Massaux, Influence, 
pp. 144f). 

8 “Le baptéme selon la Didaché”, in Mélanges liturgiques offerts au R. P. Dom 
B. Botte O.S.B. de l’Abbaye du Mont César  l’occasion du cinquantiéme anniver- 
saire de son ordination sacerdotale (4 Juin 1972) (Louvain: Abbaye du Mont 
César, 1972) pp. 499-509; also Doctrine, 15f. 
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the insertion of the Gospel section. Audet®, however, rightly 
points out that xdp.o¢ in these titles refers to Yahweh not Jesus. 
Rordorf’s claim!°, dependent on Nautin'!, that xip.oc without the 
definite article always refers to Christ in the Didache, is without 
foundation, since all his references are outside of the Two Ways 
‘section (1-6) to which this longer title belongs (i.e. 9:5; 11:2, 4; 
14:1). Moreover, Audet’s claim is supported by the title used in 
the Chinese, “Teaching of the Lord of Heaven”, which seems to 
be derived from the Didache,'? since Lord here is unequivocally 
Yahweh: “At that time, preaching the laws of Hiu-po (ie Jehovah) 
who is the Lord of Heaven, the Messiah spoke thus” (The Lord of 
the Universe’s Discourse on Almsgiving 1). 

In an important article on the Didache, David Flusser!3 has 
argued that chs. 1-6:1 are entirely “inner-Jewish” in their 
provenance. A recent paper by Peter Borgen!4 has also argued that 
virtue and vice lists were standard Jewish proselyte material lead- 
ing to circumcision. This makes it likely that the longer title does 
relate specifically to the Two Ways. Indeed, the sub-title is an 
important indication that the Two Ways instruction is directed by 
a Jewish Christian community towards Gentile converts.!5 Its 
Jewish-Christian nature is underlined by the orientation of the sub- 
sequent instructions to the Torah!*. 

9 Didaché, pp. 252ff. 
10 Doctrine, p. 14 n. 5. 
11 P. Nautin, “La composition de la “Didaché” et son titre.” RHR 78 (1959) pp. 

191-214, esp. 211. ’ 
12 J. H. Walker, “An Argument from the Chinese for the Antiochene Origin of 

the Didache”, in Studia Patristica 8, ed. F. L. Cross (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 
1966 [TU 93]) pp. 44-50. 

13D. Flusser, “Paul’s Jewish Christian Opponents in the Didache”, in S. 
Shaked, D. Shulman & G. G. Stroumsa (eds), Gilgul: Essays on Transformation, 
Revolution and Permanence in the History of Religions: Dedicated to R. J. Zwi 
Werblowsky (Leiden: Brill, 1987) pp. 71-90. 

14 P. Borgen, “Catalogues of Vices, the Apostolic Decree and the Jerusalem 
Meeting”, in J. Neusner, P. Borgen, E. S. Frerichs, R. Horsley (eds.), The Social 
World of Formative Christianity and Judaism: Festschr. H. C. Kee (Philadelphia: 
Fortress, 1988) pp. 126-141. 

15 Cf. C. Taylor, The Teaching of the Twelve Apostles (Cambridge: Deighton 
Bell, 1886), pp. 18-23; G. Salmon, A Historical Introduction to the Books of the 
New Testament (London, 1894) pp. 551-566; A. Seeberg, Der Katechismus der 
Urchristenheit (Leipzig: A. Deichert, 1903); G. Klein, Der dilteste christliche 
Katechismus und die jtidischen Propaganda-Literatur (Berlin: G. Reimer, 1909) p. 
184. On the other hand, it is not clear that 6édexa stood in the original text. The 
textual evidence indicates that the short title originally read AIAAXH (or AIAAXAT) 
ATIOZTOAOQN (Audet, Didaché, pp. 19-25; cf. Niederwimmer, Didache, pp. 81- 
82), and the number twelve may have been introduced in both places. 

16 J. A. Draper, A Commentary on the Didache in the Light of the Dead Sea 
Scrolls and Related Documents (Cambridge Dissertation, 1983), pp. 11-142; also 

“Torah and Troublesome Apostles”, pp. 347-372. 
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Chapter 7 gives instructions on the method of baptism, which 

is strongly concerned with the ritual purity of water understood in 

a Jewish fashion. It must be running water and cold to be ritually 

pure!” except in special circumstances, but otherwise it should be 

poured over the head three times. The regulations have their 

parallels in Jewish halakic debates about ritual washing.'* There is 
no theological explanation beyond the Trinitarian baptismal for- 
mula, repeated twice in slightly different form: eic 70 6vopa Tod 
MATES Kai TOD viod Kal TOD G&ytov mvEebpaTos (7:1) and ei¢ 6vopa 
maTpoc Kai viod Kai dryiov mvebmatos (7:3). The modified repeti- 
tion and the use of a different formula altogether in 9:5, ei¢ 6vowa 
xupiov, indicates that the words have been changed repeatedly to 
bring them into line with changing community praxis.'° Finally, 
the baptismal instructions provide for a compulsory pre-baptismal 
fast by the baptizer and baptized for one or two days, and a 
voluntary fast on the part of any others who can (7:4). Again, 
these instructions have been extensively edited.2° 

The mention of the baptismal fast then introduces the subject 
of the so-called stationary fast in 8:1. This is followed by instruc- 
tion on prayer in 8:2-3. 9:1 signifies a complete change of subject 
with the formula wepi 5é....0o07Tw Toujoate as in 6:3, 7:1, 9:1, 

17 T, Klauser, “Taufet in Lebendigem Wasser! Zum religions- und kulturges- 
chichtlichen Verstandnis von Didache 7,1-3”, in T. Klauser & Riikker (eds.), Pis- 

ciculi. Studien zur Religion und Kultur des Altertums (Fst. F. J. Délger) (Minster: 
Aschendorff, 1939) pp. 157-164; A. Véébus, Liturgical Traditions in the Didache 
(Stockholm: ETSE, 1968 [PETSE 16]) pp. 22f; Niederwimmer, Didache, p. 161) 

18 Draper, Commentary, pp. 156-158. Niederwimmer (Didache, pp. 161-162) 
argues that the “redactor” of the Didache tradition has left this Jewish understand- 
ing behind in 7:2f, but this may be disputed, since what follows refers to the defini- 
tion of “other water”, the different kinds of water which, although not running, 
may yet be held to be used for ritual washing (m.Migw 1:1-8; CD 10:10-13; cf. 
Draper, Commentary, pp. 158-159). 

19 The same thing probably occurred in the transmission of Matthew 28:19, 
where Eusebius preserves what may be an earlier form of the text F. C. Con- 
eybeare, “The Eusebian Form of the Text of Matthew 28,29”. ZNW 2 (1901) pp. 
275-288; E. Lohmeyer, “Mir ist gegeben alle Gewalt!”, in W. Schmauch (ed), Jn 
Memoriam Ernst Lohmeyer (Stuttgart: , 1951) pp. 22-49; H. B. Green, “The Com- 
mand to Baptize and Other Matthaean Interpolations” SE 4 (Berlin: Akademie- 
Verlag, 1968 [TU 102]) pp. 60-63; H. Kosmala, “The Conclusion of Matthew”, 
ASTI 4 (1965) pp. 132-147; Védbus, Liturgical Traditions, pp. 36f; contra E. Rig- 
genbach, Der trinitarische Taufbefehl Matth. 28,19 nach seine urspriinglichen 
Textgestalt und Authentie untersucht (Giitersloh, 1903 [BFCTh 7]); K. Kertelge, 

“Der sogenannte Taufbefehl Jesu (Mt 28,19)”, in Zeichen des Glaubens. Studien zu 
Taufe und Firmung (Fst B. Fischer) (Freiburg im Breisgau: Einsiedeln, 1972) pp. 
29-40; G. Barth, Die Taufe in Frihchristliche Zeit (Neukirchen-Vluyn: 
Neukirchener-Verlag, 1981) pp. 13-17. 

20 They are given first in the imperative third person singular (xpovnotevodTw), 
and then in the second person singular (xeNeverc), even though the introductory for- 
mula in 7:1 is in the second person plural (Gamricate). 
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[10:8].2! This is important, since it shows that the context of 
Didache 8 remains that of initiation into the community. Jefford 
argues that chapter 8 is part of a discussion on a “second 
institution”, namely the community meal, and that the material on 
prayer thus “does violence to the flow of the text”.22 There is no 
doubt that ch. 8 presents a hiatus in structure, but not because it 
belongs to the material on the eucharist. Rather, the instructions 
On initiation in chapter 7 have called up the question of boundary 
definition of the community, in a time of change. The instructions 
in chapter 8 address the problem by reworking authoritative tradi- 
tion. A. Milavec?3 includes Didache 9-10 with 8:2, under the 
rubric: “How to pray unlike the hypocrites”, but his structure is 
open to the same objections. In particular, the absence of any 
reference to the “hypocrites” in the context of the instructions 
concerning eucharist is an important indication that they derive 
from a different context. 

The Position of Chapter 8 in the Tradition 

As has already been observed, this chapter appears to be an inter- 
ruption to the logical progression of the liturgical section of 
Didache, in which baptism is followed by the Eucharist.24 It surely 
represents a later stage in the evolution of the work. The Ethiopic 
version of the Didache puts 8:1-2 after 11:3-13, and this also indi- 
cates its uncertain status in the tradition, although the dislocation 
may reflect the work of an eclectic compilator. In any case, the 
chapter presents close parallels to the synoptic tradition and an 
appeal to the authority of the “gospel”. Didache 8 thus belongs 
with the other sections of the work which refer to the gospel tradi- 
tion, 1:3-2:1 and 15:3-4, probably representing the latest stage in 
the redaction of the work. 

This section is clumsily joined to what precedes by the con- 
junction 6é¢, while the context is quite different. 7:4 describes the 
baptismal fast of the candidate, officiant and any others who are 
able, for one or two days before the event. 8:1 talks of the so- 
called “stationary fast” kept by pious Jews and now enjoined on 
Christians, albeit on different days of the week?>. 

21 Draper, “Torah and Troublesome Apostles”, p. 351; cf. M. M. Mitchell, 
“Concerning ITEPI AE in 1 Corinthians”. NovT 31/3 (1989) pp. 229-256. 

22 Jefford, Sayings of Jesus, pp. 104-105. 
23 Milavec, “Pastoral Genius”, p. 104. 
24 R. Knopf, Die Lehre der zwolf Apostel. Die zwei Clemensbriefe 

(Tiibingen:Mohr, 1920) p. 23; Rordorf & Tuilier, Doctrine, pp. 36f; Niederwim- 

mer, Didache, p. 165. 
25 Note that the reference to fasting is in the plural du 6&8 vyoreicu bya, 

although the Ethiopic version gives the singular. The tendency to cite the topic in 
the singular appears to be later (cf. the variants at 6:3; 7:1). 



228 JONATHAN A. DRAPER 

The Reason for the Insertion of New Material 

According to Victor Turner,”6 initiation into a new community is 

achieved by so-called “rites of passage” in three temporal and 

spatial phases: separation, margin and aggregation. In the 

marginal or liminal situation, ritual actions and symbols are 

oriented first towards the “death of their previous social identity 

and its governing norms”. “Paraenesis given in this first phase is 

subversive, designed to undercut the validity of the prior social 

world and to produce anomy, at least temporarily” .?” In a second 
phase actions and symbols are oriented towards experiences of 
new birth. 

The paraenesis in Didache 1-6 functions primarily to cut the 
convert off from her/his previous social identity, namely that of 
pagan Graeco-Roman society, by means of the Two Ways instruc- 
tion. The vices of this society are set out both in the Way of Life, 
where they are incorporated into a vice list (2:2-7) and into the 
“Fence about the Law” (3:1-6) and in the Way of Death in a fur- 
ther vice list (5:1-2). Accusations of sexual license?8, homosex- 
uality and pederasty2®, magical practices?° astrology and omens?!, 
abortion and exposure of infants3?, constitute a Jewish perspective 
on that pagan society.33 This is the life-style from which converts 
are to cut themselves off: “My child, flee from every evil person / 
deed and from all like her / him / it” (3:1f); “You shall not associ- 

26 V. Turner, The Ritual Process (Ithaca: Cornell University, 1967); cf. L. Per- 
due, “The Social Character of Paraenesis and Paraenetic literature”, in L. G. Per- 

due & J. G. Gammie, Paraenesis: Act and Form, Semeia 50 (1990) pp. 5-39, esp. 
9-11. 

27 Perdue, “Paraenesis”, p. 10. 
28 Cf. b.San 57b-58a on prohibited sexual behaviour associated with the so- 

called “Noachic Precepts”. 
29 Eg. Philo, VitCon 50-52; Jos. ConApion 11.199; 11.273; 11.275; AJ II.275. In 

Rabbinic writing, b.Nidd 13b links proselytes and pederasts: “Proselytes and those 
that play with children delay the advent of the Messiah” (Cf. b. Yeb 47b). 

30 Eg. PsPhilo, LAB XXXIV.1-4. Such magical practice was widespread in Hel- 
lenistic society (N. G. L. Hammond & H. H. Scullard, The Oxford Classical Dic- 
tionary (Oxford: Clarendon, 19702] pp. 637f), and also common in certain Jewish 
circles (L. Blau, Das altjiidische Zauberwesen [Budapest, 1898}). 

31 Rabbinic tradition concerning the Noachic Precepts tended to elaborate on 
such pagan practices in the same way as Didache 3:4, showing that prohibition of 
sorcery in all its forms was considered to be a priority (b. San 56a; m. Sot 9:13). 

32 Which is usually equated with murder. See Josephus, ConApion 11.202; Philo, 
Hypothetica 7.7; Ps.-Phocylides, 183f; Tacitus, An V.5 (who sees a refusal to 

comit infanticide as wickedness on the part of Jews). Cf. b.San 57b, “On the 
authority of R. Ishmael it was said: He is executed even for the murder of an 
embryo”. 

33 Cf. Rordorf, “Le baptéme”, p. 117. 
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ate yourself with the proud, but conduct yourself with the 
righteous and humble” (3:9); “May you be delivered, children, 
from all these (people)” (5:2). 

In the second phase of this initiatory process, the paraenesis 
is orientated towards reaggregation, and emphasizes inner com- 
munity relationships: “some you shall love more than your life” 
(2:7); “seek daily the presence of the saints, so that you can rest 
in their words; do no seek schism but reconcile those who are in 
conflict” (4:2-3); share material goods with other community mem- 
bers, withholding nothing (4:5-8). 

What is significant in both of these phases, is that no specifi- 
cally Christian motivation is given, which would not equally serve 
a convert to Judaism. There is evidence that the outward move- 
ment of Judaism in the conversion of proselytes continued well 
beyond the first and second centuries C.E.,34 so that it would have 
continued to be in competition with the growing Christian move- 
ment. In fact, it is not unlikely that the Two Ways material 
originates in Jewish proselyte instruction, though this cannot be 
proved.%> It is only with the insertion of the Jesus material in 1:3-6 
that any Christian emphasis emerges, and this is clearly a late 
stage in the development of the text, probably the same stage as 
that represented by chapter 8. The material is absent from the var- 
ious recensions of the Two Way tradition outside of the Didache 
(e.g. De doctrina apostolorum, The Epistle of Barnabas, The 
Epitome and the various Church Orders).3¢ 

The instructions of 1-5 are largely haggadic expansion of Old 
Testament material, especially the Ten Commandments and the 
Holiness Code of Leviticus 1719.37 This is re-enforced in 6:2 
with a reference to attempting to take on the whole yoke of the 
Lord, in my opinion a reference to the Torah.38 If the whole 

34M. Simon, Verus Israel: A Study of the Relations between Christians and Jews 
in the Roman Empire (135-425) (Oxford: Littman Library, 1986) p. 271-305. 

35 J.-P. Audet, “Affinités littéraires et doctrinales du “Manuel de Discipline””, 
RB 59 (1952) pp. 219-238; D. Flusser, “The Two Ways”, in Jewish Sources in 
Early Christianity (Tel Aviv: Sifriat Poalaim, 1979) pp. 232-252. 

36 Indeed Wengst removes this passage from the text and relegates it to the criti- 
cal aparatus in his recent edition (K. Wengst, Didache (Apostellehre), Barnabas- 
brief, Zweiter Klemensbrief, Schrift an Diognet {Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche 
Buchgesellschaft, 1984 (FC 1)] p. 66). This, however, misses the point, in that it is 
part of the final form of the Didache, which has taken up the Two Ways and 
modified it. It is found in also in Const and POx1782. 

37 Draper, Commentary, pp. 50-62; cf. P. Carrington, The Primitive Christian 
Catechism: A Study in the Epistles (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1940) 
ch. 6; E. G. Selwyn, The First Epistle of St. Peter (London: Macmillan, 19582) pp. 
369-375; D. Flusser, “The Ten Commandments and the New Testament”, in B. 
Segal (ed), The Ten Commandments in History and Tradition (Jerusalem: Magnes, 

1990) pp. 219-246). 
38 Draper, “Torah and Troublesome Apostles”, pp. 347-372; cf. Flusser, 

“Paul’s Jewish Christian Opponents”, pp. 71-90. 



230 JONATHAN A. DRAPER 

Torah proves too much, at least the food laws and prohibitions on 

idolatry are mandatory (6:3), the common ingredients of the so- 

called Noachic code. 
All of this material provides strong motivation for separation 

from the surrounding Graeco-Roman society, but provides a 

model of aggregation with strong links to Jewish law and tradi- 

tion. Clearly, the original community of the Didache saw no need 

to differentiate itself from the Jewish community. They dif- 
ferentiated themselves not from Jews but from pagans.*° The 
thanksgiving prayer of the community sees the soteriological work 
of Jesus in terms of “making known the vine of David your son” 
(9:2), bringing pagans into the eschatological community of Israel. 

The paraenesis of 1-5 provides no hint of animosity towards 
Jews or the Torah, nor any sign of Christian self-definition over 
against them. A catachumen instructed in this way would see her/ 
himself joining a particular Jewish community with a strong 
apocalyptic hope. It would be one among several Jewish groups, 
and such Jewish proselytism was probably common in the first 
century C.E., at least in Pharisaic Judaism, as the jaundiced com- 
ment in Matthew 23:15 suggests.4° Even baptism was probably a 
part of proselyte initiation to Judaism;+! The Jewish Christian 
community was accommodating on the question of circumcision 
and Torah for Gentiles, but remained-a faithful, Torah-observant 

Jewish community. The question of its relationship to the wider 
Jewish society is not raised in the chapters 1-7. 

All of this makes the sudden intrusion of material against the 
“hypocrites” in ch. 8 all the more surprising and instructive. It 
clearly reflects the emergence of new social tensions and 
exigencies. The fact that it emerges in the context of baptism is 
also instructive. Members of the Didache community are now 
being required to separate themselves not only from the pagan 
Graeco-Roman world, but also from another Jewish community. 
One should hesitate to say “separate themselves from Jewish 
society as a whole”, since Jewish society was at this stage a very 
amorphous and multi-faceted affair. Ethnic Jews in the Diaspora 
could be observant or non-observant; they were also probably 

3° Cf. Borgen (“Catalogues of Vices”, pp. 126-141) who sees this as the root of 
the conflict in Galatians. 

40 Schiirer, E., Vermes, G. & Millar, F. 1973 (rev.ed.). The History of the 
Jewish People in the Age of Jesus Christ (175 B.C.-A.D. 135) Ml (Edinburgh: T & 
T Clark, 1986) pp. 158-176; G. G. Moore, Judaism in the First Centuries of the 
Christian Era | (New York: Schocken) pp. 323-353. 

“1 A. Benoit, Le Baptéme Chrétien au Second Siecle (Paris: Presses 
Universitaires de France, 1953) pp. 5-19; Moor, Judaism, pp. 331-341; Simon, 
Verus Israel, pp.286-287; Schiirer-Vermes, History, pp. 173-174. 
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responsible for the development of strands of Gnosticism which 
rejected both the Torah and the God of Torah.42 There was, at this 
Stage, no single overall authority able or competent to determine 
who was or was not a Jew! Not, at least, until the Council at Yav- 
neh towards the end of the first century C.E. Even then, one must 
‘question the assumption that the authority of the Rabbis was 
accepted immediately or without question. 

At any rate, it appears that the community of the broxpirou 
was close and attractive enough to members of the Didache com- 
munity to warrant this kind of attack. Isaac of Antioch is moved to 
preach vigorously against Christians who have received Christian 
baptism and go on to receive proselyte baptism of the Jews in 
addition (Hom. de mag.; in Simon 1986:356-238). Chrysostom 
preaches against similar practices in Antioch in the fourth century 
(Jud 5 & 6).43 Flusser44 argues that Didache 6:2-3 sets out the 
position of the (Petrine) Jewish Mother Church on the observance 
of the Torah by gentile converts, a position which was ultimately 
undermined by the attraction of full conversion to (non-Christian) 
Judaism. It seems that he is not so wide of the mark. 

II]. THE IDENTITY OF THE “HYPOCRITES” 

Streeter*> sees Didache’s reference to the troxpiTGpy in 8:1 as in 
agreement with the written letter of Matthew 6:16, but “in fla- 
grant discord with the spirit”. R. Glover* is surely right, 
however, in rejoining that it is not according to the letter but 
breaches “letter as flagrantly as spirit”. The only thing the pas- 
sage has in common with Matthew is the word toxpitv and 
even there, weT& Tv vToKpiTGy gives a different focus from the 
éi¢ of the Gospel, (inserted by the Ethiopian version at this point 
also in the Didache). The focus is not on the manner of the fast, 
but only on the timing of it, which is intended to delineate 
Christians from Jews. 

Even the sense of taoxpitdy is different. Matthew 6:16 
attacks some Pharisees for doing things for the sake of 
appearances only. Such a meaning would be absurd in the context 

42 B. Pearson, “Friedlander Revisited: Alexandrian Judaism and Gnostic 
Origins”, in Gnosticism, Judaism, and Egyptian Christianity (Minneapolis: 
Fortress, 1990 [Studies in Antiquity and Christianity) pp. 10-28. 

43 Cf. W. A. Meeks and R. L. Wilken, Jews and Christians in the First Four 
Centuries of the Christian Era (Missoula, Mont.: Scholars, 1978). 

44 Flusser, “Paul’s Jewish-Christian Opponents”, pp. 71-90. 
45 B. H. Streeter, The Four Gospels: A Study of Origins (London: Macmillan, 

1936) p. 508; cf. K. Lake, The New Testament in the Apostolic Fathers (Oxford: 

Oxford University Press, 1905) p. 28. 
46 “Didache’s Quotations”, p. 18. 



232 JONATHAN A. DRAPER 

of the Didache. Massaux*? sees the sequence of the whole block of 

Jesus material in 8:1-2 as proof of such a dependence. Koster 

sees it as a free use of the tradition represented also by Matthew 

and “eine nicht mehr verstandene Reminiszenz”.** This assumes 

that Matthew’s usage is the earlier one. Certainly it seems more 

likely that the Didache uses boxpirng in a different sense to Mat- 

thew. 
In the LXX, the word group can render the root *3n*° or 

739, both in very general senses of impiety or ungodliness.°° It is 
certainly wrong to translate these passages automatically with the 

sense of the English “hypocrisy”, as is done in various modern 
translations. 

1QS 4:10 shows that 317 29 can be used as a very general 
accusation in a vice-list against opponents. The sense of 15137 is 
very. general also in 4QTestim (/75) 28. 15139 can mean either 
“hypocrisy, dishonesty, flattery” or “faithlessness to religion, 
apostacy” (Jastrow 1950:482). It is thus likely that its Greek equi- 
valent iaoxpitn¢ could also be used in this general sense of 
ungodliness, as an accusation one might level against religious 
opponents (cf. PssSol 4:7). On the other hand, no doubt, the 
object of characterizing religious opponents in this way is to ques- 
tion their bona fides. They may appear to be behaving piously, but 
their motives are all wrong. This would be the way in which the 
transition was made to the use of the word to characterize them as 
doing things for outward show. Moshe Weinfelds! has shown that 
“preaching well but not practising well” was a common charge in 
Rabbinic admonitions against unworthy Pharisaic teachers, and 
may be described as 7710 530.52 

In Greek, taoxpitn¢ can mean “interpreter” or “expounder”, 
although it is usually used to mean “actor” or “hypocrite”, espe- 
cially in the Apostolic Fathers.53 The Didache, however, does not 
seem to be using the word with reference to “play-acting”, but 
rather in a general sense to characterize its opponents as ungodly 
and to question their good faith. 

47 Influence, pp. 154-155. 
48 Koster, Uberlieferung, p. 203. 
4° P. Jouon, “YPOKRITES dans |’Evangile et hebreux HANEF”, RSR 20 (1930) 

pp. 312-316; Audet, Didache, pp. 344, 368f; cf. Did 4:12; 5:1. 

5° E. Hatch and H. A. Redpath, A Concordance to the Septuagint and the Other 
Greek Versions of the Old Testament II (Oxford: Clarendon, 1897) p. 1414. 

51M. Weinfeld, “The Charge of Hypocrisy in Matthew 23 and in Jewish Sour- 
ces”, Immanuel 24-25 (1990) pp. 52-58. 

5? E.g. Ecclesiastes Rabbah 4:1; Weinfeld, “Charge of Hypocrisy”, pp. 57-58. 
33H. G. Liddell and R. Scott, (rev. H. S. Jones) A Greek-English Lexicon 

(Oxford: Clarendon, 1968) p. 1886; G. W. H. Lampe, A Patristic Greek Lexicon 
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1961) p. 1450. ; 
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Rordorf and Tuiliers4 see a reference to a group of Judaizing 
Christian dissidents, but this is unlikely. The Didache nowhere 
else condemns Judaism, but everywhere shows its own closeness 
to Jewish roots. Their hypothesis has not found much acceptance, 
and most scholars continue to see the reference to Jews.55 
Harnack,>° Audets? and more recently Niederwimmer®® think that 
there is no need to see Pharisees in particular in this expression, 
but pious Jews in general, who refuse to accept the Gospel. It 
seems to me more likely to refer to Pharisees in particular, since 
there is no evidence that pious Jews “in general” kept the Monday 
and Thursday fast and prayed three times a day. The Essenes do 
not seem to have madea special point of regular fasting, since no 
mention is made of this, but seem to have prayed twice a day as a 
matter of principle.*? 

On the one hand, the targeting of Pharisaic Jews as 
Umoxpito is a measure of the closeness of the community of the 
Didache to its Jewish roots (because it accepts the act itself but 
questions the motives). As Weinfeld®° has shown, it is a feature of 
inner-Jewish debate. On the other hand, no justification is given 
for the accusation of impiety or insincerity. It is simply stated as 
an unconditional, accepted fact. This indicates that the breach may 
be beyond repair. This must represent one further step in the 
gradual alienation of Christianity from its parent Judaism.®! 

IV. THE NATURE OF THE DIFFERENTIATION 

The “Stationary” Fast 

The characterization of the opponents of the Didache community 
as fasting on Mondays and Thursdays (vnoretovar yap devTépe 
oaBBatwv kai téunTn) matches the evidence of the Rabbinic texts 
e.g. m.Meg 3:6; 4:1.°2 Some fasted on these days throughout the 

54 Rordorf & Tuilier, Doctrine, pp. 36f. 
55 Wengst, Didache, p. 34; Jefford, Sayings of Jesus, p. 106; Niederwimmer, 

Didache, pp. 165-166; G. Schdllgen & W. Geerling, Didache Zwélf-Apostel-Lehre / 
Tradition Apostolica Apostolische Uberlieferung (Freiburg: Herder, 1991 [FC 1}) p. 
47 n. 94. 

56 A. yon Harnack, Lehre der zwélf Apostel nebst Untersuchungen zur dltesten 
Geschichte der Kirchenverfassung und des Kirchenrechts (Leipzig: J. C. Hinrich’se, 
1884) pp. 24f. 

57 Didache, pp. 367f. 
58 Didache, p. 166 n. 4. 
59 A. R. C. Leaney, The Rule of Qumran and its Meaning (London: SCM, 

1966). 
60 “Charge of Hypocrisy”, pp. 52-58. 
61 Cf. Schéllgen, Didache Zwolf-Apostel-Lehren, p. 48. 
62 Schiirer-Vermes, History II, pp. 483-484. 
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year according to b.Taan 12a. In m.Meg 1:2, 3; 3:6 instruction 

about the correct timing of the fast follows after the instruction to 

read the blessings and curses of Leviticus 26:3-46 on fast days. 

The two things may well be linked.63 The men of the lay order or 

Maamad, who supported their priestly course on duty in 

Jerusalem with worship in the synagogue, also fasted from the 
second to the fifth day according to m.Taan 4:2 and b.Taan 12a 
(cf. 10a). Such fasting would be a public and visible witness to a 
person’s piety, but also to their adherence to the Pharisaic party. 
Jewish fast days were observed in public in open places according 
to m.Taan 2:1, a practice recorded also by Tertullian: Judaicum 
certe ieiunium ubique celebratur, cum omissis templis per omne 
litus quocumque in aperto aliquando iam precem ad caelum mit- 
tunt (De ieiunio 16; cf. Ad Nationes i.13). The public nature of the 
solemn fast is also characterized by the blast on the shofar during 
droughts. People would stop work to worship and resume their 
work at this signal.6+ Matthew 6:16 attests the public nature of this 
Pharisaic practice, although he impugns their motives and requires 
members of his community to fast in secret. No such instruction to 
secrecy is given in Didache 8:1. In the light of the function of the 
text, it is more likely that it was intended to create a public dif- 
ferentiation between its community and the Pharisaic community. 
For the Jewish Christian community to cease to join in the public 
fasts of the Pharisaic Jewish community would be a sign of seces- 
sion, especially if they celebrated their own fasts publicly on dif- 
ferent days. Matthew’s insistence on secrecy might be seen as 
conciliatory. 

The Didache asserts an alternative fast on Wednesdays and 
Fridays (revp&da kai tapaoKeviv), which looks as if it might 
have been compulsory, since it is couched in the imperative (ipetc¢ 
5& vnotevoate).© Fixed days or “stations” are attested in Hermas, 
Similitude V.1, where their value without a life of good works is 
rejected. Later attestation is provided by Clement of Alexandria, 
Stromata VII.12; Tert. De ieiunio 14; Origen Homily on Leviticus 
X.2. The Apostolic Constitutions (Const VII.23) require the fast 
on Wednesday and Friday as a symbol of the betrayal and 
crucifixion of Jesus.6° Didache, however, remains silent on the 
reasoning behind the choice of days, except that they were in 
Opposition to the “hypocrites”. They marked off the Christian 

63 Cf. H. L. Strack & P. Billerbeck, Kommentar zum NT aus Talmud und 
Midrasch Il (Miinchen: C. H. Beck, 1926+) p. 241; Ibid IV, p. 89. 

64 Schiirer-Vermes, History Il, pp. 446-7). 
6° Schéllgen (Didache Zwolf-Apostel-Lehre, p. 48 n. 99) is more cautious, argu- 

ing that the goal of the passage is not to make the fast a binding duty, but to replace 
the Jewish fast with a Christian one. 

66 Cf. Didascalia (Lagarde p 89, II 13-15). 
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community from its Jewish rivals.6? Audet argues that the fast on 
Friday represents a deliberate flouting of the Sabbath (cf. m.Taan 
4:2) but this is not clear. 

Connolly® makes the rules for fasting in Didache a major 
plank in his theory of the Montanist origin of the Didache, since 
Tertullian in De ieiunio attacks the “Catholic” Church for having 
an optional fast, whereas the Montanists have a compulsory fast. 
However, Montanism was essentially a reactionary movement, 
and may well be re-asserting the tradition found in the Didache. 
Moreover, the genuinely ascetic Liber Graduum, which regards 
the Didache as “Scripture”, rejects the stationary fast twice a 
week in favour of a continual fast (VII.20). Rather, the purpose 
for the instruction on fasting was to distinguish the Christian com 
munity from other Jewish groups with which it was in close con- 
tact and rivalry, as Niederwimmer points out: 

Die scharfe Polemik gegen die iroxpitai und die Notwendigkeit, sich von 
den Fastensitten der jiidischen Frommen durch the Wahl anderer Fas- 
tentage zu unterscheiden, setzt--auf der einen Seite--noch einen engen 
Kontakt der hier in Erscheinung tretenden Gemeinden mit der jiidischen 
Umwelt voraus. 7° 

The Lord’s Prayer 

The prohibition against praying wc oi UmoxpiTai also implies a 
close contact with Jewish groups. The instruction tpic Tij¢ nugpas 
ovTwW Tpocevxeoe sets the Lord’s Prayer in the context of the 
regular Jewish practice of prayer.7! The obligation to recite the 
Shemas in the morning and the evening was laid on all men and 
boys from the age of twelve, and combined with the prayers three 
times a day, which were laid even on women, children and slaves 
(b. Ber 26b; t.Ber 3:6). The practice is justified from Daniel 6:10; 
Psalm 55:17.72 The content of the daily Tephilla had crystallized 
by the end of the First Century at least into the Shemoneh ¢Esreh, 
the Eighteen Benedictions. Thus the Lord’s Prayer is here laid on 
Christians as a replacement for the recital of the Shemoneh ¢Esreh 
which is prayed by the iaoxpita.73 Audet’ sees it as a later 

67 Cf. Taylor, Teaching, pp. 58-62. 
68 Audet, Didaché, p. 369. 
69 R. H. Connolly, “The Didache and Montanism”, Downside Review ns 36 

(1937) pp. 339-347, esp. 343-346. 
70 Didache, p. 166. 
71 Moore, Judaism I, pp. 291f; Ibid. Il, pp. 212-238; cf. J. Jeremias, The 

Prayers of Jesus (London: SCM, 1967) pp. 66-72; Schiirer-Vermes, History Il, pp. 

447-463. 
72 Cf. Klein, Katechismus, p. 215. 
73 P. Drews, “Untersuchungen zur Didache”, ZNW 5 (1904) pp. 53-79, esp. 

74ff; Klein, Katechismus, p. 215; Knopf, Die Lehre, p. 23; Rordorf & Tuilier, 
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imitation of the Jewish practice. Dugmore’> denies the origin in 

Jewish prayer practice and claims it comes from the “hours on the 

Cross”. This is unlikely. Later Christian tradition required a 

thrice daily recitation of the Lord’s Prayer by catechumens in the 

preparation for baptism (Hippolytus Ap7rad 18, 19). The 

Apostolic Constitution VII1.44 (cf. III.18) envisages the recital of 

the Lord’s Prayer by the newly baptized on their arising from the 

water. 
Schiirer suggests that the recital of the Shemac was more in 

the nature of a confession of faith than a prayer, and thus was not 
“prayed” but “recited” (yaw MN°7/?).7° The recital was also a very 
public affair, since the Mishnah provides rules for the circum- 
stances in which someone reciting the Shemac in the street should 
act (m.Ber 2:1-2; cf. Matthew 6:5).77 This would underline the 
need for a confessing Christian community, concerned to dif- 
ferentiate itself from Pharisaic Judaism, to find an alternative form 
of prayer, which was also in the nature of a confession. The 
prayer would be prayed aloud, perhaps also in the street if busi- 
ness required that (cf. Acts 3:1). In ancient “residually oral 
society” it is spoken words which are dynamic and infused with 
power. Silent reading was not as yet practised and one should 
imagine that silent prayer in words was also not known.78 The 
whole point of Matthew’s insistence on prayer in the inner cham- 
ber, is that the sounds of spoken prayer should not be heard by 
others. There is no suggestion that one could pray secretly in 
silence in a public place. Matthew’s version sounds like a 
modification at a secondary level after the event. 

It seems, then, that some Christians were still using the 
Jewish daily prayers, the Shemoneh cEsreh and the Shemac, for 
which the Didache urges the Lord’s Prayer as a replacement.79 
This is cited as authoritative tradition, commanded by the Lord 
(wo éxéAevoev 0 KdpLog év TH ebayyediw avtod). This need not 
refer to a written gospel, but could refer to the oral material which 
constituted the Kerygma.® It should, however, be noted that the 

Doctrine, p. 175. Schéllgen, Didache Zwélf-Apostel-Lehre, pp. 48f. 
74 Didache, p. 371. 
13 C. W. Dugmore, The Influence of the Synagogue upon the Divine Office 

(London: Alcuin, 19642) pp. 59-70. 
76 Schiirer-Vermes, History Il, p. 449. 
77 Cf. Schiirer-Vermes, History II, p. 482. 
78 W. J. Ong, Orality and Literacy: the Technologizing of the Word (London/ 

New York: Methuen, 1982) pp. 32f, 74f, 117ff. With reference to the culture of 
late antiquity, see P. J. Achtemeier, “Omne Verbum Sonat: The New Testament and 

the Oral Environment of Late Western Antiquity”, JBL 109/1 (1990) pp. 3-27. 
79 Knopf, Die Lehre, p. 23; W. D. Davies, The Setting of the Sermon on the 

Mount (Cambridge: Cambridge Universityf Press, 1966) pp. 309-315. 
80 Késter, Uberlieferung, pp. 203f; Audet, Didaché, Do las: 



CHRISTIAN SELF-DEFINITION 27 

evayyéduov in this case is rather a matter of paraenesis than of 
“kerygma”. If this chapter forms part of the latest redactional 
stage of the Didache, it may also attest the beginning of an author- 
itative written Gospel in some form. Audet’s hypothesis®! that the 
emergence of a written Gospel intervenes between the first and 
second redactions by the same author, is an unnecessary elabora- 
tion. If, as is likely, the Didache is a composite work which has 
undergone several redactions, the latest redaction would be in a 
different situation with regard to the developing Jesus tradition. 
The important question is whether one of the canonical Gospels 
had emerged and attained an authoritative position in the Didache 
community by the time of the final redaction. Nothing allows such 
an assertion to be made without reservation. Audet sees Didache 8 
as part of the first redaction, but it is more likely that it represents 
the latest stage of redaction. In any case, the function of the inser- 
tion of the “gospel” tradition is to lend the authority of the Lord to 
the new wording of the thrice daily prayer in opposition to the 
prevailing practice of the “hypocrites”, the Jewish opponents of 
the community. 

Although the texts of the Lord’s Prayer in Didache and Mat- 
thew agree so closely, it is unnecessary to suppose literary 
dependence. According to Didache 8:3, the Prayer is repeated 
three times a day by every Christian, and it is absurd to imagine 
that the Didache would need a written source for a prayer so 
familiar to his community. The Prayer would already have had a 
fixed and tenacious liturgical form’? such that even minor varia- 
tions would be significant.% ! 

The liturgical use of the Lord’s Prayer in the community is 
indicated by the presence of the doxology (671 ood éo7v N dtvapuLS 
Kat ) 56€a eic Tods ai@vac).8+ The textual variants which add a 
doxology in varying forms to Matthew’s text of the Lord’s Prayer 
show how widespread and ancient this usage was. T. W. 
Manson®> has shown that from earliest times the Lord’s Prayer 
was linked to the reception of candidates into Church member- 
ship. In the teaching of Cyril of Jerusalem (AD 350), the Lord’s 
Prayer is recited in the part of the eucharistic prayers reserved for 
the participation of the baptized, the missa fidelium. The Apostolic 
Constitution VII.44 envisages the newly baptized candidate rising 
from the water, facing East and reciting the Lord’s Prayer. This 

81 Didache, p. 176. 
82 E. Lohmeyer, The Lord’s Prayer (London: Collins, 1965) p. 16; Késter, 

Uberlieferung, p. 205. 
83 Lake, New Testament, p. 29; Glover, “Didache’s Quotations”, p. 19. 
84 T. W. Manson, The Sayings of Jesus (London: SCM, 1949) p. 171; “The 

Lord’s Prayer”, BJRL 38 (1955-1956) pp. 99-113, esp. 107f. 
85 “]_ord’s Prayer”, pp. 99-113; cf. Jeremias, Prayers of Jesus, pp. 82-85. 
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agrees with the position of the Lord’s Prayer in the Didache, after 

baptism and before Eucharist. The teaching is thus post-baptismal 

and the use of the prayer may have been reserved for full church 

members.® Liturgical rubrics also seem to require such a situa- 

tion, as Jeremias has pointed out.8? Particularly important is the 
presence of “audemus dicere” in the Western rite and a similar 
sentiment in the Liturgy of St. John Chrysostom. Thus the 
presence of the text of the Lord’s Prayer in the Didache at this 
point is far from accidental. The indications are that it serves to 
encapsulate a specifically Christian theology, which would be 
memorized by the catechumens and then recited publicly at her/his 
baptism. The significance of repeating the prayer three times a 
day would then serve in part as a continuing reminder of this act 
of initiation and differentiation. 

Social Pressures Reflected in Liturgy 

In both these cases, of instructions on fasting and on prayer, it is 
clear that the practices are not new. The community was already 
fasting twice a week, in solidarity with other Jewish groups, or 
the Pharisees at least. The community was already using the 
Lord’s Prayer liturgically, as the doxology and amen shows. What 
the instruction does is to use these two existing practices to dif- 
ferentiate between the Christian community and its opponents, 
Pharisaic Jews. The days are changed for fasting, and the Friday 
fast indicates that traditional observation of the Sabbath may also 
be under attack, perhaps because the community was already 
observing Sunday as the Lord’s Day (kaTt& kupiaxny dé Kupiov 
ovvaxdévtTes KXaoaTe &pTov Kai evxapioTnoate Didache 14:1), 
the new sabbath for Christians.88 The prayer to be recited daily 
three times to replace the prayers of Pharisaic Judaism is the 
Lord’s Prayer, thus providing a daily re-affirmation of the com- 
munity’s difference from other Jewish groups. 

V. THE EFFECT OF THE INSERTED MATERIAL 

The effect of the insertion of the material on fasting and praying 
into the framework of the instruction to catechumens, is to 
heighten a sense of the unique identity of the group. It could be 
termed an exclusion rule: this is the condition on which new mem- 
bers of the community are baptized. This in turn must have 

86 Manson, “Lord’s Prayer”, p. 102. 
87 Prayers of Jesus, p. 85. 
88 Cf. R. J. Bauckham, “The Lord’s Day”, in D. Carson (ed), From Sabbath to 

Lord’s Day (Grand Rapids: Academie, 1985) pp. 221-250. - 
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impacted on the normal table fellowship of the community. 
Didache 9:5 limits participation in the ebxapiotia or Berakah of 
its members to those who have been baptized. The terminology of 
the instruction indicates that this was originally directed against 
the admittance of unbaptized Gentiles, characterized as “dogs”: 
Kal yap Tept TovTO eipnKer 6 KbpLoc’ ph STE Td Ky.ov Toic Kvot. 

This short saying has far-reaching implications in its present 
context. It refers to the bread and wine as 76 &y.ov. The use of the 
singular shows that it has not yet become simply a formula to 
denote the eucharistic elements as in later liturgies. Knopf8° claims 
that 76 Gyov refers to the eucharistic elements in the later 
liturgies, but the later liturgies use r& & yu, and Knopf seems to 
have missed the importance of this difference. Cyril of Jerusalem 
writes in his Catechese mystagogicae, “After this the Priest says, 
“Holy things to holy people (7& &yva Toig wyiowc)””. With this 
can be compared the Liturgy of James 40; Liturgy of St. Mark 20; 
Liturgy of the Holy Apostles 19; Chrysostom, Homily on Matthew 
vii.7. In all these instances, it is the elements themselves which 
receive emphasis, and not the cultic state of holiness, as in the 
Didache. The strength of the liturgical tradition is such, that it 
has interfered with the text of Matthew 7:6, where the Miniscules 
118, 157, 209, 243, 245, 1689, and the text in Ephraem of Edessa 
have substituted t& G@y.a for 76 &ytov. Methodius, Symposium 
IV.4, has t& &y:a even though he interprets the saying to refer to 
the word of the Gospel.%° 

TO Gyvov in Didache refers to the condition of cultic holiness 
as in LXX, where it is used for food offered in sacrifice which 
only the priests may eat (Ex. 2933; Lev. 2:2f; 22:10-16; Num. 
18:8-19). Leviticus 22:10 is especially pertinent: kai mac 
addoyeryng ov dayeTau Gyia....6Tt &y@ Kvplog 0 ayiafwv avTodc. 
(Cf. also PssSol 1:8; 2:3; 8:12). Because the meal is eaten in a 
state of cultic purity, those who have not been purified and 
sanctified by baptism are excluded. Holiness entails separation. 
The unbaptized are here described as xivec, a word commonly 
used by Jews in the First Century AD to describe Gentiles, 
because dogs, like swine, were regarded as especially despicable 
and unclean animals.®! (For examples see 1 Enoch 56:5; b.Meg 
15b; b. Bek 20b; GenR 81:3; LevR 5:6; MidrPss 4:11.) A particu- 
larly apposite parallel to the Didache is provided by Pirge de 

89 Die Lehre, p. 27. 
90 Cf. also TestDom 1.18, 31. Const alters the whole section and omits the 

saying altogether, so that unauthorized communion is seen as a breach of Law, not 
of holiness (@¢ ob 6ép¢). 

91 Q. Michel, “KYQN, KYNAPION”, ZDNT Ill, pp. 1101-1104; Strack- 
Billerbeck, Kommentar 1, pp. 722-726; O. Biécher, “Wélfe im Schafspelzen: zum 
religionsgeschichtlichen Hintergrund von Matth. 7,15”, TZ 24 (1968) pp. 405-426. 



240 JONATHAN A. DRAPER 

Rabbi Eliezer 29, “One who eats together with an idolater is like 

one who eats together with a dog” (cf. also Mt 9:11 (=Lk 15:12); 

Acts 10:28; 22:15; Phil 3:2, and POx840). 
While the saying appears verbatim in Matthew 7:6, it has a 

quite different context, which applies it to the teaching of Jesus, 

which must be safeguarded from abuse. However the pericope sits 

uneasily in this context.°? Bultmann® argues that it is among the 

sayings which “belong to the secular meshalim which have been 

made into dominical sayings in the tradition”, and “do not have a 
specific meaning until they appear in a concrete situation”. When 
the saying about holy things and dogs is combined with another 
saying about pearls and swine, it is given a new meaning. For, 
while 76 &yov refers primarily to what is ritually pure, 6 
papyapirns refers to something very precious, usually a precious 
saying or Biblical word given to those unworthy of it.° The 
Babylonian tractate Qiddushin 39b has the saying “The mouth 
which produced pearls must now lick the dust” (Cf. b.Hag 3a). 
Jewish preaching with its stringing together of Scriptural citations 
was compared to a string of pearls. Later Gnostic texts make 
much of the saying to refer to secret wisdom, eg. Acts of Peter 
and the Twelve Apostles 6:1; Gospel of Philip (NgH I1,3) 62:18f. 
The combination of the saying about holy things and the saying 
about pearls turns the former saying into a metaphor: although the 
Gospel is to be preached to all men, there must be a certain reser- 
vation with respect to those who reject and despise it, since it is 
holy and precious (cf. Mt 10:14). The effectiveness of the saying 
as a metaphor depends on its prior reference to cultic purity, so 
that Didache 9:5 seems to be using it in its more primitive and 
original sense.°5 Both interpretations of the saying continued to be 
current in the Church. The Gnostic Gospels according to Basilides 
and Thomas relate the saying to the Gospel, as do Cyprian, 
Pseudo-Clement, Methodius and Origen.°* Tertullian teaches the 
necessity for excluding the unbaptized from communion 
(PraescrHaer 41:2). Testamentum Domini 11.13 also contains a 

* P. Gaechter, Das Matthdusevangelium (Innsbruch, 1962) pp. 236f; P. Bon- 
nard, L’Evangile selon St. Matthieu (Neuchatel: Delachaux & Niestlé, 1970) pp. 
97f; Koster, Uberlieferung, p. 299. 

°3.R. Bultmann, The History of the Synoptic Tradition, trns. J. Marsh (Oxford: 
Basil Blackwell, 1972) pp. 102f. 

°4 ~~ Strack-Billerbeck, Kommentar 1, pp. 447f F. Hauck, 1967. 
“MAPY'APITHL”, in TDNT IV, op. cit., pp. 472-273, esp. 472f. 

°5 Audet, Didaché, pp. 173f; Rordorf & Tuilier, Doctrine, p. 87; contra K6ster, 
Uberlieferung, p. 199. 

%6 GBasilides (Pan XXIV.5:2); GTh 93; Cyprian, Test 3; Recog IIl.1:5f; Origen, 
peti XIII.1; Methodius, Symp IV.4; GPh (NgH II.3) 80:30-81:13; 82:20- 
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form of the saying to justify the exclusion of non-members from 
any meal eaten by believers, although the reference here is to 
wolves not dogs. The Pseudo-Clementine writings repeatedly for- 
bid Christians to eat even their common meals with the unbaptized 
(Hom 1.22; VIII.22, 24; XIII.4-5; Recog. 1.19, 22; AdVir 11.6; cf. 
Justin Apol 1.66). 

Sayings concerning holy things and dogs are found also in 
Rabbinic sources. Haninah b. Antigonus (T3) says, “All animal 
offerings that have been rendered terafah may not be redeemed, 
since animal offerings may not be redeemed in order to give them 
as food to the dogs (072999 Jo°DNA> OwsIpATAN OTD PR” 
(m.Tem 6:5). Here the relative & implies the citation of a 
generally accepted principle. This offers a very close parallel to 
Didache both verbally and in the cultic ritualistic application of the 
saying (cf. b.Bek 15a; b.Tem 30b; b.Sheb 11b; b.Pes 29a). The 
parallels are discussed in Strack-Billerbeck (1926a:447). Ritual 
purity, especially of foodstuffs and drink, was a major pre- 
occupation of the Rabbis’ and led to a complex system of graded 
purity well exemplified in the Mishnaic tractate Hagiga 2:7. It is 
likely that the Pharisees maintained these purity laws in their com- 
munal Haburah meals.%8 

The inclusion of such a rule in the Didache shows both a 
very Jewish concern with ritual purity and also a sectarian con- 
cern to exclude non members of the community. Initially, the 
exclusion was aimed at Gentiles, but the insertion of ch. 8 as a test 
for initiation turns this exclusion against other Jews as well. The 
process of differentiation between Jewish and Christian com- 
munities now seems complete. 

V. RELATIONSHIP TO MATTHEW 6:1-18 

A detailed study of the relationship between Didache 8 and Mat- 
thew’s Gospel would be a labour beyond the scope of this essay. 
Nevertheless, some reference to the problem is inevitable and 
cries out for comment. Whereas the main concern of the material 
as it is arranged in the Didache lies in differentiation between 
Christians and the izoxpirar, the main concern of Matthew 6:1-18 
lies in the need to avoid public display, as its preface suggests: 

97 H. Danby, The Mishnah (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1933) pp. 714, 
800-804. 

98 P. Seidensticker, Die Gemeinschaftsform der religidsen Gruppen des 
Spétjudentums und der Urkirche (Jerusalem: Franciscan Press, 1959 [SBFLA}) pp. 
116f; M. Hengel, Judaism and Hellenism (London: SCM, 1974) p. 170; J. A. 
Draper, “The Social Milieu and Motivation of Community of Goods in the 

Jerusalem Church of Acts”, in C. Breytenbach (ed), Church in Context (Pretoria: 

NG Boekhandel, 1988) pp. 77-88. 
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mpooéxeTe O& THY SiKcLoobYnY LUGV wN ToLEty Eumpoovev TOV 

vOpaTwr TpdC TO DeaOhvou avToic (6:1). 

In the Didache, it is indeed the very public nature of fasting 

and prayer, identifying marks of adherence to a particular reli- 

gious community within the broader Jewish society, which have 

resulted in their being targeted for differentiation. If the days of 

public fasting and the words of the public prayers are changed, 

then it provides a clear witness to adherence to the Christian com- 

munity, without changing the essence of religious practice. The 

Christian and Pharisaic Jewish communities are at the parting of 

the ways, without as yet having clearly defined any theological 
rationale for a separation. It heralds public confrontation between 
the two communities. voxpira is a general and conventional reli- 
gious accusation of ungodly conduct levelled at a rival community 

within Jewish society. 
In Matthew 6:1-18, a theological principle is at work: doing 

religious works to earn earthly rewards must be avoided, because 
the goal of religious behaviour is to earn treasure in heaven (6:19- 
21).99 Works of piety must consequently be done in secret: to do 
otherwise is to imitate the baoxpi7ax who love to do their pious 
works in public (6:2, 5, 16). Parallels can be found in Jewish and 
pagan literature for such sentiments.!°° It is noteworthy, however, 
that it takes no account of the public communal witness of fasting 
and prayer, on which the Didache seems to depend. Almsgiving is 
added to the list of activities which must be kept secret to avoid 
doing as the tmoxpitoucg (6:2-4). Almsgiving plays a prominent 
role also in the Didache, where it relates to inner communal rela- 
tions (1:5-6; 4:5-8), and is thus only indirectly concerned with dif- 
ferentiation. While the Lord’s Prayer is again presented in the 
context of prayer “not like the hypocrites”, it is more specifically 
related to avoiding the verbose repetitive prayer (GatTadoyia) of 
the Gentiles (6:7-8). The difference between the fasting of the 
Christians and the hypocrites is now a question of outward 
appearances against secret fasting, not a question of days. 

There is clearly a close relationship between the two texts. 
The question of literary dependence cannot easily be settled, since 
the great verbal similarity is accompanied by a different ethos. 
The direction of dependence between two such texts will depend 
on prior assumptions. The Sitz im Leben of the passage in the 
Didache is clear and understandable, but it is theologically un- 
developed. On the other hand, Matthew shows clear theological 

ban H. D. Betz, Essays on the Sermon on the Mount (Philadelphia: Fortress, 
p. 6l. 

100 Ibid, p. 62; U. Luz, Matthew 1-7: A Commentary (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 
1989) p. 358; Weinfeld, “Charge of Hypocrisy”, pp. 52-58. 
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development and includes the passage in an ordered collection of 
general paraenesis which shows signs of his own redactional con- 
cerns.!0! If there is a schema underlying Matthew’s choice of 
material, which is not unlikely, then it is not unlikely that it would 
resemble Didache 8! Betz! entitles this section in Matthew a 
““cultic-didache”, specifically citing the Didache as the rationale 
for this title, but tantalizingly does not comment on his choice 
beyond a despairing conclusion, “for want of sources, we can dis- 
cover nothing more about this form of Judaism and Jewish 
Christianity” .!°3 This study contends that the Didache constitutes 
just such a “source” and is intended to call for further comment. 

VI. CONCLUSION 

This study of the redactional process at work in the Didache has 
revealed a community which started by defining itself primarily 
against the Gentiles. The material was originally collected for the 
catechesis of Gentile converts. Differentiation of the Christian 
community from the pagan world was a key part in preparation 
for initiation. However, the lack of clear differentiation from other 
Jewish groups seems to have caused problems for the community 
at a later stage, perhaps under attack from the Pharisees. Detailed 
study of the text shows the Didache to be closer to Pharisaic 
Judaism than to any other Jewish group.'% This is confirmed in a 
negative way by the terms of the attack on the tmoxpitar. No 
defence is given for their characterization as ungodly, nor are any 
possibilities of reconciliation left, open. Instead, the instructions 
provide for Christian behaviour in the crucial and public areas of 
fasting and prayer which would differentiate them from their 
opponents. The insistence of Matthew’s gospel that these things be 
done “in secret” marks a subsequent development, as does its 
understanding of the term tvzoxpirau in terms of insincerity and 
play acting. 

101 M. D. Goulder, Midrash and Lection in Matthew (London: SPCK, 1974) pp. 
262-263; R. H. Gundry, Matthew: A Commentary on his Literary and Theological 
Art (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1982) pp. 101-111; R. A. Guelich, The 
Sermon on the Mount (Waco: Word, 1982) pp. 316-320; contra Betz Essays, pp. 
55-69; W. D. Davies and D. C. Allison, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on 
the Gospel according to Saint Matthew | (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1988) pp. 

572-575. 
102 Essays, p. 57. 
103 Tbid., p. 69. 
104 Commentary, p. 329. 
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Since its discovery in 1873, the Teaching of the Twelve Apostles 

has posed questions to research, the discussion of which has lasted 
until the present time and still has not led to any assured, 
generally recognized finding. Above all, the circumstances of its 
origin remain problematic. Scholars have argued, ever more 
insistently, that it originates in Syria/Palestine.! But a more 
precise date of composition remains contested. Until recently the 
dominant viewpoint, which is still represented today, was that the 
Didache originated in the second century C.E., with many 
researchers arguing strongly for the second half or even later.? 
Meanwhile, however, the researches of A. Adam? and J. P. 
Audet? have introduced a turn-about. If Audet’s early dating 
around the years 50-70 C.E.5 has found few supporters, neverthe- 

1 Many researchers try for an even more far-reaching precision. A. Adam 
(“Erwagungen zur Herkunft der Didache™, ZKG 68 [1957] pp. 1-47) argues for 
Pella; the following authors argue for the spiritually alive church in Antioch, which 
was active in mission and important for the development of the liturgy: J. -P. 
Audet, La Didaché. Instructions des Apétres (Paris: Gabalda, 1958 [EBib]) pp. 
209f; J. Daniélou The Christian Centuries I- The First Six Hundred Years, ts. V. 
Cronin (London: Darton, Longman & Todd, 1964) pp. 49, 52. 

2 It is above all English researchers who argue for the second half of the second 
century, eg. R. H. Connolly, “The Didache and Montanism”, DR 55 (1937) pp. 
339-347; F. E. Vokes, The Riddle of the Didache (London: SPCK, 1938); W. Tel- 
fer, “The Didache and the Apostolic Synod of Antioch”, JTS 40 (1939) pp. 133- 
146, 258-271; M. H. Shepherd, “Smyma in the Ignatian Letters”, JR 20 (1940) p. 
155); further E. Massaux, The Influence of the Gospel of Saint Matthew on 
Christian Literature before Saint Irenaeus I- The First Ecclesiastical Writers, trns 
N. J. Belval & S. Hecht (Leuven: Peeters; Macon, Ga: Mercer University Press, 

1990-1993 [NGSt 5,1-3]) pp. 3-6; Ibid. III: The Apologists and the Didache, pp. 
144-189. E. Peterson (“Uber einige Probleme der Didache-Uberlieferung” in 
Frithkirche, Judentum und Gnosis [Freiburg: Herder, 1959] pp. 146-182) considers 
our Greek Bryennios text, which comes from a manuscript of the eleventh century, 
to be a late revision, under the influence of ascetic circles, of an original text which 
can no longer be reconstructed. Among those who date the Didache earlier, namely 
in the first half of the second century, are J. Quasten, Patrology I: The Beginnings 
of Christian Literature (Utrecht: Spectrum, 1950) p. 37; J. Schmid, RAC Ill (1957) 
p. 1010; E. Molland, RGG I (1957) p. 508; B. Altaner, Patrology, trns. H. C. 
Graef (Freiburg: Herder, 1960) p. 51. 

3 Adam (“Erwagungen”, p. 46) earlier placed the composition soon after 70 
C.E., most probably shortly after 90 C.E-:-in his Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte 
I: Die Zeit der alten Kirche (Gitersioh: Mohr, 1965) p. 83, he now specifies the 
date as about 95 C.E. 

4 His work (Didaché) represents the most extensive research into the Didache. 
5 Loc cit.; Daniélou (First Six Hundred Years, p. 37) follows-Audet: so too J. 

ss de Urbina, “Review of Audet, La Didaché, Paris, 1958", OChrP 25 (1959): 
186-7. : 
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less an ever growing number of authors put the origin of the text 
at the end or at the turn of the first century.6 However, it is 
important to remember that this date, which has now been 
accepted, only applies to the final and overall editing of the text. It 
is well known, however, that the text is a compilation from dif- 
ferent components: the first ethical section offers for the most part 
materials from the Two Ways teaching taken over from Judaism 
(chs. 1-6), followed by liturgical instructions (chs. 7-10), rules of 
church order (chs. 11-15), and concluded by a fragmentary 
apocalypse (ch. 16). Thus the overall date for the final redaction 
means very little. The individual elements already had an inde- 
pendent existence before their incorporation into the Didache, 
their own Sitz im Leben and corresponding meaning.? And so a 
more exact understanding of the text requires a tradition-historical 
study here also, which must examine in each case the extent, age, 
origin, sense of the unit of tradition, together with the way the 
meaning has been changed by its incorporation into the present 
text. 

The famous Meal Prayers of chapters 9 and 10 are also 
among the most difficult and contested problems of Didache 
research. Their main content consists of prayers which are 
certainly older than the writing as a whole. That they already 
originated early and derive from the pre-Didache Aramaic com- 
munity, is indicated by their formal and material proximity to 
Jewish formulae (Berakoth), from the Aramaic cries of Hosanna 
and Maranatha, from the baptism into the Lord (Jesus) attested 
here, from the ancient Pais-Christology, as generally from their 
Jewish Christian theology. The’ whole stands under the title 
“eucharist”. In any case, what exactly is meant by this is, to this 
day, a contested question and a problem which continues to be 
osed. 

r Chapter 14 also concerns the eucharist. Here it is beyond 
doubt a matter of the sacramental Lord’s Supper on the Lord’s 
day, which is introduced by a confession of sins. It is described as 

6 So H. Lessig, Die Abendmahlsprobleme im Lichte der ntl. Forschung seit 1900 
(Diss. Bonn, 1953) p. 173; P. Cayré, Patrologie et Histoire de la Théologie. | 
(Paris: Desolée, 1953) p. 91 (c 90-110 C.E. ); R. Stahlin, Die Geschichte und 

Lehre des evangelischen Gottesdienstes (K. F. Miiller-W. Blankenburg [eds.], 
Leiturgia 1 (Kassel: Stauda, 1954] p. 16); the reviews of Audet’s work by P. 
Benoit, RB 66 (1959) p. 600; J. A. Fischer, ThLZ 85 (1960) p. 525; cautiously also 
J. N. D. Kelly, J7hS, n. s. 12 (1961) pp. 332f. The following also argue for the 
above named period of composition: T. Camelot, LThK III? (1959) p. 369; L. Gop- 
pelt, Apostolic and Post-Apostolic Times, trns. A. Guelich (London: Black, 1970) 
p. 132; K. Baus, Handbook of Church History I: From the Apostolic Community to 
Constantine, ed. H. Jedin & J. Dolan (London: Burns & Oates, 1965) p. 139. 

7 For the details cf. Audet. 
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a “pure sacrifice” and as the salvation historical fulfillment of 

Malachi 1:11, 14. 
Our research here concerns the two chapters 9 and 10 on the 

Meal. To facilitate the understanding of what follows they are 

offered in translation:® 
9:1 Concerning the eucharist you shall give thanks as follows: 2. first con- 

cerning the cup: We give you praise and thanks, our Father, for the holy 
vine of your servant David, which you have revealed to us through Jesus, 
your servant. To you be the glory for ever! [Amen]. 3. But over the 
broken bread thus: We give you praise and thanks, our Father, for the life 
and the knowledge, which you have revealed to us through Jesus, your 
servant. To you be the glory for ever! [Amen]. 4. As this bread was scat- 
tered over the mountains and gathered together became one, so let your 
church be gathered together from the ends of the earth into your king- 
dom. For yours is the glory and the power for ever! [Amen]. 5. But none 
shall eat or drink from your eucharist except those who are baptized in the 
Name of the Lord. For the Lord has also spoken concerning this, “You 
shall not give what is holy to the dogs!” 
10:1 After the repletion, you shall pronounce thanks in the following way: 
2. We give you praise and thanks, holy Father, for-your holy Name, 
which you have allowed to dwell in our hearts, and for the knowledge and 
faith and immortality, which you have revealed to us through Jesus, your 
servant. To you be the glory for ever! [Amen]. 3. You, almighty Ruler, 
have created all things for the sake of your Name. Food and drink you 
have given to human beings for refreshment, so that they might pronounce 
praise and thanks to you. But to us you have graciously granted spiritual 
food and spiritual drink and (by this means)? eternal life, through Christ, 
your servant. 4. For!® everything we pronounce praise and thanks, 
because you are mighty. To you be glory for ever! Amen. 5. Remember, 
Lord, your church, to rescue it from all evil and to perfect is in your love, 
and to gather it from the four winds, the sanctified, into your kingdom, 
which you have prepared for it! For yours is the power and the glory for 
ever! Amen. 6. Let grace come and let this world pass away! Hosanna to 
the house!! of David! Whoever is holy, let that person come here! 
Whoever is not, let that person do penance! Maranatha! Amen. 7. Let the 
prophets be permitted to pronounce thanks in whatever manner they wish. 

I. THE MORE SPECIFIC LITURGICAL CHARACTER OF 
THE CULT MEAL OF THE DIDACHE 

The first question which confronts us is this: What kind of a meal 
is it that these prayers frame? What is its peculiar character, 

8 We follow the critical text of Audet (Didaché, pp. 234-236). His conjectures 
stand in []. Departures from Audet’s text are in nn. 9 & 10. 

° Previous studies read kat twhv aidvoy, but Audet reads eic (wi aidnov. 
ae the latter is confirmed by a manuscript or is conjecture is not clear from 

udet. 

10 T consider the reading mepi of the Coptic version to be the more probable, 
along with M. Dibelius (“Die Mahl-Gebete der Didache”, ZNW 37 [1938] p. 39) 
and Peterson (“Probleme”, p. 171). . 

'l Here Audet follows the Coptic version. See n- 82. 
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which can be recognized on the basis of the text? In answering 
this question however, opinions diverge widely. It is sometimes 
seen as a) a simple, even though sacral, meal (agape)!2; b) a 
sacramental eucharistic meal!3; c) both in one, so that the enjoy- 
ment of a meal in the community is also experienced as a 
sacramental eucharist'*. d) A more nuanced exegesis rightly finds 
in the cultic meal of Didache 9-10 a combination of a fellowship 
meal (9:1-10:5) with the sacramental Lord’s Supper (10:6), and 
indeed in the order of agape-eucharist mentioned above.'5 ¢) 
Meanwhile, by rearranging 10:6 before 9:5, one idiosyncratic 
theory finds the succession of eucharist (9:2-4; 10:6) followed by 
agape (10:1-5).'° f) Finally the opinion has also been expressed 
that the texts as we have them in Didache 9-10 today, are simply 
table prayers utilized in ascetic circles, although reworked out of 
originally eucharistic prayers.!7 This large number of interpreta- 
tions shows the uncertainty of the state of the research, the 
hypothetical character of the explanations and the difficulty of the 
question. 

An interpretation which seeks to be as unbiased as possible 
will begin from the present text form and not from a reconstruc- 

!2 J. Jeremias (The Eucharistic Words of Jesus (London: SCM, 1966] p. 118) 
names the following representatives of this perspective: P. Ladeuze, F. Katten- 
busch, P. Drews, Ermoni, van Crombrugghe, E. Baumgartner, P. Cagin, R. Knopf, 
T. E. J. Ferris, W. Goossens, J. Brinktrine, R. H. Connolly, F. J. Délger, F. L. 
Cirliot, G. Dix. 

13 Jeremias (Eucharistic Words, p. 118) numbers older authorities, i. e. P. 
Batifoll, J. Bricout, K. Vélker, A. Greiffy O. Casel. Further representatives see n. 
eA 

14 Cf. B. Reicke, Diakonie, Festesfreude und Zelos in Verbindung mit der 
altchristlichen Agapefeier (Uppsala: Lundequistska Bokhandeln, 1951) p. 13; H. 
Lilje, Die Lehre der Zwolf Apostel? (Hamburg: Furche, 1956). 

'5 The importance of this opinion already held by Th. Zahn was re-emphasized 
by M. Dibelius (“Mahlgebete”, pp. 32-41). Jeremias*(Eucharistic Words, p. 118) 
also follows them; he cites as authorities also E. v. d. Goltz, E. Hennecke, R. Stap- 
per, R. Hupfeld, J. Quasten, A. Arnold, R. Bultmann, A. M. Schneider. Further 

representatives are Lessig, Abendmahlsprobleme p. 172; G. Stahlin in K. F. Miiller 
& W. Blankenburg (eds)-Leiturgia. Handbuch des evangelischen Gottesdienst | 
(Kassel: Staude, 1954) p. 16; J. Betz, Die Eucharistie in der Zeit der griechischen 
Vater I: Die Aktualprisenz der Person und des Heilswerkes Jesu im Abendmahl 
nach der vorephesinischen griechischen Patristik (Freiburg: Herder 1955) pp. 75f; 
Audet, Didaché, pp. 410-416, 423; J. A. Jungmann, Missarum Sollemnia> | 
(Freiburg: Herder, 1962 = The Eucharistic Prayer: A Study of the Canon Missae, 
trns. R. L. Batley [London: Challoner, 1956]; The Mass: An Historical, Theologi- 
cal and Pastoral Survey [Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press, 1976]) p. 16; Gop- 
pelt, Die apostolische und nachapostolische Zeit, p. 31, 145; Daniélou, First Six 
Hundred Years, p. 73; Adam Dogmengeschichte 1, pp. 83, 117. 

16 H. Lietzmann, Mass and Lord’s Supper: A Study in the History of the Liturgy, 
trns. D. H. G. Reeve (Leiden: Brill, 1953-1964) pp. 189-194. 

17 Thus Peterson, “Probleme”, pp. 169, 170, 181. 
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tion made by re-arranging it, and will seek to explore its sense. A 

quick overview of the two chapters provides the following chief 

points of procedure for the meal: in each case a blessing over cup 

and bread (9:2f), prayer for the gathering of the church (9:4), 

exclusion of unbaptized from the eucharist (9:5), meal (10:1), 

prayers after the meal which take up and expand the prayers 

before the meal (10:2-5). There follows (in 10:6) an emphatic call 

for the return of Christ and the instruction to the “holy, to come”, 

i.e. to come forward to an act, which is clearly connected to the 
coming of the Lord referred to in Maranatha. In a strange man- 
ner, the conditions for admission in 9:5 and 10:6 are in conflict 

with each other. 
If one looks at this composition as a whole, then only the 

interpretation d) which considers the cultic meal of the Didache as 
a combination of a proper meal and the sacramental Lord’s Sup- 
per does justice to it: the words of 9:2-10:5 referring to the first 
and 10:6 to the last. The eucharistic celebration proper is only 
referred to in 10:6 in fragmentary fashion, not in its full course. 
The action of 10:6 is therefore often understood as a rite of entry 
or transition!’ to the full eucharistic sacrament. This basic view- 
point today rightly has many supporters.!9 Most regard the 
preceding meal proper as an agape, some try to characterize it 
more precisely. So Audet sees in it a phenomenon sui generis, a 
“breaking of the bread” only found in Jewish Christianity and dis- 
appearing with it, whose meaning would have been a liturgy of 
vigil, a feast of expectation of the coming basileia.2° Daniélou 
speaks of a Christianized Passover meal in the framework of an 
Easter baptismal celebration during the Easter Vigil.21 These 
attempts at a more exact characterization remain, however, 
questionable. 

The commonly held theory, according to which we have in 
Didache 9-10 a combination of meal proper and eucharist, rests 
on the following grounds: the order cup-bread, found only here, is 
unusual for the sacramental Lord’s supper, however more readily 
conceivable for an agape.22 The blessing formula itself for the two 
elements does not lack a eucharistic colouring, to be sure, about 
which we will speak later, but reveals a clear disparity with the 
New Testament words over the bread and cup. The typical con- 
cepts like body (flesh), blood, covenant, together with an explicit 

18 Dibelius (“Mahl-Gebete”, p. 40) speaks of “entry”; Audet (Didache, p. 415) 
of “rite of passage”. 

19 See under n. 15. 
20 Didaché, pp. 405-407. 
21 First Six Hundred Years, p. 72f. 
22 One can compare the (later) Sabbath Kiddush; see Jeremias, Eucharistic 

Words, p. 28f. 
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reference to the death of Jesus typical there, are missing in the 
Didache. Of particular importance is the expression EuTANOOHVaL 
in 10:1. It is a rubric, and so cannot be taken in an extended 
sense, but must rather be understood literally; but then it points to 
the preceding food and drink as a genuine meal. In the same way 
‘the command in 10:6, that only the holy should come while the 
unholy must do penance, presents the eucharist as only now hap- 
pening, not as already having happened. 

These are now weighty arguments for the above thesis. They 
concern, however, primarily the instructions over the external 
ritual sequence of the general celebration. On the other hand, up 
to now we have scarcely taken the theological peculiarities of the 
agape material in verses (9:2-5 and 10:2-5) into account. But if 
we consider these, the picture changes somewhat, or at least takes 
on new colours. That is, the sayings in these verses offer a pro- 
nounced eucharistic colour which can hardly be ignored. Thus the 
fact that the bread and cup, the specific eucharistic elements, are 
blessed, though not conclusive in itself, is nevertheless 
noteworthy. If, however, the text speaks of the holy “vine” of 
David, of kAcoue, of life and immortality, of spiritual food and 
(likewise) drink, then it not only alludes distantly to the eucharist 
which only appears in 10:6, but reveals a close and immediate 
reference to a such a kind of sacramental Lord’s meal. Although 
they show less contact with the Synoptic Lord’s Supper proclama- 
tion, they still have an unmistakable material and verbal relation- 
ship with the Johannine tradition,23 and remind one in certain 
respects of the sayings concerning the new Passover in Luke 
22:16-18, which must be understood eucharistically.24 In addition, 
the instruction in 9:5, which disagrees completely with 10:6, that 
only the baptized must eat and drink from the “eucharist”, must 
be seen as old tradition, not first composed by the redactor of the 
Didache but taken over, and thus needs to be interpreted with 
reference to the sacramental communion.?5 Finally the origin of 
the prayers (in 9:2ff; 10:2-5) out of a eucharistic celebration is, 

23 See further below p. 255. 
24 See H. Schiirmann, Der Paschamahlbericht Lk 22,(7-14) (Miinster: 

Aschendorff, 1953 [NTA 19,5]) pp. 15-18. 
25 Audet (Didaché, pp. 414f) explains the instruction 9:5 as a redactional note of 

the Didachist and as his innovation, which disrupts the usual custom prevailing until 
then and excludes the unbaptized from the fellowship meal, the “breaking of the 
bread”. Audet has only expressed his opinion in this thesis, but provided no evi- 
dence. Materially it seems questionable to me that one excluded all unbaptized 
guests, thus including novices, from the agape at such an early date. But this exclu- 
sivity then developed—perhaps under the influence of Didache 9:5; cf. Recog I 71 
(CGS 93); ApTrad 25 (46 Dix). In Qumran according to 1 QS 6:16f, 20, novices 

were excluded from certain meals. 
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perhaps, corroborated by their later history: the blessing formulae 

for cup and bread were understood and explained sacramentally- 

eucharistically by the Apostolic Constitutions (VII.25f)(attesting 

Antiochene tradition), and the prayer for gathering (9:4) is found 

in Egyptian anaphorae.?° If one considers the texts as isolated 

units, in terms of their content and development, not according to 

their external place in the framework of the Didache’s celebration, 

then it leads to the conclusion that they are genuine eucharistic 
prayers and that the meal ordered by them is a genuine Lord’s 
meal. They have also been evaluated in this way by a row of 
reputable researchers for a long time.?7 

Thus a more exact examination leads to two divergent con- 
clusions: the prayers and the corresponding meal of Didache 9:2- 
10:5 belong in one respect to an agape, and in another respect to a 
sacramental Lord’s supper—apart from vv.10:1, 3a, with which 
we will busy ourselves later. For each of these points of view well 
respected scholars have taken their stand, for each point of view 
there are reasons which cannot be overlooked. So the question 
arises: do the two conclusions exclude each other? Or can they be 
harmonized? Can both be affirmed in a broader perspective? 

In fact, many researchers have already attempted such a 
settlement. According to one account, the meal proper was 
identified with the Lord’s supper.28 Yet each constitutes a funda- 
mentally distinctive part inside one all-embracing general celebra- 
tion. According to the testimony of the New Testament, they may 
not be identified; the oldest report of the institution, 1 Corinthians 
11:23f, already separates the eucharistic gifts from the meal. Also 
the attempt of H. Lietzmann, by means of major re-ordering of 
the text, specifically through the removal of 10:6 to 9:2-4, to con- 

26 Euchologium Serapionis 13:13 (Il 174, 17-22 Funk); Euchologium of Dér- 
Balizeh (26 Roberts-Capelle); Eth. Gregorius-Liturgy (26 Lofgren-Euringer). 

27 G. Rauschen, Eucharistie und Bufsakrament in den ersten  sechs 
Jahrhunderten} (Freiburg: Herder, 1910) p. 96 (here older representatives); P. 
Batiffol, Etudes d'histoire et de théologie positive II: L’Eucharistie (Paris: Lecoffre, 
1920); K. Volker, Mysterium und Agape (Gotha: Klotz, 1927) 105ff; C. Ruch, La 
Messe (DThC 10, 1 [1928] p. 867); O. Casel, Prophetie und Eucharistie (JLw 9 

[1930] pp. 1-19 = The Mystery of Christian Worship and Other Writings, trns. B. 
Neunheuser (Westminster, Md: Darton, Longman & Todd, 1963]); M. Goguel, 

L’Eglise primitive (Paris: Payot, 1947) p. 366 = The Primitive Church, trns. H. C. 
Snape (London: Allen & Unwin, 1963); Quasten, Patrology I, p. 32; G. Rietschel- 
P. Graff, Lehrbuch der Liturgik? (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1951) pp. 
232ff; Reicke, Diakonie, Festesfreude und Zelos pp. 13f; Cayré, Patrologie I, pp. 
92f; Lilje, Die Lehre der zwélf Apostel, pp. 63ff. —That in Didache 9-10 “it is a 
matter of a eucharistic Lord’s supper”, Lietzmann also recognized (Mass and 
Lord's Supper, pp. 189-194), who in any case solved the problem in his own way 
by re-ordering the text. 

28 So Reicke and Lilje; cf. n. 14. 
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stitute a complete eucharistic act as the beginning of the celebra- 
tion and to allow an agape to follow after29, must be judged to 
have failed. The New Testament sources provide a different pic- 
ture. According to 1 Corinthians 11:23f, there existed at the 
beginning the sequence bread-meal-cup; then according to 1 
Corinthians 11:21, 34, Mark 14:22 the sequence meal-bread-cup 
appears. The sequence eucharist-agape meal is on the other hand 
hardly attested.2° The point of view that the prayers were indeed 
spoken at an agape, but reflected the sacramental eucharist which 
followed, also remains unsatisfactory.3! In reality they directly 
qualify the things to which they immediately relate, and indeed 
eucharistically, i.e. cup and bread, as a detailed exegesis will 
plainly confirm. 

There is, however, a better solution to our dilemma, in my 
opinion. That is, on closer examination the two divergent inter- 
pretations largely result from viewing the same tradition at dif- 
ferent stages of its development, and are not different interpreta- 
tions of the tradition at the same moment in time, if one ignores 
9:5. Indeed, on this view, the same prayers appear once to have 
belonged to an agape, and on the other occasion to have belonged 
to a eucharistic celebration. What makes the difference to the 
point of view, however, is that the material is considered on the 
one occasion in the overall framework of the two chapters, while 
on the other occasion loosed from this context, isolated by itself. 
If we keep these two things separate, we seem to have a useful 
solution based upon an analysis of the layers of tradition. The 
prayers cannot be simultaneously eucharistic and agape prayers, 
but they can be both of these sidé by side. They were previously 
and originally texts for a Lord’s Supper and are now in the com- 
position of the Didachist used at a meal proper. So we come to 
our thesis: the prayers of Didache 9:2-10:5 were transformed and 
revalued from original eucharistic prayers to mere agape 
prayers.32 We will now explain how this happened. 

This point of view, which is intended for the moment only to 
be considered as a working hypothesis, now makes one feature of 
the two chapters more readily understandable (and so 
demonstrates its usefulness). Perhaps it explains the introduction 

29 Mass and Lord’s Supper, pp. 188-194. 
30 To my knowledge only the Coptic text of the Epistula Apostolorum (140/170 

C.E.) has this sequence; cf. Jeremias, Eucharistic Words, p. 116. 

31 Thus Daniélou, First Six Hundred Years, p. 72. 
32 The further development in many places, eg. in Egypt, tended to reduce them 

completely into house table prayers in ascetic circles. That is clear in Athanasius, 
Aéyoc owrtnpiac mpdc Thy maphévov (TU 29/2a [1905] p. 47). Peterson incorrectly 
concludes from this that even our present Bryennios text may have been such a late 

version. 
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of the cup before the bread, unusual for the Lord’s Supper. One 

could think that this goes together with the “degradation” of the 

prayers. Originally the sacramental bread was blessed and distrib- 

uted first as shown by 1 Corinthians 11:24, while the cup was 

blessed and shared after the meal. Then when the originally 

eucharistic prayers were used for the agape, the passage 9:3-4 
remained as the tightly composed unit which it was, while the cup 
was put before it. The observation that the same sequence appears 
in 9:5 and 10:3 speaks for an original sequence bread-cup. 

Our theory also makes a satisfactory explanation of the 
saying in the prayer after the meal possible: “You, almighty Lord, 
have created all things for the sake of your name, you have given 
food and drink to human beings to enjoy” (10:3a). The half-verse 
is striking and rather out of order inasmuch as it breaks the 
previously uniform eucharistic orientation and gives thanks for the 
creation of everything and for the natural food and drink provided 
for all human beings. The continuation (3b) links immediately 
back into the eucharistic track, however, and gives thanks again 
for the spiritual food and drink offered to Christians alone (yptv 
6€).33. This shows verse 3a to be a development of the old 
(eucharistic) Vorlage, as an insertion which takes account of the 
character of the introductory meal section, which now has more 
the character of an agape. A stylistic peculiarity also strengthens 
the case that v.3a is an insertion, namely the striking expression 
é6gom0Ta TavToKpaTop instead of matep judy (9:2f) or taTEp 
@ye (10:2) in the ancient Vorlage. The mention of the “spiritual” 
food and drink could be left intact, so that a backward look at the 
past eucharist becomes indeed a look ahead to what is still to come 
(in 10:6). The old, pre-Didachist rule for the Lord’s Supper, 
which excluded the unbaptized, could and probably did become 
the command in 9:5, and sounds like the exclusion from worship 
which appears already in the New Testament in 1 Corinthians 
16:22 and Revelation 22:15. The formula of address (“your” 
eucharist) lets us recognize the editorial hand of the Didachist. So 
the eucharistic sayings of the verse group 9:2-4 distinguishes itself 
as ancient tradition, indeed also 9:5 and 10:2, 3b-5. 

If one now takes the parts mentioned above as previously 
eucharistic texts which have been changed into an agape, then one 
can ask the question as to why the Christians of the oldest 
time—whether the Didachist himself or someone else before 
him?—at a certain point in time changed the pre-Didachist Lord’s 
Supper prayers for the development of the agape meal. A 
plausible, if not certain, reason could be that the agape originally 
had no strict rule; from 1 Corinthians 11:21 one sees how freely 

33 The term xapiteoGou is chosen carefully and seems to refer to the eucharist. 
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and unliturgically it could be conducted, surely not just in Corinth 
but also elsewhere. The development, according to a general prin- 
ciple of growth of the church, pressed towards consolidation and 
defined ritual even for the fellowship meal. So one grasped at the 
old eucharistic formula, since this for its part did not describe the 
essence of the Lord’s meal clearly and completely enough, and in 
this respect and function was no longer satisfactory. This formula 
was not simply discarded, but used for a better ritualization of the 
agape meal and, in so doing, used to order it more clearly in rela- 
tion to the eucharist. The sentences have more to do with the con- 
fession of the community as a whole than the role of the liturgist. 

If our thesis is correct, then the texts of Didache 9:2-5 and 
10:2, 3b-5 had its original setting in life in a sacramental Lord’s 
Supper; in this case, however, they are interesting witnesses for 
the early history, indeed reach back into the Aramaic epoch of the 
church in the earliest time. They are, however, interesting not 
only in the history of liturgy but also in respect of the history of 
dogma. We will understand their content better if we report and 
observe their theological standpoint more precisely. 

Il. THE POSITION OF THE DIDACHE PRAYERS IN THE 
HISTORY OF IDEAS 

The old eucharistic celebration which, in our opinion, is still 
reflected in Didache 9:2-5; 10:2, 3b-5, has its own theological 
stamp and gives the impression at first sight of a striking 
intellectual distance from the eucharistic celebration of the New 
Testament accounts of its institution. Not that we have before us 
in Didache 9-10 a completely different action. Besides the above 
mentioned differences, the commonalities must also be emphas- 
ized. Even the celebration in the Didache revolves around bread 
and cup; the two elements are provided with a characteristic bless- 
ing, brought into particular connection with Jesus, are valued as 
holy and spiritual; the celebration effects the presence of the 
“Name” of God in the heart. Even if in veiled form, the institution 
of the meal by Jesus is reflected in the referral back of the stated 
mediums of salvation to revelation through Jesus as servant/son 
(pais) of God (9:2f; 10:2, 3b). Above all, however, the common 
eschatological direction binds the celebration here and there, like 
a strong bracket—like a common womb; it is the outstanding 
mark of the Didache meal, as appears in 9:4—about which more 
below—and 10:6; it is however also a particular and essential 
foundation of the Synoptic and Pauline eucharistic meal, as Luke 
22:15-18, Mark 14:25 and 1 Corinthians 11:26 testify. 

At the same time the difference from the New Testament 
eucharistic proclamation remains considerable. For its central 
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thought, the reference of the action to the death of Jesus and the 

inauguration of a new covenant, the qualification of the gifts as the 

body of Jesus given for us and his blood poured out for us, are not 

mentioned in the Didache. Indeed, for this reason H. Lietzmann 

wants to find in the Didache a witness for an independent 
“Jerusalem” type of the eucharistic meal, which did not contain a 
report of the institution, which was not a repetition of the Last 
Supper of Jesus and memorial of his death, but was a continuation 

of his earthly table fellowship with the disciples, joy over the 
spiritual presence of the Exalted One and expectation of his 
return.3+ Today this type is held to be the earliest stage of the 
whole development of the Lord’s Supper.35 But the eucharistic 
chapter of the Didache does not justify such conclusions at all. It 
is improbable that the pre-Didache community celebrated a meal 
in which they took account of Jesus as God’s pais, but ignored the 
particular institution of the meal which was already expressly 
stamped by the pais Christology, according to the oldest recog- 
nizable tradition.36 The texts of the Didache in no way exclude the 
report of the institution. They indeed only offer a part, not the 
whole, of what was spoken at the celebration, and draw more 
from the prayer response of the community than the liturgy which 
recited the account of the institution. The Teaching of the Twelve 
Apostles in 10:7 expressly authorizes the prophets as appropriate 
cultic officials for a thanksgiving going beyond the extent of the 
accompanying formulae, and thus also leaves room for the recita- 
tion of the account of the institution, indeed considers it as the 
duty of the prophets, “who add to the righteousness and knowl- 
edge of the Lord” (11:2). On the other hand even the pericopes on 
Lord’s Supper in the New Testament point back, for their part, 
clearly enough through their extensive Aramaic and their liturgical 
stylization’’ to the cultic usage in the primitive Palestinian com- 
munity.38 This all speaks against Lietzmann and for the assump- 

34 Lietzmann, Mass and Lord’s Supper, p. 195. Its basis is said to be the 
“breaking of bread” of the primitive community in Jerusalem. E. Lohmeyer (“Vom 
urchristlichen Abendmahl”, 7hR 9 [1937] pp. 302ff; 7hR 10 [1938] pp. 92ff) 
provides a variation on Lietzmann’s thesis and proposes a similar “Galilean” type, 
based above all on John’s Gospel. 

35 Cf. e.g. W. Marxsen, “The Lord’s Supper as a Christological Problem” in 
The Beginning of Christology, trns. P. Achtemeier & L. Nieting (Philadelphia: 
Fortress, 1979). 

36 On this see J. Betz, Die Eucharistie in der Zeit der griechischen Vater. 1.1: 
Die Realprdsenz des Leibes und Blutes Jesu.im Abendmahl nach dem Neuen Testa- 
ment (Freiburg: Herder, 1964) pp. 26-35. 

37 Cf. Betz, Die Eucharistie 1.1, pp. 5-13; 16f; Jeremias, Eucharistic Words, pp. 
111-115; 173-186. 

38 Luke (22:15-20) and Paul (1 Cor 11:23ff) attest the liturgical usage of the 
words of Institution even for Syria and Antioch, which many see as the homeland of 
the Didache (cf. note 1). Luke is already closely linked with Antioch by his birth 
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tion that even the community of the Didache knew the account of 
the institution.2° However, it did not emphasize and elaborate it in 
its Lord’s Supper theology. The Didache offers no independent 
Lord’s Supper type, but an independent Lord’s Supper theology. 

The latter relates more closely to the Johannine tradition. 
Typical concerns of this tradition echo, when our eucharistic 
chapter describes Jesus as the revealer, when it speaks of the vine, 
when it brings the bread into connection with life and immortality 
and reckons it to the spiritual world, and when it prays for the 
sanctification and gathering of the church (cf. John 11:52). 
Beyond material parallels*? the striking terminological agreements 
deserve particular attention. A list of the material and verbal anal- 
ogies give the following picture:+! 

Didache 9 compared with John Didache 10 compared with John 

evyaploreiv 6:11 EUTAN DORVAL 6:12 

Qptedoc tek TATED WYLE 7d 

yrwpivev 15:15; 17:26  dvopa LT: Goklye26 

k\aona 6:12 KATQAOKNVODY 1:14 

fan 6:35, 48 yaoi Kai mioTLc 6:69 

faq Kai yr@ouc 17:3 fan aiavioc 6:54 

dveoxoptiopévoy-ev 11:52 TVEVLATLKH TPOPH 6:63 

év iets) 21 ptoacbat aTd Tovnpod 17:15 

ouvaryewv 11:52 TENELODY EV AYATN 17:23 hn 

25 enar 12. 

ayia few L717 AL9 

This concordance, which does not show direct citations but 
instead a close relationship, justifies the conclusion that the two 
texts feed on the same eucharistic tradition, even from a common 
local tradition,42 which we might look for in North Palestine/ 
Syria. Now many of the roots, or at least influences, which also 

(according to the old Prologue to the Gospel and according to Eusebius, HE III.4, 
6), both are linked to it by their life history. Cf. Acts 11:25; 13:1; Gal 1:21; 2:11. 

39 The east Syrian Nestorian Liturgy of the Apostles Addai and Mari in any case 
contains (in the manuscripts and editions originating from later centuries!) no 
account of the institution. Its absence is an unsolved problem, but could be sec- 
ondary, perhaps arising out of a fear of profanation of the holy words, perhaps also 
out of a valuation of the Epiclesus as a form of consecration; for further information 
see Jungmann, Missarum Sollemnia® Il, p. 243. 

40 For the eucharistic colouring of John 13, 15 and 17, cf. Betz, Die Eucharistie 

11.1, pp. 169f. 
41 Cf. W. von Léwenich, Das Johannesverstindnis im zweiten Jahrhundert (Ber- 

lin: Tépelmann, 1932) pp. 19f. 
42 yon Loéwenich, Johannesverstdindnis, pp. 20-22, rejected by Audet, La 

Didaché, p. 175. 
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stamp the fourth gospel, reach back to Syria.‘ If one seeks to 

define the relationship between Didache 9-10 and John’s Gospel 

more exactly, then the early dating of the Didache eucharistic 

chapters does not permit a priori a literary dependence of this on 

John, nor does it establish its a-posteriority.44 On the contrary, 

one should say that the Fourth Gospel knew and used the 

eucharistic prayers and formulations of the Didache tradition, 
even if from the oral stream of tradition. It cannot be shown that 
he had the Didache as a literary entity before him and used it, 
even if this could not be completely excluded. The relationship 
between the Didache and Johannine sayings can be expressed as 
follows: What the Didache says preliminarily and briefly, is 
amplified, clarified, and more strongly Christologized in the 
Fourth Gospel. We should not, however, without more ado, read 
back into the Didache the temporally later and amplified insights 
of the Fourth Gospel. 

The theological principle of interpretation, with whose help 
the community represented by the Didache tradition made their 
cult meal understandable—how could it be otherwise—is the Old 
Testament. So they understood their eucharistic meal as the fulfill- 
ment of the Old Testament pronouncements and promises. In this 
context one can immediately point out that Scripture often refers 
to revelation and its gift with the picture of food and drink*5, the 
longing for these things as hunger and thirst**, their reception as 
eating and drinking,4? and so the existential meaning of these 
things is expressed. Even eschatological salvation is described as a 
rich and universal feast.48 The observation, that in the late period 
of the Old Testament revelation was categorized as Wisdom and 
viewed as a meal, leads us still closer to the Didache. Wisdom 
appears as the embodiment of revelation: it is, on the one hand, 
identified with the Torah (Sir 24:23; Bar 4:1), but is, on the other 

43 Cf. R. Schnackenburg, The Gospel According to St John I (London: Burns & 
Oates, 1968) p. 152: “The Johannine tradition, originating in Palestine, was sub- 
jected to Syrian influences before it reached Asia Minor (Ephesus), where it was 
fixed and edited”. 

44 Schnackenburg, Gospel of John I, p. 198: “There are undoubtedly formal 
similarities of language (e.g. between Did. 9:4, and Jn 11:52), but whether they are 
enough to prove direct knowledge of John remains questionable”. 

45 According to Jeremiah 15:16, God’s commands are food of the prophets; 
according to Isaiah 55:1-3, God’s promises are an unusually given meal of bread 
and water; according to Psalm 16:5, Yahweh is the “portion of the cup”. 

46 Am 8:11, 14; Sir 24:21; Mt 5:6. 
47 Sir 24:21. 
48 Ts 25:6; 65:13; Ez 34:13f; 1 En 62:14f; 2 En 42:5: ApocBaruch 29:3-8: for 

the Rabbinic material see H. L. Strack & P. Billerbeck, Kommentar zum NT aus 
Talmud und Midrasch IV (Miinchen: C. H. Beck, 19264) p. 840, pp. 1154ff. NT: 
Mt 8:11; 22:1-14; Lk 22:15-18, 29f; Mk 14:25; Rev. 3:20; 19:7, 9. 
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hand, seen as proclaimer and revealer (Pr 1-9; Sir 24:8f; Bar 
3:38) and personified (Wisd 7-9). If an oriental myth indicates that 
wisdom comes from above, seeks a resting place among human 
beings, gives up and returns,49 nevertheless the Old Testament 
declares that the pre-existent Wisdom abiding with God seeks and 
finds a home in Israel (Sir 24:8-11; Bar 3:37f), as it is identical 
with the Torah. Its role is thus descent. Secondly, Wisdom, like 
revelation, is expressed in terms of meal. On one occasion it is 
itself presented as food and drink (Sir 24:23); another time it is 
the provider of true sustenance, namely the “tree of life” (Pr 
3:18). In Sirach 24:13-17 it is further compared with other trees, 
among which are even the “vine, which brings yd&pic” (24:17 
LXX). Finally it emerges also as host and provider of a meal. 
According to Sirach 15:3 it feeds the wise with bread and gives 
water to the insightful. Proverbs 9:1-6 sounds particularly 
emphatic. There Wisdom gives a feast, invites the simple and the 
unlearned to it, offers them their bread and their wine, provides 
life, knowledge and wisdom (9:6 LXX: év yvdoer obveo.v).5° 

If appearances do not deceive, the pre-Didache community 
took over these ideas and with their help, freely and not in verbal 
dependence, expressed their eucharistic meal which derived from 
Jesus, indeed considered it as the fulfillment of the wisdom meal 
mentioned in the Old Testament. It thus developed the Old Testa- 
ment sophiological motif further, saw in the wisdom meal 
expressed there not only an allegorical entity, not only a literary 
form of expression,>! but a true sacramental reality, which the ser- 
vant/son of God, Jesus, had disclosed (Didache 9:2f; 10:2f). For it 
is most easily understood against the background of wisdom ideol- 
ogy if the liturgy of the Didache gives thanks especially for the 
“vine” (9:2, cf. Sir 24:17), for “life and knowledge” (9:3; 10:2, 
cf. Pr 9:6). Even the characteristic thought of the descent of Wis- 
dom and its dwelling down below with human beings, together 
with the corresponding term xataoxnvodv echoes in Didache 
10:2; it is then further developed in John 6, and so the eucharist is 
proclaimed as sacramental incarnation (Jn 6:57f). The theology 
coming to expression in Didache 9-10 thus has—this provides fur- 
ther support for our interpretation—done the same in the case of 
the eucharistic meal as also is to be confirmed for the most ancient 
Christology: in both a secret is illuminated by means of Old Testa- 

49 Cf. 1 En 42:1-2; for further attestations see G. Fohrer, “aodia”, TDNT VII, 

pp. 490ff; U. Wilckens, TDNT VII, pp. 508f. 

50 If one may point to the Song of Solomon on the relationship of Wisdom to the 

soul, then Song of Songs 5:1 could also count as evidence for the Wisdom meal. — 

51 One could only raise the question as to whether the Christian community 

could build on the foundation of an actual Jewish cultic meal in honour of Wisdom, 

but not prove it; there were religious meals in Judaism, cf. e.g. at Qumran. 
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ment Wisdom teaching, in the one case the sacrament, in the other 

case the person of Jesus; so a Wisdom Christology is also 

developed and with its help, for example, the pre-existence of 

Jesus is brought to consciousness.°*? 

This background in the history of ideas prevents one from 

taking the meal prayers of Didache 9f as a product of Hellenistic 

thought, as has often happened, on the basis of the concepts of 
life, knowledge, immortality which occur here. How typically 
Jewish Christian these texts are will become still clearer if we 
examine their dogmatic content. 

Ill. THE EUCHARISTIC-DOGMATIC CONTENT OF THE 
TWO MEAL CHAPTERS 

If, according to our thesis, the expressions in Didache 9:2-5; 
10:2, 3b-5 go back in their original usage to the eucharistic meal, 
like the old call to repentance in 10:6, then the.two text groups 
can complement and illuminate one another and can be used for 
mutual interpretation. 

The general character of the celebration, its basis and 
essence, come to expression already in the concept which pene- 
trates the whole like a Leitmotiv and stands in its substantive form 
as a title over the whole: evyapiotetvy. The term possesses con- 
siderable dogmatic relevance. It is, like its equivalent in meaning 
evdoyetv, with which it alternates in the Biblical institution 
accounts, a translation of the Hebrew 972 (berak, Aramaic: 4?73) 
and must be interpreted on that basis from the berakah concept.%3 
The Hebrew verb indicates on the one hand the blessing of human 
beings by God and understands by this the empowerment of 
human beings by him. It is however also used of the “blessing” of 
God by human beings. The human “blesses” God, in that s/he 
recognizes him as author of her/his well being and salvation and 
confesses in praise God’s history-making power as decisive for 
him/her. From the spontaneous cry of praise to God the berakah 
developed in Israel to a reflected fixed doxological blessing used 
above all in the cult. At the time of the Didache it was used as 
such for different occasions; it governed also the official Jewish 

52 Cf, Mt 11:19; 12:42; Mk 6:2; Lk 11:49; 1 Cor 1:24-30; Col 2:3; on this see 

U. Wilkens, “copia” (IDNT VII, PP. 514-525); E. Schweizer, Neotestamentica 
(Ziirich-Stuttgart: Zwingli, 1963) pp. 105-109. 

%3 For the following see J. P. Audet, “Literary Forms and Contents of a Normal 
Evxaprotia in the First Century”, in Studia Evangelica (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 

1959 [TU 73]) pp. 643-662); also Didaché, pp. 276-402; L. Clerici, “Einsammlung 
der Zerstreuten. Liturgiegeschichtliche Untersuchungen tiber die Vor- und Nachges- 
chichte der Fiirbitte fiir die Kirche in Did 9,4 und 10,5”, LOF 44 (1966) pp. 5-47. 
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chief prayer, the Shemone Esre.5+ The particular “thanksgivings” 
of the Didache are Christianized developments of such Jewish 
blessings, from which they take over the formal structure, func- 
tion and meaning. Like the Jewish berakah the Christian eucharist 
is an acknowledging praise of God for his beneficent power in his- 
tory, a memorial of the redemptive activity of God and praise for 
that, anamnesis and confession, which break out at the existential 
wonder of God’s deed. This existential moment comes up in par- 
ticular in the Greek term evxapioreiy, since translated literally it 
means: “to behave as one who has received much”. It expresses 
on the one hand praise for God’s gracious act, and on the other 
hand the human’s wonder at it and his answer to it.55 The one 
giving thanks understands her/his concrete existence from the gra- 
cious power of God, s/he thinks not anthropocentrically nor indi- 
vidualistically but theocentrically.5¢ 

Besides the formal proximity, the material proximity of the 
Didache eucharistic prayers to the Jewish table blessing has 
already long been observed. The Jewish blessing for the cup is: 
“Blessed are you, Yahweh, our God, King of the World, because 
you created the fruit of the vine”.57 Over the bread the Israelite 
prays: “Blessed are you, Yahweh, our God, King of the world, 
who brings forth bread from the earth.”58 The prayer of thanks 
after the meal has the following content: (1) “Blessed are you, 
Lord, our God, King of the world, who provides the whole world 
with goodness, grace, mercy. (2) We thank you, Lord, our God, 
that you have given us for possession a good and wide land. (3) 
Have mercy, Lord, our God, over Israel, your people, and over 
Jerusalem, your city, and over Zion, the dwelling place of your 
glory, and over your Temple and over your dwelling and over the 
kingdom of the house of David, the messiah of your righteousness 
(of your righteous messiah). Blessed are you, Yahweh, God of 
David, who builds Jerusalem.”5? The thanksgiving for knowledge 

54 The “Eighteen Prayers”, also called the Tefilla. 
55 We try to hold both aspects together when we translate ebxapiorety with 

“give thanks and praise” (see above). 
56 Audet, “Literary Forms”, p. 644; Didaché, 378f, allows as the proper sense 

of evyapioreiv only the praise and the anamnesis of the action of God and rejects 
the rendering “thanksgiving”, because this is only anthropocentric conduet; he is 
mistaken in this. C. Westermann (Das Loben Gottes in den Psalmen?} (Gottingen: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1963] p. 23), and in conjunction with him also indeed 
Clerici (Einsammlung der Zerstreuten, p. 15), similarly considers the thanksgiving 
for an individualistic activity and mere sentiment. 

57 m.Ber 6:1; O. Holtzmann, Der Tosephtatraktat Berakot (GieBen: Tépelmann, 

1912) p. 73; Strack-Billerbeck, Kommentar IV, p. 616. 
58 m. Ber 6:1; Holtzmann, p. 73; Strack-Billerbeck Kommentar I, p. 685. 

59 14. Berakoth of the Palestinian recension (Strack-Billerbeck, Kommentar IV, 

p. 213). 
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in Didache 9:3 and 10:2 reminds one of the fourth prayer of the 

Tefilla: “O favour us, our Father, with knowledge from you and 

with understanding and discernment from your Torah. Blessed are 
you, O Lord, gracious Giver of knowledge”.® Here as every- 
where the Jewish Berakah does not speculate abstractly over 
God’s essence, but reflects on Yahweh’s all-powerful might which 
works itself out in history. In the same way the Jewish Christian 
prayers in the Didache give thanks for salvation-historical bless- 
ings, which only are made known through the revelation of Jesus 
(9:2f; 10:2) and belong to revelation. 

Exegesis of particular parts of the text, to which we now 
turn, must bear this in mind. It is not the simple natural gift of 
wine (which the Israelite could even consider as a salvation- 
historical gift because it is a product of the God-given land) for 
which thanks are given in the blessings over cup and bread, nor is 
it “hellenistic” ideal gifts like knowledge and immortality: rather 
these are concrete redemptive gifts based on salvation-historical 
revelation. As far as the present sequence is concerned it is indeed 
secondary.®! Since, in our context, we are reading Didache 9-10 
as a previously eucharistic text, we keep to the old order and 
begin with the thanksgiving for the bread (9:3). 

Particularly striking here is the terminological peculiarity, 
kAg@oua, in the introductory remark. Even this will have 
originated from the Didachist as a rubric, it is nevertheless 
already found in the vocabulary of the prayer, as 9:4 shows. The 
word hangs naturally together with the typically ancient Christian 
usage of the “breaking of the bread”. The expression xAcoucg Tod 
@pTou serves in the New Testament time, on the one hand, as an 
expression for the combined general meal and sacramental cult 
meal of the Christians (Acts 2:42, 46), indicating the breaking of 
the bread in the wider sense, on the other hand, it becomes a spe- 
cial term for the nucleus of the celebration, the sacramental- 
eucharistic act,®? indicating the breaking of the bread in the nar- 
row sense. The latter sense occurs also in Didache 14:1. We do 
not exclude the possibility that the word kAdopa, which means the 
agape bread in the present text of Didache 9:1-4, was already used 
for bread of the Lord’s Supper. Then it would share the double 
meaning with xAcotcs Tod &prTov. 

The blessing over the bread gives thanks for “the life and 
knowledge” which have been revealed through the servant Jesus. 
The naming of these salvation goods can lead to the assumption 

6° Palestinian recension (Strack-Billerbeck, Kommentar IV, p. 211). 
61 See above p. 254. 
62 So Acts 20:7, 11;.1 Cor 10:16; above all Mk 14:22; Mt 26:26; Lk 22:19; 1 

Cor 11:24; dubious Lk 24:30, 35; cf. E. von Severus, RAC II (1954) pp. 620-626. 
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that hellenistic religiosity comes to expression here.6? But these 
concepts do not only play an important role in hellenism but also 
in the Old Testament, and it is in the latter that the point of con- 
nection is to be sought. The predicate “life”, as embodiment of 
God’s gift, is identified especially with the Torah in the Old Testa- 
‘ment as also in the Rabbis,® which is identified with Wisdom. 
This Torah is allegorized as the bread and wine of its depend- 
ents—especially in connection with Proverbs 9:5f.66 The above 
mentioned passage in Proverbs 9:5f (LXX) promises life and 
knowledge to partakers in the meal of Wisdom. In Proverbs 3:18 
this functions as “tree of life”. Behind this as the immediate 
reference point for Didache 9:3 lies that Old Testament passage in 
which the two salvation gifts of life and knowledge are expressly 
cited, indeed as real food: Genesis 2:9 tells of the tree of life and 
the tree of knowledge in Paradise, of those ominous trees on 
which the course of salvation history turned. The forbidden taste 
of the tree of knowledge led human beings to death (Gen 2:17; 
3:19); the taste of the tree of life, which was intended but 
unfulfilled, should have brought them immortality (Gen 3:22). 
Significantly “immortality” appears together with “knowledge” 
and “faith” now also in Didache 10:2 as the fruit of the cult-meal. 
Through the naming of these salvation gifts in 9:3 and 10:2 the 
eucharist is presented as the renewed gift of paradise in Genesis 
2:9. Their description as “holy” in 9:5 and as “spiritual food” in 
10:3 confirms this interpretation. While it might at first seem sur- 
prising, it is supported by the following consideration. 

The understanding of the Lord’s Supper as a gift of paradise 
is rooted particularly in its eschatological character. The primitive 
community considered their Lord’s Supper as the paradisal gift of 
salvation, because it considered it primarily as eschatological 
event and gift of salvation. Since, indeed, according to ancient 
belief, the end time repeats the first time, the Didache meal as an 
event of the end time repeats the gifts of the first time. The 
eschatological orientation comes most clearly into focus in the cry 
of 10:6 “Let grace come and let the world pass away! 
Maranatha!” By the “grace” which is implored is meant the com- 

63 M. Dibelius (“Mahlgebete”, ZNW 37 [1938] pp. 34-41) postulates as the 
prototype of our Didache prayer (and the intermediary between this and the Hebrew 
table prayers) prayers of Hellenistic Judaism. L. Clerici (Einsammlung der Zer- 
streuten, p. 37) considers the salvatory blessings of life, knowledge, faith, 
immortality as “stark hellenistisch gefarbt”. 

64 Sir 17:11; 45:4; Pr 8:35; cf. Acts 7:38. 
65 Attested by Strack-Billerbeck, Kommentar Ill, pp. 129ff. Cf. also P. Borgen, 

Bread from Heaven (Leiden: Brill, 1965) p. 148. 
66 Attested Strack-Billerbeck, Kommentar Il, pp. 482ff: (ExR 25c); 483f (GenR 

70, 44d, 44; GenR 54, 34c; Pesigta 178a; 614 (Pesigta 102b). 
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pleted eschatological salvation, which the Lord will bring with his 

return. The prayer for the gathering and uniting of the church in 

the coming kingdom also implores, intends and actualizes the 

eschatological state of consummation. The one bread made out of 

the many grains of corn is already a natural symbol for the present 

unity of Christians in the Church. It points, however, still more to 

the future perfect unity, because it is itself in its real essence 

already a foretaste of the paradisal future gift. 
What is new and unheard of in the belief of the Christian 

community is that the end time has already started in Jesus. Cor- 
responding with this is the idea that the paradisal gifts of life, 
knowledge and immortality are being given as food in the 
eucharist, which is only the translation of a late-Jewish apocalyp- 
tic expectation into a Christian one. In other words, apocalyptic 
considered the end time salvation as the recurrence of paradise or 
as the re-emergence of a paradise which has been hidden and kept 
in readiness until now.*7 In this expectation the tree of life already 
played an important role. The Ethiopian Enoch knew of a secret 
tree, which stood in the eschatological world (24), invisible for the 
mortal and preserved for the final judgment, but then given over 
to those who have been judged and saved. “Its fruit serves then as 
food for the elect; it will be planted in the holy Place, in the 
Temple of the Lord, of the everlasting King” (35:4). According to 
4 Ezra 8:52 “paradise is opened, the tree of life planted, the 
future world prepared, the blessing made ready” for the elect. The 
Apocalypse of Moses promises its hero that the gift of the tree of 
life, immortality, would be given to him at the time of the resur- 
rection (28:4). Finally the Testament of Levi 18:10 says of the new 
priest-king: “He will open the door of paradise and take away the 
sword which threatened Adam. And he will give the holy to eat of 
the tree of life, and the Spirit of holiness will rest on them.” If 
here eating from the tree of life fills the partaker with the Spirit of 
Holiness, then this reminds one of the “spiritual food” of Didache 
10:3. The passage cited, and indeed according to many the whole 
book of the Testament of Levi, probably comes from Jewish- 
Christianity. 

The New Testament also shows in a few texts of secret 
revelation that the expectation of receiving a share in the tree of 
life was really alive in primitive Christianity also. In Revelation 
2:7 the promise goes: “To the victor I will give to eat of the tree 
of life, which stands in the paradise of God.” Above all in Ch. 22 
the tree of life is mentioned three times (v.2, 14, 19). We have 
good reason to believe that the reference to the tree of life in 

67 Besides the examples cited above, the following texts: 2 En 65:9-10; 4 Ezr 
7:36, 123; ApocBar 4:6; ApocMos 13:2. 
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Revelation 22 is nourished by the liturgy,®8 especially as this was 
considered to be a pre-enactment of the end time salvation. On the 
other hand the brief formulation of the benediction of Didache 
9:3, the brief proclamation of “life and knowledge”, requires 
explanation and interpretation. Revelation 22 allows one to recog- 
nize, or at least to assume, that the tree of life really played a role 
in the liturgy, in a liturgy close to the Didache.® But then one 
must assume that the Didache’s salvation gifts of life, (knowledge) 
and immortality stand in connection with it, that the eucharistic 
bread was believed to be a gift of the renewed paradise. 

A certain support for this understanding of the bread for- 
mulae of the Didachist could perhaps be offered by an early 
Christian writing. It concerns a eucharistically coloured homily in 
an appendix handed on with the Letter of Diognetus numbered as 
its eleventh and twelfth chapters. It introduces itself as from a 
(pseudepigraphal) pupil of an apostle and purports to offer tradi- 
tional material. It also contains genuine elements of tradition, 
which one meets in the Didache prayers, but extensively re- 
interprets them. Its chief theme is the ever new birth of the Logos, 
which was from the beginning and appears anew in the hearts of 
Christians. This may be an echo of Didache 10:2. The words 
which the Logos preaches, through whom he chooses and when he 
chooses (11:7), remind one of Didache 10:7. Further, the inside 
of the participant is seen as a blissful paradise, because in him the 
tree of knowledge and the tree of life have been planted. And this 
is seen as the sense of the text of Genesis 2:9, that in the 
beginning God planted the tree of knowledge and the tree of life in 
the middle of paradise, by which he indicates that life is through 
knowledge. Gnosis is placed in connection with the heart, and life 
is placed in connection with the Logos. The value of these sayings 
for us lies in the fact that the sermon names knowledge and life as 
cultic fruits of salvation and bases this on Genesis 2:9. Here the 
tradition of Didache 9:3 may, circumstances permitting, be at 
work, but it is de-eschatologized and interpreted in a spiritual- 
moralizing way in the manner of Philo.7° This composition could 
be perhaps a further Alexandrian development of old tradition in 
the manner of Didache Of. 

The blessing of the cup gives thanks for the “holy vine of 
David”, which Jesus has proclaimed as a reality (9:2). The con- 

68 Cf. A. Hamman, “La Priére” (in Le Nouveau Testament [Tournai, 1959] pp. 
348ff). O. Cullmann (Salvation in History (London: SCM, 1967] p. 319) makes the 
claim that, “The whole book [Revelation] could and should be explained in the light 

of early Christian worship.” . 
69 In Rev 22:20 we find the translated Maranatha of Did. 10:6; the “shoot of 

David” in Rev 22:16 is closely related to the “vine of David” in Did. 9:2. 
70 Philo already allegorizes in a similar sense; cf. LegAll 111.59; Plant 8-9. 
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cept of the “vine” is directly bound up with the contents of the 

cup, the eucharistic element in the cup, but names the causa pro 

causato, the cause instead of the fruit. It is, however, not only a 

matter of the natural product found in the cup, but of a salvation- 

historical quantity, which is clearly used in connection with the 

cup. The term “vine” is found also in the Jewish Berakah formula 

for the wine. In the Old Testament the vine stands as a picture for 

Israel,7i but also for the royal house (Ez 19:10-14) and for the 

(royal) representative of the people of Israel (Ez 17:6-10; Ps 

80:16, 18). Wisdom is praised in Sirach 24:17 as a vine which 

produces lovely shoots or, according to the LXX, xa&puc. The pic- 
ture of the vine is also found in the environment of the Didache. 
In the roughly contemporaneous Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch 
(c.100-130 C.E.), it describes the Messiah.72 Occasionally, 

Mandaism also uses the predicate “vine” for its heavenly sent 
Manda de-Hayye.73 Above all, however, John’s Gospel should be 
named in this context, where Jesus proclaims himself as the true 
vine (15:1-10). Over against this Didache 9:2 offers no open com- 

parison of the vine with Jesus, but only proclaims him as the 
revealer of the vine. In any case, we cannot simply carry the clear 
Johannine identification over into the Didache, but must rather 
seek to bring out the peculiarity of the Didache’s understanding of 
the picture. It is characterized by the genitive qualification “of 
David”. But what is to be understood by the “vine of David”? The 
Christians of that time knew it or introduced it into the homily; we 
must try to find an interpretation carefully. 

A first interpretation’ treats the mention of “David” as a 
reference to the author [of Psalms], who gives us an explanation 
of the vine cited here. David is seen as the composer of the 
Psalms?>, and he speaks in Psalm 80 (79):8 of a vine which Yah- 
weh brought out of Egypt and planted, but which now is laid low; 
by this Israel is meant. In conclusion to this, the Psalmist prays 
for Yahweh’s protection for the son (LXX Son of Man), whom 
this refers to (v.16, 18). This passage was messianically 
understood. From Psalm 80, so many interpreters say, the 
Didache community understood the “holy vine of David” as the 
new Israel in itself, as well as the messiah Jesus. In this inter- 

71 Ts 27:2-6; Jer 2:21; Ez 15:6; Hos 10:1; Ps 80:9. In LAB 12:8f Israel is inter- 
preted as a cosmic vine; cf. TDNT VII, p. 1071. 

72 ApocBar 36:6f; 37:1; 39:7 with 40:1. 
73 On this cf. esp. R. Borig, Der wahre Weinstock. Untersuchungen zu Jo 15,1- 

10 (Miinchen: K6sel, 1967 [SANT 16]) pp. 135-198. 
7 In opposition to A. Harnack represented by Lietzmann, Mass and Lord’s Sup- 

per, p. 190; R. Eisler, “Das letzte Abendmahl”, ZNW 25 (1926) pp. 6-12. 
ne Cf. Mk 12:35f Acts 2:25, 34; 4:25; Rom 4:6; 11:9; (perhaps also 2 Macc 
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pretation the material understanding of the concept “vine” remains 
noteworthy; against this, it is less satisfactory that David here is 
seen primarily as literary author. 

A second attempt at the interpretation of Didache 9:2 also 
considers David as author, but this time as guardian of belief in 
the resurrection. For primitive Christianity he was regarded, on 
the basis of Psalm 16:8-11, as the supreme prophet of the resur- 
rection of Jesus. In Acts, Peter (2:25-28) and Paul (13:34f) point 
to the resurrection of Jesus with the help of the prophecy in Psalm 
16:8-11, in that they relate to Christ the saying that the flesh does 
not remain abandoned in the underworld and the holy One need 
not see corruption. The resurrection of Jesus means, according to 
Acts 13:34, the realization of the salvation gifts promised to David 
in Isaiah 55:3. Connected to this idea many authors see in the 
Didache’s “vine of David” a remembrance of the resurrection.76 

This interpretation is right, if it begins with the evaluation of 
the David-figure in the primitive community and emphasizes the 
salvation event bound up with this name. That corresponds also 
fully to the anamnesis meaning of a primitive Christian eucharist. 
Certainly the oldest meal fellowship was also deeply touched and 
determined by the resurrection of Jesus. (Even the “immortality” 
mentioned in the post-communion thanks is according to 1 Cor 
15:33 a resurrection gift.) It is only unclear how the thought of the 
resurrection hangs together with the pictorial representation of the 
vine. The two interpretations set out above correspond more 
closely to the viewpoint of modern people, who occupy them- 
selves in a literary way with the ideas of the Didache than the 
viewpoint of the oldest Christians, who lived in them. 

The salvation-historical meaning of David is not exhausted 
by the fact that he speaks of the vine and prophesies the resurrec- 
tion of Jesus. He is much more pre-eminent in himself, in his réle 
as a salvation figure chosen by God and a:sign of salvation, i.e. as 
the ancestor of the Messiah.7’ To this extent the messianic salva- 
tion derives from him and, where this is realized, David comes 
into view as a consequence (cf. Lk 1:69). The Old Testament pre- 
sented the Messiah as the sprout of David, as the heir to David’s 
throne or as the new David.78 To this extent the New Testament 
also knew of the Davidic sonship of Jesus? as a factor, even if not 

76 So Audet, Didache, pp. 425f. 
77 Cf, 2 Sam 7:12; Acts 2:30. 
78 Sprout of David: Is 11:1ff; Jer 23:5; Davidic claimant to the throne: Is 9:5; 

new David: Jer 30:9; Ez 34:23f; 37:24; Is 55:3f. 
79° Rom’ 1:3; 15:12; Mk 10:48; 12:35, 37; Mt 1:1, 6; 9:27; 12:23; 15:22; 

20:30f; 21:9, 15; Lk 1:32; 1:69; 2:4, 11; 3:31; Acts 13:22f; Jn 7:42. On this see 
W. Michaelis, “Die Davidssohnschaft Jesu als historisches und kerygmatisches 
Problem” in H. Ristow-K. Mattiae (eds), Der historische Jesus und der kerygmatis- 

che Christus? (Berlin: Evangelische-Verlagsanstalt, 1962) pp. 317-330. 
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the essence, of his messiahship.8° This fact can also be expressed 

in a picture, that comes closer to the expression “vine of David” 

in Didache 9:2: the Book of Revelation, which is bound up with 

the Didache tradition, twice calls Jesus the “root/sprout of David” 

(5:5; 22:16). From this it is a short step to the conclusion that the 

(pre)Didache description of the cup as “vine of David” is to be 
explained as a modification and concretization of the idea of 
Davidic sonship, as its translation into the Eucharist, conditioned 

by the particular character of the Lord’s Supper. At the same time 
the description of Wisdom as a vine in Sirach 24:17 can also have 
conditioned the choice of the expression. This would then mean 
that the function of Wisdom has realized and fulfilled itself in the 
Davidic descendent Jesus and in the Lord’s Supper proclaimed as 
a reality by him. To this extent the pre-Didache Lord’s Supper 
acknowledges with its benediction of the cup that in Jesus the 
expected Davidic messiah and Wisdom have come, and that he 
makes present his coming sacramentally in the eucharistic drink; 
since the benediction is indeed said over the cup. 

Our interpretation of the expression “vine of David” as the 
messianic son of David, Jesus, has indeed another support in the 
Hosanna cry of 10:6, which takes up the Davidic motif. Of course 
the exact form of this latter has not been unanimously handed 
down from a text-critical point of view.8! The oldest reading, 
because it is the most difficult, would appear however to be the 
Coptic version: “Hosanna to the House®? of David!” The content 
of this formulation fits well with the “vine of David”, as it has 
been interpreted by us. The cry of praise is valid for the family of 
David because God “has erected in it a shield of salvation” (Lk 
1:69), has chosen it as the way and means of his salvation plan.®3 
Even the other readings “son of David” and “God of David” 
preserve at least the reference to David as salvation-historical fig- 
ure. 

80 Cf. Mk 12:35-37. 
81 The Greek and Georgian version read 6e@, the coptic otk, Const VI. 26:5 

reads vid. 

82 So also Audet, Didaché, p. 236; grounds for this pp. 62-67; cf. also p. 420. 
The reading @e@ can be explained as an explanatory change or carelessness, vi@ as 
(consciously or unconsciously) parallelism to Mt 21:9. Audet (ibid., p. 63) makes 
the further observation that Origen’s reads otkw in Mt 21:9 (cf. the ed. of Tis- 
chendorf). The Shemoneh Esreh also calls on God for the kingdom of David 
(Palestinian edition fourteenth benediction) or for the sprout of David (Babylonian 
edition fifteenth benediction). Beyond Audet’s reasons the reading ofxw receives a 
support through our exegesis. 

83 Audet’s further proposal, that by the House of David is intended not only the 
family but also the Temple and in our case the interior space in which the eucharist 
. Seat (pp. 420-423), derives more from fantasy than from critical historical 

inking. 
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Finally, in interpreting the image of the “vine”, it must be 
still considered and taken into account that it has predominantly a 
collective meaning in the Old Testament and refers to the people 
of Israel, and further that the Jewish Christians who used it still 
preserved and kept this aspect in mind, even if they understood it 
primarily in a Christological sense. So it should be supposed that 
it referred at the same time both to Christ and to Christians. This 
assumption is all the more probable since the Lord’s Supper is 
already the place where the one Christ unfolds to the multitude of 
Christians and draws this multitude back again into unity in him- 
self. In Pauline terms, the one bread, the eucharistic body of 
Christ, is extended to the manifold ecclesial body of Christ and 
again drawn together (cf. 1 Cor 10:17). In fact our eucharistic 
prayers speak of the unification and “gathering of the church into 
the kingdom” (9:4 and 10:5) and at the same time see a symbolic 
representation of this event in the unification of the many grains 
into the bread (9:4). This present sense means at the same time a 
foretaste of the eschatological unification. So the ecclesial unifica- 
tion of Christians is thus expressly brought into connection with 
the bread in 9:4, while in 10:5 in any case it is referred generally 
to the meal event. But a collective, ecclesial note intrudes even in 
the image of the vine of David, 1.e. the inclusion of the Christian 
in Christ. The Gospel of John brings this explicitly to expression 
when it speaks of the branches on the vine (15:2, 5). 

Our study leads to the conclusion that the anamnesis 
thanksgiving for the “holy vine of David” refers primarily to the 
person of Jesus as the Davidicy Messiah, but secondarily also to 
the meal fellowship constituted and actualized by him. So we 
come in fact close to the Johannine understanding of the vine,* 
without having started from this clear expression as a history of 
religions proof text. The Didache speaks in veiled form, John 
expresses the same conviction openly. The characterization of the 
vine as Davidic interprets the actual historical passage of the sal- 
vation event; it emphasizes that the messianic salvation which 
came in Jesus is the fulfillment of the promise given to David. The 
realization of this in the Old Testament, however, is represented 
as the constitution of a divine covenant, as an everlasting covenant 
in Isaiah 55:3, as a covenant of peace in Ez 34:25. So lines can 
also be drawn from the Davidic motif to the covenant thought, 
which the New Testament cup formula expressly and explicitly 
declares, though the accounts of the institution base the new 
covenant in the shed blood of Jesus and thus in the death of Jesus. 
For the pre-Didache liturgy, on the other hand, the messianic 

84 Cf. Borig, Der wahre Weinstock, pp. 248f. 
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event in general stands in the foreground; the death of Jesus 

echoes only softly in the concept of the servant of God. 

We must come back once more to the expression “vine”. 

This time we need to observe the peculiarity that the messianic 
event conjured up by the word is specifically expressed in this pic- 
ture. It is clearly chosen with reference to the content of the cup, 
wine. In itself it allows other metaphors to be thought of also. The 
Messianic event remembered in the benediction is thus in con- 
scious approximation to the contents of the cup, expressed in 
sacramental clothing, eucharistized. In view of this fact one can 
scarcely escape the conclusion that, even at that time in the 
Aramaic community, there was believed to be an ontic cor- 
respondence between the salvation event expressed in the word 
and the meal elements. The saying over the bread also gives just 
such a close ontic relation between the proclaimed gift of salvation 
and the meal element, even if this can also not be seen at first 
sight. That is, if “the life and knowledge” really are to be 
understood as the paradisal gifts according to Gen 2:9 and now 
are said over the bread, then everything suggests that those gifts 
were believed to be renewed here and that the present meal ele- 
ments mediate those salvation gifts, even if in a more particularly 
qualitative fashion. 

The particular ontic nature of the elements of the sacramental 
meal is revealed further in the instructions in 10:6 and 9:5. 
Certainly the command in 10:6, that only the holy may enter while 
the unholy must do penance, relates to the eucharist and shows 
this to be a numinous quantity. The command to be holy here is 
often understood from baptism, the warning to penance cor- 
respondingly to the command to receive baptism.®> If, however, 
one considers the Pauline deliberations in 1 Corinthians 11:27-31 
and the Didache instruction of 14:1 to confess sins before the 
eucharistic celebration, then it is more probable that in 10:6 the 
ethical holiness of the already baptized is required. In any case the 
eucharist appears itself as “holy” food, which places demands on 
the receiver. 

We have a parallel to 10:6 in 9:5, according to which only 
baptized may eat from the “eucharist”, because it is a matter of 
“the holy”. Now of course the difficult question arises as to what 
then is meant by “eucharist” here. In the present framework of the 
Didache meal chapters the saying 9:5 stands inside the meal 
proper. That leads to the conclusion that the term evxapiotian 
refers here to the agape meal, which is thus given a highter value 
because it is reserved to the baptized.8* Only that is not certain; it 

85 So Audet, Didache, p. 415. 
86 This proposal is presented by Audet, Didaché, p. 415. 
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could also be that the injunction in 9:5, pronounced in the 
sequence of the agape, does not refer to the agape itself but 
serves as a prior warning for the following sacramental offering. 
The fact that it is valued as “the holy” speaks rather for the sec- 
ond interpretation. In addition the term edxyapioria has the 
tendency in the history of language to move from a wider meaning 
to an ever more technical term for the sacramental Lord’s Supper. 
Is it likely that the Didachist at the end of the first century would 
have introduced the word expressly for the agape? However that 
may be, even if the term evxapiotia and the whole saying of 9:5 
relates to the sacrament or to the agape in the present text, 
nevertheless, according to our theory developed above, the pre- 
sent text of the agape of Didache 9:1-10:5 contains earlier 
eucharistic sayings. If this is correct, then Didache 9:5 is also an 
early witness for the Lord’s Supper and enlightens its essence: it 
presupposes baptism, that is membership of Christ; it is itself “the 
holy” and as evxyapiotia is the objectivation of the remembered 
salvation event. 

Furthermore, the Prayer after the Meal casts light on the 
eucharistic faith of the Didache tradition, also on the rest of its 
sayings, which bring further essentials to prominence. It begins 
with the thanks to the Father for his holy Name, which he has 
allowed to take up residence in the hearts of participants. This 
fact, pulled into the foreground, is clearly considererd to be a 
decisive aspect. Here it needs to be asked first of all what is to be 
understood by “holy Name”. The qualifying ood identifies it as 
belonging to the Father. What is meant, however, is hardly the 
personal name “Father” itself, with which we should address God 
according to the instruction of Jesus (Mt 6:9; Did 8:2) and con- 
sequently also not the indwelling of the “Father” personally, as 
proclaimed in John 14:23. This interpretation would break out of 
the otherwise consistent Christo-centric thought process. Rather 
the concept “the Name” in Didache 10:2, as also in many other 
primitive Christian sayings, serves as a circumlocution for Jesus 
the Son. This usage grew out of the Biblical Name-ideology. Here 
the Name stands for the person, insofar as s/he reveals her/him- 
self, or becomes apparent. The “holy Name” for which the pre- 
Didache liturgy gives thanks relates now not to the person of the 
Father as such8’ but to the other person who reveals him, in whom 
he is recognizable and visible in the sense of the Johannine Jesus: 
“He who sees me, sees the Father” (John 14:9). The term “the’ 
Name” used in an absolute sense appears also in the New Testa- 
ment, especially in old Palestinian layers of tradition, in Acts,% 

87 Audet (Didache, p. 431) affirms this. 
88 Cf. Acts 4:18 v.1; 5:41; probably also Acts 4:17; 5:28; further 1 Pet 4:16 (?); 

3.0 7. 
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further in early Christian writing in Ignatius of Antioch,® also in 

the Gnostic literature.°° Of particular importance for us is the wit- 

ness of Irenaeus of Lyon, because he uses it in the eucharistic 
context. He interprets the saying about the Name which would be 
glorified among the peoples in Malachi 1:10f, the early Christian 
locus classicus for the Lord’s Supper, as “no other than that of 
our Lord, through whom the Father is glorified and the human 
being. Because it is the name of his own Son, however, and 
because he has made human beings, so he names him with his 
own Name”.%! One would not be much in error if one sees in this 
exegesis of the Church Father an old exegetical tradition, which 
reaches back into Didache 10:2. It is further noteworthy that the 
prophecy of Malachi in abbreviated form occurs also in Didache 
14:3, but in the context of the mention of the Name marveled at 
by all peoples also. So it seems to us sufficiently justified to 
understand the “holy Name” in Didache 10:2 as the person of the 
Son Jesus.92 This interpretation fits—and that. also speaks for 
it—perfectly into the eucharistic context. 

The xataoxnvody of the Name mentioned in the text also 
points in the same direction. The term is significant. With it the 
Old Testament expresses the particular dwelling of the Name of 
God in a particular place.%3 It is also a key concept of the Old 
Testament theology of Wisdom and allows us to see this as the 
theological background of the Didache prayers. According to 
Sirach 24, Wisdom had its home in heaven, but then found its par- 
ticular dwelling and rest in Israel (v. 8) in the realization of salva- 
tion history. Identical with the Torah (Bar 4:1), she became 
visible in Israel (Bar 3:37: &@n). The root oxnvody describes the 
incarnate existence of the Logos in John 1:14, so that 
(kaTa)oxynvody reveals an incarnationally oriented perspective. On 
the basis of Didache 10:2, the eucharist®4 is recognizable as the 
sacramental descent and indwelling of Jesus in the heart of human 
beings, and indeed, since the saying serves as thanks for the meal, 

89 Eph 3:1; 7:1; Phid 10:1. 

Re 80:6f; 81:25f (M.Malinine-H.C.Puech-G.Quispel [Ziirich, 1956] 
pp. 38-40). 

°1 AdvHaer IV.17:6 (11.200 Harvey). 
* This interpretation of “the Name”=Jesus is also represented by J. Daniélou, 

A History of Early Christian Doctrine Before the Council of Nicaea I: The Theology 
of Jewish Christianity (London: Darton, Longman & Todd, 1964) pp. 155ff, but 
rejected on unconvincing grounds by Audet (see n. 86) and J. Ponthof (“La sig- 
nification religieuse du “Nom” chez Clément de Rome et dans la Didaché”, EThL 
35 [1959] pp. 359ff). 

93 Cf. 2 Esdras 11:9 (LXX); Jer 7:12; Ez 43:7. 
°4 The interpretation of the saying in Did. 10:2 as referring to baptism by W. 

Michaelis, TDNT VII, p. 389 is off course. ; 
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by means of the food. That is exactly the position of the Gospel of 
John, which also speaks more clearly than the Didache: “This is 
the bread which has come down from heaven” (John 6:58). “As 
the Father who sent me is living and I live through the Father, so 
everyone who eats me lives through me” (John 6:57). This verse 
proclaims the eucharist as the sacramental realization of the 
previous incarnation of Jesus.°° In the Didache the present 
eucharistic indwelling of Jesus is fairly clearly expressed (10:2); 
the reminder of his previous coming recedes but is echoed in a 
veiled way in the reference to the “vine of David” (9:2) and in the 
hosanna cry of 10:6 at least. 

The Didache liturgy is all the more clearly directed towards 
the future Parousia. The prayer for the gathering of the Church 
into the kingdom (9:4 and 10:5) and for the hastening of the 
Parousia in 10:6 attest this. There the community implores: “Let 
grace come and let the world pass away!” Further “Maranatha!” 
These prayers/cries relate primarily to the future event of the ful- 
fillment of salvation, but nevertheless still have a second dimen- 
sion of meaning, which even though it is not overt should still not 
be mistaken: they indicate that the future Parousia event, the 
future coming of Jesus, experiences a foretaste and anticipation 
here and now in the event of the Lord’s Supper. The coming of 
grace implored for in 10:6 has in mind the eschatological fulfill- 
ment of salvation. It should not be overlooked, however, that 
xa@ptc in the ancient church could be on the one hand a title of 
Christ9° and on the other hand also an equivalent for eu-charist.°7 
The word is perhaps already chosen with respect to the latter. If 
we take all of this into account and further add the fact that the 
prayer for the coming of grace happens in the context of the 
Lord’s Supper, then it can be concluded concerning the conviction 
of faith that the coming of the fulfillment of salvation, and more 
precisely the future coming of Christ, is experienced beforehand 
in this sacramental meal. 

Similarly, a double meaning should’ be recognized in 
maranatha.°* Even grammatically it allows for two meanings. The 

°5 Cf. Betz, Die Eucharistie I1.1, pp. 173-180. 
°6 The Coptic version reads, “Let the Lord come!” As a title for Christ xa&pi¢ 

also appears in Acts of John 94 and 98, as well as in the Odes of Solomon 19. On 
this matter see F. J. Délger, Sol salutis (Miinster: Aschendorff, 1920) pp. 154ff; 
Lietzmann, Mass and Lord’s Supper, p. 193 fn. 2. 

97 Cf. Heb 10:29; 12:15; 13:9; on this Betz, Die Eucharistie 1.1 Index; for 
Patristic attestations see J. Betz, “Der Abendmahlskelch im Judenchristentum” in 
M. Reding (ed), Abhandlungen tiber Theologie und Kirche (Festschrift far K. Adam) 
(Diisseldorf: Patmos, 1952) p. 133. 

98 See K. G. Kuhn, TDNT IV, pp. 466ff; W. Kramer, Christos Kyrios Gottes- 
sohn (Ziirich: Zwingli, 1963) pp. 95-103. 
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imperative, “Our Lord, come!” (manana tha) is suggested by the 

parallel line, “Let grace come!”, and is shown to be certain- 

ly—but not necessarily exclusively—a primitive Christian concep- 

tion. The indicative “Our Lord has come” or “is here” (maran 

atha) is philologically also possible and is attested by the Coptic 

version. One would not be wrong in the assumption that the oldest 

community could have consciously intended this double meaning 
and made it serve the purposes of their belief concerning the 
Lord’s Supper. But even if one only allows the imperative as the 
grammatical clarification of the cry, it still retains its reference to 
the sacramental event.°° For maranatha is indeed the answer of 
the community to the warning of the liturgist that only the holy 
should come to the sacrament. The coming of the Lord is 
anticipated in the elements of the meal. The eucharist functions as 
the bridge between the first and the second Parousia. 

So the eschatological world is projected into and works in 
this sacrament and qualifies its elements. They are thus acknowl- 
edged as “spiritual food and (spiritual) drink” in an old formula 
attested also in 1 Cor 10:3 and so related to that sphere in which 
the Resurrected One lives (cf. 1 Cor 10:45). So it is not surprising 
if “life in the new aeon” is ascribed to it as its consequence. It 
all leads however to a significant conclusion in the history of 
dogma: It was not hellenistic thought about substance which first 
accorded the sacramental elements a particular ontic character, but 
already Jewish Christian belief. 

The eschatological tendency of the pre-Didache Lord’s Sup- 
per also shows itself, as we have already seen, in the repeated 
prayer for the gathering of the church into the kingdom (9:4 and 
10:5). Jesus had proclaimed the latter in the picture of a universal 
festal meal uniting all the elect (Mt 8:11; 22:1-14) and the Lord’s 
Supper as the foretaste and anticipation of the same (Lk 22:16-18; 
Mk 14:25). This eschatological outlook and prayer has however 
still other roots. The thought of the gathering of the church is 
bound up with the Old Testament expectation of salvation, that the 
Diaspora of Israel would be gathered. This idea penetrates the Old 
Testament since Jeremiah!® and also has a firm place in Jewish 
prayers.!©2 Also the prophet says of the sprout of Jesse, that is of 

°° Cf. Lietzmann, Mass and Lord’s Supper, p. 193; Dibelius, “Die 
Mahlgebete”, p. 40; O. Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testament? (London: 
SCM, 1963) pp. 208-216. 

100 Audet’s text cic fwiy aiévoy attributes the life of the new aeon as a direct 
consequence of the spiritual gifts of the meal. Even if one had to read xai ¢. @., 
nevertheless this formulation, that the life should follow on the gifts of the meal, 
still suggests the idea that the latter follows out of these. 
“i There is a good summary in Clerici, Einsammlung der Zerstreuten, pp. 65- 

102 Cf. the tenth benediction of the Shemoneh Esreh, “Sound the great horn for 
our freedom; lift up an ensign to gather our exiles (Balyolonian recension “from the 
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the Davidic messianic Son of David, that he will gather the scat- 
tered of Israel and bring together the dispersed of Judah (Is 11:10- 
12). So there is a connection between the thought of the benedic- 
tion of the cup and the prayer for gathering. More immediately 
still, and more clearly, this is bound up with the prayer over the 
‘bread in 9:4, and it does this in two respects. First, inasmuch as 
the eucharistic bread is the renewed gift of paradise and so the 
partial and preliminary outworking of the end time salvation. The 
beginning however calls for fulfillment, the partial for the total 
realization of the eschatological salvation, the sign for the genuine 
thing. The urgent cry uvjoOn7 in 10:5 also brings to expression 
thoughts of the fulfillment of the beginning. It is a formula already 
coined in Judaism and reminds Yahweh of the fulfillment of his 
previous redemptive acts, of the complete realization of his prom- 
ises.1°3 Secondly, the prayer for gathering in 9:4 utilizes the natu- 
ral symbolism! of the bread inasmuch as it is made into one out 
of many grains scattered over the mountains. This unity of the 
bread is a sign of the eschatological unity of the church. What is 
even more interesting in this comparison is that the metaphorical 
aspect of the image (Bildhdlfte) of bread is already provided by 
the terminology of the content of the image (Sachhdilfte), since the 
expressions used of the bread d:acxoprifew and ovveéyery are not 
the technical terms of agriculture, but of Jewish Diaspora theology 
for the gathering in of the scattered of Israel.!° This terminologi- 
cal peculiarity is indeed hardly accidental, and makes it more 
probable that the eucharistic bread is already the foretaste and 
anticipation of the end time unification of Christians. It is however 
still also a representation of their already existing unity, inasmuch 
as the community prepares and shares in this bread. The Didache 
does not expressly mention this thought, but Paul does. For him 
the sharing in the eucharistic bread is not only a sign but the 
reason for the present unification of the many participants in the 
one body of Christ (1 Cor 10:17). In the Didache, however, the 
perspective is directed much more strongly towards the coming 

four corners of the earth”). Blessed are you, O Lord, who gathers the banished ones 
of your people Israel.” (cf. Strack-Billerbeck, Kommentar IV, p. 213). 

103 See Clerici, Einsammlung der Zerstreuten, pp. 48-64. 
104 E.R. Goodenough, “John a Primitive Gospel”, JBL 64 (1945) pp. 145-182; 

C. F. D. Moule, “A Note on Didache 9,4”, JTS ns 6 (1955) pp. 240-243. L. Cer- 
faux (“La multiplication des pains dans la liturgie de la Didaché”, Bib 40 [1959] 
pp. 943-958) understand the picture in 9:4 not as a natural symbol of bread, but as 
a reference to the gathering of fragments left over in the miraculous multiplication 
of loaves by Jesus into one place. This thesis is refuted by H. Riesenfeld (see below 

note 105). 
105 ncaa by H. Riesenfeld, “Das Brot von den Bergen. Zu Did. 9,4”, Er 

54 (1956) pp. 142-150, esp. 145f. 
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unity. 
"The post-communion prayer (10:5) takes up this concern 

again, underlines its importance and shows how much the 

eucharist was experienced as an essential fulfillment of the church 

on its pilgrimage to final perfection. One prays God to save the 

church from all evil,!% to perfect it in his love,!°7 to gather it from 

the four winds into his kingdom, which he has prepared for it, that 

is has determined in his predestination. That is realized in the 
Parousia of Christ which 10:6 so emphatically proclaims. 

We come to the end. Previous research has arrived at the 
reasoned conclusion that the two meal chapters Didache 9-10, in 
their present form, refer to a primitive Christian celebration in 
which a sacramental eucharist (10:6) follows an agape (9:1-10:5). 
However a closer examination led us to the conclusion that the 
bulk of the present agape text, except for 10:1, 3a, was itself 
originally intended as an independent eucharistic celebration. Only 
a eucharistic interpretation will really do justice-to them. In con- 
clusion, however, the question has now to be asked: What were 
the motives which led to the revaluation of the original eucharistic 
prayers into agape prayers? In answer to this question we have to 
rely on simple conjectures. One can first of all question whether 
the change of meaning in the text was caused by the change of 
ritual which the primitive Christian cultic meal had already 
undergone in the first decades. It is well known that it quickly 
abandoned the original sequence bread-meal-cup, drew the two 
eucharistic acts of bread and wine together and put them at the 
end of the celebration. This sequence is reflected in the present 
general conception of the two meal chapters.1°8 But why did it not 
apply the old eucharistic material to the eucharistic part of 10:6 
but instead to the agape part? A plausible interpretation cannot be 
provided only by the changes in the ritual, which in the Didache 
still shine through when it places the cup first. The reason must 
therefore be sought elsewhere. 

A different consideration, starting from the theological con- 
tent of the prayers, may well claim more probability. These des- 
cribe the eucharistic event in Old Testament categories and are, in 
terms of soteriology, directed towards the coming of Jesus in the 
incarnation and above all in the Parousia; they are silent however 
about the death of Jesus, about his body given and his blood 
poured out. The latter are, however, the decisive perspectives and 

106 There is a parallel to this in 2 Tim 4:18. 
107 Two explanations are possible: God should perfect the Church in its love for 

him (Gen. object.) (as in Clerici, Ensammlung der Zerstreuten, pp. 65-102) or: God 
in his love (Gen. subject.) should perfect the Church. 

108 Just as in Mk 14:22-25 and Mt 26:26-29. 
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content of the accounts of the institution. The Didache prayers are 
formed by a preference for Old Testament motifs; they refer too 
little to the New Testament special material, to the facts declared 
in the institution words of Jesus, namely the memorial of his death 
and his resurrection. The old prayers are thus too one-sidedly 
eschatological in their direction towards the Parousia, too little 
informed by anamnesis looking back to the salvation-historical act 
of redemption. This forces us to the conclusion that these texts 
were found to be insufficient in the long run, because they did not 
describe the eucharistic events broadly and extensively enough. 
This conviction could gain all the more ground, when Paul found 
a hearing for his theology of the cross. From there on it can be 
understood that the original Lord’s Supper prayers though not 
swept from the table were nevertheless forced out into the agape. 
So the history of the Lord’s Supper in this respect only shares in 
the general development of the oldest church: a conduct and theol- 
ogy all too strongly and one-sidedly directed towards the Parousia 
was more and more completed and balanced by the reference to 
the work and word of the historical Jesus. 

Moreover a similar development to that found in the Didache 
appears also to lie before us in the Lukan report of the Lord’s 
Supper in Lk 22:15-20. H. Schiirmann has shown it to be proba- 
ble that verses 15-18, originally not directed to the Jewish but to 
the Christian Passover, were eucharistic sayings, as shown partic- 
ularly by the terminology of the cup in verse 17.1° This group of 
verses is likewise quite eschatologically orientated, and also does 
not mention anything about the body and blood and death of Jesus. 
So it did not, argues Schiirmann, express the deepest.and unique 
essence of the eucharist clearly enough, and was found to be 
insufficient. It was then completed and interpreted by an insertion 
which spoke clearly of the body and blood of Jesus. The combina- 
tion arising in this way, however, now gives the impression that 
verses 15-18 refer to the previous Jewish Passover meal and only 
verses 19-20 to the new eucharist. According to this interpretation 
the old, now unsatisfactory, text was not completely erased, but 
applied to the description of the analogous Passover Meal. That 
would then provide a parallel to the fate of the Didache text. 

For the preservation of the primitive eucharistic texts in the 
Didache we cannot be thankful enough. They provide us with a 
deep insight into the early history of the Lord’s Supper in its 
liturgical form and also into the belief and piety of the oldest com-’ 
munity. They open a wide salvation-historical horizon from Para- 
dise to the Parousia of Christ. Their pronounced eschatological 
orientation can also be useful for our understanding of faith. 

109 Schiirmann, Der Paschamahlbericht Lk 22,(7-14), pp. 15-18. 



DIDACHE 9-10: ELEMENTS OF A EUCHARISTIC INTER- 

PRETATION 

ENRICO MAZZA 

Milan 

Introduction 

A long time has passed since Connolly admitted that he was 

unable to explain why the term “eucharist” introduced the 
eucharistic prayers of Didache 9-10.! Here is the relevant text*: 

Chapter 9 

1. Concerning the eucharist give 
thanks as follows. 
2. First concerning the cup: 
We give thanks to you, our Father, 
concerning the holy Vine of David 
your servant, which you have 
revealed to us through Jesus your 
servant. 
To you be glory for ever. 

3. And concerning the broken 
(bread): 
We give thanks to you our Father 
for the life and knowledge 
which you have revealed to us 
through Jesus your servant. 
To you be glory for ever. 
4. Just as this broken (bread) 
was scattered upon the mountains 
and reunited has become one, 
so let your Church be reunited 
into your kingdom 
from the ends of the earth 
because yours is the glory and the 
power 
through Jesus Christ for ever. 
5. Let no one eat or drink from your 
eucharist except those baptized in the 
name of the Lord; for indeed con- 
cerning this the Lord has said: 
“Do not give what is holy to the 
dogs.” 

Chapter 10 

1. After you have eaten your fill, 
give thanks thus: 

2. We give thanks to you holy 
Father 
for your holy Name which you have 
made to dwell in our hearts and for 
the 
knowledge, faith and immortality 
which you have revealed to us 
through Jesus your servant; 
To you be glory for ever. 
3. You Lord almighty 
have created everything for the sake 
of your Name; 
you have given human beings food 
and drink to partake with enjoyment 
so that they might give thanks; 
but to us you have given the grace of 
spiritual food and drink 
and of eternal life through your ser- 
vant. 

4. Above all we give you thanks 
because you are mighty. 
To you be glory for ever. 
5. Remember Lord your Church, 
to preserve it from all evil ; 
and to make it perfect in your love. 
And, sanctified, gather it from the 
four winds into your kingdom 
which you have prepared for it. 
Because yours is the power and the 
glory for ever. 

' R. H. Connolly, “Agape and eucharist in the Didache”, DRev 50 (1937) pp. 
447ff. 
= The text of the eucharistic prayers of the Didache is in a footnote in the 

original Italian article, but is included, for convenience, in the body of the text 
here. 



ELEMENTS OF A EUCHARISTIC INTERPRETATION PLT) 

6. Let grace come and let this world 
pass. 
Hosanna to the God of David. 
If one is holy let him come, if not let 
him be converted. 
Maranatha. Amen. 
7. Afterwards, let the prophets give 
thanks as they please. 

This issue has been finally resolved by the work of J-P. Audet on 
the literary genre of the Jewish blessing, 3 corrected by the obser- 
vations of Talley who criticized his excessive schematization, 
which on the one hand simplifies and on the other partly violates 
the Jewish data on which the research is based.4 

Another element which we are sure of today is the essential 
relationship between the thanksgiving prayer and the development 
of the Jewish meal in its various ritual forms. But what is still 
much discussed is which amongst the various kinds of sacred 
meals of Judaism could be the form-type that has given rise to the 
Christian eucharist and to the eucharistic anaphora.> Characteristic 
is the position of Dom B. Botte, in which he denies that one can 
exactly identify the Jewish liturgy from which the Christian 
anaphora is directly derived. 

Equally sure is the essential relationship between Didache 10 
and the birkat ha-mazon,® a thanksgiving prayer at the end of the 
Jewish supper. The comparative work done by Finkelstein’? and 
Dibelius® is already known and needs no further demonstration. 

The consequence of all this,is that the explanation of chapters 
9-10 of the Didache will necessarily have to begin from the Jewish 
practice of the ritual meal. 

For the interpretation of the eucharistic prayers of the 
Didache recognition of this fact is necessary but not sufficient. 
One is, in fact, dealing with Christian or rather Jewish-Christian 

3 J.-P. Audet, La Didaché, Instructions des apétres (Paris: Gabalda 1958) pp. 
372-410; also, “Esquisse du genre littéraire de la bénédiction juive et de 
Veucharistie chrétienne”, RB 65 (1958) pp. 371-399. 

4T. J. Talley, “De la “berakah” a l’eucharistie, une question a réexaminer”, La 
Maison-Dieu 125/1 (1976) pp. 11-39. An English version appears in “From 
Berakah to Eucharistia: A Reopening Question”, Worship 50/2 (1976) pp. 115-137. 

5 L. Ligier, “Les origines de la priére eucharistique”, Questions Liturgiques 53 
(1972) pp. 181-202; H. Cazelles, “Eucharistie, bénédiction et sacrifice dans 

l’Ancien Testament”, La Maison-Dieu 123 (1975/3) pp. 7-28. 
6 K. Hruby, “La “birkat ha-mazon””, in Mélanges Liturgiques offerts au R. P. 

dom Bernard Botte (Louvain: Abbaye du Mont César, 1972) pp. 205ff; L. Ligier, 
“Origines”, p. 194; W. Rordorf, “The Didache”, in The Eucharist of the Early 
Christians (New York: Pueblo 1976) pp. 8-9. 

7 L. Finkelstein, “The “birkat ha-mazon””, JOR 19 (1928-1929) pp. 211-263. 
8 M. Dibelius, “Die Mahl-Gebete der Didache”, ZNW 37 (1938) pp. 32-41. 



278 ENRICO MAZZA 

texts, and so the gospel message must be the principal guide, the 

reading grid for their correct interpretation. 

This relationship with the New Testament has been 

undervalued too often. We do not entirely support the assertion of 

Middleton who claims that the work of the writer of Didache was, 

in effect, a “Christianization of the Jewish prayer”.? Instead we 

would say that the work of the Didachist was a profound re- 

elaboration of the Jewish theology expressed in the meal prayer, 

to convey the soteriological themes of the New Testament, even 

though in the initial phase of their elaboration and theological 

genesis. 
It is above all the method of this comparison with the New 

Testament that needs to be changed. If our text is actually con- 
temporary with the elaboration of the various redactions of some 
NT texts, it will not simply be a case of looking for NT themes in 
the Didache but rather the opposite;!° in any case, the working 
hypothesis must not be rejected a priori.!! We hope to find this 
treatment in the edition of the Didache that Rordorf and Tuilier 
have prepared for the collection Sources Chretiennes.'2 

In fact, nearly all the critics admit that these two chapters of 
the Didache are prior to the final editing of the work and have 
been integrated in the body of the work at a later date.!3 This has 
been ably demonstrated by both Audet!4 and Gibbins;'5 the latter 

9 R. D. Middleton, “The eucharistic prayers of the Didache”, JTS 36 (1936) p. 
266. 

10 We must suppose that the Christian community had immediately begun to live 
according to the message of Christ in continuity with what the apostles had experi- 
enced in living with him. Under the influence of the Spirit his teaching matured in 
them and the memory of Jesus became the source from which they drew all that the 
community required by way of regulation for the growth of the faith. On the other 
hand, the community gathered together for the “breaking of the bread” which could 
not be omitted from the message and proclamation of Jesus. Hence we believe that 
there is both an interaction and a reciprocal conditioning between the way of life of 
the first Christians, with their pastoral requirements, and the redaction of the gospel 
texts in their various phases and stages. 

'l Here it seems that Audet eliminated this possibility too quickly, almost a 
priori: “If the Teachings of the Apostles have seen the light of day in Antioch, and 
if they could have been earlier than a part of the New Testament writings, it would 
not be impossible a priori that the latter carried to some extent the trace of their 
existence...But, in fact (sic!), neither in the Pauline letters nor elsewhere has the 
little collection of the Teachings of the Apostles left any trace” (Didaché, p. 213). 

12 W. Rordorf & A. Tuilier, La Doctrine des douze Apétres (Didaché), Paris: 
Les Editions du Cerf, 1978 (SC 248). This article was published before its 
appearance in print. 

13-W. Rordorf, “Didache”, p. 2. 
14 Didache, pp. 174ff, 189-190. 
15H. J. Gibbins, “The problem of the liturgical section of the Didache”, JTS 36 

(1935) pp. 373-386. Cf. specially the synthesis of pp. 385-386. 
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gives the origin of Didache 9-10 as 30-70, and is even prepared to 
accept the earlier part of this period.'6 

I. THE DATE 

1) To determine the date of the eucharistic prayers in the Didache, 
Audet uses various arguments; one of these exemplifies his 
method. 

Audet argues that “Hosanna to the House of David” (Did 
10:6) is an acclamation almost unthinkable after the events of 70 
C.E.!7 He compares this concept of the salvation of Israel with the 
events of 70 C.E. We will compare Did 9:2 with the sense of the 
so-called Council of Jerusalem in the same way, in order to get a 
date, as a terminus ad quem: 

We give thanks to you, our Father, concerning the holy Vine of 
David your servant, which you have revealed to us through Jesus 
your servant. 

The wine brings to mind the vine whose hidden sense has been 
revealed through Jesus. This vine of David is distinct from Jesus, 
who is only its revealer; we cannot identify Jesus and the vine of 
David: the object or anamnesis of the “blessing” is the vine on its 
own. This object of “blessing” will be one of the great works 
which God has completed, the meaning of which has been 
revealed in the work of Jesus. 

Rordorf!® has documented the fact that inside Judaism there 
was emphasis on “a current of ideas that represented the kingdom 
of David in the form of a vine”;!9 so it follows that the great work 
of God, object of the thanksgiving of Did 9:2 is the kingdom of 
David, or rather the saving economy which is achieved in the his- 
tory of Israel. This economy reaches its fullness in the 
“revelation” of Jesus, who through the title, matc, is in a sense 
compared to David as protagonist of the saving work of God. The 

16 The argument, based above all on the use of klasma, does not seem particu- 
larly convincing, given that it involves the thorny problem of the meaning and 
dating of the various accounts of the multiplication of the bread both within the 
Johannine tradition and in the synoptic tradition. 

17 Didaché, pp. 189ff. There is no need to provide a discussion of the reading 
“house of David” in place of “God of David”, today considered preferable. Audet 
has made his choice on the basis of the /ectio difficilior. 

18 W. Rordorf, “La vigne et le vin dans la tradition juive et chrétienne”, in 
Annales de I’Université de Neuchatel 1969-1970 (Neuchatel: Université de 
Neuchatel 1971) pp. 131-146. Reprinted in Liturgie, foi et vie des premiers 
chrétiens. Etudes patristiques (Paris: Beauschesne, 1986 [ThH 75]) pp. 493-508 

19 Tt seems that Rordorf’s interpretation is better motivated than that accepted by 
J. Jeremias drawn from R. Eisler: “iwép tio a&yiac d&prédov Aavid Tod maddc¢ 
gov, “of whom David, thy servant, speaks” (i.e., in Ps. 80:8ff.).” J. Jeremias, art. 

taic Geod, in TDNT V, p. 700. 
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kingdom of David is presented as the fulfillment of the divine 

promise in the gift of the land, which in the Old Testament is the 

most important theme. David is the “blessed” of God and 

“wherever he went, God gave him victory” (2 Sam 8:14). Above 

all, we note that the victories of David are crowned with the 

taking of Jerusalem, which will be called the City of David, and 

so David and the House of Israel form a single people around 
their God. All this has, through Christ, a new sense and a deeper 
meaning, which nevertheless does not separate itself nor oppose 
itself to the salvation history of Israel.?° 

From this point of view Christianity presents itself as a 
development and explication of Judaism, within which it remains. 
Effectively, an incipient Christology could well conceive Christ as 
a son of Israel, who has remained within Judaism, showing its 
true nature, without necessarily constructing something different. 
Even if Jesus has shown a certain liberty as regards the prescrip- 
tions of the ancients in the matter of keeping the law, he has 
nevertheless remained within the channel of practicing Judaism: 
like every pious Jew of his time, he regularly participated in the 
temple cult, the pilgrimages at the festivals and in the synagogue 
cult of the Sabbath. “In this his reforming will is found to be in 
precise continuity with the prophetic tradition.”2! The temple is 
the house of his Father; here he teaches, and the possibility of its 
destruction brings tears to his eyes.22 The same may be said for 
the weeping over Jerusalem because of its rejection of his invita- 
tion to gather together its children (Lk 13:34). 

In an incipient Christology it is logical to have the “blessing” 
of God for the kingdom of David of which Jesus has shown us the 
fulfillment. Revealed in this way by Jesus, the kingdom of David 
is an object of blessing as a historical reality, which has retained 
its saving power even in the new economy.”3 

The Council of Jerusalem?* is intended to be a reply to the 
problem posed by the “Judaizers” in Acts 15:1: “If you do not 
become circumcised according to the Law of Moses, you will not 

20 R. Motte, “David”, in Vocabulaire de théologie biblique (Paris, 1962) p. 191. 
21 P. Grelot, “Liturgie”, in M. Viller, F. Cavallera & J. de Guibert (eds.) Dic- 

tionnaire de spiritualité, ascetique et mystique, doctrine et histoire, (Paris: 
Beauchesne, 1976) vol. 9, col. 877. 

22 Ibid. 
3 Properly speaking, there is only one economy; therefore, our benediction 

would become a unique oddity because the-controversy with the Judaizers forced 
the Church to separate from Judaism, constituted as if in a “new” distinct economy, 
even if not opposed to the kingdom of David. 

2 We say Council of Jerusalem leaving open the problem of the relation 
between the apostolic decree and the epistle. For a discussion of this, cf. J. Dupont, 
a = les Actes des Apétres (Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1967 (Lectio Divina 45)] 

pp. 56-75). 
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be saved”. It became necessary to discuss the question of soteriol- 
ogy which required the clarification of the relationship between 
the Torah and faith in Jesus. 

The reply of the apostles is that in order to be Christian it is 
not necessary to become a Jew. However, some Jewish obser- 
vances are enforced to avoid unnecessary motives for conflict 
between Jewish-Christians and Hellenic Christians. The decree is 
the fruit of a proposal by James. It is natural, therefore, that it 
represents the needs of the Jewish-Christians;?5 nevertheless, the 
affirmation of Peter is not contested: “We believe that it is by the 
grace of the Lord Jesus that we are saved, and in the same way 
them also.” (Acts 15:11) 

The 7.0.B. comments that Peter is favourable towards an 
integral status quo: the Jew must continue to accept the Law, but 
the gentile is not bound by it.26 Furthermore, the soteriological 
affirmation of Peter is very clear and precise and must have been 
an already existing formula, given that freedom from the Law—its 
natural consequence—was part of a missionary practice already 
applied in Antioch and approved by Jerusalem (Acts 11:22-24). 

In Luke’s intentions, this text has considerable importance, 
given the fact that he repeats it three times like the other stories he 
considers important for the development of the divine plan.27 
Besides this, we see that Paul proclaims the decree even outside of 
the geographical confines indicated in the letter of Jerusalem: 
Antioch, Syria, Cilicia. This shows that Luke intends to provide 
an exemplary model for the encounter of diverse groups on the 
clear basis of concessions made’ by Hellenic Christians towards 
any relevant norms for the Jewish Christians. 

The decision made at Jerusalem was not purely a question of 
discipline or ecclesial politics; already the Christological con- 
sciousness of the Church has matured and has applied to Jesus the 
title of “Lord”, making him the principle of salvation for Jews as 
for others. It follows that faith in Christ is what saves, not the law 
of Moses which we could call the kingdom of David. 

We do not believe that the conception of Did 9:2 is com- 
patible with the theology represented by the Council of Jerusalem 
and, therefore, we propose the Council of Jerusalem as the latest 
date for the two eucharistic texts of the Didache.”8 

25 C. M. Martini, “Il decreto del concilio di Gerusalemme”, in Fondamenti: 
biblici della teologia morale (Brescia, 1973) p. 349. ‘ 

26 Traduction Oecuménique de la Bible: Le Nouveau Testament (Paris: Les Edi- 

tions du Cerf, 1973) ad loc. 
27 C. M. Martini, “Il decreto”, p. 350. 
28 The decision of the Council of Jerusalem intervenes to resolve the problem 

existing between Jewish-Christians and Hellenistic Christians, who were still a 

united community of believers: and it was because of this unity that the problem 
and the polemic emerged. We cannot think that Did 9-10 could have been composed 
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Using the method of dating that J-P. Audet proposes in 

respect of Did 10:6, it would seem that the theology underlying 

Did 9:2 could not have been conceived after the Council of 

Jerusalem, which critics place in 4829 or 4930 C.E., with margin 

of error on either side. 
In the text of chapters 9 and 10, the same date should be 

given to the verses which share the same theology as 9:2: without 

a doubt that applies to the verses which end with “through Jesus 

your servant”. For other verses, such as 10:5, there are no partic- 

ular reasons to attribute them to a different editorial strata, whilst 

for 9:4 and 9:5 there appear to be sufficient elements to exclude 

them from the date when Did 9:2 was edited. But it is worth 

returning to this with an appropriate study. 

2) The theology of the Vine of David shows a close relationship 
between Judaism and Christianity which perhaps may help to 
obtain a more accurate chronology. 

Putting the holy Vine of David as object of the anamnesis of 
the “benediction”, we have a substantial unity of faith between 
Judaism and Christianity. If we examine the praxis shown in the 
NT and look for an analogous situation to the unity of faith 
expressed in Did 9:2, we can find something in the summary of 
the Acts: “Day after day, with one heart, they faithfully visited the 
temple and broke bread in their homes.” (2:46). 

Here one is describing the custom of the primitive Christian 
community; next to the “breaking of the bread” is placed frequent 
visitation of the temple,3! which indicates full participation of the 

by Jewish Christian dissidents after the Council of Jerusalem given that, in such a 
case, Our text would have to show traces of an emphasis and of an insistence on the 
Torah as a basis for salvation, whereas Did 9-10 has the Jewish material as calm 
and everyday occupation, with elements indeed visible of its having been super- 
seded (10:3). The later insertion into the text of the Didache (to turn strongly 
polemic against Judaism), makes one think that the two eucharistic prayers must 
have continued to be considered not philo-Judaic but an expression of a use of tradi- 
tional signs of an archaic soteriology. This means that they were seen to be—in 
spite of their decidely Jewish flavour—in harmony with the new attitude that the 
Church has assumed with respect to the Torah. This would not have been possible 
if their origin lay in a late Jewish-Christian reversion. 
‘sais mee Paul, trns. D. M. G. Stalker (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 

p. 31. 
30 L. Cerfaux (ed.), Introduction to Za Bible de Jérusalem. Les Actes des 

Apotres (Paris: Les Editions du Cerf, 1958?) p. 26. 
31 It is worth the trouble to record that the vine forms part of a widely diffused 

symbol in Jewish decorative art, on the evidence of the mural paintings. In the 
temple of Herod, before the destruction of 70, there was a grand vine of heavy gold 
above the entrance. In the description of Flavius Josephus the bunches of grapes 
were as big as a man and, according to the Mishnah, it took three hundred priests to 
carry them. Rordorf rules out the possibility that this deals with a pious fraud. In 
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Christian community in the cultural life of the Jewish community. 
The first faithful did not consider themselves dissidents, but 
Israelites in the full sense of the word, what is more the true Israel 
to whom had been entrusted the duty to be the leaven in the midst 
of the people.32 Certainly, forced by persecution and the aftermath 
of the case of Stephen, the temple was slowly abandoned,3 at 
least as a systematic cultic practice. 

In conclusion then, we would say that in the summaries of 
the Acts, we find a way of life which would justify in Did 9:2 the 
custom of giving thanks for the holy vine of David. The paral- 
lelism is quite suggestive. 

On the historical value of the summaries, P. Rasco con- 
cludes, “The summaries..., even taking into account their limits, 
are of great importance in order to know the early conditions of 
the Christian life. Luke has not only conserved in them the primi- 
tive and ideal image of the community, but has also proposed an 
example. ”34 

Concluding our consideration of the problem of the date of 
composition of Did 9-10, we would say that we are dealing with 
texts seemingly earlier than the Council of Jerusalem, dated 48/49 
C.E. These texts describe a type of faith in the primitive com- 
munity which find a parallel in the summary of Acts 2:46; there- 
fore, the ideal epoch for the life of a community which expresses 
itself in terms of the theology of Did 9-10, would be in the first 
three or four years after the death and resurrection of Christ. 

Il. THE EUCHARISTIC NATURE OF DIDACHE 9-10 

1) The Problem 

On the meaning of the eucharist of Didache 9-10, there have been 
many interpretations, none of which are outstanding. It is a matter 
of determining whether the liturgy described in these two texts 
represents the celebration of the eucharistic sacrifice or not. In the 
case of the latter one is dealing with an explanation of the sense of 
this particular eucharist. 

Another element to determine is the relationship with Did 14, 
where the Sunday eucharistic celebration is described. There are 
no such doubts about the sacramental significance of chapter 14. 

Judaism the picture of the vine expresses all the messianic expectation of the people 
of Israel. See the documentation in W. Rordorf, “La vigne et le vin”, p. 136. 

32 Cf. Acts 3:12ff, which shows Peter in the temple while he preached Christ. 
33 BE. Rasco, Actus Apostolorum, II (lecture notes) (Rome, 1968) p. 314. 

34 Tbid., pp. 327ff. 
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The arguments of those who deny the sacramentality of Did 

9-10 are mostly treatments of the contents of the two eucharistic 

texts, whilst the arguments of those who affirm the sacramentality 

are mostly taken either from the use that the later tradition has 

made of our two texts, putting them together with the anaphora, or 

from the relationship that they have with the first eight chapters of 
the Didache dealing with the Christian initiation, which cannot but 
develop into the eucharist. The different nature of the arguments 
and the diverse method used, sufficiently explain the impossibility 
of an agreement in the argument. 

As a result of these diverse criteria for evaluation, P. Ligier 
could say that about 30 years ago the commentators hesitated 
between “agape” and “eucharist proper” and were divided more 
or less in equal parts between the two interpretations. In the last 
30 years, however, it is generally agreed ...that one is dealing 
with a eucharist proper. ”35 

Professor Rordorf is of the opposite opinion. Announcing his 
own intention to show that one is not dealing with a eucharist 
proper, he concludes: “This is indeed the most common view 
today.” 36 ‘ 

The opinion of Rordorf presents Did 10 as the equivalent of 
the preface to the Roman mass, the introduction to the eucharistic 
liturgy proper.37 One is dealing with a sophisticated variation of 
the opinion of Audet who speaks of a minor eucharist (distinct 
from the agape) and a major eucharist. Here we have an 
ingenious interpretation which, however, presents us with serious 
questions. What is the minor eucharist, other than an interesting 
expression. One is not dealing with the ritual meal of Judaism, 
given that the texts of the Didache are decidedly Christian, so we 
have to think of a ritual meal not Christocentric enough to 
represent obedience to the injunction of Christ (“Do this in 
memory of me...”). Then the question is: what is meant by 
“sufficiently Christocentric”? We must not forget that we are at 
the beginnings of the Christian community and that the Christol- 
ogy of our texts is a nascent Christology which is beginning to 
form itself around the title atc of God.38 This is an archaic title 
which will quickly be abandoned in subsequent developments, but 
we cannot speak of “insufficiency” judging the past in the name of 
what follows it. 

~ L. Ligier, I! Sacramento dell’Eucarestia (from the manuscript, Rome, 1971) 
p. 99. 

36 W. Rordorf, “The Didache”, p. 6. 
37 Ibid., pp. 13¢. 
38 Hence the importance of the work of dating; on the basis of a more developed 

Christology, the text of the Didache is indeed inadequate as a celebration of the 
mystery of Christ. 
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If aig represents the Christological reflection of the first 
moments of the Christian community, one cannot understand how 
it can be called insufficient to the “memory” of Christ articulated 
on moic. Even if we wanted to accept this liturgy as a minor 
eucharist (to which even Jews who were not Christians but only 
sympathizers would have access), we would have to ask ourselves 
in what way the major eucharist would be different from it, given 
that the Christology could not be different. The so called “major 
eucharist” would itself be “minor” also and so we would reach the 
conclusion that the first Christian community had a Christological 
understanding which did not yet allow them full obedience to the 
command of Christ, “Do this in memory of me.” 

With appropriate adaptations these observations are valid 
also for the positions of Rordorf. In fact, if Did 10 is like a 
Preface, in what would the eucharistic celebration consist? And 
what would follow on from this preface? Certainly the liturgy of 
chapter 14, which defines itself as “sacrifice” three times in three 
verses; but how would this be conducted and with what eucologia 
would it have consisted? If we are at the beginning of the develop- 
ment of Christological reflection it is legitimate to think that 
reflection on the sacraments would be in the same situation. 

This is what we would like to suggest. 

2) Agape 

The authors who, for various reasons, could not recognize in 
chapters 9 and 10 of the Didache a true eucharist, explained this 
liturgy as an agape. The dilemma has always been: “eucharist or 
agape?” 

In order to explain what an agape was, they fell back on 
Tertullian3® and on the Apostolic Tradition of Hippolytus.4° In 
these texts the eucharist is absolutely distinct from agape and 
between the two there could be no confusion of any kind. A. 
Hamman has made an exhaustive study on the agape, to which we 
go back. He inserts into the outline already presented by V6dbus 
and Audet,*! an outline that interprets the agape as an institution 
born in a pagan land sharply distinct from the eucharist, which-- 
despite the analogies--was never identified with the fractio panis 
of Jewish origins. It is distinguished by its profound inspiration 
and the different religious sense given to the meal. Hamman 

39 Apology 39 (CC 8, pp. 152f). ; 
40 B. Botte, La tradition apostolique de Saint Hippolyte, Essai de reconstruction 

(Munster: Aschendorfsche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1963) pp. 67ff. 
41 La Didaché, p. 406; A. Védbus, Liturgical traditions in the Didache (Stock- 

holm: Estonian Theological Society in Exile, 1968) pp. 69-70. 
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argues also from the use of terminology: the expression fractio 

panis was never used by the authors who come from paganism to 

define the agape, and vice versa, the ritual meal was never called 

agape. Unfortunately, Hamman reads the praxis of the primitive 

church in the same way as Audet and speaks of a ritual meal 

which introduces the eucharist*? of the first Christian community. 

After the church began to spread and develop in pagan lands, 
this ritual meal ceased to be that and was transformed into a love- 
meal, which took the name of agape. Between the two there is a 
strict continuity, but one cannot speak of identity. Ritual meal and 
eucharist are polarized around the invisible Christ, the expected 
guest at the table, and not around the fellowship which must bind 
the disciples with each other, the constitutive element of agape. 
For this reason one should ban the word agape when one is speak- 
ing of the ritual meal; over and above any other consideration, we 
should eliminate every ambiguity and not project a later institution 
into an earlier ritual belonging to a diverse cultural area. 

To sum up: the agape has its roots in the eucharist, but was 
only able to emerge when the latter separated from the ritual meal 
of Judaism in which it was set and with which it formed one 
united body. After the eucharist diverged from it and became 
independent of the liturgy of the meal, the latter continued to exist 
in a different form, the agape,*3 which conserved from the primi- 
tive eucharistic liturgy the character of a meal and the social and 
religious significance of koinonia. The ritual meal did not survive 
but lost its proper original Jewish component throughout the 
church. In fact it was too tied to the historical experience of Israel 
and to its own particular cultural area to survive being 
transplanted into the world of the gentiles without undergoing 
profound transformations.‘44 

On the basis of these elements--however summary--it does 
not seem correct to impose on the problem of Did 9-10 the classi- 
cal formula: “eucharist or agape?”, precisely for methodological 
reasons. 

Once we have rejected the liturgy of the agape and the word 
itself, we have to find meaning for the two eucharistic texts of the 
Didache within the world of Judaism. Ligier offers a good exam- 

2 According to Hamman, the eucharistia does not constitute a corpo unico with 
the ritual meal, almost interwoven or confused in essence: it would already be an 
autonomous reality in juxtaposition to the paschal ritual to which it is the introduc- 
tion. Cf. A. Hamman, Vie liturgique et vie sociale (Paris: Les Editions du Cerf, 
1968) pp. 225-226; Id., La vie quotidienne des premiers chrétiens (Paris: Hachette, 
1971) pp. 202-207; Id., “Liturgie, prigre et famille dans les trois premiers siacles 
chrétiens”, Questions Liturgiques 57 (1976) pp. 87f. 

43 A. Hamman, “Liturgie, prigre et famille”, p. 87. 
44 J.-P. Audet, Didache, p. 406. : 
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ple of the application of this method of systematic research into 
the Jewish sources, even if we have had to point out a 
terminological /apsus in the use he makes of the word agape. 

3) The Jewish Ritual Meal 

This reality can only be understood from the perspective of the 
biblical concept of dabar. 

“For the Palestinian Elohim, gesture and word are the same 
act. It is dabar. His word raises something into being from 
nothing” .*© The analogy with the human word underlies this con- 
cept; with a word someone enters into your life: here is the first 
given of our experience of the human word. The word is action, 
interpersonal action. The ritual meal of Judaism is woven together 
with words: man blesses God, retelling and celebrating his “great 
works” undertaken to redeem and build Israel, on the basis of 
whose accomplishment Israel lives. Israel rejoices in its existence 
and summarizes this reality in a formal way in the ritual meal, the 
enjoyment of which becomes “real symbolism” of the enjoyment 
of God’s works. On this and because of this, man blesses God in 
the celebration of his “works” in the ritual meal. The word of 
“blessing” and telling of the works of God merges with the actual 
actions of the supper until it constitutes a single unity with it. The 
actions of the meal and the prayer of benediction, which is 
inserted into it, become a new single reality: celebration of the 
“blessings” of God. With the Jews, the meal has thus a religious 
and sacred character which escapes our secular mentality. The 
religious aspect of the meal, although in a global and confused 
manner, is intrinsic to the actual meal; and is intrinsic in every 
meal and does not depend on ritual or eucological elements. 

On this basic religiosity the real ritual meal may be articu- 
lated and developed as a celebration of the “great works” of God 
and their enjoyment. 

The sacrality of the ritual meal is intrinsic to the synthesis 
between the eucological elements and the food itself, without 
being able to attribute to any one moment that which one might 
call “consecrating power”. The problem of the validity of the con- 
secration is a problem which does not exist in the Jewish concept 
of the ritual meal. 

The problem is legitimate in itself, but it cannot be posed in 
the case of the Jewish ritual meal in terms of a correct meth-’ 
odology. But the methodological correctness takes nothing away 

45 L. Ligier, “Origines”, pp. 181-202. 
46 M. Jousse, L’antropologie du geste, vol. 1 (Paris: Gallimard, 1969) pp. 110, 

126ff. 
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from the sacrality of the ritual meal; it only prevents us from pro- 

jecting our own concept of the “sacred” into a reality which can- 

not hold it because of its different cultural and religious environ- 

ment.47 The sacred meal is sacred by virtue of its anamnesis of the 

mirabilia Dei. This is formally expressed in the berakot which 

accompany and articulate the development of the various ritual 

meals; these are not to be reckoned among the mirabilia Dei, 
almost a new intervention of God in history; on the other hand, 
they are not an anamnesis only as far as the past is concerned, but 
the actualization today of what tomorrow will be in the final con- 
summatio. The basic meaning of the berakah is described for us 
by Rabbi Simeon, quoted by El Zohar: “The pious Jew who 
recites all the berakot prescribed by the liturgical tradition of 
Judaism, prepares in everything a dwelling for the shekinah.”*8 In 
other words, God is present amongst us thanks to the berakah, 
and so His presence is the source of sanctification. 

At the beginning of the meal we have the giddush with the 
two blessings of the wine and of the bread, fruit of the earth, 
which is the first fundamental gift of God to his people. At the end 
of the meal, with the last chalice, one blesses God who sustains 
the universe, and gives the earth, food and the benefits of the 
covenant; the supplication for Jerusalem ends this benediction, the 
berakot ha-mazon, which is divided into three parts. 

These are the elements underlying the ritual meal; depending 
on the occasion, the berakot may receive various developments or 
be enriched by a more complex ritual, as in the case of the Pas- 
sover seder. 

In the text and in the structure of the berakot and of the 
Jewish supper we do not find any allusion to the consecration of 
the food. There is no invocation to the power of God to bless the 
food and drink. The pious Jew does not say: “bless and consecrate 
this food” but rather: “blessed are you, Lord...who brought forth 
the fruit of the vine”. It is a conception of “consecration” (if we 
wish to call it this) different from the Catholic and Byzantine one, 
but it is just as much a prospective consecration. 

The Pauline text of 1 Tim 4:4f presents this clear Jewish con- 
ception of the sacredness of the meal: 

For everything created by God is good, and nothing is to be rejected if 
it is received with thanksgiving (ueTa@ svyapioria); for then it is con- 
secrated (ayia feTar yap) by the word of God and prayer. 

*7 In our modern perspective, sacrality would be concerned with not so much the 
action, as the “ojbect”, in other words the food and drink; the sacred stands for 
what is consecrated. 

48 If Did 9-10 edited the Jewish ritual meal appertaining to the same cultural and 
religious milieu, it does not follow that this beginning still applies for the Didache. 
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The berakah expresses and actuates by recognition the relation- 
ship between the thing and God and, in it, also our relationship 
with God. Now a relationship which is expressed in the structure 
of the berakah cannot be anything but sanctifying.49 If we 
understand this point of view, we understand the implications of 
the expression of Justin: evxapioTiberg &proc, “eucharistized 
bread” .5° 

For Paul, the sanctification comes from the word of God and 
from the prayer,>! which is carried by the berakah; the Pauline 
text quoted above does not yet concern the celebration of the 
Lord’s Supper, but only the ritual of the meal meant as a 
sanctification, and in this text Paul is a good witness to the Jewish 
mentality with respect to the ritual implications of the berakah.°2 

4) The Account of the Institution of the Lord’s Supper 

If we ask ourselves what is missing from the Didache in order for 
it to be accepted as a celebration of the eucharistic mystery, we 
receive the obligatory response: it lacks the account of the institu- 
tion.53 

a) The Fact 
The presence of the account of the institution in the anaphora is a 
continuous and constant fact and cannot be in doubt. On the other 
hand, there exist various exceptions to the rule: one is dealing 
with very interesting texts which, as a general rule, are to be 
noted for their archaic nature. E. Lanne concludes his examination 
of the problem in this way: “Up until now, this problem has not 
received any solution of an apodictic nature. Therefore we can 

49 R. J. Ledogar, Acknowledgment. Praise-verbs in the early greek anapphora 
(Rome, 1968) pp. 129-130. 

50 J Apol 65:5 (cf. 66:2). 
51 R. J. Ledogar, Acknowledgment, p. 130; L. Maldonado, La plegaria 

eucartstica (Madrid, 1967) pp. 80ff; R. J. Galvin, “Addai and Mari revisited: the 
state of the question”, EphLiturg 87 (1978) p. 410; P. M. Gy, “Eucharistie et 
“ecclesia” dans le premier vocabulaire de la liturgie chrétienne”, La Maison-Dieu 

130 (1977) p. 23. An analogous point of view in G. Dix, The Shape of the Liturgy 
(London: SPCK, 1964) pp. 274-275. 

52 So says R. Levi: “In accordance with Psalm 21:1, the earth and all that it con- 
tains belongs to God. But when (the products of the earth) are sanctified by a 
benediction, the human being obtains the privilege of rejoicing, in accordance with 
Psalm 115:6” (bBer 36a). Other elements in K. Hruby, “La notion de “berakah” 
dans la tradition et son charactére anamnétique”, Questions Liturgiques 52 (1971) p. 
167; Id., “Le geste de la fraction du pain ou les gestes eucharistiques dans la tradi- 
tion juive”, in Gestes et paroles dans les diverses familes liturgiques: (Conférences 
St.-Serge, XXIV Semaine d’Etudes Liturgiques) (Rome, 1978) pp. 123-133. 

53 L. Ligier, Magnae orationis eucharisticae seu anaphorae origo et significatio 
(in manuscript, Rome, 1964) p. 63. 
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propose this hypothesis, that, for the entire Orient, the account 

and the words of the Lord were not asked for ad efficacitatem, at 

least at the beginning.” *4 
Amongst these anaphora, the most famous is the anaphora of 

Addai and Mari. Scholars have discussed at length whether its 

original form had the account of the institution or not, leaving the 

problem wide open. 
After Macomber had published the text of the anaphora, 

attested by the manuscript Mar Eshacya (10/11 century), the dis- 
cussion ended; there never was, in fact, an “original form” of the 
anaphora of Addai and Mari which was then transformed into the 
present form. 

The anaphora of Addai and Mari has not undergone any 
degenerative process; it has always been as it is now, without the 
account of the institution. The problem of the presence or absence 
of the account of the institution is now moved from the anaphora 
of Addai and Mari to its origins—a text now lost—from which it 
would have received both the present form of our text®> and the 
Maronite anaphora of St. Peter the Apostle (third), commonly 
called Sharar. This has the account of the institution; hence the 
problem whether the text-source, the “mother” anaphora, had it or 
did not have it. The discussion is too recent for certain results.>6 

Another interesting text is the anaphora of the Testamentum 
Domini,57 which carries only the words on the bread from the 
account of the institution; for the chalice, it is limited to an 
affirmation of its sacred nature: dedit in typum sanguinis qui 
effusus est pro nobis 58 

54 E, Lanne, De anaphoris orientalibus praelectiones (in manuscript, Rome, 
1966) p. 62. The italics are my own. 

55 D. Webb, “La liturgie nestorienne des ap6tres Addai et Mari dans la tradition 
manuscrite”, in B. Botte et (eds.), Eucharisties d’Orient et d’Occident: Semaine 
liturgique de |’ Institut Saint Serge Il (Paris: Les Editions du Cerf, 1970) p. 44. 

56 W. F. Macomber, “The oldest known text of the anaphora of the apostles 
Addai and Mari”, OrChrP 32 (1966) pp. 335-371; Id. “The Maronite and Chaldean 
Version of the Anaphora of the Apostles”, OrChrP 37 (1971) pp. 55-84; Jd., “A 
Theory on the Origins of the Syrian, Maronite and Chaldean Rites”, OrChrP 39 
(1973) pp. 235-242; E. J. Cutrone, “The Anaphora of the Apostles”, 7hSt 34 
(1973) pp. 624-642; J. M. Sanchez-Caro, “La anéphora de Addai y Mari y la 
anafora maronita “sharar”: intento de reconstruccién de la fuente primitiva com- 
mtn”, ThSt 43 (1977) pp. 41-69; B. D. Spinks, “The original form of the Anaphora 
of the Apostles: A Suggestion in the Light of Maronite Sharar”, EphLiturg 91 
(1977) pp. 146-161. 

57 A. Hanggi-I. Pahl, Prex eucharistica (Freiburg: Universitatsverlag Freiburg- 
Schweiz, 1968), p. 220. 

58 The matter is all the more surprising because the Testamentum Domini has the 
same source as the anaphora of Hippolytus which contains the account of the insitu- 
tion complete in all its parts. 
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The sixth century anaphora contained in the Codex Brit. Mus. 
Add. 14669 is probably without the account of. institution.59 
Besides this, the texts of the account of institution which present it 
in forms which are lacking or unusual are also part of our prob- 
lem. P. Raes catalogues these texts in five categories. 

b) The Significance 
Over and above the historical problem, there is the fact that the 
church of Malabar celebrated its own eucharist with an anaphora 
which does not contain the account of the institution. After the 
Synod of Diamper, requested by the Portuguese, the account of 
the institution was introduced into the eucharistic celebration and 
located in the rite of the fractio; but the anaphora still is without 
the account. Theologically speaking, there is no church without 
the eucharist: how can one refuse the ecclesial character of the 
Malabarese community because of the absence of the “words of 
consecration” in their anaphora? Above all, we must consider the 
fact that the Jesuits did not modify the text of the anaphora, but 
were content to insert the “words of consecration” in the fractio.®! 

What is the sense and the true function of the account of the 
institution in terms of the rite of the anaphora? Only as a result of 
this can one speak of consecratory words. 

The account of the institution is closely tied to the anamnesis 
through the command (mandatus) of Christ, “Do this in memory 
of me”. It is the whole block, centred on the command, which will 
give an answer to our question as to the sense and function of the 
account of institution. With the dnamnesis the Church undertakes 
a theological reflection on the action taking place in the celebra- 
tion. The church proclaims to the Father that what is celebrated is 
no other than obedience to and execution of the command of 
Christ, “Do this in memory of me.” In other words: what is being 
celebrated corresponds to what has been established and instituted 
by the Lord. With the anamnesis, the Church establishes a line of 
continuity between our celebration and what happened in the 
Upper Room (cenaculum) at the Last Supper. This is the funda- 
mental point. 

The “line of continuity” is deepened and made more explicit 
with the concrete narration of what happened in the Upper Room 
when the Lord said, “Do this in memory of me.” Recounting the 
“Supper” that the Lord made as a proclamation (annuncio) of his 

59 R. H. Connolly, “Sixth-century Fragments of an East-Syrian Anaphora”, 
OrChr n.s. 12-14 (1925) pp. 99-128. 

60 A. Raes, “Les paroles de la consécration dans les anaphores syriennes”, 
OrChrP 3 (1937) pp. 485-504. ' 

61 H. Manders, “Sens et fonction du récit de |’institution”, Questions Liturgi- 

ques 53 (1972) pp. 203-218. 
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coming death, the Church calls on what Jesus himself has done in 

order to justify and give meaning to our own present celebration. 

If our celebration conforms to the Lord’s Supper, it will be 

the proclamation of his death and resurrection. In this “conform- 

ity” lies the guarantee that the Church is acting truly in the 

memory of the Lord dead and risen. The entire celebration is a 
true memorial of the Lord only if it is, in fact, in conformity with 
what he did, and therefore what he instituted; the Church makes 
this conformity its theme, by telling of what he has instituted and 
by explicitly pronouncing its own obedience to his command. 

From this standpoint we can conclude that every account of 
the institution, however mutilated and incomplete, is sufficient to 
qualify our celebration as in conformity with the command of 
Christ; this is because the telling explains the connection between 
the celebration of the Church and the command of Christ. If this is 
the sense of the account of the institution, we would say that its 
consecratory validity is in fact in the connection (nexus) under dis- 
cussion. But one can also say something else: from this point of 
view there is the true eucharistic celebration each time that this 
connection is firmly guaranteed, independently of the way in 
which it is expressed. In this way the anaphora of Addai and Mari 
is no longer an extra chorum text, given that the connection with 
the Upper Room and the command of the Lord is guaranteed with 
clear evidence, not from the extended account of the institution, 

but from the clear mention of them: Ef nos...accepimus per suc- 
cessionem formam quae a te est.® In this text which lacks the 
account of the institution, the mention of it expresses in an 
unequivocal way the relation that the celebration of the church has 
with what the Lord did in the Upper Room; a model of our 
proclamation of the death and resurrection of Christ. 

When this relation is evident and the intention to do what 
Christ has done and which he would like us to do is also clear, we 
have a true and sacramental eucharist. 

In Conclusion: the (sacramental) validity of the eucharist in a 
text of the anaphora is measured by its teleological function, in 
other words by the meaning (sensus) of the account of the institu- 
tion, not by its simple presence or absence. In the case of absence, 
its teleological function may be supplemented or guaranteed by 
other elements for reflection, inside each single text, that is, by 
each single eucharistic prayer. 

62 Anaphora of Addai and Mari (pro anamnesi); in W. F. Macomber, “Addai 
and Mari”, pp. 367-369. 

63 Cf. also G. Dix, Shape of the Liturgy, p. 181. 
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3. The Case of the Didache 
The case of the Didache is not addressed by the above argument 
which has been used to solve the problem of the anaphora of 
Addai and Mari and of other analogous texts. In fact, the Didache 
does not refer to the institution of Christ, either through the telling 
of it, or, at least at first glance, through a simple reference to it. 
Usually, in order to accredit a fully eucharistic reading of chapters 
9 and 10 of the Didache, people refer to the eucharistic use made 
of these texts in later documents. As in the case of the anaphora of 
the seventh book of the Apostolic Constitutions ,64 which the manu- 
scripts call Gratiarum actio mystica. This text is based directly on 
Didache 9-10, retaining its structure and amplifying its source to a 
considerable extent.®> Obviously we do not have the account of the 
institution, but we do have a clearly expressed reference to it: cum 
ipse nobis constituerit (diatassi) mortem illius annuntiare. 

Must we consider this text as a correct interpretation of the 
Didache? Is one dealing with a true explanation? Is one dealing 
with a true explanation of the eucharistic value of the Didache or 
with an addition that transforms the same Didache into a true 
eucharist? The command (diatassi) of Christ may be expressed in 
various ways: we can have only the mention of it, or can we also 
have its reinforcement through the introduction of various ele- 
ments of the account of the institution, as, in this case, the com- 
mand, or its content: “to proclaim his death”. This last is the case 
of the Gratiarum actio mystica. With the process of “reinforce- 
ment” of the theme, the simple reference enriches it even to form 
the whole account of the institution, made up, usually, of a 
synthesis between the elements taken from the synoptics and from 
Paul. 

64 __.Pro praetioso sanguine Jesu Christi effuso nostra causa et pro praetioso 
corpore cuius haec antitypa celebramus cum ipse nobis constituerit mortem illius 
annuntiare. Cf. M. Metzger, “Les deux priéres eucharistiques des Constitutions 
Apostoliques”, RSR (1971) pp. S9ff. 

65 M. Metzger, “The Didascalia and the Constitutiones Apostolorum”, in Ror- 
dorf et al (eds.), The Eucharist of the Early Christians, op.cit., pp. 205-6. 

66 The account of the institution presented in the anaphora does not co-incide 
with any of the four redactions contained in the New Testament: it simply provides 
a free composition which embellishes the basic framework of the connection with 
elements drawn from the New Testament itself or creates ex novo. 

It is possible that some texts, instead of drawing on the account of the Upper 
Room contained in the Synoptics or in Paul, have made use of the eucharistic words’ 
of the Johannine theology. This is the case with the anaphora Sharar which links 
the command with the theme “Bread of Life”: “in commemoratione corporis tui et 
sanguinis tui quae offerimus tibi super altare tuum vivum et sanctum, quaemad- 
modum tu spes nostra docuisti nos per evangelium tuum sanctum et dixisti: “Ego 
sum panis vivus qui de coelo descendi” ut vitam habeant per me mortales”. 

After this passage there follows immediately the account of the institution, of 
Pauline workmanship, introduced in a substantially identical way: Facimus, 
Domine, memoriam passionis tuae sicut docuisti nos: nocte qua tradebaris...his est 
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If we examine the pluriformity of the anaphoric texts, we see 

that the account of the institution is not born in them ex abrupto, 

but is the fruit of a progressive development of the diatassi of 

Christ. 
We believe we can substantiate the hypothesis that the same 

developmental principle also governed the rise of the simple 

reference to the institution. In other words, in the eucharist of Did 

9-10 we have (de facto) conformity with the command of Christ, 
even if this conformity is not formulated in an explicit reference to 
the institution he made. Therefore we believe the argument which 
is limited to documentation of the eucharistic use of these texts in 
the seventh book of the Apostolic Constitutions to be insufficient; 
it is, in fact, necessary to demonstrate that this text explains and 
formulates the conformity of Did 9-10 to the command of Christ. 
One can allow that the Church of earliest times was aware of the 
“conformity” of its own eucharist to the Lord’s Supper, without 
feeling the need to explain or formulate this conformity by making 
direct reference to the institution. In fact, because it was so close 
in time to the religious customs and the protagonists, because the 
celebration of the Church was so close in time to the Lord’s Sup- 
per itself, it felt no need to formulate its conformity. The celebra- 
tion itself, with all its elements, spoke on its own of its conformity 
with the Lord’s Supper, without needing to make the theme 
explicit. 

This awareness would become formal and explicit only when 
the problem had actually been identified; as we know, that hap- 
pened almost at once; it is the case in 1 Cor 11, in which Paul 
accuses the Corinthians that theirs is no longer the Lord’s Supper. 
The problem is born. From now on people felt the need to refer to 
the Supper in an explicit and thematic way, so as to guarantee the 
value of their own eucharist. 

The thing is even more evident for the non-Jewish com- 
munities which, in terms of time, mentality and religious custom, 
are the most distant from the celebration of Jesus. The more the 
Church distances itself from Judaism, and its concept of sacred 
meal, the more the theme of conformity becomes utilized and 
secures for itself an entire sector of the anaphoric text; the account 
of the institution thus becomes a rite within a rite.*7 

panis corpus meum illud quod pro vita vita mundi frangitur et datur...; accipite 
manducate ex hoc et erit vobis in vitam aeternam (Anaphora Sancti Petri Apostoli 
(tertia), care and subject of study of J. M. Sauget, in Anaphorae Syriacae, vol. Il, 
fasc. III [Rome, 1973] p. 301). In fact, it is a matter of parallel references to the 
institution. We believe that the origin of the account of the institution or of the men- 
tion of it could be the result of the prevailing influence of a prospective eucharist 
derived from John or from the Synoptic-Pauline line. The argument is certainly 
complex, but cannot, for this reason, be avoided a priori. 

67 L. Ligier, “Origines”, pp. 196-198. 
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4. Didache 10:3: Account of the Institution of the Jewish Meal and 
the Christian “Innovation” 
Professor Rordorf finds in Did 10:3 a transparent allusion to the 
type of eucharist which gives to the believer the pledge of eternal 
life.68 He notes that the Jews praised God, king of the universe, 
for the food given to every creature and in particular to 
humankind. Did 10:3 is directly inspired by this theme: in the first 
part of the verse one commemorates the food given to all human 
beings and in the second part one commemorates the food given to 
Christians. For the latter, one is dealing with food and drink that 
have received a new characteristic revealed by Jesus and unknown 
to the Jews: they are “spiritual”. 

With reference to this verse, one can argue that mvevpatixdc 
illuminates the parallel text of 1 Cor 10:14, following Feuillet® 
with respect to the parallel with the sapiental literature. From our 
point of view, we prefer to go another road linked to the problem 
of the institution. 

In the Last Supper the Lord concluded his celebration with a 
command, “Do this in memory of me.” He did not say, “Do any- 
thing”? in memory of me,” he said, “Do this.” What is “this”? 

a) Perhaps one was dealing with the Passover Meal, perhaps 
with another Jewish ritual at which he was guest and Lord, which 
is to say at the centre of the action. 

The supper of Jesus spoke of him in every moment; it was a 
prophecy and a parabolic gesture of his imminent passion as a 
return to the Father. In it, rather, the whole parable of the life of 
Jesus given for humanity was developed. The self-revelation of 
Jesus reached its fullness as he offered to his disciples the events 
which were about to happen; in this way the disciples took part in 
those conclusive events which he was about to achieve and which 
he lived in anticipation through the prophetic gestures of the sup- 
per. For this reason, the supper, loaded with these structures, was 
proclamation of the death of the Lord. This content was objec- 
tively inside the supper, even if the events had not yet happened 
historically. It belongs to the logic of the parable that there is the 
possibility of containing in itself something which is superior to 
itself and irreducible in itself: something which has its actualiza- 
tion elsewhere. 

68 W. Rordorf, “The Didache”, p. 10; /d., art.cit. in Eucharisties d’Orient et 

d’Occident I, p. 76. be 
69 A. Feuillet, Le Christ sagesse de Dieu (Paris: Librairie Lecoffre, 1966) pp. 

87-111. 
70 The problem is conceived in this way by J. Pascher. Cf. J. Ratzinger, “Forma 

e contenuto della celebrazione eucaristica”, Communio 6/35 (1977) 19. 
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b) Two elements had to guide the disciples in their obedience 

to the command of the Lord. The first concerns the celebration of 

the ritual meal typical of the Jewish world; the second concerned 

the new content of this meal: the anamnesis of the mirabilia Dei 

had to be carrier of a new fact, that is of the new work (opera) 

which Jesus had accomplished. 
If the Lord’s Supper had been a Passover Supper, as many 

authors claim,7! it must be admitted that it has left very few traces 

of the Passover in the liturgical and anaphoric tradition which was 
born from it. Against the Passover interpretation there is the fact 
of the continual reiteration (or ability to be reiterated) of the 
Christian eucharist, compared with the annual performance of the 
Jewish Passover ritual. 

c) Faced with the command, “Do this”, the disciples cannot 
have understood that they should do anything different to what 
they had celebrated and lived with Jesus. A Jew (Jesus) asks Jews 
(the disciples) to perform a Jewish ritual meal in his memory. 

Consequently, the ritual meal of the Jews, with its structure 
and its typical berakot, must have continued to exist in the new- 
born Christian community. There would have been a new dimen- 
sion, given that its berakot would develop into the “mystery of 
Christ”, and this would be obedience to the command which the 
disciples received. 

The command, “Do this”, finds its obedience in the celebra- 
tion of the sacred meal typical of Judaism; “in memory of me”, in 
its turn, finds its obedience in the berakot: these—commemora- 
tions of the magnalia Dei—will be transformed by having a 
Christological dimension. These Christological valences will then 
be reflected from the primitive kerygma and will represent the ini- 
tial stages of the Christology of the new born Church; the title 
tac will be obligatory. 

d) If we examine Did 9-10, we will see that the criteria out- 
lined above will have a consequence. 

Did 9 is parallel to the giddush, the opening rite of the 
Jewish supper, and Did 10 is parallel to the birkat ha-mazon, the 
giving of thanks at the end of the supper. But the two texts of the 
Didache are profoundly Christological: besides the Christo-centric 
clauses “through Jesus your maic”, we see an interesting 
phenomenon. The magnalia Dei which are announced are not 
drawn so much from the Old Testament, as from the message and 
function of Jesus as will be evident later in the Gospel of John. 
Here we have the motive for the thanksgiving: faith, knowledge, 
life, immortality, eternal life and the presence of the Holy Name 

1 Cf. J. Jeremias, The Eucharistic Words of Jesus (London: SCM 1966) pp. 15- 
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in our hearts. God is called “our Father”, “holy Father” and in 
the place of Jerusalem we have “your” Church. In the entire sal- 
vation economy, Jesus is the one through whom the Father “has 
been made known”; Jesus as prophet is another characteristic of 
the Fourth Gospel.72 

Already we can conclude that chapters 9 and 10 of the 
Didache present us with a Christian liturgy which sufficiently ful- 
fils the requirement of the Church’s obedience to the command of 
the Lord. 

e) The argument may be further strengthened by an examina- 
tion and comparison of the two parts of Did 10:3. Here, strictly 
speaking,’ we do not have the substitution of the Jewish theme of 
“praise for creation and for food” with the spiritual dimension 
given to it by the Christians. Instead we have both themes, and the 
second is developed form the first: it is a development in organic 
continuity with it: 

Didache 10:3(a) Didache 10:3(b) 

To human beings To us then 
You have given (E5wxac) you have given grace (éxapiow) 
food and drink of spiritual food and drink 
for their enjoyment so that they And eternal life 
might give you thanks through your servant 

Verse 3(a) is a typical feature of the Jewish meal and it is based 
on Dt 8:10: “You will eat and be satisfied (éuaAnoOjon) and will 
bless (evAoyHoetc¢) the Lord your’God for the good earth which he 
has given you (6é5wxé oe).” This is the logic which governs the 
Jewish meal and which makes it a sacred meal. And this is the 
logic behind the discourse of Paul on the sacredness of the meal;74 
we can say that in Dt 8:10 we have the account of the institution 
of the Jewish ritual meal, which Did 10:3(a) explicitly com- 
memorates through the connection: “so that they might give you 
thanks”. 

f) Through the two halves of this anamnesis, Christians share 
with the Jews the sacrality of the ritual meal which they see 
instituted in Dt 8:10, but the addition of Did 10:3(b) sets in motion 
a significant development as a result of which the Christian meal 
can no longer be reduced to its Jewish ancestor. The juxtaposition 
is exact: the receiver changes (human beings/us); the verb changes 
5wkac/éxapiow); the gift changes (food and drink/spiritual food 

72 M. de Jonge, “Jesus as Prophet and King in the Fourth Gospel”, EThL 49 
(1973) pp. 160-177. 

73 Cf. the position of K. Hruby, “La “birkat ha-mazon””, p. 216. 
741 Tim 4:4-5. 
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and drink); the goal changes: the purpose in the first thanksgiving 

(for their enjoyment so that they might give you thanks) is trans- 

formed by the mention of a new gift (eternal life); the modality of 

the gift changes: from the perspective of Dt 8:10, God gives food 

from the fertility of the earth, and for this one must also give 

thanks, whilst for the Christians the new gift is given through the 

mac of God. 
It is no accident, therefore, that Did 9-10 lacks any reference 

to the “promised land”: one is dealing with a precise separation 

from the tie that the Jew has with the land.7> Although still 
remaining within the milieu of the Jewish ritual meal, the 
eucharist of the Didache is the bearer of a new revelatory content 
and gift (éxapiow) from Jesus the maic of God. We must affirm 
both the elements: the new content and the tight continuity of 
ritual with the Jewish religious meal” which, according to the rab- 
binic tradition, has been instituted by God himself. 

g) Given this rabbinic tradition, we must conclude that the 
thematic and verbal closeness between Dt 8:10 and Did 10:3(a) 
makes us think of the latter as a kind of “reference to the 
institution” of the Jewish religious meal. However, it is a precise 
recollection of the “command” of God of which the entire ritual 
meal is a realization with its berakot. To this memory and mention 
of the mandatum of God is linked as counterweight, the theme 
peculiar to Christians, “To us then you have given grace of 
spiritual food and drink and eternal life through your servant.” 

What has been instituted in Deuteronomy continues to be 
celebrated, but with a new significance, the origin of which is in 
Jesus himself; this is precisely tied to the evocatory recall of the 
institution of Dt 8:10. 

75 The benediction for the promised land is replaced by the thanksgiving for the 
dwelling of the holy Name in us, and by the knowledge, faith and immortality 
revealed by Jesus. 

76 Did 10:1 begins with “after you are satisfied with food”, where éuaAnoPAvan 
directly recalls—almost as a technical term—the expression of Dt 8:10: xat day} 
kai éumdnobjon. Some authorities argue from this verb for a negative 
“sacramental” valuation of the Didache, given that éuaimAnw signifies properly the 
material repletion of a meal and ill fits the spiritual significance proper to the 
eucharistic food. The motivation is correct: proof of it is that Const VII.26 replaces 
this term with pet&Anyic. The conclusion is incorrect, given that, according to our 

hypothesis, this eucharist co-incides with the ritual structure of the meal; this, pure 
eucharistic essence (spiritual food and drink), is also a true and appropriate meal 
and hence conserves the consequent “satisfaction”: if this were not so, it would not 
be based on Dt 8:10, and hence would not be a ritual meal either. In the Jewish 

meal the birkat ha-mazon was said after people had eaten and become satisfied: if 
the text of Did 10 is parallel to the birkat ha-mazon, it would not be surprising that 
it would come to be proclaimed at that very moment, namely after the meal was 
completed. Hence empiplemi indicates the moment in the meal and not the 
eucharistic communion. 
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_ In fact, Jesus has not come to abolish it but to bring it to frui- 
tion and in the Last Supper he has left a command, expressed in 
the words, “Do this”, which does not introduce his disciples to a 
new meal characterized by a new ritual different to the logic of the 
Jewish religious meal (or even of the Passover Meal). 

The innovation is in the new content which he has prescribed 
for his disciples: the anamnesis of this ritual action must have 
been Christological. Therefore it is the Christological element 
which constitutes what is new in what Christ instituted, not the 
ritual meal, which, in itself, already existed in Israel, indeed was 
directly instituted by God in Deuteronomy. 

h) As we can see, we find in Did 10:3 the same relationship 
with Judaism already evident in Did 9:2, dealing with the life of 
David: Judaism retains all its validity but finds its fullness only in 
Jesus who brings to fruition the ancient promise. In this primitive 
stage of the life of the Church nothing is un-Jewish, not even the 
eucharist, and neither is its institutor, Jesus. 

Therefore, given the particular relationship between 
Christianity and Judaism in the Didache, we can conclude that Did 
10:3, in its two moments a) and b), represents a sufficiently evi- 
dent tie with the institution command of Christ. 

i) The account of the institution of the eucharist as it has been 
handed down to us by the New Testament, will become a neces- 
sary element in the anaphora only when it changes its relationship 
with Judaism, so that it is no longer possible to see Dt 8:10 as the 
ultimate foundation of the logic of the Jewish sacred meal, matrix 
of the Christian eucharist. Consequently, we cannot search in the 
Didache for our account of the institution or even. the simple 
reference to it in another religious and cultural environment. The 
Didache, in fact, already contains “its own” reference to the 
institution, although in a particular form all its own, which it owes 
to that relationship—also all its own—with Judaism, which the 
Church had in the first years of its existence. 

In this way, we believe our argument for the full 
sacramentality of the eucharistic liturgy of Did 9-10 to be well 
grounded; in fact it is contained in the peculiar mention of the 
institution which replaces the institutive fact of the Jewish meal 
(Dt 8:10) with the event of Christ: “but to us you have given the 
gift of spiritual food and drink and eternal life through your ser- 
vant.” 

The Christ event is a development growing organically out of 
the reference to Dt 8:10 and therefore, as such, participates in the 
logic of the “institution” . 



MINISTERS IN THE DIDACHE 
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Louvain-la-Neuve 

In 1884, less than a year after the editio princeps of the Didache, 

Harnack thought he had discovered in this testimony the missing 
link between | Corinthians and the Pastorals in the evolution of 
the spiritual and ecumenical ministries of the Word towards the 
local monarchical episcopate. It thus provided an unexpected con- 
firmation of the current consensus among historians of primitive 
Christianity about the theory elaborated by Lightfoot and Hatch to 
explain the birth of the “Catholic” institutional system. More 
recently, the theses of Kasemann, Bornkamm and their disciples 
on prophetic ministry in the New Testament have brought to the 
fore the opposition of the charismatic and the hierarchical, and the 
ecclesiology of H. King has contributed to it. 

But what of the interpretation of the Didache? This “spoiled 
child of criticism”, which Harnack imprudently announced would 
finally make all things clear, has itself long ago been transformed 
into such an irritating “enigma” that few researchers flatter them- 
selves any more that they can elucidate it. On the question of min- 
istries, however, the critiques which could have been addressed 
from Hort to Audet, to the advocates of the received opinion, do 
not appear to have shaken the assurance of those who continue to 
seek in this “first Christian catechism” a master key to the initial 
developments. Let us read, for example, the pages dedicated to 
the subject in the remarkable introduction to the recent Sources 
chrétiennes edition.! 

We are led to believe that the apostles, prophets and teachers 
in the Didache represent the itinerant and charismatic ministries 
which essentially formed the hierarchy of the first Christian 
assemblies, according to the tradition of Antioch and western 
Syria, in the first century of our era.2 Chapters 11-13 do not know 
of the existence of a ministerial hierarchy properly speaking, that 
is to say, of fixed ministers in the local church.3 The election of 
bishops and deacons does not occur until ch. 15, which is a later 
addition to the disciplinary part of the Didache.* The innovation of 
local ministers, who needed to be substituted because of the 
decline in the quality and numbers of itinerant ministers, did not 

! W. Rordorf & A. Tuilier, La Doctrine des Douze Apétres (Paris: Les Editions 
du Cerf, 1978 [SC 248)). 

2 Ibid., pp. 57, 60, 62. 
3 Ibid., pp. 63-64. 
+ Ibid., pp. 49-64. 
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happen without a struggle, but still needed to be done quickly.5 
Therefore he also dates ch. 15 early, especially as it does not yet 
mention the monarchical episcopate, but comes from the same 
geographical milieu as the authentic letters of Ignatius of Antioch.¢ 

Setting aside the date, place of origin and dual authorship, 
this essentially repeats the theory of Harnack on the evolution of 
ministers in the Didache. The exegesis has become so natural that 
it is no longer distinguished from the text itself, onto which it was 
imposed on the basis of other presuppositions. Would it be pos- 
sible to dispel the misunderstanding by a demystificatory reading? 
Let us force ourselves to go back to the passages of the dis- 
ciplinary section where ministries are spoken of (10:7-15:2), 
without the distorting spectacles of received opinion. When we 
allow the texts to speak for themselves, excluding all other 
extraneous data, the historical picture no doubt loses its neatness, 
but the critical foundations of the evidence perhaps gain in 
solidity. 

However, two other methodological options suggest them- 
selves at the outset. First: can one trust the text of the sole manu- 
script of the Didache, duly restoring the evident lapses of the 
copyist? It is true that the value of this witness of the eleventh 
century has been diversely appreciated. For if some consider it as 
an authority superior to the great biblical uncials of the fourth and 
fifth centuries,’ or at least as a very good popular edition, un- 
pretentious but careless,® others do not wish to see here any more 
than a late recension, intentionally amplified, abridged or cor- 
rupted.° Yet even to take the worst case, the ancient versions of 
the Didache and the parallel Duae viae do not permit us to 
reconstitute the archetype of the former with a reasonable degree 
of assurance, and the sceptical philologist is reduced, in spite of 
himself, to the ingenuity of conjecture. It is better then to respect 
the only known text than imprudently to forge an amalgam which 
probably never existed in the tradition.!° In any case, no major 
textual correction has been proposed for the section in hand. 

It is true that the critical literature raises questions of a very 
serious complexity. The author of the Didache has undeniably also 

5 Ibid., pp. 72-73. 
6 Ibid., p. 78. 
7 Ibid., pp. 104-107. 
8 J.-P. Audet, La Didaché (Paris: Gabalda, 1958) pp. 77-78. 
9B. H. Streeter, “Origin and Date of the “Didache””, in The Primitive Church: 

Studied with Special Reference to the Origins of the Christian Ministry (London: 
Macmillan, 1930), pp. 281-3; E. Peterson, “Uber einige Probleme der Didache- 
Uberlieferung”, in Friihkirche, Judentum und Gnosis: Studien und Untersuchungen 
(Rome: Herder, 1959) pp. 146-182, esp. 146, 181-2. 

10 §. Giet, L’Enigme de la Didaché (Paris: Ophrys, 1970 [PFLUS 149]) pp. 32- 
33. 
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used sources, not necessarily written ones. But, unlike the Duae 

viae of ch. 1-6, for which there are related witnesses, the analysis 

of 7-16 can only rest on internal criticism, that is to say on indices 

of style, which are rarely decisive, and on the criteria of content, 

where the preconceived idea that the interpreter has of the institu- 

tional development of primitive Christianity plays a key rdle. It is 

not surprising then that the dissections into redactional stages 

which have been proposed so far often appear very artificial."! 

With the undeniable mark of robust health, the Didache has 
always resisted these successive and contradictory attempts to co- 
opt one or another of its sections. The author was certainly not the 
creator of the traditions that he reports; but interpretation cannot 
confer on those heterogeneous elements a higher significance than 
the Didachist conferred on them when he collected them. A 
respectful approach to the unity of the writing could then prove 
the more plausible by virtue of its economy. Recent editors have 
wisely refused to retain in the Didache any addition, revision or 
interpolation other than the work of the continuator that they 
believe they can discern in ch. 14-15.12 However, the reading 
which is proposed here shows that this last concession to hyper- 
criticism is not necessary either: the whole of 11-15 can be read, 
without internal contradiction, as a product of the same historical 
situation. 

10.7 As for the prophets, let them give thanks as much as they will. 

This instruction follows immediately on from the famous thanks- 
giving prayers of 9-10, on whose nature there is very little agree- 
ment. But it does not matter whether they accompanied the agape, 
the eucharist, or both together: what we should explain here is the 
presence at the same time of the identity and of the distinction, 
suggested respectively by the use of the same verb (9:1; 10:1; 
10:7) and by the particle 5g (10:7), between the thanksgiving of 
the prophet and that of the preceding prayers. 

The prophets of the Didache are often considered as the pres- 
idents of the cultic assembly!3 and some find this confirmed in the 
name “high priests” which they are given in 13:3.!4 But this 

‘1 Audet, Didaché, pp. 104-115; Giet,-L’énigme, pp. 234-236, 239-244, 260- 
263; G. Schille, “Das Recht der Propheten und Apostelgemeinderechtliche Be- 
obachtungen zu Didache Kapitel 11-13” in P. Watzel and G. Schille (eds.), 
Theologische Versuche | (Berlin: Evangelische Verlag-Anstalt, 1966) pp. 84-103. 

2 Rordorf & Tuilier, La Doctrine, pp. 49, 63-4, 72-8. 
13 Tbid., p. 41 n. 2. 
'4 Schille, “Das Recht”, p. 93. 
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implies that the prayers of 9-10—taken as a whole, however much 
they may represent the reworkings of sources—represent the 
“part” of the assembly of the faithful. It is true that they are com- 
posed in the first person plural; but must one infer their collective 
recitation? What more natural, on the contrary, than that a 
‘delegate, a president, should have pronounced in the name of all! 

One might object to this that the Didachist has not mentioned 
any minister for baptism (ch. 7) nor for the agape/eucharist (ch. 9- 
10); but this is an unacceptable argument from silence. In fact, the 
disciplinary directives of the Didache are addressed to the com- 
munity as a whole, without distinction of laity and clergy; but they 
do not presuppose a disorganized assembly, since the instructions 
concerning the dominical synaxis allow one to see the bishops and 
the deacons as those responsible for its good order (chs. 14-15:2). 

Why then should the prayers of chs. 9-10 not have been com- 
piled for the use of the presidents of the agape/eucharist? From 
this point of view, one can easily see the contrast and the 
similarity between their thanksgiving, presented as fixed for- 
mularies, and that of the prophets who are allowed an 
unconstrained liberty. The right accorded to the prophets cor- 
responds, indeed, to the spontaneity of unpredictable inspiration, 
whereas the preceding formularies are normally addressed to the 
ministers charged with assuring the regular unfolding of the cultic 
weekly meeting (ch.14-15:2). Nothing would have prevented a 
bishop having been a prophet as well, certainly; but the. way in 
which these two functions are contrasted in ch.15:1-2 discourages 
us from thinking that such a casé was common in the community 
of the Didachist. The latter then tried, so to speak, to prevent the 
“institution” from suppressing the “event”, so as not to “quench 
the Spirit”. 

Nothing designates the prophets of 10:7 as itinerant minis- 
ters, passing guests rather than permanent members of the com- 
munity. And their free thanksgiving can hardly be imagined to be 
ecstatic prayer. Indeed, if the prophetic act par excellence that 
constitutes the “eulogy”, is given under the inspiration of the 
Spirit (cf. Lk 1:67-8), it is not that the mvedpua eclipses the vodc, 
for the Amen of the listeners implies that they were aware of the 
sense of the prayer (cf. 1 Cor 14:16). One can then think of a 
“eucharist” intelligibly pronounced by the prophet, fully conscious 
and in possession of himself, but with “inspiration”, in the sense 
given to this word today to describe an orator or an authentic 
poet, and of which the first Christian hymns have left some traces 
(cf. Eph 5:19). 

oR OK RK 
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11.1 If then someone comes and teaches you all these things which have 

been said, receive him. 2. But if he who teaches changes and teaches 

another teaching to destroy, do not listen to him; but if it is to add to 
righteousness and fear of the Lord, receive him as the Lord. 

The author again wishes to speak about the prophets, if the “then” 

of v.1 refers back to 10:7. This of course presupposes that the 
prayer over the perfume, or myrrh, inserted at the corresponding 
point of the Coptic version and the Apostolic Constitutions (7:27) 
is not the original text,!5 but is a later addition to this.!° In fact, 
we shall soon discover (10:10) that besides his role in the 
eucharistic prayer, the prophet exercised a teaching function as 
well. 

However that may be, nothing allows one to read here (11:1- 
2) the specific designation “teacher”,!7 which will appear only 
later (13:2; 15:1-2), since the subject given for v.2, 6 dudcoKwy 
only repeats the indeterminacy of v.1, 6¢ Gv éAav didacEn. The 
words of the é:5cdoxerv family accumulated in these two verses go 
back to the instruction of the Duae viae (2:1; 6:2), and they have 
perhaps contributed to the inspiration of the title of the Didache. 
Doubtless “the one who teaches”, at7éc 6 duddoKwy (11:2), has 
acquired a right to teach in the community, but this function could 
very well belong to the persons who will be presented in what fol- 
lows in ch.11. And this is already a rule of dokimasia which the 
Didachist expresses here, of the same order as that which he will 
establish for prophets: for how should one discern the intention 
(sic) of the teaching, whether it is destructive or edifying (11:1-2), 
other than by examining the “way of life” of the one who teaches 
(11:8)? 

The second part of v.2 should not be taken as a simple repeti- 
tion of v.1. It is therefore striking that the author does not monop- 
olize the didache to his profit, however confident he may be, 
incidentally, of his rectitude (6:1), but, on the contrary, he orders 
the community to receive the person who teaches something dif- 
ferent as if he were the Lord, provided that this teaching has in 
mind the building up of the Church. By whom should “the one 
who teaches” be dispensed from the doctrine of the Didachist 
(11:1), if not by spiritual authority? Nothing then prevents us from 
seeing the persons in vyv.l-2 as prophets, enjoying the same 
privilege in their activity as teacher as they were accorded in 
prayer (10:7). And the Didachist could well have intended to indi- 
cate, at the same time, that he himself should not be considered a 

1S Peterson, “Probleme”, pp. 156-68. 
ees Adam, “Erwagungen zur Herkunft der Didache” ZKG 68 (1957) pp. 1-47, 

esp. 8-11. 

'7 Rordorf & Tuilier, La Doctrine, pp. 54, 183. 
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charismatic; the use of the verb o7pédexv (11:2), which serves 
him elsewhere to refer to false eschatological prophets (16:3), 
then shows the extent of the respect with which he circumscribes 
the freedom of the authentic prophet. 

The teaching prophets in view here are presented as coming 
from outside (é\@av 11:1), but nothing allows us to consider them 
as itinerant ministers, like the apostles or ordinary guests 
(épx6pevog 11:3; 12:1). The necessity of discernment normally 
concerns strangers, not members of the community known to all. 
Unless, however, the latter changes his teaching, as is envisaged 
by v.2, which seems then to imply that the one who teaches has 
already been adopted by his church. 

ORK 

11.3 As regards the apostles and prophets, according to the precept of the 
gospel, act in this way: 4. let every apostle who comes to you be received 
as the Lord. 5. But he shall [only] stay one day and, if it is necessary, the 
following [day]; if he stays three [days], he is a false prophet. 6. When he 
leaves, let the apostle not receive anything except bread for the day’s jour- 
ney; if he asks for money, he is a false prophet. !® 

The way apostles are treated here shows that it is no longer a mat- 
ter of the Twelve Apostles, as in the second title of the Didache, 
chosen by Jesus and envoys after his resurrection, but of itinerant 
ministers as the ones who are attested in the most ancient 
Christian literature,!° and which have sometimes been considered 
as the ministerial model of the former,2° sometimes on the con- 
trary as their successors.2! One could think, mutatis mutandis, of 
the preachers of the “popular mission” of yesterday, visiting the 
communities of those already converted. The author gives nothing 
concrete on the function of these missionaries, not so much 
because he no longer knew their apostolate? as because he knew 
that his public was warned and because his only concern was to 
unmask the false prophets. 

The evangelical norm to which v.3 looks back recalls the 
mission discourse in Mt 10:9-14. But the “dry little code”?3 of the 
Didachist aims less to instruct the missionaries than to warn the 

18 Cf. Tuilier in Rordorf & Tuilier, La doctrine, p. 185. 
19 Ibid., pp. 58-9. ; 
20 G. SaB, “Die Apostel in der Didache” in W. Schmauch, In memoriam Ernst 

Lohmeyer (Stuttgart: Evangelisches Verlagswerk, 1951) pp. 233-239. 
21 R.A. Kraft, “Yom Ende der urchristlichen Prophetie” in J. Panagopoulos 

(ed.), Prophetic Vocation in the New Testament and Today (Leiden: Brill [NT.E 

45]) pp. 162-185, esp. 172. 
22 Streeter, The Primitive Church, p. 147; Schille, “Das Recht”, pp. 85, 88. 
23 “Petit code assez sec”, Hemmer, p. liv. 
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communities. The principle of a favourable disposition towards 

apostles certainly continues to hold for him, since they must be 

given the assistance due to those who come in the name of the 
Lord (11:4; 12:2). Having said this, the two criteria of parasitism 
and self-interest distinguish the charlatan: to stay longer than two 
days contravenes the rules of hospitality (11:5; 12:2-3); to ask for 
money would be contrary to the evangelical precept (11:6; cf. Mt 
10:9-10). These two rules presuppose a certain degree of 
nomadism and poverty; but one should not twist their sense by 
interpreting them as an ascetic life4 or as asocial vagabondage.* 

Could the haziness which has shrouded the silhouette of the 
apostle in the Didache have arisen because it really only referred 
to the appearance of one ministry, because it only described one 
function exercized in many ways??6 Among other indications 
which lead one to think so, one notes first that the order to receive 
him as the Lord, applied to the apostle in v.4, takes up again the 
same things that v.2 has said of “the one who teaches”. The 
apostle, then, would here have a responsibility of teaching, but 
without any fixed attachment, as an itinerant teacher. 

In the second place, it is striking that the apostle who abuses 
the hospitality or the generosity of a church is described twice not 
as a false apostle, but as a false prophet (11:5-6). The explana- 
tions that have been given for this anomaly?’ are not fully convinc- 
ing; for, even if the words made up with Wevdo- had become inter- 
changeable,28 how can one prove that the term Wevdompodyjrnc 
has momentarily prevailed to the point of excluding the wWevéd- 
amdoToXos attested by 2 Corinthians 11:13 (cf. Rev 2:2) and by 
the Fathers of the second century like Justin and Hegesippus? 

It is important, finally, to notice in v.3 the absence of the 
repetition of the article in the clause mepi 68 Tav &ToOTOAWY Kat 
mpooynTav. If this fact is often hidden by the translation “the 
prophets and the apostles” ,29 it is perhaps because of the uncon- 
scious influence of the prejudice in favour of the ministerial tril- 
ogy of apostles, prophets and teachers. To suppose that the for- 

24 G. Kretschmar, “Ein Beitrag zur Frage nach dem Ursprung friihchristlicher 
Askese”, ZThK 61 (1964) pp. 27-67, esp. 36-7. 

25 G. Theissen, “Wanderradikalismus. Literatursoziologische Aspekte der Uber- 
Peach von Worten Jesus im Urchristentum”, Z7hK 70 (1973) pp. 245-271, esp. 

26 Streeter, The Primitive Church, pp. 146-7; G. Dix, “The Ministry in the 
Early Church c. A.D. 90-410”, in K. E. Kirk (ed.), The Apostolic Ministry, Essays 
on the History and the Doctrine of the Episcopacy (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 
1946) pp. 240-1. 

27 Rordorf & Tuilier, La Doctrine, p. 52. 
28 J. Reiling, Hermas and Christian Prophecy. A Study of the Eleventh Mandate 

(Leiden: Brill, 1973 [NovTest.S 37]) pp. 60-61. 
29 Rordorf & Tuilier, La Doctrine, p. 185. 
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mula of the Didachist is inspired by Ephesians 2:202° is a gratu- 
itous hypothesis and cannot settle anything, since Ephesians itself 
can oscillate between distinct characters (4:11) and functions 
united in the same person (3:5). That the latter case is exactly that 
of the Didache in ch. 11:3 as well as in 15:1-2, is confirmed by 
the fact that the author repeats the article where he designates two 
clearly distinct persons (7:4; 11:8), whereas when he does not 
repeat it the things he describes are contained in a hendiadys, 
however different they remain in themselves (9:3; 10:2). One 
must then doubtless understand the xai of 11:3 in the explicative 
sense and not the additive sense: “On the subject of the apostles 
who are also prophets”, that is to say on the subject of the 
prophets of the apostolic genre. 

So then the Didachist only seems to be interested in the mis- 
sionary itinerants insofar as their function bore in a certain way on 
“inspired” teaching, able to build up but also to “destroy” the 
community. After all, the remainder of ch 11 and 13 deals exclu- 
sively with prophets, beginning immediately (11:7) without any of 
the particles which would normally suggest a change of subject, if 
there had been one, as one would be led to think by the “par ail- 
leurs” of the translation of Tuilier.3! 

RR 

11:7 And you shall not tempt or discern any prophet who speaks in a 
spirit. For every sin will be forgiven, but this sin will not be. 8. Whoever 
speaks in a spirit is not a prophet, unless he has the way of life of the 
Lord. So one recognizes the false prophet and the prophet by their way of 
life. 9. Every prophet who orders a table in a spirit shall abstain from 
eating from it, or else he is a false prophet. 10. And every prophet who 
teaches the truth, without doing what he teaches, is a false prophet. 11. 
But every prophet proven, true, who acts with a view to the mystery of 
the Church in the world, but who does not teach anyone to do everything 
which he does himself, shall not be judged by you; for it is with God that 
he has [his] judgment. For it is so that the prophets of old acted. 12. But 
whoever says to you in a spirit: Give me money, or anything else, you 
shall not listen to him;-but if he tells you to give for others, who are in 
need, let no-one judge him.*? 

This pericope contains many obscurities, which the most in- 
genious hypotheses have not sufficed to explain convincingly. 
What is shown clearly by the whole passage, is the high esteem 
the Didachist held for the prophet, an opinion all the more 
unselfish as we have already seen (11:2) that he probably did not 

30 G. Schille, “Das Recht”, p. 88. 
31 Rordorf & Tuilier, La doctrine, p. 185. 
32 Cf. Tuilier in Rordorf & Tuilier, La doctrine, pp. 185-187. 



308 ANDRE DE HALLEUX 

consider himself one. If it is again a matter of distinguishing the 

true prophet from the false, it is done, it seems, with more 

sympathy than in the case of the apostle (11:3-6). The author 

appears concerned to save the prophetic “institution” by disentan- 

gling it from its counterfeits, so that it would not be discredited by 

its abuses. 
Its general principle does not have the incoherence which it 

has often been taken to show.33 It seems to be the case that if the 

community had to authenticate the prophet by means of his 

behaviour (11:8), it had no right to inspect the doctrinal content of 
his message (11:7). It is by the “way of life” that one discerns the 
false prophet from the true, who is only authenticated as such if he 
has the tp6mouc kupiov (11:8), that is to say if he “does” the truth 
that he teaches (11:10). The parallelism in the sequence of ideas 
of vv.7-8 and Mt 12:31-33 allows us, perhaps, to infer that the 
Didachist knew the saying that the tree is judged by its fruit (cf. 
Mt 7:15-16). 

The examples of vv.9-12 concretize the ethic of the prophet 
in the sense of the disinterest required of the “apostles” (11:5-6). 
But this test, this dokimasia one could say (11:11; cf. 1 Thess 
5:21), has nothing to do either with a “temptation”, nor even with 
the discernment of the prophet speaking in a spirit (11:7). One can 
understand that once tested by his conduct, the authentically 
spiritual prophet, was not under any other jurisdiction, except per- 
haps that of another spiritual person (cf. 1 Cor 2:15); far from 
contradicting 1 Cor 14:29,34 where oi GAAou could incidentally 
designate prophets,>>5 the Didachist could then be functioning here 
in a Pauline way. So great is his respect for the charism, that the 
diakrisis of any true prophet is held to be unforgivable sin, that is 
to say that it represents the sin against the Spirit (11:7; cf. Mt 
12:31). The interpretation according to which the Didachist 
simply wished to prevent one from interrupting an inspired 
prophet¢ does not take proper account of such a solemn warning. 

This respect for the Christian prophets is confirmed in v.11, 
which sets them on the same footing as their Old Testament 
predecessors. The sense of the expression movety sig pwwoThp.ov 
KooplKov &kKAnoiac, related to Eph 5:32, has not ceased to 
intrigue exegetes,37 in which some have seen a symbolic action or 

33 Ibid., pp. 87-8; Kraft, “Vom Ende”, p. 181. 
34]. Panagopoulos, “H “ExxAnoia tav xpodntav. Td xpodnrixdy xa propa év TH 

“ExkAnoia Tev 660 TedTwy aidvwv (Athens, 1979) p. 284. 
4 35 H. Greeven, “Propheten, Lehrer, Vorsteher bein Paulus. Zur Frage der 

“Amter” im Urchristentum”, ZNW 44 (1952-1953) pp. 1-43, esp. 6. 
a " Rordorf & Tuilier, La Doctrine, p. 53 n. 3; cf. Greeven, “Propheten”, pp. 

37 Cf. Rordorf, La Doctrine, pp. 186-188 n. 5. 



MINSTERS IN THE DIDACHE 309 

an acted-out apocalyptic drama, others have seen an ascetic and 
celibate life, anticipating the eschatological kingdom in this world, 
others on the contrary have seen spiritual syzygy of the prophet 
with a sister, recalling the celebrated case of Hosiah, of Moses 
and Rahab. What the text shows, in any event, is that not “doing” 
‘the truth which one teaches is the same as being a false prophet 
(11:10); the true prophet, morally tested, can be permitted a sym- 
bolic action which might be shocking for some reason, and this 
action cannot be judged by any human tribunal, as long as the 
prophet does not teach anyone to imitate it (11:11). In other 
words, since the mission of the true prophet places him outside the 
communal norms, he has the right to originality, even to a certain 
lawlessness, like his predecessors of the Old Testament, without 
being subject to anyone other than God. 

Everything indicates that the Didachist roots the authority of 
the prophet in his “spiritual” being. But what is meant by speak- 
ing év mvevpare (11:7-12)? It is apparently not the Holy Spirit, 
warranted by the tradition, that he designates by this formula,?8 
since he also affirms that the false prophet speaks in a spirit in the 
same way (11:8; 11:12), perhaps under the inspiration of demons 
who knew the future and the hidden things;39 hence the caution of 
the translators, who write here “esprit” (“spirit”) without a capi- 
tal.49 Does it then mean a state of unconsciousness and ecstatic 
agitation, midway between glossolalia and prophecy in the Pauline 
sense?4! The examples of v.9-12 are certainly not very clear. 
However, if v.9 envisages the organization of a meal for the 
poor,*? or even a eucharistic meal,43 one cannot very well see the 
prophet acting, in this event, in somnambulance or ecstasy. 
Likewise, the enigmatic symbolic action of v.11, able to be taught 
and liable to judgment before the divine tribunal, is likely to cover 
a conscious and voluntary proceeding. Again, it would be hard to 
imagine the false prophet unconscious of all trickery when he asks 
for a gift of money év mvetpar (11:12). If one adds this case to 
that of the liturgical thanksgiving called for earlier (10:7), one 
envisages a particular authority, either explicitly claimed in the 
name of the spirit, or simply marked by the inspired tone of the 
discourse or by the assurance of the action. 

38 Panagopoulos, "ExxAnoia, p. 284. 
39 Reiling, Hermas, p. 69. 
40 Rordorf & Tuilier, La Doctrine, pp. 185-9. 
41 A. yon Harnack, Die Lehre der zwblf Apostel nebst Untersuchungen zur 

dltesten Geschichte der Kirchenverfassung und des Kirchenrechts (Leipzig: Hin- 

rich’s, 1884, pp. 122, 40-3. 
42 Rordorf & Tuilier, La Doctrine, p. 186 n. 3. 
43 Schille, “Das Recht”, p. 93. 
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The prophet is not an ecstatic mystic; he has a message to 

communicate.+ His functions, such as we can reconstruct them 

from the examples of 10:7 and 11:7-12, consisted of prayer, 

teaching and charity. All of this accords ill with an itinerant minis- 

try; clearly the author was not thinking any more here of the 

“apostles” of 11:3-6, and if ch.12 repeats the law of Christian 

hospitality, the return to prophets in ch.13 explicitly presupposes 

them to be settled. 

KEK 

13.1 But every true prophet, who wishes to settle down among you, is 
worthy of his food. 2. aoatrwc didcoxahog adnOwog éoTw afL0¢ Kall 
avréc Goxep 6 EpyaTns THiS TpedA¢ avTov. 3. You shall take, therefore, 
all the firstfruits of the produce of the winepress, of the threshingfloor, of 
cattle and of sheep, to give them as firstfruits to the prophets, for they 
indeed are your high-priests. 4. And if you do not have any prophet, give 
them to the poor. 5. If you make bread, take the first=fruits of it and give 
them according to the commandment. 6. In the same way, if you make a 
jar of wine or oil, take the first-fruits of it and give them to the prophets. 
7. Of your money and of your clothing and of all your goods, take the 
first-fruits, as it seems good to you, and give them according to the com- 
mandment.*5 

Ch.12 presupposed that the ordinary visitor, who wished to settle 
in a community had to exercise his trade and in no way live in 
idleness. Here (13:1) it is stipulated, on the contrary, that every 
true prophet, that is to say every prophet tested by the way he 
lives (cf. 11:8; 11:11), deserves to be supported by the community 
in which he has decided to settle. It would be a false interpretation 
to see 6€\wv KxaeOHofoe as inferring a nomadic prophetic ministry 
in the process of settling down. If the Didachist only mentions 
prophets who are strangers to the community, it is because the 
question of whether they should earn their keep was only posed in 
their case. The apostle-prophet of ch.11:3-6 was itinerant 
inasmuch as he was an apostle, and his character as a true prophet 
must again be submitted to the ethical test of the evangelical rule. 
Here the prophet is no longer a missionary, he is already assumed 
to have been tested, and the only thing which remains to be regu- 
lated by the community of his adoption is the way he should be 
treated. 

But aside from the prophet, does the Didachist not present 
the teacher as a distinct ministry? This is how v.2 has been 
understood, “In the same way [as every true prophet] the true 

# Reiling, Hermas, p. 18. 
45 Cf. Tuilier in Rordorf & Tuilier, La doctrine, p. 191. 
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teacher also deserves his food, like the workman” .46 This transla- 
tion, the most obvious one, requires an interruption in the teaching 
of ch.13, which is entirely devoted to the prophets; therefore some 
critics, noting that the noun d:ScéoKadog is only found here and in 
ch.15:1-2, that is to say in a section which they regard as the 
work of a continuator, are led to consider the verse in question as 
an interpolation by the same hand.47 

However, the unity of ch.13 can be saved by means of 
another reading of v.2, which is only surprising at first sight, for 
it is grammatically correct and offers a perfectly satisfying sense. 
We understand the adverb woatitw¢o as announcing not the addi- 
tion of a parallel case (cf. 13:6), but the simple explication of 
what precedes (cf. 11:11); we interpret the words d:d&o0Kadoc 
&AnOvdg, which occur without any specification and at the head 
of the proposition, as an attribute and not as the subject; and we 
relate kai avrdc, taken as the subject of v.2, to the subject of v.1, 
“every true prophet”. We then translate as follows: “It is for this 
reason that [inasmuch as he is] a true teacher, [the prophet] also is 
worthy of his food, like the workman”. The Didachist did not 
wish then at all to enumerate a second category of pensionaries of 
the church; he simply indicated the reason that the prophet 
deserved to be supported, namely in virtue of his “social utility”, 
of the service that he provided as teacher. Put another way, it is 
the teaching of the didache which puts the prophet in the category 
envisaged by the evangelical principle, “the workman is worthy of 
his food” (cf. Mt 10:10). Is not every “true” prophet indeed a 
“true” teacher, inasmuch as he “teaches the truth” (11:10)? 

The sequence of ch.13:3-7 specifies the rules of the first 
fruits, &mapxyH, which the author does not call a tithe, dexdrn, 
perhaps because the amount was left to the estimation of the donor 
(13:7). These verses seem to be composed as a doublet, in which 
some have believed they can discern a trace of an evolution in the 
condition of the prophet from ancient domestic catechist (vv.5-7) 
to ecclesiastical functionary (vv.3-4).48 This is an over-subtle 
interpretation, since it could be that we simply have, for that mat- 
ter, a double gloss on the traditional references to Deut 14:22-29. 
The transition from “you” (sg.) to “you” (pl.) does not force one 
to think of v.4 as an interpolation (of the second degree according 
to Audet#?), since it is possible that the first-fruits were not taken 
individually to their beneficiaries, but collected together and 
shared out in the name of the church. 

46 Rordorf & Tuilier, La Doctrine, p. 191. 
47 Giet, L’énigme, pp. 227-8; Rordorf, La Doctrine, p. 190 n. 2. 
48 Schille, “Das Recht”, pp. 90-1, 100. 
49 Didache, p. 458. 
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One notices that v.3 and 4 presuppose, like 10:7, the exist- 

ence of several prophets in one community (v.3), while others did 

not have any (v.4). From the fact that the first fruits must then be 

distributed to the poor, people often infer that the churches of 

ch.7-13 did not yet have fixed local ministries of the kind spoken 

of in ch.15.5° In fact, nothing prevents one from thinking that 

these ministers, where they had traditionally existed, could not 

have had their subsistence assured in another way, as we shall 

see, so that the author did not have to mention them here. 

The description of the prophets as &pxepeic in v.3 does not 

necessarily envisage a liturgical function.*! It can be just a simple 
implicit, purely formal, comparison:52 in the same way that the 
first fruits were due to the priests, so this same commandment 
(13:5; 13:7) of the Old Testament or, perhaps, an evangelical 

ordinance (cf. 1 Cor 9:14), demands of Christians that they give 
them to their prophets. Nevertheless the transposition of the title 
of “priests” and of “high priests” remains intriguing. The Apost- 
olic Constitutions identify, in an analogous context (2.26.3), the 
high priests with the bishops, the priests with the presbyters and 
the Levites with the deacons. Perhaps the Didachist thought, for 
his part, of the charismatic prophecy with which Jewish tradition 
credited the high priest (cf. Jn 11:51; Josephus, AJ 13.229 etc.). 

KEKE 

15.1 Elect for yourselves, therefore, bishops and deacons worthy of the 
Lord, men who are gentle, not anxious for gain, honest and tested; for 
they indeed replenish for you the service of the prophets and teachers 2. 
Therefore do not scorn them, for these are the people to whom you owe 
honour, together with the prophets and teachers.*3 

Does this pericope present us with the birth certificate of the local 
ministries of bishops and deacons, successors of the three ancient 
universal ministries of apostles, prophets and teachers—at least 
for the poorly evolved churches addressed by the Didachist5+? 
And is it necessary, consequently, to attribute ch. 14-15 to a con- 
tinuator of the Didache, who described a more developed institu- 
tional state of affairs than ch. 11-13?55 

It is, in any case, not possible that the “bishops” of ch. 15 
already reflect the system of the monarchical episcopate, as the 

5° Giet, L’énigme, p. 262; Rordorf & Tuilier, La Doctrine, p. 191 n. 5. 
5! Schille, “Das Recht”, p. 93; Rordorf & Tuilier, La Doctrine, p. 53. 
52 Giet, L’énigme, p. 229. 
53 Cf. Tuilier in Rordorf & Tuilier, La doctrine, pp. 193-195. 
54 Streeter, The Primitive Church, pp. 144-145; 149-152. 
55 Rordorf & Tuilier, La Doctrine, pp. 63-4. 
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paraphrase in the Apostolic Constitutions supposed (7.31.1) by 
inserting presbyters between bishops and deacons. The Jewish 
roots of the Didache make it indeed a little strange that presbyters 
do not appear in place of bishops. Does this indicate Paulinism,5 
or that the author wrote for Christians coming out of paganism 
and not for converted Jews?’ The fact remains that the repeated 
plural of vv.1-2 presupposes an episcopal college. Like the 
deacons, the bishops are elected democratically, by a vote of 
hands raised in the assembly (15:1), which does not exclude 
however a consecration of the newly elected by the laying on of 
hands by their peers. In short, everything leads one to believe that 
the bishops and deacons of the Didache reflect a very ancient 
situation, perhaps analogous to that attested by Philippians 1:1. 

But it is not necessary to interpret the text as if it required the 
churches to begin a tradition of designating its ministers, still less 
as if it required the prophets to consecrate them.58 The emphasis 
rightly falls on the qualities of the bishops and the deacons who 
are needed for a “liturgy” (15:1), and accords them the same 
honour (15:2) as the prophets and the teachers. 

One notices here, as above for the apostles and prophets 
(13:3), but this time at second hand, that the article is not repeated 
in the phrase 7@v rpodnrav kai didaoxadwv, which dissuades us 
from distinguishing between these different titles. In fact, it is 
striking to confirm that the virtues required of the bishops and 
deacons (15:1) are the same ones that ch.11 required of the 
prophet. First, summarized in the expression wéiouvg Tov xupiouv, 
which recites the tpémouc xupiov’(11:8) characteristic of the true 
prophet, those qualities are specified in the four adjectives which 
follow. The last two, &AnOeic Kai dedoxipaopévouc, repeat almost 
to the letter the qualification of the ampog¢yrng dedoxtpaopévocg 
GAnbivdg (11:11). With respect to the second, ddiAapytpouc, it 
reminds one that the question of money also constituted one of 
the criteria for discerning the false prophet (11:6; 11:12). As for 
gentleness, evoked above all by the adjective mpwetc, it appears in 
the Duae viae (5:2) as a virtue leading to the defence of the poor 
and the oppressed, and then particularly appropriated for the 
bishops and deacons in their social activity; but this was also one 
of the attributes of the prophet (11:9; 11:12). Finally, one notes 
that if ch.15:1 seems to relate the election of bishops and deacons 
to the dominical synaxis mentioned in ch.14, where one imagines 
that the bishops presided served by the deacons,°? ch. 10:7 

56 Greeven, “Propheten”, pp. 40-1, 43 n. 103. 
57 Rordorf & Tuilier, La Doctrine, pp. 75-6. 
58 Panagopoulos, ‘ExxAnoia, p. 407. 
59 Dix, “The Ministry”, pp. 246-7; Rordorf & Tuilier, La Doctrine, p. 74. 
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allowed the prophets to give thanks freely. The common “liturgy” 

(15:1) then was as much cultic as charitable; these two dimensions 

were also perhaps found linked in the practice of the weekly 

agape/eucharist. 
Nothing then supports the thesis that a continuator of ch.11- 

13 required, in ch. 15, the same duties and the same respect for 
the two types of ministry, because that of the bishops and deacons 
was in the process of replacing an ancient itinerant hierarchy of 
apostles, prophets and teachers. The historical context of the 
Didache appears, on the contrary, perfectly homogeneous and 
does not require dual authorship. What seems to be causing prob- 
lems for the Didachist, was rather the simultaneous exercise (kat 
avroi 15:1) of a similar “liturgy” by two categories of ministers. 
Even excellent pastors, the bishops and deacons, can be despised 
because they are non-charismatic, vis-a-vis the prophets, who 
gave thanks, taught and acted “in the spirit”. The author, who 
shows the highest respect for the prophetic charism, is none the 
less anxious for the good order of the community. That is why he 
takes up here the defence of the bishops and the deacons, by 
ordering them to make sure after their election that they present 
the same moral guarantees as the true prophets (15:1), and by 
requiring that they be shown the same honour as the latter. 

It would be interesting to note that in the only other place 
where the Didachist has used the verb 7.u@v there is an echo of 
the Jewish principle of honouring the one who speaks the word of 
God (4:1; cf. 11:2; Heb 13:7). The honour due to the bishops and 
deacons would come to them because they also announce the 
word, even if it is not with the spiritual authority of the prophets. 
Could one think here, among other things, of the “eucharist” of 
ch.9-10 provided for the presidents of the assembly, and which, in 
its turn, he now found himself defending as equal to the free 
inspiration of the prophets (10:7)? 

DEORE 

Did the above reading of ch.10:7-15:2 of the Didache, interpreted 
in the final stage of its redaction, confirm the existence of the 
charismatic and itinerant ministries, “characteristic of the mission- 
ary centre of Antioch and of its period of full activity, around the 
years 50-60”,*! if not even of the primitive community of 
Jerusalem?® Nowhere does the Didachist unite the titles of 

60 Kraft, “Vom Ende”, pp. 178-179. 
6! “Charactéristiques du centre missionnaire d’Antioche et de sa période de 

pleine activité, aux environs des années 50-60”; A. Lemaire, Les ministéres aux 
origines de l’Eglise (Paris: Les Editions du Cerf, 1971 [Lectio divina 68]) p. 182. 

62 Kraft, “Vom Ende”, pp. 166, 168-9. 
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apostle, prophet and teacher in a trilogy. This can only be found 
by combining the two pairs “apostles and prophets” (ch.11) and 
“prophets and teachers” (ch.13 & 15). But these two pairs could 
be reduced, in their turn, to a single figure, that of the prophet,® 
considered occasionally in his itinerant or missionary form in the 
apostle (11:3-6), but essentially in his praying (10:7; 15:1-2) and 
above all, teaching réle (11:1-2; 11:7-12; 15:1-2). 

It is, therefore, with very great circumspection that we come 
to treat the other witnesses cited to support the “Antiochene 
trilogy” (if not Palestinian) by those who try and trace it not only 
in Acts (13:1; 14:4, 14) but also in the Matthean tradition (Mt 
10:40-1; 23:34). The New Testament evidence never requires 
that the apostolate, prophecy and teaching constituted specialized 
ministries which could not be held by the same person, at least for 
two of them. The text seemingly most favourable to separating the 
three functions, that of 1 Corinthians 12:28-30, which incidentally 
needs to be corrected by Romans 12:6-8, was intended perhaps 
less to enumerate a list of distinct ministers than to show the rich 
variety of the gifts of the Spirit, of which each member of the 
ecclesial body has received his share. The titles of apostle, 
prophet and teacher could then always have been applied to three 
modes of exercise of the same gospel ministry. 

The prophets-teachers of the Didache hardly resemble the 
Syrian charlatans of the second century caricatured by Lucian and 
Celsus, and the Didachist was attempting to defend their reputa- 
tion.©*© Nowhere are they presented as the marginals of society, 
ascetic vagabonds and sexual ascetics, idealists of Wander- 
radikalismus .*7 Nothing more suggests that he wished to encour- 
age the itinerant prophets to settle down in the communities in 
order to become the equivalent of a monarchical bishop.*®’ Rather, 
the prophets whom he has in mind appear to be already normally 
resident in their churches, even if he was particularly interested in 
the case posed by the installation of a non-local prophet. And their 
ministry seems to constitute a permanent office in these churches, 
so that one would willingly speak of an institutional order, were it 
not for its exclusively personal nature; indeed it could be that the 
choice of the Spirit, manifested by the prophetic charism, has dis- 
pensed the community from all need for ordination®? and succes- 

63 Dix, “The Ministry”, pp. 241-2. 
64 Cf. E. Cothenet, “Le prophétisme dans le Nouveau Testament” in Supplément 

au Dictionnaire de la Bible VIII (Paris, 1971) cc. 1222-1337, esp. 1271-1275. 
65 Dix, “The Ministry”, p. 239; Greeven, “Propheten”, pp. 28-9, 31, 38. 

66 Dix, “The Ministry”, p. 241. 
67 Theissen, “Wanderradikalismus”, pp. 252-3, 262. 
68 Streeter, “The Primitive Church”, pp. 150-1. 
69 Dix, “The Ministry”, p. 238. 
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sion,?° so that in the end they only needed the guarantee of the 

“way of life”. 
Were these prophets living in the local churches without min- 

isterial responsibility for pastoral organization? Actually, the 

author never suggests that the bishops and deacons did not coexist 

traditionally with the prophets-teachers (15:1-2). The charismatic 

type of ministry exercised “in the spirit” sufficiently explains the 

eventual disappearance of the prophets-teachers in certain com- 
munities, where their absence could not have provoked any crisis 
of structure. So nothing suggests a situation of institutional trans- 
formation from ch. 11-13 to ch. 15 and, consequently, nothing 
requires us to see ch. 15 as the addition of a continuator. 

One could not fail to be struck by the positive attitude of the 
Didachist with respect to the prophet. Whatever his requirement 
for order in the “liturgy” of the community, he refuses to con- 
strain the liberty of prophecy (10:7), in which he sees the model 
for pastoral ministers (15:1-2). Once tested by the moral criterion, 
the prophet must not only be fed by the community (ch.13), but 
the contents of his teaching and his action, even if they scandalize, 
are to be exempt from all criticism (11:7; 11:11). The reason for 
this singular respect lies clearly in the spiritual dignity of the 
prophet: it is because he speaks and acts “in a spirit” that any 
attempt to anticipate his judgment by God (11:11) constitutes the 
unforgivable sin (11:7) 

KKK 

However, this evidence about the prophetic ministry would radi- 
cally change in its significance if the author only depicted an 
archaizing utopia. But, if there is no longer any suggestion today 
that the Didache is a later imposture, some critics continue to 
interpret it as the apology of a Montanist around the year 200, 
who was trying to convince the Great Church of the apostolic 
character of the “New Prophecy” by composing a fictitious pic- 
ture of the primitive community from a florilegium of the New 
Testament and other early Christian writings.7! 

The partisans of this interpretation have clearly seen the cen- 
tral role of prophecy in the disciplinary section of the Didache, 
but their theory is none the less difficult to sustain, because of the 
incredible success that it attributes to a vulgar trickery.72 One of 
their major reasons consists in the date to which they assign the 

70 Panagopoulos, “ExxAnoia, pp. 305-6. 
71 F. E. Vokes, The Riddle of the Didache: Fact or Fiction, Heresy or 

Catholicism (London: SPCK, 1938) pp. 7-8, 136-145, 161-5, 209-19. 
72 Streeter, The Primitive Church, pp. 284-6. 
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writing, on the basis of a dependence on Barnabas, the Shepherd 
of Hermas and Justin, and the utilization of just about the whole 
New Testament canon.73 But the most careful analyses tend to 
explain the literary parentage of the Duae viae of 1-6 by a descent 
from common ancestors’ and to attribute the supposed citations of 
the New Testament to a gospel writing close to the Matthean 
tradition, but at a stage earlier than the form in which we know 
it.> An “antiquary” of the end of the second century would have 
cited the received texts in a more servile manner. 

But the inner coherence of the writing similarly resists the 
hypothesis of a forger, however clever one might think him to be. 
For if the supposed “antiquary” created his “montage” starting 
from the Pastoral Epistles, fully cognizant already of the system 
of the monarchical episcopate with apostolic succession,” why did 
he not speak of the bishop in the singular (1 Tim 5:17; Tit 1:7) 
and why did he not treat the apostles with more reverence (13:3- 
6)? And what archaizing scruple would have led him to join to the 
prophets, whom alone he wished to set in honour, the apostles and 
teachers of 1 Corinthians 12:28 and Ephesians 4:11,77 since he 
does not understand these three titles as a trilogy of separate min- 
istries? 

Finally, and above all, the two major indications that could 
have given credence to a Montanist origin of the Didache give 
every indication themselves of being authentically ancient traits. 
What is extraordinary in the existence of stipendiary prophets”® in 
certain churches of a sub-apostolic period, since prophecy is 
already more than sufficiently attésted! There is nothing suspect in 
the instruction to fast on Wednesdays and Fridays (8:1)79, far 
from it! The Jewish fast on Mondays and Thursdays is attested in 
the Mishnah, which codified the earlier customs at the end of the 
second century; one easily understands then that in a region where 
Christians were in contact with the “hypocrites” (8:1-2), they 
wanted to distinguish themselves, in fasting as in prayer.®° 

This detail joins itself to many other traces of Jewish halakah 
that one can discover in the content, the form and the structure of 
the Didache: two ways, baptism of proselytes, berakot, casuistic 
style, the sequence of the grand mishnaic “orders” ,®! as one of the 

73 Vokes, The Riddle of the Didache, pp. 27-119. 
74 Giet, L’énigme, pp. 71, 152. d 
75 H. Késter, Synoptische Uberlieferung bei den apostolischen Vatern (Berlin: 

Akademie-Verlag, 1957) pp. 159-241. 
76 Vokes, The Riddle of the Didache, pp. 164, 171, 215. 
77 Tbid., pp. 117, 142, 154, 166. 
78 Ibid., pp. 171, 164-5, 172. 
79 Ibid., pp. 136-145. 
80 Adam, “Erwagungen”, p. 42. 
81 F. Manns, Essais sur le judéochristianisme (Jerusalem, 1977 [SBFA 12]) pp. 

117-129. 
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best indicators of the authentic archaism of the writing, and per- 

haps also of its links to Palestinian, Antiochene or Mesopotamian 

Syria, even if Egypt cannot be entirely excluded,*around the end 

of the first century of our era. 

KKK 

One then has every reason for considering the Didache to be true 
to life, and not a nostalgic idealization of the ministerial structures 
that it intended to codify. But here a last objection arises from the 
picture that certain contemporary exegetes have drawn of prophets 
as heads of the first communities of which they would have 
elaborated the tradition and formulated the law.8? Could one not 
perhaps imagine that the Didachist, a “prophet” himself but 
already acting as an official, only published his code to take away 
from the communities their traditional right to test and judge the 
spiritual leaders democratically, so as to place himself beyond any 
control?&4 In that case his testimony, however ancient it might be, 
still shows the evolution of prophecy towards monarchical epis- 
copate.§ 

Such a reading rests on a subtle reconstruction of redactional 
stages, in part determined by the strange theory of the prophetic 
functionary, ancient itinerant catechist and domestic become sub- 
sidized ecclesiastical agent.%° It also presupposes that the prophet 
installed himself in an anarchic—in the etymological sense of the 
word, i.e. ruling itself in a purely spontaneous democra- 
cy—community, to take control of it, whereas the churches 
addressed by the Didachist doubtless traditionally contained 
bishops and deacons. 

In fact, the coexistence of the “ancient rules” (11:3-6; 11:9- 
10), recognizing the right of the assembly to test its charismatics, 
and the new norms, dispossessing them of this privilege,87 would 
have been a strange thing; for why would the functionary prophet 
have preserved the denunciatory procedure of the ancient custom 
which he wished to abolish? After all, the “recent layers” (11:1-2; 
11:8-10; 11:12) also afford to the community the moral dokimasia 
or testing of the prophet-teacher; and we have seen how the latter 
would not have been opposed to the prohibition of the diakrisis of 
the tested prophet (11:7; 11:11).88 

82 Rordorf & Tuilier, La Doctrine, pp. 97-9. 
83 Cothenet, “Le prophétisme”, cc. 1265-7; 1285-7. 
84 Schille, “Das Recht”, pp. 97-8, 102-3. 
85 Streeter, The Primitive Church, pp. 150-1. 
86 Schille, “Das Recht”, pp. 86, 90-1, 100. 
87 Tbid., p. 88. 
88 Jbid., pp. 87-8. 
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Is it then conceivable that the Didachist would have tried to 
monopolize to his profit the right of discernment which he denies 
to the community? This implies that he would have exempted him- 
self from the “unforgivable sin” (11:7) and given himself the 
power. of judgment reserved for God (11:11). But such audacity 
fits ill with the modesty with which he instructs the churches to 
receive another teaching than his own, if it is to add to righteous- 
ness and the knowledge of the Lord (11:2). 

The Didache represents, in primitive Christian literature, 
perhaps a unique case of discretion: the author does not try to 
build up his authority, either by apocalyptic scenery setting or by 
an apostolic pseudepigraphy. To be sure, the presentation of the 
writing as “Teaching of the Twelve Apostles” must have been 
very ancient to guarantee it, perhaps from the second century, a 
quasi-canonical reception in Egypt and Syria.8? Yet, even if one 
retains only the shorter of the two titles, correcting it in accord- 
ance with the Patristic tradition to d6axai Tay a&TooT6AwY,” this 
design again contrasts too much, for a conception of apostolic 
authority inspired by Acts 2:42, with the low esteem accorded 
itinerant apostles in 11:3-6%!, for one could consider it as authentic 
and for the apostolate thus to correspond to the Didachist’s own 
view of himself.% 

But what the titles rightly understood is that the writing does 
indeed represent a didax7H, which implies that it properly has a 
Didachist for its author, i.e. a ds6@o0xadoc. And indeed, as soon 
as the compilator emerges timidly from the traditions which he 
transmits and betrays something of his identity, it is in order to 
appear as the messenger of a “teaching”, in other words as a 
teacher (1:3; 2:1; 6:1; 11:1-2). However, unlike the prophet, an 
inspired teacher who receives revelations from on high and pene- 
trates the secrets of the heart, the humble teacher is a man of 
tradition, of halakah, only concerned with faithfulness in the 
transmission of the past.°? That our Didachist fits into this last 
category, stands out clearly from the content-and style of all he 
has written, and the appeal to the prophet as guardian of the tradi- 
tional doctrine of the church, sanctioned by the Spirit,94 would not 
here be an abuse of language. In removing the authentic prophet 
from every human tribunal, he paid him a homage more sincere 

89 Streeter, The Primitive Church, pp. 284-6. 
9 Audet, Didaché, pp. 91-103; 116-120. 
91 SaB, “Die Apostel”, pp. 233-6; 238-9. 
92 P. Vielhauer, Geschichte der urchristlichen Literatur (Berlin: de Gruyter, 

1975) pp. 723-5. 
93 Greeven, “Propheten”, pp. 9-10, 17, 29. 
94 Panagopoulos, "ExkAnoia, p. 286. 
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because he knew himself to be without this charism; and could 
one not find a supplementary indication of his complete 
impartiality in the fact that he has not thought it necessary to make 
any law on the subject of his peers, the teachers to whom he per- 
haps addressed his writing as a testament? 

The Christian teacher who composed the Didache around the 
end of the first century, perhaps having in mind certain com- 
munities in the hinterland of Antioch, does not show the anxious 
zeal of orthodoxy and of its norms, which already characterized 
his contemporaries: the false prophets whom he denounced are not 
false teachers (2 Pe 2:1), that is to say that their falsehood is not a 
matter of their teaching but of their pretension to a title for which 
their conduct disqualifies them (11:10). But the halachist, this 
ancestor of the canonists, uniquely preoccupied by the orthopraxis 
of the moral and disciplinary way (4:13), is not in love with law 
and order to the point of quenching the Spirit by condemning any 
other didache than his own (11:2). On these two points, his atti- 
tude contrasts with the dogmatism and intolerance of the Johan- 
nine author who takes up the criterion of the dokimasia in the 
christological confession, and who demands that anyone who does 
not carry this didache to the community should be expelled as the 
Antichrist (1 Jn 4:1-6; 2 Jn 7-10). 



AN EXAMINATION OF THE DEVELOPMENT OF 
ITINERANT RADICALISM IN THE ENVIRONMENT AND 

TRADITION OF THE DIDACHE 

KURT NIEDERWIMMER 

Vienna 

There are grounds for assuming that the beginning of post-Easter 
Christianity manifested itself in certain areas of the Palestinian- 
Syrian area in two very different social forms: besides local 
Christians we find groups of homeless missionaries and prophets 
of the new movement who travelled from place to place. Without 
exaggerating, it might perhaps even be stated in the opposite man- 
ner: besides the itinerant charismatics, as the real bearers of the 
new movement, individual groups of settled Christians formed, 
from whom, in the course of development, the local communities 
originated. 

Recently, the phenomenon of the “itinerant charismatics” or 
“itinerant ascetics” has repeatedly been the subject of research.! It 
is likely that the origin of this phenomenon is to be found in the 
early Palestinian church among missionaries and prophets who, in 
their own way, attempted to develop an analogous continuation of 
discipleship in the changed conditions of the post-Easter period.? 
In my opinion, the first “enthusiastic” mission in the Palestinian- 
Syrian region was also related to the itinerant charismatics. After 
this, the movement appears to have continued in rural and small- 

1G. Kretschmar, “Ein Beitrag zur Frage nach dem Ursprung friihchristlicher 
Askese”, Z7hK 61 (1964) pp. 27-67; now also in: K. S. Frank, Askese und 

Monchtum in der alten Kirche (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 

1975 [WdF 409]) pp. 129-179 (The following is cited according to the first edition); 
G. Kretschmar, “Das christliche Leben und die Mission in der friihen Kirche”, in 

H. Frohnes & U. W. Knorr (eds), Kirchengeschichte als Missionsgeschichte I: Die 
Alte Kirche (Miinchen: Kaiser, 1974) pp. 94ff; G. Theissen, “Wanderradikalismus. 

Literatursoziologische Aspekte der Uberlieferung von Worten Jesu im Urchristen- 
tum”, Z7hK 70 (1973) pp. 245-271 (Eng. “Itinerant Radicalism: The Tradition of 
Jesus Sayings from the Perspective of the Sociology of Literature”, trans. A. Wire, 
RadRel 2 [1976] pp. 84-93); G. Theissen, “Legitimation und Lebensunterhalt: Ein 
Beitrag zur Soziologie urchristlicher Missionare”, NTS 21 (1974/75) pp. 192-221 
(Eng. “Legitimation and Subsistence: An Essay on the Sociology of Early Christian 
Missionaries” in G. Theissen, The Social Setting of Pauline Christianity: Essays on 
Corinth, trans. J. H. Schiitz [Philadelphia: Fortress, 1982] pp. 27-67). 

2 G. Theissen (“Wanderradikalismus”, p. 252 n. 20) takes the position of 
Kretschmar one step further and raises the question as to the true identity of those 
tradents of Jesus-tradition propagating ethical radicalism. For Theissen these 
itinerant ascetics are the tradents; in their own way they attempt literally to fulfil 
Jesus’ demand for homelessness, renunciation of marriage and renunciation of pos- 
sessions (“Wanderradikalismus”, pp. 249ff). Theissen conceives of the itinerant 
charismatics’ asceticism as an authentic continuation of the tpé7o xvpiov and Jesus 

himself as the first itinerant charismatic (p. 257). 
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town areas of Syria. From that point there appears to have been a 

development leading finally to the early east Syrian church, or at 

least to particular traditions within it. In this fashion an independ- 

ent branch of early Christianity’s developmental history emerges,* 

important among other things for casting light upon the transition, 

in this region delayed for a particularly long time, from the 

original atmosphere of eschatological immediacy to the early 

catholic mentality. 
Within this development, the relevant sayings of the 

Didache’s community rule assume a key position. Can a picture 
be drawn of the developmental stage depicted by the rules of the 
Didache?+ In my opinion, to this end an attempt must be made to 
distinguish clearly between traditional material and _ the 
“Didachist” even within the community rule. That will be 
attempted in the following. That all assertions about the Didache 
bear merely hypothetical character, in view of the condition of our 
Didache tradition, has rightly been emphasized time and again. It 
goes without saying that this applies in even stronger measure to 
tradition-historical differentiations, which are, of course, un- 

avoidable. 

3 As far as the ascetic motives at work are concerned, it is necessary to remem- 
ber that here only one particular aspect comes to light, only one of the lines of 
development of the history of the primitive and early Christian asceticism. 

4 This presupposes that the composer of the Didache wrote at the beginning of 
the second century C.E. for Syrian communities in the village or small town milieu. 
For the arguments about the date, see J. Quasten, Patrology I: The Beginnings of 
Patristic Literature (Utrecht: Spectrum, 19755) p. 36-7; B. Altaner, Patrology, 

trans. H. C. Graef (Freiburg: Herder, 19607) p. 51; P. Vielhauer, Geschichte der 
urchristlichen Literatur. Einleitung in das Neue Testament, die Apokryphen und die 
Apostolischen Vdter (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1975) p. 737. An early date is not justi- 
fied, in my opinion. For the arguments about the place, cf. Quasten, Patrology, p. 
37 (probably Syrian); O. Bardenhewer, Geschichte der altkirchlichen Literatur 1 
(Freiburg, 19132; Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1962 [Reprint]) 
p. 96 (probably Syrian or Palestinian); Altaner, Patrologie, p. 81 (Syrian- 
Palestinian); with caution Vielhauer, Geschichte, p. 737. For the arguments about a 
rural or small town milieu cf. 13:3-7; R. Knopf Die Lehre der zwilf Apostel. Die 
zwei Clemensbriefe (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1920 [HNT.E 1]) p. 34; Kretschmar, 
“Askese”, p. 41 n. 35; Vielhauer, op.cit., p. 737.—A. Adam, “Erwagungen zur 
Herkunft der Didache”, ZKG 68 (1957) pp. 1ff, 37ff and passim argues for a Syrian 
origin. His thesis: the primitive form of the Didache was written as a church order 
for the young communities in east Syria toward establishing their community life. 
Hypothetical conclusion concerning the date: between 90 and 100; as place of com- 
position Adam suggests Pella. There is a critique of Adam in Vielhauer 
(Geschichte, p. 737). 

> Vielhauer, Geschichte, pp. 734, 737. Instructive (but excessive in its overall 
judgment of the Bryennios text) is the scepticism of E. Peterson, “Uber einige 
Probleme der Didache-Uberlieferung”, now in Friihkirche, Judentum und Gnosis. 
Studien und Untersuchungen (Rome: Herder, 1959) pp. 146-182. (He argues that 
the Bryennios text is merely a late recension of the Didache, p. 181!). 
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ki 

The literary analysis, with which we begin, presents the following 
picture: 11:1f concludes the section 7-10 (instructions about the 
cult) and introduces the following community rule (11-15). In my 
opinion the Didachist is at work in 11:1f, for 11:1f forms the 
transition® to the new theme: the community’s attention is brought 
to teachers arriving from without, who are consequently to be 
tested as to whether they teach what has been set forth in the 
preceding text or not. In the negative case the community should 
not listen to them, in the positive case the teachers should be 
received. Thus the subject of the following section is set forth.7 

The composition of the following is not, of course, im- 
mediately transparent.’ In 11:3 a section is introduced mepi 58 Tav 

6 Vielhauer, Geschichte, p. 735, rightly contra J.-P. Audet, La Didaché. 
Instructions des apotres (Paris: Gabalda, 1958 [EBib]) p. 111, who understands 
11:2 as the conclusion of D1. Audet distinguishes between D1, D2 and the Inter- 
polator. He argues that D2 was only added after the conclusion of D1 and under the 
pressure of recent conditions (p. 111), but probably derives from the 
same—apostolic!—author (cf. pp. 104ff, 110ff, 119f). Vielhauer (Geschichte, p. 
735) is critical of Audet’s distinction of D1 and D2. 

7M. Dibelius, Geschichte der urchristlichen Literatur (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1975 
[ThB 58]) pp. 151f, and also, Die Pastoralbriefe (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1966 [HNT 
13]}) pp. Sf (Eng. The Pastoral Epistles, trans. P. Buttolph & <A. Yarbro 
{Philadelphia: Fortress, 1972]). The edition of the latter completed by H. Con- 
zelmann, wants to see in Didache 7-15 a scheme of composition present also in 1 
Tim 2 and 3. What is characteristic of this scheme, he maintains, is the sequence of 
instructions on prayer (cf. Did 7-10; 1 Tim 2:1ff), ethical conditions for the wor- 
ship service (Did 14; 1 Tim 2:8ff) and community organization (Did 15:1f; 1 Tim 
3:1ff). The instructions of Did 11-13 then depart from this scheme: according to 
Dibelius, they must have been from a later date, inserted at this point for the occa- 
sion. There is agreement from Vielhauer (Geschichte, p. 727). But the thesis is not 
compelling, the parallels are not exact, and the wholesale assumption that Did 11-13 
was from a later date is, in my opinion, unjustified. Even supposing that the 
Didachist really broke a pre-existing literary scheme in 11-13, he could nevertheless 
have worked also with older traditional material in dealing with the question at 
hand; i.e. in 11-13 can be found both old and redactional material. And that is in 

fact the case, as I hope to show. 
8 Tt has often been suggested that Did 11-13 does not represent a unity. Cf. 

Knopf, Die Lehre, p. 33; according to Audet (Didache pp. 111f) 11:3ff comes from 
D2 (cf. also Didaché p. 435); 13:3, 5-7 is attributed to the Interpolator (pp. 105ff, 
457; cf. p. 453), 13:4 is a gloss (p. 458). W. Schmithals (Das Kirchliche 
Apostelamt. Eine historische Untersuchung [Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 
1961 (FRLANT 79)] p. 171 n. 373) thinks that the tradition taken over in 11:3-6 
could be older than the final redaction (Eng. The Office of Apostle in the Early 
Church, trans. J. E. Steely (London: SPCK, 1971). According to Schmithals 
(Apostelamt, p. 172) “diirfte das von der Didache verwertete Material, in dem von 
Aposteln die Rede ist, noch im 1.Jahrhundert fixiert worden sein.” G. Schille tries 
to provide our text with a (somewhat over-complicated) history of tradition, in “Das 
Recht der Propheten und Apostel—gemeinderechtliche Beobachtungen zu Didache 
Kapitel 11-13” in P. Watzel & G. Schille (eds.), Theologische Versuche I (Berlin: 
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&rooTé\wy Kol tpodntav, which, strictly speaking, can only 

extend to 11:12. Besides apostles and prophets, chapter 12 names 

a third group for which we are not prepared by the superscript in 

11:3: ordinary itinerant Christians. Chapter 13 returns once again 

to the prophets, whose case had seemed extensively and finally 

treated in 11:7-12. One cannot, however, make 13:1 follow 

11:12, since chapter 13 is too clearly bound to 12:3ff by the 

catch-phrase 0éAwv Kabjobar mpdc¢ bpac. 13:1 is thus the logical 

Evangelische Verlagsanstalt, 1966) pp. 84ff. In the beginning, according to him, it 
was the right of the community to test the charismatics; this right of the community 
was gradually eroded; finally the author (=the Didachist) forbade the testing of the 
charismatics (who meanwhile had become community officials). Schille tries to sup- 
port his concept of the history of the tradition by distinguishing between casuistical 
tules, apodictic decrees and declarative formulae (pp. 89ff). Important decisions he 
makes on the basis of the history of tradition are: 11:4-6, framed in the style of the 
declarative formula, belongs to old tradition (4 is of course explained as “die 
anredende Gesetzesparanese des Autors”, p. 92 n. 31; here a decree has intruded 
into a declarative formula, p. 91 n. 25,5); likewise 11:9f belongs to old tradition. 

The remarks on testing (11:1la; 13:1f; p. 88) demonstrate a later stage (although 
the rule 11:11 may still be older than the “Anstellungsformel” in 13:1f; cf. Schille, 
p. 101). 11:12 “ist eine erweichte Spatform der Apostel-Unterhaltsregel 11:6 ohne 
Titel” (!? p. 88). The author of the Didache marks the final stage, forbidding the 
testing of the charismatics attempting to justify this in 11:8 (p. 87).—The proposal 
for the tradition history of chapters 12 and 13 is just as complicated: for 12:la, 2b, 
5a (!) Schille proposes older tradition (p. 95 n. 53); 13:3-7 consists (p. 90f) of an 
older executive formula (5-7) and a later introductory formula (3f). He argues that 
this section contains casuistical rules; one can, however, no longer speak of a 

purely casuistical style. “Die kasuistische Form ist in den dekretalen Bereich 
eingeschmolzen” (p. 91). Cf. further under n. 60—The main considerations speak- 
ing against the analysis of Schille (though he makes valuable observations with 
respect to detaiis): 1. The prohibition against the testing charismatics (11:7) is 
certainly not the latest tradition, but on the contrary the oldest tradition. It is found 
already in 1 Cor 2:15 (to which Schille himself, with restrictions, refers: p. 87 n. 

11). The proximity of the prohibition against testing and the formation of criteria 
need not be separated out into different temporal stages of the tradition (cf. under n. 
37). Therefore I cannot follow the notion that the right to test the charismatics was 
successively taken away from the community either, during the development of the 
Didache tradition. 2. The distinction made among text types of a legal character fit 
the text itself only laboriously. Schille has to concede that in part mixed forms are 
present (pp. 91, 94). 3. The subject of the Didache tradition is not the successive 
“Entmiindigung der Gemeinde” (p. 102), but the co-existence of two different social 
forms of the Christian life, which led at the time of the Didachist to the attempt to 
integrate the itinerant charismatics.—After the conclusion of this manuscript, G. 
Kretschmar, kindly made available to me the text of his contribution to the 
Festschrift for Rousseau, “Die innerkirchlichen Dienste und das Amt der Kirche in 

der Welt. Strukturen der friihen Christenheit”. Kretschmar distinguishes different 
layers of the Didache (cf. already his “Askese”, p. 37). For our context it is also 
significant among other things that he attributes the instruction of 15:1 to the last 
layer of the Didache and sets it off against the preceding elaborations about the 
itinerant charismatics. ; 

° As Knopf (Die Lehre, p. 33) does. 
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sequence to 12:3-5 and presupposes this section. Neither may 
13:1f together with 12:1-5, be immediately subsumed under the 
catch-phrase “Brethren, who wish to settle” ,!° for 12:1f does not 
treat this question yet. Furthermore, it is conspicuous that in the 
superscript 11:3 only apostles and prophets are mentioned and in 
the following only their situations are dealt with; there is no men- 
tion of the d:dc&oxador.!! In spite of this, the teachers emerge in 
13:2 (even if only tangentially), and form in 15:1f (together with 
the prophets) the complement to the local church officials (there, 
on the other hand, the apostles are missing completely from the 
ranks of the charismatics).!2 These observations might be 
explained by assuming that an older tradition was available to the 
author of the Didache in 11:4ff. This older tradition speaks of 
itinerant apostles and itinerant prophets (and only of these), and in 
particular of how such charismatics are to be received by local 
Christians (11:4-12). The itinerant teachers are not yet mentioned 
here. The Didachist has (for this occasion) reproduced this older 
material, though it may remain open whether the author had for- 
mulated material before him or whether he formulated the word- 
ing of the elements of tradition himself in archaizing fashion, the 
latter being less likely. In any case, the section 11:4-12 represents 
a situation older than that of the author of the Didache and which 
must differ substantially in certain respects from conditions in the 

10 Audet, Didaché, p. 453. For Audet 12:1-5 and 13:1f belong together. The 
caesura lies between 13:2 and 3. Audet attributes the section 13:3, 5-7 to the Inter- 
polator. Cf. above n. 8. ‘ 

11 Audet (Didaché, p. 442) explains it as follows: the teachers were most proba- 
bly not itinerant teachers, and for this reason are missing in 11:3-12, but are present 
on the other hand in 12:1-13:2. Hardly correct. 

12 So too Schille, “Recht”, p. 85: the title of apostle is limited to 11:4-6 and 
absent in the further rules—Another question is whether one can make an argument 
on the basis of the dissent between the term apostle in 11:4ff and the title of the 
Didache, especially considering that the wording and genuineness of the title are 
contested. Audet (Didaché, pp. 91ff) has good grounds for making the assertion that 
the Didache originally only had the shorter wording as title, in which the mention 
of the Twelve is missing. Audet sees no dissent between the superscript (the short 
title) and 11:3-6 (p. 119). Cf. also G. Klein, Die zwélf Apostel. Ursprung und 
Gehalt einer Idee (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1961 [FRLANT 77]) pp. 
80ff. According to J. Roloff, Apostolat-Verktindigung-Kirche. Ursprung, Inhalt und 
Funktion des kirchlichen Apostelamtes nach Paulus, Lukas und den Pastoralbriefen 
(Giitersloh: Mohn, 1965) p. 82 n. 138, a dissent still, of course, remains, inasmuch 
as Roloff assumes that the title refers to a limited number of apostles, even if the 
Twelve are not mentioned, and thus apparently contradicts the usage of “apostle” in 
chapter 11. Vielhauer (Geschichte, pp. 723ff), on the other hand, sees the problem 
differently. Vielhauer emphasizes the material difference between the short title and 
the apostle concept in chapter 11. “Die “Apostel’ in 11,3-6 sind keine unbestrittene 
Lehrautoritat wie die ‘Apostel’ im Titel” (p. 724). Vielhauer concludes from this, 
that even the short title does not come from the Didachist, but rather from a later 

hand. 
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author’s day. In reproducing the tradition, the author provided it 

with an introduction (11:3; the expression of d6yua Tod ev- 

ayyediou is certainly typical of the redaction of the Didache)'3 

and accommodated it to the circumstances of his time by con- 

structing two appendices (12:1-5; 13:1ff). That 13:3, 5-7 is a later 

interpolation, as argued by Audet,'* is not in my opinion 

demonstrable. On the other hand, Audet is correct in his assump- 

tion that a later gloss is present in 13:4,!5 revealing a later time 

when local prophets have also become scarce. Incidentally, the 

reference to the év7oAj (the évtod} xupiov which the author 

quotes in 13:1 and repeats in 13:2 is probably meant) is character- 
istic of the redaction. And lastly the mention of du6@oxaXor (13:2) 
in this section is no accident, since we know from 15:1f that they 
are present next to and after the prophets as charismatics in the 
communities of the Didachist. 

If these assumptions are correct, then we have to reckon with 
the following structure for the section: : 

11:1f Transition (redactor) 
eS Introduction to the ancient tradition (redactor) 
11:4-12 Concerning the reception of itinerant apostles and 

itinerant prophets (tradition)!® 

13 11:3 is a rubric from the pen of the Didachist, cf. H. Késter, Synoptische 
Uberlieferung bei den Apostolischen Vatern (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1957 [TU 
65]) p. 10; Schille, “Recht”, p. 88. The reference to the “gospel” (four times in 
Did 8:2; 11:3; 15:3, 4) is, in my opinion, typical of the redactor. On ebaryyéor in 
Didache, cf. JDNT Il, p. 736 (Friedrich); K6ster, Synopt. Uberl. pp. 10f, 209ff; H. 
von Campenhausen, Die Entstehung der christlichen Bibel (Tibingen: Mohr, 1968 
[BHTh 39]) pp. 142ff (Eng. The Formation of the Christian Bible, trans. J. A. 

Baker [Philadelphia: Fortress]); P. Stuhlmacher, Das paulinische Evangelium I: 
Vorgeschichte (Gdttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1968 [FRLANT 95]) pp. 60f; 
A. Sand, Kanon. Von den Anftingen bis zm Fragmentum Muratorianum (Freiburg: 
Herder, 1974 [HDG I, 3a,1}) pp. 55f. As KGster (pp. 10f, 209ff, 239f) has shown, 
“Evangelium” means for the Didachist a written gospel, referring his readers to it 
without citing it literally. Oral and written gospel tradition did not compete with 
one another at the time of the Didache (more precisely: even into the Didachist’s 
day). See also von Campenhausen, Entstehung, p. 144.—In terms of content, 
“gospel” for the Didache consists of a collection of rules and instructions. In the 
“gospel” the reader finds the commands of the Lord—and indeed in respect of right 
prayer (8:2), right almsgiving (15:4), in respect of conduct with the erring brethren 
(15:3)—and even in respect of the pressing questions for the area in which the 
Didache-tradition arose, namely concerning proper conduct toward itinerant charis- 
matics (which 11:3 proposes)—{According to the as yet unpublished paper of G. 
Kretschmar, cf. above n. 8, it is assumed that all of the layers of the Didache were 

reworked, presumably in the second half of the second century [?]; for this rework- 
ing the reference to “the gospel” is typical). 

14 Didache, pp. 105ff, 457; cf. 453. 

'S Didaché, p. 458. The gloss must of course be old. Const 7:29 appears already 
to presuppose it. 

16 In terms of genre, the piece of tradition belongs to the “Gemeinderegeln fiir 
den Umgang mit wandernden Charismatikern” (Theissen, “Legitimation”, p. 192; 
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12:1-5 First appendix: Concerning the reception of non- 
charismatic travelling brethren (redactor) 

1G EAE ts Sy Second appendix: Concerning the duty to support 
prophets | (and teachers), who wish to settle in the 
community (redactor)!7 

(13:4 Later gloss) 

The Didachist returns to the subject of the prophets and teachers 
in 15:1ff—characteristically in the context of the question about 
the right relation between local church officials and those charis- 
matics who have settled in the community. The tendency is the 
same as the one dominating chapters 11-14 (and which in fact the 
older tradition 11:4ff also already displays): the aim is to establish 
an intelligible relation between the two groups (the itinerant 
charismatics and the local Christians).!8 The standpoint of the 
Didachist (and already of the tradition) is that of the local 
Christians. It is not a representative of the itinerant charismatics 
speaking here, but a representative of those Christians bound to a 
particular place.!9 With that observation, however, we have 
already arrived at the question of content. 

yet Theissen applies these sayings to Didache 11 as a whole; cf. Mt 10:40-42 on the 
matter).—The inner structure of the section is apparent: 

(1) 11:4-6 Concerning itinerant apostles 
(a) 11:4 The dignity of the apostle 
(b) 11:5f Criteria for distinguishing the true apostle from the false prophet 

(2) 11:7-12 Concerning the itinerant prophets 
(a) 11:7 The dignity of the prophet, 
(b) 11:8 The criterion for distinguishing the true prophet from the false 

prophet 
(c) 11:9-12 Three particular cases 

!7 Structure: 
(1) 12:1-5 First Appendix: Concerning the reception of non-charismatic brethren 

who arrive 
(a) 12:1a The right of the arrivals to hospitable reception 
(b) 12:1b The testing of immigrants 
(c) 12:2 Those travelling through 
(d) 12:3-5 The new arrival who wishes to settle 

(2) 13:1-3, 5-7 Second Appendix: Concerning the duty to support prophets (and 
teachers), who wish to settle in the community 

(a) 13:1f The right of the prophets (and teachers) to settle 
(b) 13:3, 5-7 The duty of the community to provide support 

18 The Christians in the area of the Didachist’s tradition lived in two social 
forms, as itinerant charismatics and as local communities of Christians. Within the 
structure of the Didache this is reflected by the fact that the community rule consists 
of two parts: instructions about the conduct toward itinerant Christians (chapters 11- 
13), instructions about the conduct of the local community (chapters 14-15). It 
should also be noted, however, that the first of the two parts is determined from the 
standpoint of the local Christian community. 

19 The occasion for the reception of the old tradition (11:4-12) by the Didachist 
was thus provided by the fact that even in his time the institution of the itinerant 
charismatics still existed—even if (as we will see) in an altered form. The Didachist 
also still knew the two forms of Christian existence: the mapocxodyTec, living in an 
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Il. 

First we will try to recognize the situation presupposed by the old 

tradition in 11:4-12. At first glance, it appears that itinerant 

charismatics and local Christians represent two independent forms 

of Christian existence clearly distinguished from each other. The 
problem is the relationship of the two groups to one another. 

We learn little about the local Christians from 11:4-12. 11:5 
presupposes a dense network of individual Christian houses 
already existing in the area for which the tradition speaks: the 
itinerant apostle can thus reckon with arriving at the next 
Christian house, or in the next Christian group, in a day’s journey 
(probably in one of the neighbouring villages or in one of the 
small towns). 

Itinerant Christians sought accommodation with these local 
Christians for a short time. What is envisaged is-obviously not an 
isolated event, but a repeated and regular one. The arrivals are 
themselves without permanent residence, without a living, they 
are dependent on the support of the local Christians.2° The arrivals 
are characterized as charismatics.2! The two titles used (apostle 
and prophet) point to two different forms of itinerant charismatics. 
Peregrinatio is common to both. It is clearly an intrinsic require- 
ment of the apostles in Didache 11:4ff. It is unthinkable for an 
apostle to take up permanent residence, since his stay with the 
local brethren is limited to one day, or two at need (11:5).” 

eschatologically stringent manner, and the local Christians. However, the two 
groups did not co-exist without conflict: there were also false prophets, swindlers 
and frauds among the visiting itinerant charismatics, against whom the communities 
must be warned; furthermore, at the time of the Didachist the itinerant charismatics 
also came into conflict with the local officials. In this situation the author of the 
Didache returned to the old traditional elements and adapted them for his own time 
by additions. 

20 Cf. 3 Jn 7f, where it says of the itinerant brethren: izép yap Tod dvéuaToc 
ef7pav wndéry NapBavortec aNd Tov EOviKav. Hueic ody ddeidouev bToAapBaveLY 
TOUS ToLOUTOUC. 

21 Note that they are neither community founders nor community organizers. 
Their interest does not lie with the historical existence of a Christian group within 
the framework of existing society, but rather with the eschatological exodus out of 
the society of their day. Thus, they can hardly be conceived of as the charismatic 
“officials” of the global church as compared with the local officials; rather they con- 
ceive of themselves as the consistent followers of Jesus in conspectu regni 
coelorum.—On the differentiation between the two types of primitive Christian 
itinerant preachers (the type of itinerant preacher presented here that was at home in 
the rural milieu and the type of the church organizer, doing mission work in the 
cities) cf. Theissen, “Wanderradikalismus”, pp. 264ff; Theissen, “Legitimation” , 
pp. 193ff. F 

2 H reads: od pevel 68 hugpav pia. ei pi should be inserted before qugpav (A. 
Harnack, Lehre der zwoélf Apostel nebst Untersuchungen zur dltesten Geschichte der 
Kirchenverfassung und des Kirchenrechts (Leipzig: Hinrichs (Reprint), 1893 (TU 
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Moreover, the prophet (despite the absence of a similarly rigorous 
instruction concerning the length of their stay) is also thought of 
as a homeless charismatic, travelling from place to place. Next to 
homelessness we find renunciation of property, which again is 
conceived of particularly stringently in the apostle’s case. The 
apostle lives exclusively from the support of local Christians. 
When the apostle comes, he is of course a guest; if he continues 
his journey on the following day, then he has a claim to a daily 
ration for the coming day;?3 if, however, he demands money, he is 
immediately unmasked (11:6).24 It is not directly stated that the 
prophet of Did. 11:7ff lived without any possessions. Nevertheless 
the warnings in 11:9, 12 show that the true prophet also knows 
poverty and need. Renunciation of marriage is not mentioned here 
verbo tenus, nevertheless one may confidently assume it to be the 
rule. On the other hand, 11:11 appears to allude to the custom of 
matrimonium spirituale. We know from Ps.Clem, AdVir 1:10 that 
this custom was widespread among the later forms of itinerant 
asceticism in Syria.?5 

Didache 11:3ff clearly distinguishes between itinerant 
apostles and itinerant prophets.2° The instructions concerning the 

2,1-2)] p. 39). 
3 tov &prov AapBdvew = to receive rations (BAGD, s.v. &ptoc). wc ob 

avdo6% shows that by &pto¢ is meant simply the ration for the coming 
day.—Incidentally, the instruction 11:6a contradicts Mt 6:8. 

24 Cf. Lk 10:4 (Q?): pH Baorétete Baddavriov, Mk 6:8: pH eic THY Cdvnv 
xadkov, Mt 10:9: pA xrhonofe xpvodv wndé &pyvpov pndé xadxov eic Tac (Hvac 
bpar. . 

25 The practice is there condemned; here (Did. 11:10f) it is defended with reser- 
vations. 

26 It is certainly right to draw together closely the apostles and prophets of Did. 
11:3-12 (a strict distinction of “offices” on the basis of “canonical law” is, of 
course, not present, cf. Audet, Didaché, pp. 440f). Yet neither can one equate 
a&méaTodoc and mpodyry¢ (as in Kretschmar, “Askese”, p. 37; Roloff, Apostelamt, 
p. 82; more differentiated: Schille, “Recht”, p. 86; he holds that “prophet” desig- 
nates the charisma, “apostle” the function; primarily only the matter of the prophet 
is being discussed here: p. 93). On the other hand, the use of the term 
Yevdorpodnrne in the section on apostles (11:6) is not conclusive (Roloff, p. 82, 
note 139; Schille, “Recht”, p. 93). For the use of the term in 11:6 is simply a ver- 

bal improvisation! The word YevdardoTodoc is apparently unknown to the tradent. 
It is not attested prior to 2 Cor 11:13 and there probably represents an ad hoc crea- 
tion of Paul (cf. TDNT I, p. 446, line 1ff [Rengstorf]; Schille, “Recht”, p. 93 n. 
33). It was probably formed on the analogy to Yevdompopyrnc. The apostolic 
fathers do not have the word Wevdanéorodoc. It first emerges again in Hegesippius 
(Eusebius, HE 4.22:6), Justin, Dial 35:3 and Ps.Clem., Hom 16:21,4; after that 
frequently. (It is typical that when the same subject is mentioned in Rev 2:2, the 
word is missing!) The term WevdorpopArnc, on the other hand, was common 
(LXX, Philo, NT; HermMan 11:1, 2, 4, 7; the term then naturally plays a role in 
the quarrel between the catholic church and the montanist prophets; TDNT VI, pp. 
860f [Friedrich]. 
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apostles are by far the more rigorous. Unfortunately there is no 

discussion about the term “apostle”. It is clear that a delineated 

circle of apostles, that is the d@dexa, is not being referred to 

here.27 What is meant here is a numerically unspecified group of 

itinerant charismatics and missionaries, who sojourn with local 

resident sympathizers. Didache 11:4ff appears not to know any 

other kind of apostles than itinerant ones. This much is clear: the 

apostle of the Didache appears as emissary, as representative of 

the Kyrios (for which reason he is also to be received like the 

Kyrios: 11:4).28 The background is provided by the first, enthus- 
iastic mission in the Palestinian and Syrian region. Only from this 
perspective, only as a later derivative of this movement, can one 
understand the apostle of Didache 11:4ff, in my opinion— 
whereby it cannot be ascertained to what degree the expectation of 
the imminent end still plays a key rdle. We can assume the func- 
tion of the apostle according to the Didache tradition: eschatologi- 
cal proclamation, call to repentance, exorcism. Just like his 
proclamation, so too the life-style of the apostle is eschatologically 
motivated. Homelessness, renunciation of possessions and renun- 
ciation of marriage (?) represent the eschatological existence. The 
apostle proclaims and intentionally lives the radical renunciation 
of the world. According to his self-understanding, his rdle as 
social outsider2? manifests the eschatological @m6Taétc.3° 

27 The question as to the historical setting of the concept of the apostle present 
here within the framework of the general history of the primitive apostolate cannot 
be discussed here, and has not yet, in my opinion, been convincingly solved. Cf. 
only G. Sass, “Die Apostel in der Didache”, in W. Schmauch (ed), Jn memoriam 
Ernst Lohmeyer (Stuttgart: Evangelisches Verlagswerk, 1951) pp. 235ff; Klein, 
Zwolf Apostel, pp. SOff, 80ff; Schmithals, Apostelamt, pp. 42f, 170ff, 212ff, 242; 

F. Hahn, “Der Apostolat im Urchristentum. Seine Eigenart und seine Vorausset- 
zungen”, KuD 20 (1974) pp. 54ff, esp. 60f. 

28 SexOnTw aco Kbptoc is, of course, not attested in the Ethiopian and Coptic ver- 
sions, but the Coptic does not offer a reliable witness for the assumption that 
dex07Tw wo Kipioc is a later interpolation. For more precise information on the 
problems of the Coptic text in this passage see L.-Th. Lefort, Les péres apostoli- 
ques en copte (Louvain: Durbecq, 1952 [CSCO 135 (ScrCop 17)]) p. 33 n. 15; 
(Louvain: Durbecq, 1952 [CSCO 136 (ScrCop 18)]) p. 27 n. 19. The expression 
(attested: H georgian) is probably original—By xép.o¢ naturally Jesus is meant 
(Audet’s scruples are unnecessary, Didaché, p. 443).—By the way, it should not be 
ruled out that the redactor anticipated the use of the expression dexO4jTw co Kbptoc 
in his transition (11:2). What the tradition relates specifically to the apostles, the 
redactor then generalized. 

2° See Theissen, “Wanderradikalismus”,-pp. 261 ff. 
3° Concerning the social and economic factors of primitive Christian itinerant 

radicalism, see Theissen, “Legitimation”, pp. 193ff. In this case it is indeed not a 
matter of explaining origins in a reductionist manner, but of analyzing mutual rela- 
tionship between a social situation and religious motivation.—On the phenomenon 
of the similarity of the primitive Christian itinerant charismatic to the Cynic 
itinerant philosopher, see Theissen, “Wanderradikalismus”, pp. 255ff; esp. con- 
cerning the difference, pp. 258f. 
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The other groups of itinerant ascetics (next to and following 
the apostles in rank)?! are the prophets, itinerant spirituals, whose 
gift is the Aadely év mvebpare (cf. 11:7, 8), that is, ecstatic 
speech.*? It should be noted that the prophets of the Didache are 
itinerant pneumatics who come from outside. The Didache does 
not mention prophets who come from the local community. The 
prophets of the tradition in 11:7-12 are wanderers, who 
temporarily make their home among the local Christians and then 
continue on afterwards. Of significance is the remark that one 
recognizes the genuine prophets by the rpézox xupiov (11:8).33 We 
do not obtain a more exact picture of the manner and content of 
their spiritual, ecstatic speech from 11:7ff, since what we learn 
from 11:9 and 12 is perhaps not representative. In the first 
instance apocalyptic, esoteric proclamation should be assumed. A 
reference to this is perhaps made in 11:11.34 If the prophet lives in 

31 Although the ranking should, of course, not be viewed as one already firmly 
established according to canon law. Audet’s polemical elaborations (Audet, 
Didaché, pp. 439ff) are instructive (even if Audet here—differently from oursel- 
ves—still thinks of the triad, apostle-prophet-teacher). 

32 Glossolalia is apparently not intended (cf. 11:9f, 12). 
33 Obviously Jesus is intended. The deliberations of Audet (Didaché, p. 450) are 

unnecessary. 
34 The well-known crux (moi@v eic pvotipiov KoopKdy &xxAnoiac) is still best 

understood, if one accepts the interpretation of Harnack: it was a matter of sexual 
asceticism, probably of “spiritual marriages” in particular (Lehre, pp. 44ff). So also 
Knopf, Die Lehre, pp. 32f; TDNT IV, p. 824 lines 40ff (Bornkamm); H. ‘von 
Campenhausen, Kirchliches Amt und geistliche Vollmacht in den ersten drei 
Jahrhunderten (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1963? [BHTh 14] p. 78 n. 10 (Eng. Ecclesiastical 
Authority and Spiritual Power in the Church of the First Three Centuries, trans. J. 
A. Baker [London: Black, 1969]); Adam, Herkunjft, p. 20; Kretschmar, “Askese”, 
p. 34 n. 18; K. Niederwimmer, Askese und Mysterium. Uber Ehe, Ehescheidung 
und Eheverzicht in den Anftingen des christlichen Glaubens (Gottingen: Vanden- 
hoeck & Ruprecht, 1975 [FRLANT 113]) p. 191. This behaviour is then probably 
motivated by syzygy speculations, alluded to by the text. The nearest parallel to the 
current speculation is provided by 2 Clement 14. On syzygy speculation in general, 
cf. Niederwimmer, Askese, pp. 186ff and passim.—The belief underlying our pas- 
sage would then be this: the earthly spiritual marriage (the pvorip.ov KoopiKdv) is a 
reflection and re-enactment of the heavenly syzygy between Christ and the Church 
(It is to be understood in this way and stands as a correction to my mistaken inter- 
pretation in Askese, 191). The tradent is determined to justify, under certain condi- 
tions, the spiritual marriage of prophet and prophetess, which clearly gave offence 
to the local Christians in some cases (on the other hand cf. Ps. Clem de vir. and the 
later development!).—Other, older interpretations of the passage in F. X. Funk, 
Patres apostolici 1 (Tiibingen: Laupp, 19012) pp. 28f.—Adam begins from the Cop- 
tic text (cf. Lefort, CSCO 135, p. 34), which differs strongly from H, as is well 
known. Adam translates, “Jeder Prophet, wahrhaftig, der erprobt, der lehrt und 
bezeugt eine weltliche Uberlieferung in der Kirche, der soll bei euch nicht gerichtet 
werden...” (“Herkunft”, p. 6). Adam posits (“Herkunft”, p. 7) a Syrian original: 
Both the aoveiy of the Greek version and the IIAPAAOZIE of the Coptic version 
can be explained, he argues, from the Syriac ‘as/em. The assumption that the Coptic 
version no longer understood or no longer wanted to understand the Greek text (as 
generally also the Ethiopian) seems to me to be simpler. One must start, in my 
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matrimonium spirituale with the tpodfric (a surprising innovation 

over against the original tradition!), then this is (apparently) based 

on esoteric speculation.*5 
Yet neither the apostle nor the prophet is described in 11:4ff. 

Whatever an apostle or prophet was, in the sense of the speech 

usage of the group addressed, is clearly presupposed as known. 

The intention of the rules of 11:4ff pursues a quite different direc- 

tion. The local Christians are threatened by impostors and swind- 

lers, who represent themselves as apostles and prophets, without 

being such.3¢ One must bear in mind that the wanderers arriving 
in the community could have been unknown to the local Christians 
at first, and indeed this was probably the usual case. It became 
necessary to establish criteria for distinguishing the true apostle 
from the impostor, the propheta verus et probatus from the 
propheta falsus. A dominant catch-word of the section is con- 
sequently Wevdorpodyrns (11:5, 6, 8, 9, 10). Yet the dominant 
intention is not of a polemical, but rather of an-apologetic nature. 
The instructions follow the same scheme in both cases: first the 
right and the dignity of the charismatics is set out (11:4 for 
apostles, 11:7 for the prophets),37 and only then are particular 
criteria formulated which serve to distinguish the genuine apostles 
from the false, the true prophets from the pseudo-prophets.38 Or 

opinion, from the Greek text of H, which is confirmed by the Georgian text (apart 
from two small, unimportant changes). Audet, Didaché, p. 451.—Audet’s own 

attempt at interpretation is not very convincing.—Harnack’s explanation leaves 
open the sense of the expression woattwo yap émoinoav Kai oi &pxator TpOPATAL 
(11c). Here it is best to understand the Old Testament prophets (cf. also Funk, 
Patres apostolici, pp. 29f and Knopf, Die Lehre p. 33). AJ 12:413; Lk 9:8; TDNT 
I, p. 487 (Delling). 

35 The foundation for such speculation was provided by Gen 1:27; 2:24. Cf. 
Niederwimmer, Askese, Index. 

36 By way of illustration: Mt 7:15ff; HermMan 11; with differences: Lucian, 
PergMort 11-13; Origen, Cels 7:9, 11. On the decline of primitive Christian 

prophecy in the first half of the second century: M. Dibelius, Die Apostolischen 
Vater IV: Der Hirt des Hermas (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1923 [HNT.E 4]) pp. 538ff. 

37 The dignity of the apostle is based on his r6le as representative of the Kyrios 
(11:4), the dignity of the prophet on his inspiration (11:7). The structure of 11:4/5f 
and 11:7/8ff is, in my opinion, parallel. Traditio-critical distinctions are not 
appropriate (contra Schille, cf. above n. 8).—Is there a contradiction between 11:7 
and 11:8? The tradent wishes to hold on to both, to the unimpeachableness of the 

prophets (11:7) and to the need to be able to distinguish the true prophets from the 
false. Similarly Paul, cf. 1 Cor 2:15 with 14:29, 37f. The tradent’s solution: the 

unimpeachableness is valid only for the propheta verus (11:8a). Harnack, Lehre, p. 
43; von Campenhausen, Kirchliches Amt, p. 78. 

38 Tt is noteworthy that the pseudo-prophets are nowhere expressly branded as 
false teachers. Cf., on the other hand, the characterisation in the concluding 

apocalypse 16:3! (Schmithals, Apostelamt, p. 171, has in mind gnostic pneumatics). 
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stated differently: despite the signs of decay that had set in within 
the institution of itinerant charismatics, the local Christians should 
not doubt the institution of itinerant charismatics itself.3? The inde- 
pendence and special rank of the itinerant charismatics (inasmuch 
as it is a matter of genuine apostles and true prophets!) is un- 
‘contested in the tradition. 

Then again, both groups, the “itinerant” and the “settled” 
Christians, are undoubtedly dependent on each other. The 
itinerant charismatics cannot maintain their lifestyle without the 
permanent support of the brethren in the villages and small towns. 
They are dependent on lodging with them, on being provided with 
the most basic and meagre necessities and on being equipped by 
them for the following day (as far as the prophets are concerned: 
for the day of their onward travel). What they offer the local 
Christians, or for that matter the local communities, in exchange, 
is—not a material gift, but the charisma which has been given to 
them. It is questionable, in my opinion, whether one should really 
speak of a “leadership” of the “community” by the itinerant 
ascetics (in the case of the circumstances presented in 11:4ff). 
Itinerant charismatics are eo ipso not suitable for the leadership of 
a local community, nor are they predestined for it by virtue of 
their self-understanding. Beyond this it is even questionable to 
what extent we may already speak of constituted local com- 
munities for the relations presupposed by Didache 11:4ff. Then 
again, while present as guests, the charismatics would naturally 
have dominated the smaller or larger Christian groups in which 
they were received. Moreover, the Kyrios himself appears in the 
apostle (11:4) and the spirit-inspired word of the pneumatic is 
regarded as a command (11:9, 12). What the local Christians do 
for the itinerant charismatics is not to be understood as reward or 
payment. The local Christians only do their duty of supporting the 
itinerant ascetics by offering the Lord’s emissary shelter, a place 
to sleep and food as he passes through on his “holy journey”. It is 
more a matter of “archaic” motives, transformed by the motiva- 
tional horizon of eschatological motivation, playing a rdle here. 

Il. 

The situation presupposed by the Didachist (11:1-3; 12; 13; 15), 
paints a quite different picture. 

Firstly, in view of 11:4ff, doubt remains whether clearly 
delineated local communities are already being presupposed (or 
whether one should not think rather of isolated groups not yet con- 
stituted into communities); for the situation of the redactor, 

39 yon Campenhausen, Kirchliches Amt, p. 78. 
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however, all such doubt is ruled out. 15:1f presupposes con- 

stituted local communities, which are on the point of choosing 

functionaries out of their own ranks. In the following we shall dis- 

cuss what consequences that has for their relation to the itinerant 

charismatics. 
Furthermore, just as the groups of local Christians changed, 

so also did the groups of the peregrini. Among other things, atten- 

tion needs to be drawn above all to the fact that, besides the 

itinerant charismatics, “ordinary” itinerant brethren are also visit- 
ing the community (12:1ff), that is, Christians who make no 
charismatic claim—whereby some of them come intending to 
settle? in the new place with the support of the communities 
(12:3-5). Here too the community has to be protected from 
impostors. The instructions of the Didachist seek in a casuistic 
manner to counteract the danger of exploitation by dubious ele- 
ments.*! 

Yet the immigration of itinerant charismatics did not cease. 
The fact that the Didachist takes up the tradition of 11:4ff at all, 
implies indeed that the problem it addressed still existed, in one 
form or another, in his situation. In fact the institution of itinerant 
charismatics is as alive for the Didachist as it ever was. Of course 
fundamental changes have taken place. No mention is made of 
itinerant apostles. The group of spirituals no longer consists of 
apostles and prophets together (as in 11:4-12), but of prophets and 
teachers (13:1-7; 15:1f). Within that group, the Didachist’s chief 
interest clearly lies with the prophets. 

The teachers*? are only mentioned beside and after them in 
13:2, merely, in a hasty and somewhat incidental manner (13:3 

40 H reads xaO7o8ou in 12:3. Harnack, Lehre, p. 49, emends: xadicar. So too 
13:1 “Lehre, p. 50). Yet xa@joGa can also have the reflexive meaning in LXX and 
primitive Christian literature. BAGD s.v. xa@jofar; BDF §100.101. 

41 12:1 formulates the basic rule: before any testing, the newcomer claiming to 
be a Christian is to be accorded the right to hospitality. Only after the primitive 
duties of initial hospitable reception have been fulfilled, should the new arrival be 
tested (Emerta dé ... 1b). 12:2ff then goes into various cases. In the first case 
(12:2): the guest is travelling through; he is to be received, to be supported, yet he 
should make the claim to hospitality for no longer than two to three days (and that 
only in case of need). In the second case (12:3-5): the new arrival wishes to settle. 
The relevant instructions allow one to see something of the bad experience of the 
local communities with various strange “brethren”. The instruction deals with three 
possibilities: (a) if the arrival has learnt a trade (in this case the community has no 
duty to support him, he can take responsibility for himself: 12:3); (b) if the new 
arrival has not learnt any trade, that is (as we are to understand) he is a day 
labourer or a beggar (in this case the community should clearly try to find a job for 
him: 12:4); (c) if the arrival is not prepared to take a job (in this case a harsh 
refusal is given to him: 12:5). 

42 Most likely itinerant teachers are meant. Audet (Didaché, pp. 442, 456) thinks 
otherwise. 
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immediately returns once again to the prophets).43 
In addition, in the Didachist’s day (and in his area) a change 

took place in the institution of itinerant prophecy.4+ 13:1ff deals 
with the case where a prophet (of course a propheta verus!) 
expresses the wish to settle, not temporarily but permanently, i.e. 
to give up his homelessness (the case is dealt with following 
another in which a non-charismatic Christian is desirous of 
permanent residence in the local community: 12:3ff). The 
Didachist considers it necessary to regulate the question as to what 
should happen if a previously homeless prophet wants to become 
resident—apparently this is not a run of the mill case, and 
apparently no consensus prevails as to what the local community 
should do. As the context shows, the special problem which sur- 
faces in this is not that of becoming resident as such, but the ques- 
tion of the community’s duty to support the prophet! For there is 
no doubt that the itinerant prophets have the right to reception and 
support. There were, however, certain doubts as to whether the 
prophet (like the ordinary Christian), who became resident, was 
exempted from the rule épyaféo8w kai dayérw (12:3) or pi 
apyos we” vudv (hoeTar Xprotiavéc (12:4). The decision which 
the Didachist arrives at, is of great significance for the definition 
of his position. The settlement of the propheta verus is accepted, 
although his original exceptional situation is preserved. The 
TpopynTns &AnOvdcg (just like the dudc@oxadoc &AnOLv6c¢) should 
not be constrained to live from the work of his own hands 
(13:1f),45 rather he is privileged with the right to the first fruits 
(13:3; applied to the small town situation in 13:5-7).46 The 

43 As far as the d.d6c&oxador are concerned, the text only reveals this much: (1) 
They were missing in the old traditional material 11:4ff. (2) They play, on the other 
hand, a r6le in the conditions which the Didachist presupposes. (3) They are proba- 
bly itinerant teachers; they belong in any case together with the prophets, form 
together with them a group standing over against the group of locally resident 
“clerics”. (4) The teachers come in the rank after the prophets. 

44 Audet, Didaché, pp. 455f, thinks otherwise; Schille, “Recht”, p. 86, cor- 
rectly. Yet it seems to-mé that the expressions “Gemeinde-Beamtete” and 
“Anstellungsregelung” (with respect to 13:1) are not entirely appropriate. 

45 Cf. Mt 10:10b/Lk 10:7b (Q?). It cannot be proven that the redactor cites a writ- 
ten gospel. See Koster, Uberlieferung, pp. 212f. Cf. further 1 Tim 5:18. Perhaps 
Paul in 1 Cor 9:14 also plays on the word. Originally it was a matter of a general 
maxim of Jewish chokma (Billb. I, p. 569; Ill, pp. 379ff, 400f), that was received 
by the Christian tradition and used particularly to justify the duty of supporting the 
apostle (Q), the prophet (Did.), the presbyter (1 Tim). It is to be noted that, in 
terms of the history of development (though not necessarily chronologically!), the 
use of the logion in the Didache represents an older stage than the use in | Tim. 

46 13:5-7 extends the thinking of 13:3. The question of the offerings is more 
closely elaborated in a circumstantial manner. The content of 5-7 does not com- 
pletely agree with 3. Knopf (Die Lehre, p. 35): “Offensichtlich werden jetzt auch 
die beriicksichtigt, die keine eigene Landwirtschaft haben, sondern ihre Vorrate 
einkaufen, die von Handwerk, Gewerbe und Handel leben.” Another interpretation 
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rationale for the decision is characteristic. It is given, on the one 

hand, by a recourse to the Old Testament tradition (13:3: the 

amapxy4 belongs to the prophets, because they assume the same 

position of honour as the &pxvepetc received in the old covenant; 47 

it is difficult to reconcile a munus sacerdotale of the prophets with 

that!); and, on the other hand, the decision is justified by an 

appeal to the Jesus tradition (cf. the logion which he cites in 13:1f, 

framing it as a command of the Lord in 13:5, 7).48 
Lastly, the changed situation shows itself in a still further, 

yet just as significant, place. In connection with instructions con- 
cerning the regular community gathering (chapter 14), the 
Didachist commands that the communities should elect out of their 
midst émioxomo. Kol dudKovot,*? after which the conditions, which 
a candidate in order to assume such a function must bring, are 
enumerated (15:1).5° This is not the place to go into the involved 
history of the development of these two terms;5! for our context it 
suffices for the moment to recognize that the named officials (or 
better: functionaries) are representatives of the local com- 
munities.52 This evidences once more the changed situation as 

is given by Schille, “Recht”, pp. 90f, 99f; cf. above n. 8. The (older) usage (13:5- 
7) represents, according to Schille (“Recht”, p. 100), “eine Unterhaltsregelung fiir 
beschrankte Zeit”; and in particular the temporary stay of the catechist in the 
catachumen’s home is being referred to. The later formula (3f) indicates “einen tief- 
greifenden Wandel”. The prophets are now employees of the local communities, 
and the transitory duty to support the prophets has, he argues, been raised to a 
standing duty (/bid.). Lastly, the double rule 13:1f attests “das werdende Anstel- 
lungsrecht” (p. 100). 

47 The allusion is to the levitical gifts: Dt 18:4 cf. 16:2,10f; Num 18:8ff; Neh 
10:32ff; Ez 45:13-16. 

48 A later glossator (cf. above n. 15) has interpolated the text in 13:4. The devel- 
opment has proceeded in the meantime. Now there is already an occasional lack of 
prophetic charismatics. In this case the community should bestow their contribu- 
tions on the poor. 

49 The officials were apparently chosen by the whole community. xe:poroveiv 
refers here to a “democratic” election in contrast to an authoritarian appointment. 
Cf. 2 Cor 8:19; Ign. Phid 10:1; Smy 11:2; Pol 7:2.—xetporoveip is used differently 
in Acts 14:23; cf. Tit 1:9 vl. Here the term means not “elect” but “nominate”, 
Lohse, TDNT IX, p. 437. 

50 Did. 15:1 names four conditions: &rdpac mpaeic Kai adidapyipouc Kat 
aAnbetc kai dedoxtwaopevouc. The instructions belong in the same literary genre as 
1 Tim 3:1 ff; Tit 1:5ff; 1 Pet 5:1ff; Ign. Polyc 5:2; 6:1. It is noteworthy how brief 
the elaborations in the Didache are. 

5! We can also not here go into the subject of the transition to the title 
“presbyter”, which is not omitted here by co-incidence (in Const 7.31.1 it is has 
been added). 

52 The bishops and deacons are in any case no itinerant charismatics, but mem- 
bers of the local community. They were not called to discipleship in the narrower 
sense (like the charismatic apostles and prophets), but chosen and appointed by the 
community for a particular function in the regions of the local community. 
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compared to 11:4ff, not only in respect of the groups of local 
Christians (whose advanced stabilization resulted in the need for 
functionaries to lead and serve the community!), but also in 
respect of the réle of the charismatics. For not only the local 
group of Christians appears in opposition to the charismatics, but 
also the charismatics who were in the process of settling must 
compete with the representatives and functionaries of the local 
community.>3 In 11:4ff we find the following dialectic: itinerant 
charismatics vs. the local Christians; here, however: charismatics 
in the process of settling vs. the functionaries of the local com- 
munity. The expression Agvtoupyeiv, Aectovpyiav (15:1)54 alludes 
perhaps to the matter of carrying out and conducting the com- 
munity worship service. The somewhat obscure text does not 
allow an accurate picture of the situation with any certainty. Only 
the intention of the Didachist is clear: the instruction in 15:1f 
obviously attempts to clarify the relationship of the two leading 
groups to the local community (and so naturally to each other). 
The Didachist is clearly intent on reconciliation. He does not wish 
to oust the charismatics, who are in the process of settling, from 
their dominant position; at the same time, however, he awards the 
same right to the emerging local “clergy” (sit venia verbo).55 Both 
groups (the local functionaries as well as the pneumatics, who 
have become resident in the community) serve the local church by 
carrying out the “holy service”.5* The bishops and deacons are 
those honoured (by God!)57 together with (15:2) the prophets and 
teachers.5* That obviously means that the execution and the lead- 

53 The development which emerges here is valid initially only for the area of the 
tradition of the Didache. Generalizing hypotheses are not justified in my opinion. 

54 The expression is not unequivocal. For general observations on the word- 
group, see TDNT IV, pp. 226ff (Strathmann), where reference is made to Did. 15:1 
only in passing (p. 229 line If). , 

55 The way of the pneumatics (as far as the tradition area of the Didache is con- 

cerned) thus begins with a relative independence apart from the local Christians (as 
_Still in 11:4ff), leads to the incorporation into the local community (in which only 
they at first played a dominant réle), and ends up in equality status with the local 
office-bearers (15:1f). In the end, the local clerics came to take over their functions 
entirely, and the idea and reality of the itinerant spirituals slip into the heterodox 
milieu. 

56 Harnack depicted it in this way: the bishops and deacons, originally active 
mostly in organization and administration, assume the teaching réle of the charis- 
matics as the latter recede or die out (Lehre, pp. 56ff, 137ff). Similarly: R. Knopf, 
Das nachapostolische Zeitalter. Geschichte der christlichen Gemeinden vom Beginn 
der Flavierdynastie bis zum Ende Hadrians (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1905) pp. 156ff; 
Dibelius, Geschichte, p. 152. Against the idea of the rise of the stewards to spiritual 
functions: von Campenhausen, Kirchliches Amt, p. 79 n. 6. It is, in fact, a question 
whether the bishops and deacons called for in Did. 15:1f exercised merely 
organizational-practical functions. 

57 Harnack, Lehre, p. 58; Knopf, Die Lehre, pp. 37f. 
58 They stand on the same level as the charismatics—Typically, there is, 

however, no obligation to support the local functionaries. The duty to support is 
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ership of the worship service, functions which had Jain in the 

hands of the pneumatics since the establishment of spirituals in the 

community, should now be shared by the groups of functionaries 

coming from the local communities themselves.*° Or expressed 

differently, the charismatics are being integrated into the local 

community (without losing their exceptional status), while the 
local community is producing functionaries who are assuming the 
leadership functions of the charismatics. Incidentally, all of this 
does not necessarily imply that the “officials” had come to restrict 
or even rob the community of its autonomy. The warnings and 
instructions are still directed to the whole community.© It is the 
community that is called on to conduct itself properly toward the 
different groups of immigrants (12:1 oiveow yap &ete de€vav 
Kai wptoTepav!);®! it is considered capable of deciding for itself 
(12:4) in cases which cannot be determined casuistically from the 
outset, and it is the community, finally, which must elect 
functionaries out of its ranks (15:1). 

still limited to the charismatics. 
59 That this was to occur in proportion to the failure of prophets in the com- 

munities (Harnack, Lehre, p. 58; cf. p. 146; ZDNT VI, p. 859 [Friedrich]; 
Kretschmar, “Askese”, p. 38 n. 26) is of course not alluded to in 15:1f and can 

only be concluded from 13:4—yet the latter probably depicts later conditions. 
60 Cf. von Campenhausen, Kirchliches Amt, pp. 78ff.—Schille (“Recht”, pp. 

102f and passim) judges otherwise, indeed he also reconstructs a quite different his- 
tory of development and history of tradition. Cf. above n. 8. According to Schille, 
his reconstruction is based on “die Diskussion um zwei entgegengesetzte Geist- 
Konzeptionen” (p. 102), namely “die tauferische Behauptung einer vollgiiltigen 
Geistbegabung aller Getauften”, on the one hand, and “der Glaube an die her- 

vorgehobene Stellung des Propheten als des Charismatikers im Vollsinne” on the 
other (/bid.). “Das deklarative Rechtsgebaren” (Jbid.) is characteristic of the first 
group, “die dekretale Aufrichtung des eschatologischen Rechtes” is typical of the 
second (p. 103.). In the area of the tradition of Did. 11-13, the prophetic charisma 
was originally subordinate to the baptismal charisma, according to Schille; only 
later, according to Schille, has the charisma of office, “kraft der angestammten 
Selbstandigkeit die Fesseln zerrissen und das Taufcharisma zur Laienbegabung 
herabgewiirdigt” (p. 103). While this interpretation clearly recognizes that two dif- 
ferent groups stood opposed to each other, it fails, in my opinion, to see the social 
dialectic separating the two groups (itinerant charismatics—local Christians) and the 
course of the development. 

$l The phrasing in 12:1b is abbreviated (cf. Jonah 4:11 LXX), the use’ of 
yveoeove without an object is striking. Perhaps otiveow yap éteTe is to be 
understood here parenthetically (Harnack, Lehre, p. 48). The sense is, however, 
clear. On the terminology cf. TDNT II, p. 38 lines 19ff (Grundmann). 
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IV. 

Obviously the stages of development indicated here are none other 
than stages in the development of the “process of catholicization”, 
though at the time of the composition of the Didache this process 
has not been finalized, but is still completely in flux (It was first 
concluded in characteristic manner in the course of reworking of 
the Didache in the Apostolic Constitutions!). With respect to 
Didache 11-13, 15, the process of catholicization presents itself as 
a process of successive incorporation of eschatologically motiy- 
ated itinerant asceticism into the association of “settled” Christ- 
ians, the local communities that are in turn becoming successively 
stabilized. The dialectic evoked by the development is here (as 
elsewhere) that of the eschatological @mé6rTaéic on the one hand 
and accommodation to the prevailing historical-social conditions 
on the other. What leads to the early catholic solution, is the trend 
towards the stabilization of the group. One should note, more- 
over, (once again, here as elsewhere) that the early catholic solu- 
tion (in this case the integration of the itinerant charismatics into 
the local communities) is not willing to surrender the eschatologi- 
cal motivation. The solution does not lie in the disappearance of 
the eschaton as motivation, but in finding ways of living that allow 
for eschatological motivation on the one hand and life under the 
conditions of social reality on the other hand. It is clear that the 
otherworldly charismatic institution of the itinerant apostles and 
prophets corresponds more closely to the original eschatological 
immediacy than the lifestyle of the local communities; it is just as 
clear that with the loss of the original immediacy, the institution of 
itinerant charismatics also must either become perverted or trans- 
formed into another social form. For the eschaton can only 
become a historical force if it is communicated historically. The 
future of the Church did not lie with the itinerant charismatics but 
with the individual local communities—but that does not mean, 
conversely, that a Church in the process of stabilizing itself 
rejected the charisma of the itinerant prophets. Rather the com- 
munities in the process of stabilization sought to integrate the 
charismatics, thus aiding not only the old institution of itinerant 
charismatics but also themselves in developing a new structure. 
The subsequent history of itinerant radicalism has shown that (in 
this case) no conclusive solution was found. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

The Didache has long been one of the most puzzling of the early 

Christian writings. It is routinely left out of consideration when an 

analysis of the evolution of early Christianity is attempted. Alter- 

natively, it is relegated to some rural backwater out of the 

mainstream of development. J.P. Meier, for instance, throws in 
the towel and declines to use the Didache at all in his reconstruc- 
tion of the development of Antiochene and Syrian Christianity, 

concluding that: 

We are left with something of a paradoxical situation: while some of the 
theological and liturgical traditions of the Didache show expansion upon 
and perhaps decline from those of Matthew’s gospel, the church structure 
remains more primitive than that of Ignatius.” 

Meier sees the Didache as the product of an isolated rural com- 
munity, yet its influence is too widespread and early for this 
marginal origin3. J.-P. Audet’s* attempt at a redactional analysis 
of the Didache is more convincing5, as is his early dating for the 
writing, although his reconstruction is speculative and unlikely. In 
this paper, I will be attempting to follow one trajectory through 

1 This is a development of a paper presented to Dr. E. Bammel’s Seminar on 
Christian Origins in Cambridge, while the author was on sabbatical leave sponsored 
by the Human Sciences Research Council. 

2 J.P. Meier & R.E. Brown, Antioch and Rome: New Testament Cradles of 
Christianity (London: Chapman, 1983) p. 84. 

3 Even the textual evidence argues against this, since texts or fragments of the 
Didache, have been found in Egypt, Ethiopia, Asia Minor and Syria. It has been 
used by a wide variety of secondary authors and was by some regarded as 
“Scripture”. 

4 J.-P. Audet, La Didaché: Instructions des Apétres (Paris: Gabalda, 1958). The 
multi-layered redactional nature of the Didache has been accepted also by R.A. 
Kraft (Barnabas and the Didache [New York: Nelson, 1965 (AF 3)] pp. 1-3, 76), 
M. E. Boring (Sayings of the Risen Jesus: Christian Prophecy in the Synoptic 
Tradition [Cambridge: University Press, 1982] pp. 47-48), and W. Rordorf & A. 
Tuilier (La Doctrine des Douze Apétres [Paris: Les Editions du Cerf, 1978 (SC 
248)] pp. 17-21). 

5 It is in the nature of a community rule to be constantly updated, in accordance 
with the changing situation of the community. The manifest redactions of the 
Manual of Discipline are a contemporary example of such an ongoing process. For 
a convincing analysis of this process in 1QS, see J. M. O’Connor’s analysis (“La 
Genése Litteraire de la Régle de la Communauté”, RB 76 [1969] pp. 528-549). 
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the Didache, namely the question of false apostles, and the threat 
they posed to the community. This represents the situation of the 
community at a particular stage of its development, which has 
been superseded by the final redaction of the text. 

Form criticism seeks, by isolation and delineation of a 
literary form, to determine the life situation of the community 
which uses the form. On the other hand, since it is in the redac- 
tion of a text or tradition that the developing interests of a com- 
munity at any particular stage of its history can be determined, 
particular care needs to be taken to map out the different layers of 
a developing tradition.° This article seeks, on the one hand, to 
make certain deductions concerning the Sitz im Leben of the 
Didache on the basis of the form of instructions given in a com- 
munity rule, and on the other hand, to draw conclusions on the 
basis of the redaction of this form and its contents in the face of 
changing circumstances and controversy. The tradition concerning 
apostles and its redaction represent a historical dynamic, which is 
analysed in terms of its relation to the use of the same traditional 
material in Matthew’s gospel. 

Il. THE FORM AND REDACTION HISTORY OF DIDACHE 
11:1-6 

While, as we have seen, it has often been noted before that 
Didache 11 is a patchwork of differing redactional stages’, the 
process of development it represents needs further examination. 
The recent commentary by K. ,Niederwimmer® rightly sets a 
redactional analysis at the centre of its interpretation, but 
envisages the redaction in terms of composition by a single 

6 H. Conzelmann succinctly sums up the methodology with regard to the gospel 
material in Theology of St. Luke, trans. G. Buswell (San Francisco: Harper & Row, 
1960) p. 12: “The first phase in the collection of the traditional material ...has been 
clarified by form criticism. Now a second phase has to be distinguished, in which 
the kerygma is not simply transmitted and received, but itself becomes the subject 
of reflection... This new stage is seen both in the critical attitude to tradition as well 
as in the positive formation of a new picture of history out of those already current, 
like stones used as parts of a new mosaic”. 

7 Failure to take account of these stages has created confusion in the use G. 
Theissen makes of this passage in his theory of Wanderradikalismus (The First Fol- 
lowers of Jesus (London: SCM, 1978] pp. 7-30). This confusion is present also in 
the study of G. Kretschmar (“Ein Beitrag zur Frage nach dem Ursprung 
friihchristlicher Askese”, ZTK 61 (1964) pp. 27-67, esp. 37-38), who sees apostles, 
prophets and teachers all as charismatics, who can be subsumed under the generic 
title “prophet”. 

8 Die Didache (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1989). This builds on his 
important article, “Zur Entwicklungsgeschichte des Wanderradikalismus im 
Traditionsbereich der Didache”, Wiener Studien 11 (1977) pp. 145-167, esp. 148- 

Lees 
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author. This seems to fly in the face of the way a community rule 

evolves by trial and error, by erasing words or phrases, by insert- 

ing new words or phrases above the line or in the margin, which 

are later incorporated into the text. This process is graphically dis- 

played in the manuscript of the Community Rule from Qumran.? 

Certainly whole new sections may have been added from time to 

time, but one should not hypothesize a wholesale, consistent com- 

position for every change. 
C.N. Jefford!® also sets out a consistent redactional theory, in 

which an original core of 1-5(6) was revised by a first correction 
consisting of 7-10, and then by 11-15 as a second correction. 
However, he also notices contradictions in the instructions on 
apostles and prophets, which he attributes to “an even later hand”. 
The result of this overview is that Jefford sees the final version of 
the Didache as reflecting “a mixture of world-views that 
ultimately were deemed to be useless by later religious com- 
munities” which “soon led to its rejection within the evolving chur- 
ch”.11 It seems, however, that the Didache continued to be 
modified and used, particularly by the communities of the 
Apostolic Constitutions, the Liber Graduum and the Coptic and 
Ethiopic churches. Jefford sees Matthew and the Didache as 
representing divergent trends from a common starting point. This 
article argues for a closer dialectic between the two texts, in 
which Matthew utilizes and ultimately undermines the need for the 
community rule, by taking up key elements of the community rule 
into the gospel form. The rule is then subordinated in the com- 
munity to “gospel”. 

A certain perplexity also results from a fallacious use of the 
concept of “decline” which seems to influence many New Testa- 
ment scholars, who view the Didache as a “decline” from the 
heights of Matthew’s gospel.!2 This begs the question in assuming 
that a work inside the canon of Scripture must be prior to a work 
outside it. It is more likely that teachings emerge out of the con- 
crete life-situations of a community in a rudimentary and unattrac- 
tive form, and are later developed and refined theologically into a 
consistent whole. 

The confusion over the Didache is also partly due to the fail- 
ure to see that the instructions on the prophets represent the latest 

° See especially 1QS 7 and 8, where numerous erasures, additions and correc- 
tions have been made. E.g. increasing problems in the community lead to the 
increase of a penalty from six months to one year, written above the line. 
Ky The Sayings of Jesus in the Teachings of the Apostles (Leiden: Brill, 1989) p. 

'l Jefford, Sayings of Jesus, pp. 117-118. 
12 E.g. E. Peterson, “Uber einige Probleme der Didache-Uberlieferung”, in 

Frithkirche, Judentum und Gnosis (Rome: Herder, 1959) pp. 146-182. 
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redactional phase of the text, and not the earliest.13 The instruc- 
tions concerning the apostles show a different formal construction 
and a different temper to those concerning the prophets. I have 
argued elsewhere'4 that the instructions concerning apostles in 
11:3-6 are from the earliest stage of the text. It is no accident that 
the Didache is associated with “the apostles” in its title uniformly 
through the tradition.!5 It is not that apostles are a thing of the past 
when the instructions were written.!° There would be no need to 
write instructions regulating a dead institution, unless one posits 
an elaborate fraud to reconstruct an archaic document. !7 

Moreover, this instruction concerning apostles corresponds 
to the form of the instructions which precede it. Each set of 
instructions is prefaced by the same formula: wept 58 Tv...o07w 
mwotmoarte.'8 Only one subject appears in the title of each section 

13 This is related to the idea of “decline”, in that it is assumed that the earliest 
Christian communities were “free and spontaneous” in their patterns of life and 
worship, and that this then declined into the formalism and authoritarianism of 
Frithkatholizismus. This is more a product of the Reformation and Liberal 
Protestantism than of historical verification. There is little evidence that a Jewish 
group in Palestine in the first century, nor its first successors in Syria, would have 
worshipped in such a manner. Pneumatic or ecstatic worship was more widely 
known and practised in the Hellenistic cults and may well have influenced the 
development of Christian worship as it moved out from its Palestinian heartland 
(Cf. Kretschmar, “Friihchristliche Askese”, p. 38 n. 26). It is significant that it is 
above all Luke’s picture of the development of the Church that supports such a pic- 
ture. 

'4 This is the subject of a paper presented at the 1989 meeting of the Society of 
Biblical Literature, Anaheim, entitled “Weber, Theissen and the Wandering Charis- 
matics of the Didache”, which is as yet unpublished. 

15 See Audet, La Didaché, pp. 91-103. 
16 Niederwimmer (“Entwicklungsgeschichte”, pp. 149-150) argues that the 

“Didachist” composed the section out of older traditions. However, if the Didache 
is indeed a community rule, there would be no “Didachist”, but only an ongoing 
process of correction and updating by a community. 

17 Such an elaborate process is posited by F. E. Vokes (Zhe Riddle of the 
Didache. Fact or Fiction, heresy or Catholicism? (London: SPCK, 1938); cf. J. A. 
Robinson, Barnabas, Hermas and the Didache (London: SPCK, 1929), and R. H. 
Connolly, “The Didache in Relation to the Epistle of Barnabas”, JTS 24 (1923) pp. 
147-157. However, late pseudonymous works usually mention the apostles by name 
and add biographical detail real or invented to support the fiction. The Ecclesiasti- 
cal Cannons, with their attribution of individual sayings to each of the apostles, or 
the Didascalia, with its elaborate description, show how such a “fraud” would 
operate. There is nothing in the Didache which indicates such a dynamic. Few 
critics today follow the “English School” in their radical rejection of the 
authenticity of the work. 

18 Compare mepi 58 THSo Bowoews, 6 Sivacc Ba&otaoov (6°3); mepi bé Tov 
Bantiopatoc, o’tw Bantioate (771); mpd 5é Tov Bantiopatos mpovnoTevodTw 
(7:4); mept 68 Tio edxapiotinc, ottwo edxapioTioate (9'1); peT& 5é 76 
éumdnobavon, o¥two ebxaprornoate (101); mepi b& Tio ebwoiacg, o¥rwc 
edyapiornoare (10:8, in Const and the Coptic version, but absent from H). For a 
thorough examination of the Hellenistic background to the use of epi dé, see M. 

M. Mitchell, “Concerning ITEPI AE in 1 Corinthians”, NovT 31/3 (1989) pp. 229- 
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introduced in this way, with the exception of 11:3, where the 

introduction of prophets into the title seems to be a redaction made 

at a time when instructions concerning prophets were added. The 

reference to the 56yua Tod evayyediov also marks this as a later 

interpolation, as we have seen. The original title probably read 

mept d& TOV &TOOTOAWY, OTW TovhoaTe. The instructions of 

11:3-6 show the same casuistic development and the same brevity 
as the other instructions in the section 6:2-10:6. The instructions 
on prophets are in marked contrast: detailed, self-contradictory in 
places and vivid. The instructions concerning prophets have 
tended, for this reason, to dominate discussion on the Didache. 

Nevertheless, there are signs of controversy surrounding the 
institution of apostles in the Didache too.!° Here I wish to focus 
particularly on 11:1-2. K. Niederwimmer sees this passage as a 
composition of the “Didachist”, connecting the liturgical tradition 
of 9-10 with further traditional material concerning apostles.?° 
However, the form of instructions does not require such connect- 
ing links between sections, which are simply introduced by epi 
5€. Thus 11:1-2 should not be seen as a connecting link but as a 
later redaction, modifying the instructions on apostles in 11:3-6 in 
the light of new circumstances in the community: 

11.1 “Oc Gv ovv éOdov SidhEN Das 3. Ilepi 58 Tov &tooTOdwv [Kat 
TAVTA TAVTA TA Tpoeipnuéva, b&Eaobe TpoontTav, KATA TO SOypLa TOV 
autor" evayyeriov] ovTwo roinoaTte’ 4. mag [i 
2. éav dé avToc 0 SiddoKwY OTpAdgElC Q@TOOTONOS EPXOpMEvOS TPOS LLAS 
dudaoKn AAAnY didaxTV Eic TO dexOqTw [ao Kvptoc]* 5. [ov pevet ei uA 
KATAAVOAL, LN AUTOU @KovoNTE sic ETO NuEepav piav’ éav dé N XpEla, KO THY 
Tpoobetvat SiKaLoovynY Kal yvaow QAANV. TpEi¢ 5& EQ ELV, 
kupiou, d€€aabe avTov Go KUpLOP. WevdoTpodytnc éoTiv. 

6. &epxopuevog 5& 0 ATO0TONOS pNndév 
AapBavEeTw Ei UN ApTov Ewo ov avdiohy 
éav 5& apyipiov aithn, YevdorpodoHnTyns 
éori. 

256. Note also, however, the Semitic background in the use of 9y or 9yi in CD 
9:8; 10:10, 14; 16:10, 13, and Py ,qxX2 AT Dy in the Rabbinic writings (W. 
Bacher, Die exegetische Terminologie der jiidischen Traditionsliteratur [Darmstadt, 
1899] Vol. I, pp. 5f; Vol. II pp. 148). 

19 Contra K. Wengst (Didache (Apostellehre) Barnabasbrief, Zweiter Klemens- 
brief Schrift an Diognet (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1984] p. 
37), who argues that the problem here is not dogmatic but one of charlatans. This 
comes from confusing the instructions concerning apostles with those concerning 
prophets. 

20 Die Didache, pp. 212-214. Niederwimmer recognizes that the formula is itself 
part of the tradition. On the other hand, he rightly observes that the reference to the 
“gospel” is characteristic of the last stage of the redaction, so that he sees the whole 
section coming from the pen of the redactor. We argue here that if the introduction 
and the following instructions are both provided by the tradition, then the work of 
the redactor is more likely to be in the form of an interpolation between the intro- 
duction and the instruction, to link this traditional instruction on apostles with 



TORAH AND TROUBLESOME APOSTLES 345 

The text presents several problems. In particular, the phrase ac 
koptov in 11:4 is missing in the Coptic and Ethiopic versions. 
However, the omission in the Coptic occurs in the break between 
folio I and II, where the manuscript contains five indecipherable 
‘letters. This indicates that the scribe was aware of making an 
omission.2! The Ethiopic omits not only wo xtéptog but dexOATw 
and ov...gi 4 as well, which seems to indicate a deliberate revi- 
sion. The text given above is found in the Jerusalem manuscript, 
and is supported by the revision found in the Apostolic Constitu- 
tions, a¢ Xp.oTod} wabynrHv. The latter indicates a smoothing over 
of a theological problem which may also be behind the omission 
of w¢ xupiog in Coptic and Ethiopic, namely the scandal of 
according the same treatment to a human teacher as to the Lord. 
The Apostolic Constitutions takes the teaching as referring to the 
correct way to say the eucharist, and proceeds to omit the whole 
of 11:2-6. Clearly the idea of receiving anyone “as the Lord” was 
problematic, given the development of a heightened Christology 
and the experience of imposters. The Coptic retains the phrase in 
11:2, in agreement with the Jerusalem text. Thus wo xipioc should 
be retained in 11:4.22 5¢ is present in 11:4 in the Jerusalem text, 
but absent in Coptic and Ethiopic and should be omitted. Its 
absence is a further indication that at one stage there was no men- 
tion of prophets in the superscription. 

The passage 11:1-2, then, is connected to what follows by 
the Stichwort @¢ xipiov. The problem relates to the instruction 
that the apostle is to be received “as if he were the Lord himself”. 
This is, of course, the proper function of an apostle, according to 
the Jewish legal institution of the n?9v.23 The instructions in 11:1- 

instructions on prophets. 
21 See L. T. Lefort, Les Péres Apostoliques en copte (Louvain, 1952 [CSCO]) p. 

33; contra C. Schmidt, “Das koptische Didache-Fragment des British Museum”, 
ZNW 24 (1925) pp. 81-99, esp. 87. : 

22 As in Rordorf & Tuilier, Doctrine, p. 184; contra Wengst, Didache (Apostel- 
lehre), p. 82. 

23 The principle is that “A man’s shaliach is as himself” (In OFX 9 
m.Ber 5:5; b.Ned 72b; b.Qid 41b; b.Hag 10b; b.Naz 12b; b.BM 96a; b.Men 93b). 

The Christian apostle’s function is essentially representative of the Lord who sends 
him, whereas the prophet claims direct revelation through the Spirit. This is argued 
in detail in my SBL paper “Weber, Theissen and Wandering Charismatics”. 
Whether or not a Jewish office of apostle existed in Jesus’ lifetime is, of course, a 

matter of dispute. J. B. Lightfoot (“The Name and Office of an Apostle” in St. 
Paul’s Epistle to the Galatians (London: Macmillan, 1865] pp. 93-94]), A. Harnack 
(The Mission and Expansion of Christianity 1 [London, 1908] pp. 327ff) and K. H. 
Rengstorf (“*AITOLTOAOL”, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, ed. G. 
Kittel, trns. G. W. Bromiley [Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964] pp. 407-447; cf. 
Niederwimmer, Die Didache, p. 213) argue for the existence of such an office. 
Against its existence are A. Ehrhardt (The Apostolic Succession in the First Two 
Centuries of the Church [London: Lutterworth, 1953] p. 17), W. Schmithals (The 
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2 do not relate to anything in the instructions concerning prophets, 

but only to those concerning apostles. This is significant, in light 

of our contention that the instructions concerning prophets come 

from the latest phase of the text’s development. Moreover, 11:1-2 

must have been written after 11:3-6, since this formula introduces 

the instruction on apostles (repi 5é). Here in 11:1-2 we have to do 

with an intermediate phase, a redaction of the instruction concern- 

ing the reception of apostles by the community at a time when 

they were a very real institution, but apostles had come to feature 

in doctrinal dispute(s). 
The problem with which the instructions deal is that of false 

teaching given by people claiming to be apostles. This teaching is 
fundamentally subversive of the foundational instruction of the 
community, reflected in Didache 1-10 (ratta mavTa 7a 
Tpoeipnéva). We would be in a position to know a lot more 
about the mysterious Didache community if we could only know 
what dispute is hidden behind this brief redactional insertion in 
11.1-2. To paraphrase a German proverb, “Tell me who you’re 
fighting, and I’ll tell you who you are”4. 

Ill. THE THREAT TO THE COMMUNITY OF THE 
DIDACHE 

The Relation between Didache and Matthew 
Fortunately, there is a clue provided by Matthew’s Gospel, to 
which the Didache is closely related. The Didache is a “Q” com- 
munity, and draws on the same traditions as does Matthew, 
although it cannot be shown to be dependent on Matthew as we 
have it.25 The relationship of the Didache with the “Q” tradition is 

Office of Apostle in the Early Church (London: SPCK, 1971] pp. 98-110) and J. H. 
Schiitz (Paul and the Anatomy of Apostolic Authority [Cambridge: University Press, 
1975] pp. 28-29). The argument in favour of its existence seems strong, and it may 
be that the evidence against it is artificially strengthened by Paul’s statements, when 
Paul himself is concerned to play down the significance of the “office” of apostle 
for his own reasons. In any case, for the purpose of this paper, it is only necessary 
to establish that the function of apostle is clearly differentiated from the function of 
prophet. 

24 My translation. Taken from E. Bammel, “Sadduzier und Sadokiden”, ETL 55 
(1979) pp. 107-115, esp. 107. 

25 See J. A. Draper, “The Jesus Tradition in the Didache”, in Gospel Perspec- 
tives V: The Jesus Tradition Outside the Gospels, ed. D. Wenham (Sheffield: JSOT, 
1985) pp. 269-289; cf. R. Glover, “The Didache’s Quotations and the Synoptic 
Gospels”, NTS 5 (1958-1959) pp. 12-29. The opposite view is held by H. Koster 
(Synoptische Uberlieferung bei den Apostolischen Vater (Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 
1957 (TU 65)] pp. 159-241), B. Layton (“The Sources, Dates and Transmission of 
Didache 1:3b-2:1”, HTR 61 [1968] pp. 343-383) and E. Massaux (The Influence of 
the Gospel of Saint Matthew on Christian Literature before Saint Irenaeus, trns. N. 
: mets & S. Hecht [Macon, Ga: Mercer University Press, 1990-1993 (NGSt 5,1- 
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complex. It appears as if this “Q” material gradually penetrated an 
existing community rule, especially in the catechetical section of 
chapters 1-6, where 1:2-6 is clearly an insertion. Chapters 8 and 
15 also seem to be a later layer in the tradition, in which “ gospel” 
gradually comes to replace “didache”. In particular, 15:4 is sub- 
versive of the whole community rule, since it subordinates its 
teaching to the emerging gospel tradition, which may, perhaps, 
already be a written document at this stage2°: rag 68 evyac bud 
Kal T&S EXEnuoobvac Kai TOUS TAS TOGEELC OTW TOLHOUTE, GC 
ExeTe év TO evayyediw Tod xvpiov hudv. One may well ask, if all 
of this teaching is already in a written gospel, what need of the 
Didache. 

On the other hand, while the Jesus tradition of “Q” 
represents a gradual intrusion, other points of contact between 
Matthew and the Didache are not related to “Q”, but seem to have 
their original Sitz im Leben in instruction concerning community 
problems and discipline. Other factors apart, it would seem more 
likely that these points of contact originate in a community rule, 
which then influence the arrangement of the “Q” material in Mat- 
thew’s redaction, since the Sermon on the Mount is that writer’s 
own creation, ordering originally independent material (found par- 
tially scattered in Luke) according to a grand design.27 In this 
study the attempt will be made to show that the Didache, at least 
in an early form, lies behind the composition of parts of Matthew. 
Like Audet?8, I believe that the Didache comes from the same 
community as Matthew, namely from Antioch??, although this is 
not the place to argue that in detail.3° If both documents emerge 

26 Cf. H. Késter, “Uberlieferung und Geschichte der friihchristlichen 
Evangelienliteratur” (in W. Haase, Aufstieg und Niedergang der Riémischen Welt: 
Geschichte und Kultur Roms im Spiegel der Neueren Forschung 11.2, ) pp. 1463- 
1542, esp. 1466. - 

27 This design may well have been catechetical, which would provide a further 
link with Didache. See the discussion on dixaroabvn below. 

28 La Didaché, pp. 211-219. 
29 For a summary of the evidence, see W. D. Davies & D. C. Allison, The 

Gospel according to Matthew | (Edinburgh: Clark, 1988 [JCC]) pp. 143-147). A 
Syrian background to Didache is also accepted, with variations, by E. Peterson 
(“Einige Probleme”, pp. 146-182), A. Adam (“Erwagungen zur Herkunft der 
Didache”, Zeitschrift fir Kirchengeschichte 68 [1957] pp. 1-47) and G. Kretschmar 
(“Friihchristliche Askese”, pp.29-32). 

30 | have studied this connection more thoroughly in The Didache: its Text, its 
Nature and its Community. A Study in the Relationship of Literary Form, Redaction 
and Society. Final Report to the Human Sciences Research Council on Specialized 
Research Abroad, at Cambridge University, September 1988 to January 1989 
(Unpublished). 
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from the same community, one need not see the relationship 

between them as a one way literary dependence, but as a dialectic 

in which each influenced the development of the other. In the end, 

however, the gospel genre replaced the genre of the community 

rule. The genre of the community rule or church order did survive 
on the periphery, but without the authority of Scripture. 

The Instructions of Didache 11:1-2 and Matthew 5:17-20 
The implication of the instructions in 11:1-2 is that some 
(apostles) are going around teaching something different to what is 
contained in Didache 1-10. What is particularly interesting here, 
is the close relationship of the language of Didache 11:1-2 to the 
polemic in Matthew 5:17-20: 

Didache 11:1-2 Matthew 5:17-20 

o¢ Gv ovy Oe Sid5KEN bas TadTa 
TAVTA TA TooEipnpeva, d&aobEe avTov. 
&Qv 5& AUTOS O SLOGoKwY OTPAdeEiC 
ddaoKyn GAAHY SidaXTY Ei¢ TO 
KATAAVOAL, 7] AUTOU aKOvONTE, Eig bE TO 
Tpoobeivon Sixaoovrny Kal yvaow 
kuplov, d& aoe avTov wo KUpLOV 

M2?) vopionte S71 nABor KaTeeADoo TOY 
vopov 7 TOVC TPoSHTAC™ ovK HAGor 
KaTadvoat GAAG TANPGoat. anny yap 
Aéyo bpiv" Ewe Gv TapENOy 6 OVPAVOC 
KQi 7) ‘Y7], \@Ta Ev 7 pia KEepaia ov nH 
TApéEdOyn ATO TOV vOLOV, Ewe AY TAVTO 
yévntat. d¢ av ovv ALON pinY TOP 
EVTON@V TOUT TOP EAAXLOTAP Kai 
b6aEN OVTWS TOUS aVOpazoUC, 
EAGXLOTOS KANOHGETAL Ev TH BaciAsia 
T@P ovpavav’ Oc S av Toon Kat dde08 
ovTo¢ péyac KAnOjosTat év TH Bacodsi 
TQv ovpavav. A&ya yap vpiv O71 éav p 
TEptoosvon veer 7H dixarocvry TAsior 7 
yeapLpaTéwv Kai Papioaiwr, ov py 
eioéhOnte sic THY Bacivsiav TOP 
ovpavar. 

The wording is so close that some kind of literary relationship 
between the two writings seems to be required. The problem 
seems to be the same in both. In Matthew, the problem is the 
abiding validity of the Torah3!: heaven and earth will pass away, 
but not one least part of the Torah %a¢ Qv ravra yévnrou. R. 
Bultmann sees reflected here the debate between Matthew’s com- 
munity and the Hellenistic church.32 E. Schweizer takes fwo Gv 

31 Cf. W. G. Kiimmel, “Jesus und der jiidische Traditionsgedanke”, ZNW 33 
(1934) pp. 129f; G. Barth, “Matthew’s Understanding of the Law”, in G. 
Bornkamm, G. Barth & H. J. Held, Tradition and Interpretation in Matthew 
(London: SCM, 1960) pp. 58-164, esp. 62-73. 

32 R. Bultmann, History of the Synoptic Tradition (Oxford: Blackwell, 1972) pp. 
146f. Cf. G. Barth, who argues that “one cannot therefore avoid seeing behind the 
opponents attacked here the apostle Paul, whatever the distance” (“Matthew's 
Understanding”, p. 161). 
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mavTa yévnTar, seen as the work of the evangelist redacting 
received tradition, as the key to understanding the passage. The 
phrase then makes the validity of the Torah conditional and points 
forward to its fulfilment in God and neighbour love in the teaching 
of Jesus.33 

W.D. Davies** sets these words solely on the lips of the his- 
torical Jesus, so that they refer to the death of Jesus and the 
inauguration of the new Covenant. According to him, the legalism 
belongs to Jesus and not to Matthew, so that any reference to Paul 
and legal controversy in the community is ruled out. However, we 
shall argue that this passage draws its meaning from the whole 
context of 5:17-48, and is intended to function as instruction for 
Matthew’s community. 

For Matthew, the man who teaches one to break the Torah 
(didn o'Two) is the least in the kingdom, although with this, he 
is still recognized as a fellow Christian. Clearly this is the lan- 
guage of internal polemic in the Christian community. In the 
Didache, the one who is teaching claims to be an apostle, but must 
not be received by the community. Still further detail is provided 
concerning this kind of apostle: he is one who has “turned” 
(otpadeic). He once was acceptable, but his present teaching 
makes him unacceptable, because it is regarded as threatening the 
foundational norms of the community. 

The uncommon word xataddoa seems to have a technical 
reference to undermining Torah>°, as it is used in Matthew 
(kaTaddoa Tov vopov). This is confirmed by its use in 2 Mac- 
cabees 2:22 (katadieoba wvopmouvc), Josephus (AJ XVI.35 
KaTandoai Tt Tav Tatpiwv; BJ 11.393 oxovdy yap buty pia 76 pH 
TQv TaTpiwvy mT KaTaddoa; cf BJ IV.382) and Philo (SpecLeg 
II. 182).37 

A further parallel with the Didache injunction comes in the 
demand that Christian righteousness (6.xexoovvn) must exceed that 
of the Pharisees and Scribes (zepioceton ...adetov). Since G. 

33 E. Schweizer, “Matth. 5,17-20: Anmerkungen zum Gesetzesverstandnis des 
Matthaus” in Neotestamentica (Stuttgart: Zwingli Verlag, 1963) pp. 399-406. Cf. 
G. Bornkamm, “End-Expectation and Church in Matthew” (in Bornkamm, Barth & 
Held, Tradition and Interpretation, pp. 31-32, 70-71; J. Gnilka, Das Matthdus- 
evangelium (Freiburg: Herder, 1986) pp. 140-149. 

34 W. D. Davies, The Setting of the Sermon on the Mount (Cambridge: 
University Press, 1964) pp. 334-336. 

35 Note the ironic interplay between “least commandment” and “least in the 
kingdom” observed by J. Gnilka, Matthdus-evangelium, pp. 195-196. 

36 Cf, F. Biichsel “ATQ” (7DNT IV) pp. 335-338, esp. 336, 338. 
37 See also Tatian, resident of Antioch from AD c166 until his death, cited by 

Clement of Alexandria, Stromata IlII.12 (81.2ff), also in connection with the debate 
over the Law: mA ody 7H Botderau exeivog KaTadbwy Tov vpov wo WAdov Geod. 
Cf. Gnilka, Matthdus-evangelium, p. 143. 
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Strecker38, it is widely agreed that duxcvoodvy reflects a particular 

redactional emphasis in Matthew, occurring at seven key points 

(3:15; 5:6, 10, 20; 6:1, 33; 21:32).3° The use of duxavoobvy in 

5:20 and 6:1 is particularly emphatic, in that it introduces and 
concludes a section of legal interpretation. In particular, 6:1 refers 
to actual conduct which can be observed or not observed. 

This indicates that an ethical interpretation of the term is cor- 
rect, and that it has its basis in observation of the Torah according 
to its interpretation within the Christian community.4° So the 
Didache suggests that one should receive the teacher who inter- 
prets the Torah in this way, who “adds to righteousness”, but not 
one who advocates the abolition of the Torah! Matthew amplifies 
what this means, since the following verses (5:21-47) take the five 
commandments of the second tablet of the Decalogue and heighten 
each of them in turn, to “add to righteousness”.*! This procedure 
is then summarized by the injunction to perfection, a key word 
also for the Didache: foeo8e obv ipeic TéXELOL WS O TATHP LpaV O 
ovpaviog TéAEL6g got (Mt 5:48; cf Did 1:4; 6:2; c.f. in verbal 
form 10:5; 16:2). The whole section shows Matthew collecting 
together catechetical material into a carefully constructed unit, in a 
way which matches the much briefer statement of the Didache. 

Nothing in all of this suggests that the Didache is drawing on 
the text of Matthew. There is no mention of the “gospel” until 
11:3, and here in what we have argued is a redactional insertion 
linked to the material on prophets. On the other hand, there are 
some features which suggest that Matthew may be drawing on 
Didache 11.1-2. Here it occurs in the form of instruction, where it 
has a clear setting in life in the community. Gnilka argues that the 
dispute over the Torah was a past debate by the time of the final 
redaction of the tradition in Matthew’s gospel, although the text 
shows signs of the debate in different redactional layers.42 In the 
final resolution, the Law is re-affirmed, but subordinated to the 
organizing principle of God and neighbour love, or the Golden 
Rule. It is important to note that the same solution is adopted by 
the Didache, where these very things are inserted into the Two 
Ways (1:2) and become the first principle of the Way of Life 

38 Der Weg der Gerechtigkeit (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1966 
[FRLANT 82]). Cf. G. Bornkamm, “End-Expectation”, pp. 30-31. 

3° The debate, which is well summarized by W. Popkes recent article (“Die 
Gerechtigkeitstradition in Matthaus-Evangelium”, ZNW 80 [1989] pp. 1-23, esp. 1- 
3), has largely concerned whether Matthew holds a view of “righteousness” as 
grace or works or both. 

40 See, for example, Phil 3:6, xara dcxavoodvny Ti év vopw yevdpevoc 
&peuttoc. Cf. Bornkamm, “End-Expectation”, p. 25. 

41 Cf. Gnilka, Matthdus-evangelium, p. 141. 
42 Thid., pp. 147-148. 
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(prov). The original interpretation of the Two Ways consisted 
of haggadic expansion of the moral sections of the Torah, espe- 
cially the Decalogue. This now becomes the second principle 
(2:1).43 The new “first” interpretation is then further defined by 
the addition of material drawn from the “Q” tradition in 1:3-6.44 
‘Seemingly, in the Didache we can observe the development still in 
process, which comes to full theological expression in Matthew. 

A recent contribution to the d:caoodry-tradition within Mat- 
thew by W. Popkes, taking up a suggestion of G. Braumann,45 has 
argued persuasively that the Sitz im Leben of the tradition lies in 
instruction for neophytes.46 If he is correct, then this would tend 
to highlight the cnnection of the tradition in Matthew with the 
Didache, which contains such catechetical instruction in chapters 
1-6, followed by instructions concerning baptism. 

Matthew represents a development of the material by means 
of theological reflection, and its authority is guaranteed by setting 
it on the lips of Jesus himself.47 The development is essentially 
Christological, in that the material on the abiding validity of the 
Torah is bracketted between the “I”-Sayings of vv 17 and 20. 
“The consistent and radical acceptance of the law (in its actual 
intention) thus stands for Matthew in the closest connexion with 
his Christology” .48 The Didache, on the other hand, shows little, 

43 Cf. Draper, “Jesus Tradition”, pp. 271-272. 
44 The relegation of this material to the footnotes by Wengst (Didache (Apostel- 

lehre), pp. 66-68), while he retains the insertions of the Jesus tradition in chapters 8 
and 15, seems to me to be inconsistent dnd misleading. No-one would deny that the 
passage was missing in the original Two Ways teaching, but it is present in every 
witness to the Didache which we possess. 

45 “Zum traditionsgeschichtlichen Problem der Seligpreisungen Mt V 3-12”, NT 
4 (1960) pp. 253-260. 

46 Popkes states the problem in helpfully precise terms, “Zudem fallt auf, daB 
Matthaus das Wort nirgendwo naher erlautert oder kommentiert, vielmehr als Inter- 
pretament verwendet und somit offenbar als bekannt voraussetzt. Es signalisiert ans- 
cheinend fiir Matthdus und seine Leser eine spezielle Vorgeschichte. Die Frage ist: 
welche?” (“Die Gerechtigkeitstradition”, pp. 4-5). J. Jeremias raises the same ques- 
tion, with his insistence that particular sayings in the Sermon on the Mount can 
only be understood on the presupposition that “it was preceded by something else” 
(The Sermon on the Mount, trns. N. Perrin [Philadelphia: Fortress, 1963] p. 26). 
Didache, it seems, offers the social historian a glimpse of that particular pre-history 
of the tradition in Matthew. More recently, Gnilka (Matthdus-evangelium, p. 142) 
argues that the mention of entry into the kingdom of heaven in Matthew 5:19 indi- 
cates a catechetical Sitz im Leben. 

47 Although it is hazzardous to make comparisons, one might say of Matthew, as 
Bultmann says of Paul’s relation to the Hellenistic church, that he “raised the 
theological motifs that were at work” in the Antioch community “to the clarity of 
theological thinking” (Theology of the New Testament 1, trans. K. Grobel [London: 
SCM, 1952] p. 187). 

48 Bornkamm, “End-Expectation”, p. 37. Cf. Barth, “Matthew’s 
Understanding”, pp. 147-153. 
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if any, interest in Christological speculation, which is usually seen 

by critics as a sign of late development of the tradition. The quar- 

rel within the Christian community concerning the observation of 

the Torah seems to have receded somewhat in Matthew, and to be 

replaced by hostility to the Scribes and Pharisees. Didache 8:1-2, 

on the other hand, while it advocates separation of its community 

from other Jewish groups, whom it describes as boxpiTay, shows 

no other trace of hostility towards them. Yet it shows great 

hostility towards Christians who advocate the abolition of the 

Torah. These two features in Matthew represent a movement 

towards rapprochement between his community and the Pauline 
churches, and a corresponding movement away from the Jewish 
community, a movement which is more fully represented by 
Luke-Acts. Increasingly, the abiding validity of the Torah is 
related to Jesus Word as interpretation and fulfilment. In Matthew 
24:35, the words of Jesus (oi 5 A6you pov) replace the Torah in 
the same saying in 5:18. The Didache seems to represent the ear- 
lier stage of development. 

In Matthew it is not false apostles who represent a threat, but 
false prophets (7:15-20). This would, according to the redactional 
analysis offered above, align Matthew with the latest redaction of 
the Didache instructions, where prophets replace apostles as the 
burning issue in the community. 

IV. THE “WHOLE YOKE OF THE LORD” (DIDACHE 6:2) 

A further identifying mark of the Didache community, which 
relates to the instructions on false apostles in 11:1-2, and provides 
a clue to the solution of the puzzle, is Didache 6:1-3: 

6:1 “Opa, wy tic ce TAAVIRON ATO TAVTHS THS 0500 THC SibaxHS, éTEt 
TOapEKtoc Yeov oe Sidaoxet. 
2. Ei pév yap Sivacat BaoTraoat Sdov Tov fvydv Tov Kupiov, TEAELOS Eon* 
el & ov dvvacat, 0 dvvn, TOUTO Tole. 
3. Ilepit 5& tH¢ Boaoews, 0 Stvacat Baotacov’ ad Sé TOV EidwAObiTOV 
Nav mpocEexe ANaTPEia yap éoTt Bev vexpav. 

Here again, there is a concern to preserve the foundational teach- 
ing of the community against false teachers. The perspective is 
markedly different, however, in the absence of a Christological 
reference: it is not a matter here of &¢ kipioc, but of tapeKtic 
Geod. 6:1 is part of the Two Ways teaching and acts as a final 
warning to preserve its integrity.49 11:1 represents a later stage of 

: 49 Contra Jefford (The Sayings of Jesus, pp. 93-96), who sees it as a late transi- 
tional section by “some redactor other than the Didachist”. 
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the redaction of the Didache, and shows a significant Christologi- 
cal development. 

Although traces of 6:2-3 remain in the Two Ways tradition, 
it is only in the Didache that this text occurs in this formS°, This is 
an indication that it was found to be objectionable by redactors 
and compilators. A. von HarnackS! and, after him, R. Knopf, 
have seen here the teaching of Christian asceticism, which divided 
Christians into the “perfect”, who abstain from carnal pleasures, 
and the bulk of Christians, who do the best they can. There is 
certainly evidence that the passage came to be used in this way, 
indeed, it may be that the text only survived at all because Tatian 
introduced encratism into Antioch, but there is no evidence that 
this is its original meaning.s+ There is little, if any, trace of 
asceticism in the rest of the document, except for the lifestyle of 
the prophets, which reflects a later state of development in the 
community. Even here, the evidence for asceticism is implied 
rather than stated.55 

Moreover, 6:3 clearly refers to the question of idol worship 
and belongs in the realm of Jewish ritual food laws. The sub-title 
of the Didache in the Jerusalem manuscript gives the setting: “The 

5° Although note the presence of at least 6:3 in the Ethiopian Church Order in a 
garbled form (G. Horner, The Statutes of the Apostles {[London: Williams & 
Norgate, 1904] p. 129 lines 4-6). Textual critics of the Didache do not seem to have 
noticed this fact. 

51 Die Lehre der Zwolf Apostel (Leipzig: Hinriche, 1896 [TU 2/1-2]), pp. 19-22. 
52 Die Lehre der Zwélf Apostel. Die Zwei Clemensbriefe (HzNT. Die Apostolis- 

chen Véter 1, Tiibingen: Mohr, 1920), pp. 20-21. ; 
53 The sermon De Centesima, published by R. Reizenstein (“Eine fruhchristliche 

Schrift von der dreierlei Fruchten des christlichen Lebens”, ZNW 15 [1914] pp. 60- 
90), uses the passage in this way. Eusebius uses similar language in Demonstration 
1.8 concerning the dvo Giov of the “more perfect form (évrTe\jc) of the Christian 
life”. Above all, it is the Fourth Century Liber graduum (ed. M. Kmosko, 
Patrologia Syriaca Il [Paris: Firmin -Didot, 1926]), for which Didache is 
“Scripture” (kthib, e.g. VII.20), which best reflects this trend. Its compatibility 
with this ascetic usage is probably the reason for the survival of the Didache. 

54 Cf. Rordorf & Tuilier (La Doctrine, pp. 32-33) and Kretschmar 
(“Friihchristliche Askese”, pp. 61-62). 

55 Unless the pvoripiov Koopxdy éxxAnoiag (11:11) is taken to refer to 
“syzygy”, the ascetic union between a prophet and a virgin, as suggested by 
Harnack (Die Lehre, pp. 44-48), Adam (“Erwagungen zur Herkunft”, pp. 20f), H. 
von Campenhansen (“Early Christian Asceticism” in Tradition and Life in the 
Church [London: Collins, 1968] pp. 90-122, esp. 117 n. 190) and Kretschmar 
(“Friihchristliche Askese”, p. 34), or ascetic renunciation of marriage, as suggested 
by Knopf (Lehre der Zwolf Apostel, pp. 32-33). The evidence for such an assump- 
tion is slight, and the reference could also be to unconventional symbolic actions of 
the prophets (Audet, La Didaché, pp. 451-453; cf. Rordorf & Tuilier, La Doctrine, 
p. 187). The contention of A. Broek-Utne (“Eine schwierige Stelle in einer alten 
Gemeindeordnung, Did. 11:11”, ZKG 54 [1935] pp. 576-581) that it refers forward 
to almsgiving in 11:12, is possible but unlikely. 
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Teaching of the Lord through the twelve apostles to the Gentiles”. 

This title implies the teaching of a basically Jewish church to 

Gentile converts, and there is no reason to doubt that it is intended 

literally. A. Stuiber5* has argued convincingly that the reference 

of “the whole yoke of the Lord” is to the Torah as the yoke of 

Yahweh, which is the final step for the Gentile proselyte, although 

he sees this as a purely Jewish text. C. Deutsch, in a recent study 

of Matthew 11:25-30,57 has re-affirmed the necessary connection 
between the metaphorical use of “yoke” and Torah (or at least of 
“Wisdom...which is to be equated with Torah”5’) in Jewish think- 

ing. 
If, however, Didache 6:2 were a “purely Jewish text”, the 

problem would be: why should any Christian document continue 
to advocate such a Jewish teaching? The reference certainly seems 
to be to the Torah as the “yoke”, but understood now as the yoke 
“of the Lord”. There is no example of such terminology in the 
Jewish texts, where it is “the yoke of Heaven” or “the yoke of the 
kingdom”. If the reference’of “yoke” in the Didache is to the 
Torah, as seems likely, it refers to the Torah as interpreted by the 
Lord, i.e. by the Christian community under the influence of the 
Jesus tradition. 

The use of §vyé¢ in the New Testament 
A study of the expression dtvacat Baotdoat dAov Tov fvydr TOD 
xupiov confirms this background to the text. Of the five occur- 
rences of fvyd¢ in the New Testament, one refers literally to a 
yoke (1 Tim 6:1), and the others all relate to the Torah. 

In Acts 15:10, the question concerns the obligation of the 
Gentiles to accept the full Jewish Torah, arising out of the crisis in 
Antioch: 

36 See A Stuiber, “Das ganze Joch des Herrn (Did. 6:2-3)” in Studia Patristica 
IV (Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1961 [TU 79]) pp. 323-329. Stuiber sees the passage 
as Jewish in origin, rather than Jewish Christian, but this cannot explain the con- 
tinuance of such a passage in an early Christian text, if it refers so unequivocally to 
the Jewish Torah. Audet (La Didaché, pp. 352-357) also sees the reference to the 
Torah, though as the work of a Christian interpolator who reflects the situation of 
Acts 15. Cf. also G. Kretschmar, “Friihchristliche Askese”, pp 47-48. 

57 C. Deutsch, Hidden Wisdom and the Easy Yoke: Wisdom, Torah and Dis- 
cipleship in Matthew 11.25-30 (Sheffield: JSOT, 1987 [JSNT Supp. 18]) esp. pp. 
126-128; 133-135. 

38 Ibid., pp. 115-116. 
°° This connection between 6:3 and the-Council of Jerusalem was explored by 

W. Telfer (“The Didache and the Apostolic Synod of Antioch”, JTS 40 (1939) pp. 
133-146, 258-271; cf. Kraft, Barnabas and the Didache, p. 163), who sees Didache 
as relaxing the severity of Acts. See more recently, Jefford’s similar suggestion that 
Didache may reflect the Council decision independently of Acts (The Sayings of 
Jesus, pp. 96-98). 
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Now then, why do you test God, by laying a yoke ({vyéc) on the neck of 
the disciples, which neither our fathers nor we ourselves have been able to 
bear (ioxtoapunv Baoraoat). 

Note here the same combination of fvyé¢ and being able to bear, 
Baordoa, and a solution similar to that in the Didache: If the 
Gentiles are not “able” to “bear the yoke” of the Torah, the mini- 
mum obligation laid on them largely concerns ritual food laws 
(despite the ethicising attempt of the Western Text!): keep from 
what has been offered to idols, from what has been strangled, and 
from [meat which has] blood.® Although Luke suggests that the 
argument at the “Jerusalem Council” was over “circumcision” 
only, Paul makes it quite clear in Galatians 2:11-13, that the 
observation of the food laws was at the heart of the problem. The 
minimum requirement was intended to enable the Gentile 
Christians to continue worshipping with Jewish Christians, avoid- 
ing ritual impurity which could render them unclean. This proba- 
bly continues the practice of the Diaspora synagogue. The lan- 
guage is certainly to be found in Rabbinic texts, for example the 
saying of Nehunya b. Ha-Kanah (T 1-2): 

He that takes upon himself yoke of the Law (A71n Diy v2y Dapnn-r>), 
from him shall be taken the yoke of the kingdom and the yoke of worldly 
care (m.Abot 3:5)® 

Acts links this solution to the problem of relationships between 
Jewish and Gentile Christians with Antioch, after the intervention 
of emissaries from Jerusalem. What must be questioned in Luke’s 
account is his contention that Paul was present at the “Jerusalem 
Council” and was party to the agreement.® This creates almost 
insuperable problems in understanding Paul’s letter to the 
Galatians—except, of course, by juggling the timing of it all. 

60 kai TiC Topveiac seems a little out of place in this theory. It is omitted by 
P45, while the Syriac Didascalia reads wopxeiac; either of these would retain the 
sole reference to the food laws. If the original reading were indeed “pork”, then 
this would explain both the other readings. However, the external evidence is very 
slight. In view of the manifest ethicising tendency of the tradition, the introduction 
of “fornication” could be seen as an early scribal gloss. Certainly there is evidence 
that Christians in the second and third centuries were still observing the prohibition 
against food offered to idols and meat with the blood in it. See also the Martyrs of 
Lyons. On the other hand, the confusion may have been introduced into the evi- 
dence by Luke himself, who was concerned to downplay observance of the food 
laws, since, for him, God had declared all foods clean (Acts 10:9-16). 

61 Compare m.Abot 6:2; b.BM 85b. 
62 P. Achtemeier, Zhe Quest for Unity in the New Testament Church (Philadel- 

phia: Fortress, 1987). 
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Paul uses the word ¢vyéc¢ polemically in Gal 5:1, against 

those Gentile Christians who want to be circumcised and keep the 

Torah: pi T&A vy Sovdsiag évéxeobe. The context is an 

attempt by envoys from outside the community, probably from 

Jerusalem, to persuade Gentiles in Paul’s communities to keep the 

Law. Interestingly, Paul’s defense against them is a rehearsal of 
the events of the Antioch crisis, in which he defends his own role. 
Peter and Barnabas succumb to pressure from James and the 
Judaizing party. Part of Paul’s polemic seems to be a reworking of 
the Two Ways teaching—both parenesis and the schema in which 
the two ways become the way of flesh (presumably associated 
with the way of circumcision) and the way of the Spirit (the way 
of salvation by faith apart from works of Torah). 

The image of the yoke recurs in Matthew 11:29-30, where 
again the symbolism probably relates to the Torah®, with Jesus as 
the new Law-giver like Moses, as in the Sermon on the Mount. 
The new law of Jesus is an easy yoke to bear, unlike the oral 
Torah of the Pharisees who “tie up heavy loads and put them on 
men’s shoulders, but they themselves are not willing to lift a fin- 
ger to move them” (23:4). This is how it was understood by 
Cyprian (ad Quirinum III.119), who argues: “That the yoke of the 
Law was heavy, which is cast off by us, and that the Lord’s yoke 
is easy, which is taken up by us” .® 

The “yoke” in the Fathers 
In the early Christian writings outside the New Testament, most 
occurences of fvyéc¢ simply reflect the influence of Mt 11:29-30. 
Otherwise the metaphorical use of fvyé¢ is not common. Those 
texts which do use the word use it to refer to the Torah. In partic- 
ular, Barnabas 2:6 rejects the Torah as fvyév &va@yxKnye and in its 
place puts the “new law of our Lord Jesus Christ” (6 Kawvidc 
vopuoc). Justin, Dial 53:1, also refers to the Torah as the yoke of 
the Jews, who are like a harnessed ass (6vov broftyov), con- 
trasted with the Gentiles who are like an unharnessed foal until 
they receive the yoke of the Word (rév fvyév Tod Ndyou). So too 
Didascalia LII.17-35 differentiates between the Torah given on 

63 Deutsch, Hidden Wisdom, pp. 40-44. 
64 The background to this concept is well depicted by W. D. Davies (Setting of 

the Sermon on the Mount, pp. 25-108), although he denies that Mt. envisaged Jesus 
unambiguously as a new Moses giving a new Torah. His caution is taken further by 
T. L. Donaldson, Jesus on the Mountain: A Study in Matthean Theology (Sheffield: 
JSOT, 1985 [ JSOT Supp. 8]) pp. 111-118. Donaldson argues that Moses typology 
is absorbed by “christologically re-interpreted Zion eschatology” (Ibid., p. 118). 

65 My translation. 
66 Translation from A. Roberts & J. Donaldson, The Ante-Nicene Fathers V 

[Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1957] p. 556. 



TORAH AND TROUBLESOME APOSTLES a57 

Sinai, which remains binding on the Church, and is the fuydsg of 
the eternal Law, and the laws given after the golden calf as a 
punishment for idolatry, which are the “Deutero Legislation”, no 
longer binding. Justin takes a similar line in his Dialogue. 

All of this seems to confirm the supposition that the “yoke of 
‘the Lord” in the Didache refers to the Torah, as maintained and 
interpreted in the Christian community. 

V. BECOMING “PERFECT” ACCORDING TO DIDACHE 6:2 

The word réAetog also has its roots in Jewish debate concerning 
the Torah.® In particular the Dead Sea Scrolls use 0°%N as the 
qualification of the Way of Light. “Perfection” means keeping the 
Torah according to the community halakoth (e.g. 1QS 1:8f; 2:2; 
3:9f; 8:1f). So here in the Didache, it is only by keeping the 
whole Torah, according to the Christian halakoth (the new law of 
Christ, which is an “easy yoke”), that one would become perfect 
in the way of life. Presumably, then, if Paul was understood as 
advocating the abolition of the Torah, he would be understood as 
teaching contrary to God’s will (tapexrtdc¢ Oe0d 6:1). This is the 
whole issue of Galatians writ large from the other side. 

The use of the word 7réXetoc in Matthew 5:48 confirms this 
reference to Torah. For, after the passage concerning the abiding 
application of the Torah, which must mean greater d:cavoobvn for 
the Christian than for the Scribes and Pharisees, Matthew gives an 
example of what he means by this. Each of the five ethical com- 
mands of the Decalogue are given a more stringent application in 
5:21-47. The concluding comment, which recaps and restates the 
principle, is &oe08e ovv vpeic TédELOL WS O TATHP VuaV oO 
ovpavioc TéXELd¢ éoTtv. For Matthew, at least, the word 7éXevocg 
summarizes the Christian approach to Torah®: the Torah remains 
intact and the Christian halakah represents a legal “righteousness” 
which exceeds that of the Scribe and Pharisee! 

Matthew 19:16-22 has often been used to argue for an ascetic 
background to the word 7éAevoc, since the rich young man is 
asked by Jesus to sell his possessions and give to the poor. 

67 See also M. Simon, Verus Israel: A Study of the Relations between Christians 
and Jews in the Roman Empire, 135-425, trans. M. McKeating (Oxford: University 
Press, 1986) pp. 114-117. 

68 Cf.-Kretschmar, “Friihchristliche Askese”, pp. 49-54. 
69 See G. Barth, “Matthew’s Understanding”, pp. 97-103. Barth, however, 

seems unaware of the parallel to Matthew’s usage in the Didache, since he argues 
that, “This use of 7éXetoc is found nowhere else in the LXX, the New Testament or 
the post-New Tstament writings” (bid., p. 98). Cf. Gnilka (Matthdus-evangelium, 
p. 141), who claims that, “Man darf vermuten, da} die Volkommenheit am Ende 
des 5. Kapitels ein Zielpunkt is, auf den hin die Gedankenfiihrung verlauft”. 
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However, the context again indicates that Matthew understands 

the term as a reference to Torah in Christian interpretation 

(“adding to righteousness”).70 Where Mark 10:17-22 makes the 

pericope revolve around the Christological question of who Jesus 

is, “Why do you call me good? No-one is good except God 

alone”, Matthew makes the pericope revolve around the correct 

fulfillment of the Torah. The man asks, “What good thing must I 

do?” and receives the answer, “Why do you ask me concerning 

what is good? There is only One who is good...Keep the com- 

mandments!” (ripnoov Taco évToAdc). The question is pushed 

further, “Which commandments?” The answer is the five ethical 
commandments of the Decalogue, together with the golden rule 
(found also in Didache 1:2) which Matthew adds to Mark. 
Finally, when the man claims to have kept all these, Jesus 
responds to the question of what is still “lacking” with the state- 
ment about how to be “perfect”—again a Matthean addition ei 
O€detg TEAELOG Elva. 

The “perfect” (7éAevog) or complete Christian in the 
Didache, then, is the one who keeps the whole Torah according to 
Christian halakah. The food laws were the minimum legal 
requirement to ensure table fellowship between the “perfect” and 
the uncircumcised Gentiles.71 The community of the Didache 
remains within the ambit of faithful Torah-observant Jewish 
Christianity ,72 but takes an understanding line on the problems of 
Gentile believers, who are not excluded from the Christian com- 
munity, just relegated to the status of second class Christians.” 

On the other hand, the Didache takes a harsh line on those 
who oppose this instruction: anyone who teaches differently is 
teaching contrary to God himself! Didache 6:1 is connected to 6:2 
by yap, indicating a causal connection. The implication is that 
there are people who teach that one can be “perfect” without 
taking up the whole yoke [of the Torah], and these must be 
understood as teaching contrary to God’s will. Further, the 
emphasis in the instruction seems to fall on SAov, which has a 

70 Cf. Kretschmar, “Friihchristliche Askese”, pp. 54-61. 
71 Cf P. J. Donahue, “Jewish Christianity in the Letters of Ignatius of Antioch” 

(VigChr 32 [1978]) pp. 81-92, esp. 90. 
” Kretschmar sees Mt as remaining within the ambit of the Synagogue and 

Jewish people, but the Didache as presupposing a separation, but does not argue for 
this beyond a general supposition that no community rule would be necessary if 
Christians remained within Judaism. However this idea that a community mule 
would only be needed after a separation from Judaism is based on a naive picture of 
a monolithic Judaism. Qumran, at least, saw the need for a Manual of Discipline. 

73 G. Barth (“Matthew’s Understanding”, pp. 99-102) argues persuasively that 
the use of réevog by Matthew does not imply a two-level ethic, but the way the 
term is used in Didache must raise questions about this assertion. 
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polemical edge. This teaching on the Torah was an inseparable 
part of what was taught to all converts before their baptism: 
sere said all these things [beforehand], baptize in this way” 

In any case, their baptism would admit them only to partial 
fellowship with Jewish Christians, and they would know from the 
start that the goal of the Christian life was full compliance with 
the Jewish Torah, under the aegis of the Messiah. The question of 
admission to table fellowship in the Christian eucharist is raised in 
9:5, where baptism not Torah is affirmed as the criterion, so the 
debate seems to have continued. This passage reflects the same 
world of Jewish ritual concern as 6:2-3. 

VI. THE ESCHATOLOGICAL TEACHING OF DIDACHE 16 

The full implications of this understanding of the Torah as the 
goal of the Christian life for Gentile converts may be gauged from 
the eschatological exhortation in 16:2. The whole time of the 
proselyte’s life will not avail unless he/she be found “perfect” or 
“perfects him/herself” (7eXevw6A7e) in the last time! The word 
TedewwhATe is commonly used in the mystery religions to mean “to 
be consecrated” or “initiated”74. The connection of the noun 
TéXeLog with Torah, which has been examined above, seems to 
indicate that final acceptance of the Torah by Gentiles is at issue 
here, as the final mark of initiation. 

In other words, the Didache allows the proselyte flexibility about 
the timetable, but at the end of the day, it is required of him/her 
that he/she become a full Jew in order to attain salvation. Of 
course, the way this was understood would have been modified in 
the course of time, but this may well have been its original 
reference. 

A parallel to this attitude is provided by the words of a Jew 
to the godfearer Flavius Clemens, who faces martyrdom for his 
conversion to Judaism: “Pity the ship that sails [towards the har- 
bour] without paying the tax” (b.AZ 10b; DeutR ii.24). The 
demand is that the godfearer be circumcised before he dies or for- 
feit his right to eternal life. When Flavius is circumcised, Ketiah 
b. Shalom says, “Thou has paid the tax, thou wilt enter 
[paradise]”. This puts maximum pressure on the Gentile Christian 
to become a Jew. Meanwhile he/she must keep a minimum ritual 
purity, particularly with regard to the food laws. The Law was 
given to Israel, and only Israelites were obligated to keep it; the 

74 W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt & F. W. Gingrich, A Greek-English Lexicon of the 

New Testament (Chicago: University Press, 1957) p. 818. 
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moral law was sufficient for God-fearing Gentiles who wished to 

attend the worship of the community, but the hope was that 

eventually the Gentile would become a Jew. This is the environ of 

the Diaspora Jewish synagogue, where a 2¥1N 13 7 is admitted to 

worship in the hope that he/she will eventually become a PT 13. 

The close connection of Didache 16 with Didache 6:2 and 
11:1 has not been noticed before. Certain features indicate that it 
has an underlying thread of polemic. In the first place, the nega- 
tive formulation of oi Adxvor buav pH OBeobjTwoav Kai ai dodbesg 
ipav uh éxAvéoOwoay (16:1) differs from the positive formulation 
of Luke 12:35, which follows Exodus 12:11 (LXX). The positive 
form derives from Passover tradition, but the negative form indi- 
cates a community facing a threat. This threat could be interpreted 
in terms of a waning of eschatological ardour certainly, but what 
makes this less likely is that the threat concerns their “life” (b1&p 
Tic fwiic bur, 16:1), which ties the thinking to the Two Ways 
teaching of 1-6. It concerns the individual’s faithfulness to the 
teaching of the Way of Life, which includes faithfulness to the 
Torah. Thus the warning re-iterates 6:1 dpa pH Tic oe TAAVHON 
16 THC Od00 Tic dtdaxX7HC. 

16:2 urges frequent meetings to inquire about 7&@ avynKovTa 
Taig Wvxoit¢ budv, although it does not specify further what the 
things required might be. The context suggests that they are the 
things which would make it possible for the reader to be 
“perfect”, since the warning which follows is connected to it by 
yap. The whole time of faith will be of no avail unless on the last 
day he/she is “perfected”. This would seem to imply that 7a 
avykovTa refers to instruction in the Christian halakah. 

The threat to the community does not come from outside but 
from within, from false prophets (zAnOvvOjoovTar oi 
yWevdoTtpod7tat) and corrupters, from sheep who have turned into 
wolves (kai otpadjoovTat Ta Tpd6BaTa sic NdKOUC, Kai h ayaTy 
oTpadHoeTtat eic ioo¢)—those who were once seemingly faithful 
members have turned against the community. The word 
Yevdotpod7jtar could well refer to the false apostle(s) of 11:1-2, 
since the instructions of 11:3-6 call false apostles Yevdotpodfrau. 
Notice also the link with orpadeic in 11:2. The perspective of 
the Matthew 7:15 is somewhat different, since the wolves come 
from outside the community clothed as sheep (otzwvec XpxovTat 
Tpdg vuas év Evdtpaow Tpo8aTwr). The memory of the concrete 

75 See Tractate Gerim 3:1, “What is a “resident proselyte”? Whoever undertakes 
to abstain from idolatry, in the view of R Meir: R Judah said, “Whoever undertakes 
not to eat flesh that has not been ritually slaughtered”” (Translated by A. Cohen, 
The Minor Tractates of the Talmud [London: Soncino, 1965]).. Cf Juvenal, Sat. 
14:96-106; ApocZeph. 10:8f. 
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origin of the saying in a betrayal by a particular member(s) of the 
community found in the Didache (otpadjoovrat) is absent in 
Matthew. This seems to be parallel to the softer line taken by the 
Gospel on the apostle who teaches that one need not keep the 
Torah.(5:19), and to indicate a development of the tradition. In the 
Didache \ove, which once existed between the false apostles / 
prophets and the community, is turned into hatred. 

The reason is again given in what follows, connected by a 
causal yap: avfavovons yap Tic dvopiag pLojoovaty &AAHAOUG 
kat du@fovor kal Tapadaoover. The disastrous betrayal by former 
members is caused by an increase in “lawlessness”, avopia. The 
signs are that @vopia should be given a more specific reference 
than general license. It refers here to those who put aside the 
vomog and advocate xataddoa (11:1). Again, Matthew 7:23 
preserves the tradition that the root of the conflict over true and 
false prophecy is avopia, since Jesus says dToxwpetre aT’ épod 
ol Epyafopevor THY Qvopiav. 

At this time the “world deceiver” is to appear (16:4), into 
whose evil hands the world has been given (for a time). Sig- 
nificantly, he is described as vid¢ #e03 who even does signs and 
wonders, like the false prophets of Matthew 7:21-23. This seems 
to indicate that the title “world deceiver” is polemical and linked 
to the disputes within the Christian movement. The temptation to 
c&vopuia, under the influence of false teaching by former members 
of the community subjects present members to a fiery ordeal and 
many will stumble and be lost (oxavdadoOjoovTat woddol Kai 
amoNXodrTat). : 

In this situation those who endure in their faith will be saved 
vm’ avtod Tod KaTabépatos (16:5). This strange phrase has never 
been satisfactorily explained. The word kataééuatog is a rare 
word found only in Christian writings, usually in the context of 
polemic against heretics (apart from the cursing of Peter in Mt 
26:74 and those writings dependent on it’), There is an interest- 
ing use of the verbal form in Justin’s depiction of Jews and Jewish 
Christians in Dial 47:4, where cursing is the means by which such 
people hope to escape from the fire (6mw¢ Tixwor TH¢ owTynpiac 
Kal THS Tiuwpias Tic Ev TO Tupi &TaddAayouv). 

Another echo in this passage of Justin is found in the strange 
phrase ém’ avtév TobTov Tov XpioTdv, which is reminiscent of v7’ 
avtod Tod Katabépatos in Didache 16:5. It is likely that the same 
context of Judaizing polemic lies behind both passages. It has 
often been suggested that the expression means “by him who was 
cursed”, ie by Jesus who became a curse by “hanging upon a 

76 Perhaps, even here, there is an implication of apostasy in the community form- 
ing the Sitz im Leben of the story as Mt. tells it. 
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tree” (Dt 21:23). That is the argument of Paul in Galatians 3:13f, 

that the goal of this curse was “that the blessing given to Abraham 

might come to the Gentiles through Christ Jesus”. But Paul is here 

engaging in polemic against Judaizing Christians. He argues that 

“all who rely on observing the law are under a curse (070 

xaTaépav)” (3:10) and that “Christ redeemed us from the curse of 

the law (éx Tic xaT&pac Tod véuouv) by becoming a curse for us” 

(3:13). If the Didache is in some way connected with the conflict 

between Paul and the Judaizing party at Antioch, and originates in 

Antioch, then it could be that the phrase ia’ avrod Tod 

xeeT@ebsuceroc is a polemic against Paul and refers to the “curse of 
the Law”. This may have been a proverbial expression. The date 
of the Rabbinic proselyte tractate Gerim is uncertain, but it may 
contain ancient material. Here the proselyte is first initiated into 
the disadvantages of the Torah: 

If a man wishes to become a proselyte he is not accepted at once but they 
say to him, “Why do you want to become a proselyte? Do you not see that 
this people are debased, oppressed and degraded more than all other 
peoples, that diseases and chastisements come upon them and they bury 
their children and children’s children, that they are slaughtered for 
[observing] circumcision, immersion and the other precepts [of the Torah] 
and cannot hold up their heads like other people”. If he says, “I am not 
worthy to place my neck under the yoke (7192 "INTE J7)...”77 

The instruction in the Didache would then remind the community 
that they are saved by the very thing which they find brings a 
curse on them, namely the Torah. It is to this that they must hold 
fast if they are to be perfect on the last day. 

VII. CONCLUSION 

A study of the enemies of the Didache community seems to indi- 
cate that it is a community still living within the ambit of the 
Torah, though threatened by those former members of the com- 
munity who are, in its view, advocating the abolition of the law.78 
If our redactional study is accepted, then 11:1-2 represents a 
development of the original instructions on apostles found in 11:3- 
6, under the pressure of historical developments. The one(s) who 

7 Translation from A. Cohen, The Minor Tractates of the Talmud (London: 
Soncino, 1965) p. 603; Hebrew text from G. Polster, “Der kleine Talmudtraktat 
tiber die Proselyten (Text und Ubersetzung)”, Angelos 2 (1926) pp. 2-38. Compare 
the different, but perhaps not unrelated idea of the “curses of the Covenant” at 
Qumran, based on Dt 30. 

78 Although, if the Pauline mission is in mind, it would refer rather to his tuling 
that Gentiles should not observe the Torah. In the view of the Didache community 
this was nothing less than avopia. : 
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is advocating abolition of the Torah claim(s) to be an apostle. He 
is to be excluded from the community. He is like a sheep who has 
turned into a wolf and will destroy the community if left inside it. 
This is to be compared with the position of Matthew that such a 
one is “least in the Kingdom”, but not outside of it. In comparison 
to this, the Didache represents the more severe ruling, Matthew 
indicates the beginning of rapprochement. It is not difficult to 
extrapolate from the scenario which has emerged from our study, 
that the false apostle who advocates abolition of the Torah is Paul, 
and that the community of the Didache is Antioch. This clearly 
calls for further investigation. 

What has also emerged from this study is that this redactional 
stratum of the text of the Didache shares with Matthew’s gospel 
not just the “Q” sayings of the Jesus tradition, but also a common 
theological and structural conception. That they originate in the 
same community is hard to deny; they breathe the same air and 
reflect the same historical development. What must remain a mat- 
ter of debate is the question of priority. Our contention here is that 
the Didache is the community rule of the Matthean community, 
constantly in process of development. Naturally, if this is so, 
some of its parts will reflect a situation pre-supposed by Mat- 
thew’s gospel, other parts may reflect a situation after its com- 
position. Only a careful redactional analysis can indicate in which 
way the influence runs in a specific instance. In the matter of the 
instructions on apostles, however, it seems that the text of the 
Didache forms the source of the material in Matthew. 
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ERNST BAMMEL 

Cambridge 

The Teaching of the Twelve Apostles or Didache consists of three 
scarcely connected parts, a Two-Ways-Schema, a community 
manual of discipline and an eschatological conclusion. The first 
complex dates back—there is broad consensus about this—to a 
particular textual pattern or schema and in the end back to a 
Jewish prototype (Vorlage).1 While the direct and indirect wit- 
nesses for Two-Ways-Catechisms reach up to chapter 6, only 
uncertain traces of the following chapters have been found.? 
Hence the maximal extent of the schema seems to be precisely 
delineated. Only A. von Harnack, taking up certain suggestions of 
C. Taylor3, considered whether the Jewish model might have con- 
tained more material which would be analogous to what is found 
in the second part of the Didache, but he did not follow up this 
consideration on the grounds that it was too hypothetical.* 
Harnack argued on the basis of the content, and it is in fact pos- 
sible to draw connections between the first and the second part. A 
continuation of the one into the other is easily conceivable. But in 
that case the third part appears to be all the more mysterious. 
What is an eschatological perspective doing at the end of a manual 
of discipline for life and community? 

But the situation is not unique. Comparable formations are 
recognizable in the Jewish tradition. Pseudo-Phocylides, at the end 
of his admonitions, describes the gate of life through which the 
approved one will walk.5 The Testament of Asher, probably the 
oldest testimony to the two ways, ends® with a short description of 

! For a recent contrary opinion, see W. Michaelis, TDNT V, 58-60, 93-96. The 
German word Vorlage in the original paper is particularly difficult to translate, but 
has been rendered consistently by the English word “prototype”. 

2 On the quotation contained in the Pseudo-Cyprianic tract De aleatoribus 
(Hartel III, 92f), read Didache 14:2 and compare A. Harnack, Die Lehre der zwolf 
Apostel (Leipzig: Hinrichs 1884 [TU 2,1-2]) pp. 20f. Number 9 of the Teaching of 
the Eleven Apostles reconstructed by T. Schermann (= prototype of the Apostolic 
Church Order) perhaps presupposes a knowledge of Didache 10:3. 
: z The Teaching of the Twelve Apostles (Cambridge: Deighton Bell, 1886), pp. 

49ff. 

= 4 ve ees und die jiidischen beiden Wege (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 18962), p. 
Ch. ps 30) 
5 Contained in SibOr 2.149-54. Concerning the priority of this version over 

against the one printed by J. Bernays (Uber das phokylideische Gedicht (Berlin, 
1856] reprinted in Gesammelte Abhandlungen 1 [Berlin:Hertz, 1885 (reprinted 
Hildesheim: Olms, 1971)] pp. 192-261), cf. A. Kurfess, “Das Mahngedicht des 
sogenannten Phokylides”, ZNW 38 (1939) pp. 171-181. 

6 Ts ch.7 a later addition? 
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the reception of the righteous by an angel of peace at the door to 
heaven, and of the remainder by an evil spirit.?7 The Damascus 
Rule ends in the Cairo recension with a description of the future 
victory of the faithful of the sectarian community and the expected 
redemption.’ However, remains of a similar ending are also 
recognizable in Rabbinic literature. In the Tosephta tractate 
t.Berakoth, a passage which supplements the rules in the mishnaic 
material follows this pattern; it concludes as follows: the angel of 
Yahweh encamps around those who fear him and delivers them.° 
The quotation from Psalm 34:8 is not connected to what precedes, 
it has been added as an eschatological conclusion. 

The passage has been included as a whole in the Jerusalem 
Talmud, j.Berakhoth 9. But the closing quotation is drawn into the 
text as a secondary addition to another quotation that serves as a 
scripture reference, and says nothing in that context. Instead a dif- 
ferent ending has been abruptly added,!° that deals in a quite 
uneschatological way with peace, in that it proceeds from the 
Rabbis. Its purpose is obviously to take the place of the original 
ending, either because it was not understood any more or, more 
probably, to neutralize it.—In the Babylonian Talmud b. Berakoth 
64a, the sentences found in the Tosephta 7:24-25 are missing as a 
whole; only the last sentence of the Jerusalem Talmud has been 
taken in and has been paraphrased and extended by means of addi- 
tional sentences. !! 

The complex from Tosephta ¢.Berakoth 7:25 is taken into 
b.Menahoth 43b as a Baraitha. Yet the closing Psalm quotation is 
missing in this later version. This ending may have been inten- 
tionally omitted, but it is more likely that it still belonged to the 
Baraitha and from there was placed at the end of a saying which 
was added only during the final redaction of the Talmud. This 
saying originates from the same period as the saying of Meir and 
is identical with part of it, as far as its meaning is concerned. !2 

In the Midrash Tehillim to Psalm 6, par. 1 (29b), the devel- 
opment of j.Berakoth 9 has continued in that Psalm 34:8 appears 

7 t.Ash 6:4-6. 
8 CD 20:27ff. 
9 ¢. Ber 7:25 (Zuckermandel, p. 17 lines 26ff). See the way of life also in the 

Targum to Dt 3:15. 
10 R. Eleazar says in the name of R. Hanina: “The wise bring much peace into 

the world. Why? All your sons are scholars of God and overflowing is the peace of 
your sons.” ~ 

11 Perhaps the last of them has an eschatological component. Yet it is more 
likely that this one also was already meant to be understood as edifying. 

12 The ending did not originally belong to this saying ascribed to Eleazer b. 
Jacob, for that is established adequately by the quotation of Ec 4:12. In the present 
context therefore it seems to be an addition. 
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altogether in place of 119:164, and hence is used in a different 

way. A new ending is not added, since the passage is fitted firmly 

into the whole context. 
Outside of the context of Tosephta tractate ¢.Berakoth, Ps 

34:8 is only quoted in the Babylonian Talmud tractate b.Jebamoth 

102b. There the liberation is referred to the Judgment of Gehin- 

nom, hence it is interpreted in an individualized eschatological 

way.!3 
In m.Sota a list of apocalyptic signs follows the regulations 

for divorce (up to 9:8 [10]) which ends!4 in the threefold formula: 

on whom else shall we depend than on our Father who is in 
Heaven.!5 And the corpus of the Mishnah is closed with the saying 
of Simeon b. Halafta that originates from Psalm 29:11: “the Lord 
will give power to his people, the Lord blesses his people with 
peace.” 16 

These single references!7 are confirmed by the fact that the 
Jewish proselytic catechism had an eschatological ending, which 
has been discovered by Alfred Seeberg!® and clarified by G. 
Klein!9 and D. Daube?°. Its structure may be controversial,?! but 
there are no disagreements about the ending. Hence one may con- 
clude that, in contemporary Judaism, there was already a com- 

13 Here it must be considered that the individual interpretation developed from 
yon = “to pull” is stressed for the sake of the argument. Hence the eschatological 
relation of the verse seems to be the precondition of the specific interpretation. 

14 m. Sot 9:15. 
15 Attributed to Phinehas b. Jair or Eliezer the Great. This text has made its way 

into the Sefer ha-Likkutim, cf. G. Klein, Der dlteste christliche Katechismus und die 
jiidische Propagandaliteratur (Berlin: Reimer, 1909), p. 238. 

16 m. Uktzin 3:12. It is clear that 17° ay? Ty has an eschatological meaning from 
the preceding saying of Joshua b. Levi (“then will the Holy One, blessed be He, 
give 310 worlds to every single just person”). The passage is missing in a part of 
the textual tradition (as in the Munich manuscript). But the saying as such is old 
(read b.San 100a: cf. Jub 32:18; SibOr 3.769) and a later suppression of the pas- 
sage from this striking position is more likely than an addition. 

17 An eschatological reference for the Two Ways is a precondition in the two 
stories attributed to Eliezer and Johanan b. Zakkai. as well—To what extent pre- 
talmudic material is present in Tanna debe Eliahu, a medieval text with an 

eschatological ending (as Klein, Katechismus, pp. 66ff), or whether it expresses 
nothing more than the new apocalyptic wave of the Islamic period, cannot be dis- 
cussed further here. 

18 Der Katechismus der Urchristenheit (Leipzig: Andreas Deichert, 1903; 
reprinted, with an introduction by F. Hahn, Munich: Kaiser Verlag, 1966); Die 
Didache des Judentums und der Urchristenheit (Leipzig: Andreas Deichert, 1908). 
' oa Studien iiber Paulus (Stockholm, 1918 [Beitrige zur Religionswissenschaft 
}), p. 20. 

20 The New Testament and Rabbinic Judaism (London: University of London, 
Athlone Press, 1956), pp. 118ff, 135ff. 

21 Cf. the different prototypes suggested by Seeberg (op.cit. fn. 18) and by 
Daube in NT and Rabbinic Judaism. 
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parable scheme: a rule of conduct with an eschatological ending. 
Did this scheme play a role in the past history of the Didache? 

___ It is significant that, the Two-Way-Catechisms show connec- 
tions precisely to chapter 16. The Freising Fragment found by 
Schlecht closes with an apostrophe to spes.22 Didache 16:2 is 
quoted in the Doctrina Severini: (Lauda veritatem et) quae animae 
prosint discere elabora.23 Maybe in the fifteenth speech of 
Bonifatius another part of the same verse has been taken up: Ad 
ecclesiam convenite orantes.24 What is important, is that these 
forms are not found in the witnesses of the stylized Instruction of 
the Eleven Apostles, but in the real representatives of the Two 
Ways-Teaching. 

Similar things show up in the treatment of the Two-Ways- 
Catechism. The form taken up in the Apostolic Church Order 
closes with a reference to the nearness of the End, which means 
both judgment and reward. In the edition of Barnabas?® this is 

22 J. Schlecht, Doctrina XII Apostolorum, die Apostellehre in der Liturgie der 
katholischen Kirche (Freiburg im Breisgau: Herder, 1901) pp. 104f; cf. p. 65. 
Close to it is the fragment of the Arabic version, a previously unknown version of 
the first part of the Teaching of the Apostles, discussed by L. E. Iselin and trans- 
lated by A. Heusler (Eine bisher unbekannte Version des ersten Teiles der 
“Apostellehre” [Leipzig: Heusler, 1895 (TU 13,1b)] p. 9). Admittedly there it deals 
with the end of the Way of Life (a very short summary of the way of death fol- 
lows). 

23 Schlecht, Doctrina XII Apostolorum, p. 93. 
24 Tbid., p. 78. Schlecht notes as a parallel only Didache 14:1 and hesitates to 

draw conclusions from that—unlike J. ’R. Harris, The Teaching of the Apostles 
(London: Clay/ Baltimore: John Hopkins University Press, 1887), p. 60: “The 
Teaching must have been his (Bonifatius’) text-book”. Only tangentially, the enig- 
matic Cod. papyr. Vatican. 146 may be noted, although it contains an individual 
eschatological ending (text in Schlecht, Doctrina XII Apostolorum, p. 96); this has 
nothing in common with Didache 16. 

25 1:14. It is interesting to note that in Cod. Mosquensis, one of the oldest of all 
the witnesses to the Two-Ways-Schema, this chapter follows ch. 11, i.e. it is at the 
end of the chapters taken from the positive part of the Two-Ways-Schema. Ch. 12 
and 13 contain parts of Didache 4:1f, 3-8; 10:3; 13:1f. Apparently the character of 
the old ending as a conclusion was still so clear when they were inserted that it was 
relocated accordingly. The version of the Cod. Ottonianus then represents the final 
stage of the textual history, where the eschatological passage has fallen away 
altogether, in favour of a full recital of the Way of Life in the form it takes in the 
Didache (cf. the omission of nearly the whole of ch. 8!).—If this is correct, then the 
order of Cod. Mosq. is at the same time an indication for an older form, in which 
the subdivision into individual discourses by each of the apostles had not yet taken 
place (for a different point of view see T. Schermann, Die allgemeine Kir- 
chenordnung II (Paderborn: Ferdinand Schéningh, 1916 (SGKA.E)], p. 599) and 
which is highly significant for the reconstruction of the Jewish archetypes (for a dif- 
ferent point of view see Harnack, Die Lehre der zwoif Apostel, p. 221f, whose solu- 
tion seems simple, but is actually problematic) 

26 Probably only 21:1ba belongs to the text Barn draws from the tradition. 
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intensified still further.27 
These are only traces. In assessing them one must consider: 

a) the common tendency to modify final sentences or directly 

change them, b) a certain restraint with respect to eschatological 

descriptions after the end of the second century.?® Therefore one 

must assume that the ending would have changed in any case 
(where changes could still have been made much later), so that 
only edited forms of the ending have been passed on to us. But 
still the facts of the matter remain remarkable. For, in any case, a 
totally different and, in fact, secondary development is perceiv- 
able, namely the tendency to insert eschatological expressions into 
the rules themselves?9, or to insert them at the beginning.*° So one 
can state almost definitely: the Two-Ways-Catechism had an 
eschatological ending right from the beginning. Does it follow that 
Didache 16 belongs to the schema of the Teaching of the Twelve 
Apostles? Not necessarily. Because what is ancient as a fype can 
be fairly late in its actual form. The previous-research does not 
provide a clue as to how things really stand in this matter. The 
chapter is felt by some to lack any specifically Jewish character- 
istics3! and by others to be totally Jewish.32 Hence argumentation 
on basis of the content does not get one very far. But still, perhaps 
one can gain some circumstantial evidence for the origin of the 
chapter. 

If one takes a closer look at the endings of the Two-Ways- 
Catechisms it becomes clear that they do not all have the same 
structure, but go back to two different types. The one type is 
directed towards the blissful goal, the other points to judgment 
and only in that context to the y.o@6c¢. The former has its natural 
position as the conclusion of the description of the Way of 
Life—and it does in fact occupy this position in the Arabic frag- 
ment.33 The latter would be most likely to be found at the end of a 

27 The structure of the Syriac Didascalia is probably comparable: it concludes 
with an ecclesiastical form of eschatology (ch. 25).—Ch. 26 is a postscript, as the 
distinctive preaching style and the special form of address proves (cf. also the 
almost complete absence of parallels to the Didache in ch. 26; the material is from 
C. Holzhey, “Die Abhangigkeit der syrischen Didaskalie von der Didache”, in: 
pe rendu du 4° congr. scient. des Catholiques [Freiburg-im-Uchtland, 1898], 
passim). 

Cf. Harnack, Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte I (Tiibingen: Mohr, 19094), p. 

29 Barn 19:10; 20:2. 
30 Barn 18:2; 20:1. 
31 Harnack, Beiden Wege, p. 15. 
32? Harris, Teaching of the Apostles, p. 90: “Judaic in matter and manner”.—Cf. 

also the interesting theory of V. W. H. Tubesing, Die 656¢ der Apostelgeschichte 
— bes pee et &noorTo\wy (Leipzig: Péschel & Trepte, 1902), p. 17f. 
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Two-Ways-Schema. So it is in Barnabas. So it was apparently 
also in the prototype of the Apostolic Church Order: The 
beginning (chapter 4) and—this is little less certain—the ending4 
show, that the excerpt did not include the teachings of the Way of 
Death. One can only think that the first type was added sec- 
-ondarily at the end of each of the ways.35 

Didache 16 belongs without doubt to the second type. The 
literal correspondence between Did. 16:2 and Barn. 4:8 marks the 
common affiliation. But on the other hand the chapter contains 
passages which have no parallels in the related texts: the informa- 
tion on the koopotAavig and the coming of the xipiog. And yet 
indeed this special material again breathes the Jewish atmosphere 
in a special way. Surely it is related to Matthew 24 and 2 Thes- 
salonians 2. But both these passages seem to be taken from a 
Jewish prototype. Again the facts of the matter are ambivalent at 
first glance. 

A glance at the joint between the two passages takes us fur- 
ther. Verse 2b év 7@ éoxa&Tw katp@ leads to verse 3a év yap (!) 
Tals &oXaTALS HuEpaic TANOvVOHoorTaL; the importance of the 
last time for the verdict obviously requires a description of the 
judgment itself, to provide direction in the decisive hour.36 This is 
the bridge from eschatologically determined ethics to a description 
of the cosmic eschatology. But which one, then, is primary? 

Both are old. But verse 2b is throughout materially the most 
thorough and obvious?’ development of the predominant type of 
conclusion.?8 So one must look at it also as the foundation for Did 
16. The material logic of the thought in 2b, namely that ethical 
righteousness is to be determined only in the time of the apocalyp- 
tic events, led then to a digression®® (first signs of the same 

34 zovnp@ (ACO 14) is probably to be taken substantively and can only be 
understood against the background of Barn 4:10; 18:1, 2; 20:1; i.e. the representa- 
tion of a metaphysical determination of this Way. Did Did 5:1 originally have 
Tovnpov? 

35 Did this happen only at the time of the redaction of the Didache? 6:1 fits well 
after 4:13 (v.14 is a later addition). 

36 The motif of the last hour as the decisive moment is paralleled by the assump- 
tion, present in James in 2:10, that a deviation from the law in one particular point 
implies the trespassing of the whole law. 

37 Ez 33:17ff; m.Both 2:10. Cf. H. Windisch, Die Barnabasbrief (Tiibingen: 

Mohr, 1920 [HNT.E 3]), p. 324, on Barn 4:9. 
38 Harnack could not know that and therefore saw v.2b as an isolated sentence, 

which he was only able to explain as taken directly from Barn and which in that 
way became the main point for his theory of the dependency of Did on Barn 
(Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur V1.1 [Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1958], p. 
436).—H adds that the logical connection with Barn 4:9 would be better. This is 
correct, but the overlapping of the thoughts in Did 16 only results because in v.2a a 
motif has been included that follows Barn 4:10b. 

39 Tt is however not an inclusion en-bloc of an eschatological saying. As single 
characteristics—like v.5c (év 7H miorec aitav)—prove, neither has the catechetical 
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process can be seen in Mt 7:13ff).4° It remains predominant until 

the end. The description of the eschatological events has thus 

prevailed over the ethical teaching and supplanted the representa- 

tion of the eschatological goal. The proper conclusion, which 

takes up again the ethical thread and which still appears in a 

reworked form in Barn 21:1ba, 3, has fallen out of the Bryennios 

text. 

One would have to see in this deviation from the Two-Ways- 

Schema the characteristic of the Didache, if it were not for the 

fact that the conclusion of the prototype of Bryennios was so 
altogether puzzling*! and that the Georgian version‘? offers a text 
which is fully connected to the thought process of the Two-Ways- 
Schema. Since it can be derived neither from Mt 2443 nor from 2 
Thess 2, nor does it show recognizable signs of a secondary 
origin,‘4 one must seek the original conclusion in a formula close 
to the Georgian version.45 A specifically theological understanding 

situation been lost sight of here. However, that no original connection to the first 
part exists, is shown by the different use of @@opeic in 5:2 and Yevdorpodyrat in 

HT25. 
40 The eschatological conclusion of the Sermon on the Mount begins with the 

picture of the gates current from the Two Ways-Literature (cf. SibOr 2.150) and 
thus appears to correspond entirely to the Jewish prototype. Yet, in actual fact, it is 
not at all unified. V.22f is a matter of a reworking of the ethical content of v.21 
with reference to magical speculation about names (in the eschatological period?). 
V.15 has no inherent connection with the preceding, but is a warning description of 
apocalyptic abuses. V.16 (17)-20; v.13 (v.14 is an augmentation) reflects an older 
layer. Only v.21 reflects an original saying of Jesus (without of) and perhaps 
vv.24-27 (in which the Lucan version is to be preferred). In a comparable way, the 
redactor of SibOr has connected the ethical eschatology of Ps.Phocylides with an 
apocalyptic description (2.154ff), which for its part derives from a Jewish 
prototype, though without being entirely Jewish (cf. 2.242f). 

41 See J.-P. Audet, La Didaché: Instructions des Apétres (Paris: Gabalda, 1958) 
73f. Did the scribe of the Bryennios text know of two versions and does this 
explain the striking omission on p. 80b of his script (cf. the photographic plate pro- 
vided in the edition of J. R. Harris, Teaching of the Apostles, plate X)? A. J. 
McLean (editor of second edition of C. Bigg, The Doctrine of the Twelve Apostles 
{London: SPCK, 19227] p. 46) thinks that a page went missing from the archetype. 
_ * Edited by G. Peradse, “Die “Lehre der zwélf Apostel” in der georgischen 
Uberlieferung.” ZNW 31 (1932) pp. 111-116. The text is also provided by F. E. 
Vokes, The Riddle of the Didache (London: Church Historical Society, 1938 [ns. 
32]) 25f and by Audet, La Didaché, p. 49. 

43 Where the xpovitery is the problem. 
* Christian insertions are: “our Lord Jesus Christ, who is Son of God”, “before 

the whole human race and before the angels.” 
*5 Cf. Const 7.32: &rododvou éxdoTe xaT& Tiv Te&EwW adtod, a formulation in 

agreement with the Georgian text. The compilator of the Const had a version of the 
whole of the Didache before him. That accounts for the fact that his conclusion 
departs entirely from the Two-Ways-Schema and instead of this a new conclusion 
emerges at the end of the description of the Way of Life (ch. 17). 
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of the eschatological events, as it is already expressed in Phil 
2:11; Col 2:15, has then given the text a different direction, per- 
haps receiving occasion from v.8.46 It comes close in this way to 
the type of liturgical conclusion beloved from an early time.47 

If verses 3-8 are almost entirely Jewish in content, neverthe- 
less it is a matter here of a Christian intersertion.48 Despite the 
common origin, the taking over also means a material shift. In 
other words, this apocalyptic propping up stands in a certain ten- 
sion with another development which is already demonstrable in 
Judaism. The Manual of Discipline (1QS 4) deals with the 
metaphysical predetermination of the final destinies of human 
beings. From this the Ways developed very quickly.4? The Two- 
Ways-Schema is taken up in this way in in Barnabas 18:1f.5° 
However this does not mean that the predominantly ethical tone of 
the Two-Ways-Catechism is abolished, but rather is endangered. 
It is significant that one does not meet a particular doxtpoaoia in 
the texts which have been reworked in this way. Didache 16 is 
free from such speculative elaboration. For this reason, the 
apocalyptic material is taken up in a variant reading, in which the 
evil culminates in a historical appearance, which becomes an ethi- 
cal problem. To this extent, the ethical theme of the Two Ways- 
Teaching is preserved more purely in the reworking it has 
received in the Didache 16, than was the case in the parallel 
reformulations. 

The Jewish form of conclusion>! underwent a double devel- 
opment in the first century: national eschatology emerged in place 
of individual eschatology. But this developed schema is only just 

46 Kéapoc refers to a world hostile to God, as in John, which allows itself to be 
described as the consequence of a demonstrative act like that in Phil 2:10f. 

47 Harnack thought that the eschatological conclusion did not show the ardour 
demonstrated by the composer of the prayers which have been handed on (“Die 
Apostellehre und die beiden jiidischen Wege” [RE] p. 24; similarly in Geschichte 
der altchristlichen Literatur I1.1 (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1958] p. 435). One would have 
to explain this as a secondary reworking. 

48 V.7 perhaps followed first. Cf. the absence of 7a in Const. Concerning a 
Christian element in v.6f, see E. Stommel, “Lnyeiov éxmet&oews (Didache xvi,6).” 
RQ 48 (1953) pp. 21-42, esp. 39. 

49 Briefly formulated in 1 En 91:18f; 94:1, 3; cf S. Wibbing, Die Tugend- und 
Lasterkataloge im Neuen Testament und ihre Traditionsgeschichte unter besonderer 
Beriicksichtigung der Qumran-Texte (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1959 [BZNW 25)]) p. 39. 

50 Cf. HermMan 6. 
51 Jt entirely possible, that as G. Klein thought (Der dlteste christliche 

Katechismus und die jiidische Propagandaliteratur (Berlin: Reimer, 1909] pp. 
137ff), the use of Psalm 34 was important for the edification of Catechism and its 
conclusion. It appears that for the concluding section v.23 was exegeted directly and 
after the destruction of the Temple v.8 emerged at this point. Cf. the striking use of 
Psalm 34 in 1 Pet, concerning which see W. Bornemann, “Der erste Petrus- 

brief—eine Taufrede des Sylvanus”, ZNW 19 (1919-1920): 143-165, esp. 146ff. 
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recognizable.52 The tendency is overpowered by another, namely 
to be silent altogether about eschatology.53 (The peace formula at 
the end is introduced as a substitute). For this process, besides 
opportunistic considerations, the controversy with Christianity has 
been especially relevant.>4 

It was in two stages that the old schema was reshaped in the 
sphere of Christianity as well. The outlook on the fate of the indi- 
vidual is completed or replaced by a universalistically oriented 
apocalyptic description. And the success of this change was 
favoured by another restraining interest in a shaping out of 
eschatology generally. The stages of development are still visible 
in the elements of Didache 16, in the different versions of the con- 
clusion to the Two Ways-Teaching which have come down to 
us.>> 

52 Therefore the rabbinic evidence, introduced, is secondary to that of the Two 
Ways-Teaching. Also in bYeb 47, the form of eschatology indicated by the formula 
for Proselyte baptism, is already reworked in this direction and therefore cannot 
without more ado be viewed as characteristic for the New Testament period. 

53 Hence the brevity of the formulation which has come down to us. Hence the 
attempt to move it to less exposed positions. From this tendency one can explain the 
history of the use of the last section of Tosephta Berakoth in rabbinic literature (see 
above). R. Lowe (Oxford) directed me to b.Shab 31a. In this saying attributed to 
Rabbah, the national hope emerges in another form. 

54 See Daube, NT and Rabbinic Judaism, p. 135. 
55 The author had the opportunity to discuss particular questions with Professors 

E. Stauffer and D. Daube. 



CONSIDERATIONS ON THE BACKGROUND AND PUR- 
POSE OF THE APOCALYPTIC CONCLUSION OF THE 

DIDACHE 

HANS REINHARD SEELIGER 
Siegen 

The apocalyptic conclusion of the Didache has received little 
attention in the most recent literature on the subject and, in my 
opinion, not as much as it rightly deserves.! This small chapter 
shares this fate with many other apocalyptic texts, which have for 
a long time caused perplexity (Ratlosigkeit), as the title of a book 
in 1970 puts it.2 The situation has changed fundamentally since 
then; the attention paid to the texts and themes of apocalyptic in 
research has strengthened as two congresses, the one in Rome in 
19773 and especially the one in Uppsala in 1979,4 bear witness. 
With respect to the state of research into Didache 16, we have 
not, of course, got beyond the debate about questions of the his- 
tory of traditions, which this short apocalyptic conclusion poses, 
and no unity has been achieved even in this matter.‘ 

! An example is already A. Harnack, Lehre der Zwoélf Apostel nebst 
Untersuchungen zur dltesten Geschichte der Kirchenverfassung und des Kirchen- 
rechts (Leipzig: Hinrichs (reprint), 1893 [TU 2,1-2]) passim, as well as recently G. 
Schéllgen’s otherwise perceptive investigation, “Die Didache als Kirchenordnung”, 
JAC 29 (1986) pp. 5-26, esp. 20 fn. 117: Chapter 16 “bringt im wesentlichen eine 
eschatologische Ermahnung zur Wachsamkeit (Vv. 1-2), verbunden mit einer 
kleinen Apokalypse, und fallt damit aus dem Rahmen der Didache in der 
abschlieBenden Einscharfung der Einzelbestimmungen der Schrift.” A short com- 
mentary is provided by P. Vielhauer in E. Hennecke & W. Schneemelcher, New 
Testament Apocrypha Il (Philadelphia: Westminster 1965) pp. 626-629, and A. P. 
O’ Hagan, Material Re-creation in the Apostolic Fathers (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 
1968 [TU 100]) pp. 25-30. In greater detail: O. Giordano, “L’escatologia nella 
Didache”, Oikoumene. Studi paleocristiani in onore del Concilio Ecumenico 
Vaticano IJ (Catania: Universita di Catania, 1964) pp. 121-39, who examines the 
apocalyptic motifs of the Did especially with respect to their New Testament back- 
ground. The scholarly debate up until now has been more extensively summarized 
in the commentary of K. Niederwimmer (Die Didache [Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & 
Ruprecht, 1993 (KAV 1)] pp. 247-269). 

2 K. Koch, Ratlos vor der Apokalyptik. Eine Streitschrift ber ein vernach- 
lassigtes Gebiet der Bibelwissenschaft und die schddlichen Auswirkungen auf 
Theologie und Philosophie (Gitersloh: Giitersloher Verlaghaus, 1970). The English 
translation of this book by M. Kohl changes the title to The Rediscovery of 
Apocalyptic: A Polemical Work on a Neglected Area of Biblical Studies and its 
Damaging Effects on Theology and Philosophy (London: SCM, 1972 [StBibTh 22)). 

3 VI Incontro di Studiosi dell’ Antichita cristiana (Roma: Maggio, 1977): “Studi 

sull‘Escatologia”, Augustinianum 18 (1978) pp. 5-278. 
4 Apocalypticism in the Mediterranean World and the near East: Proceedings of 

the International Colloquium on Apocalypticism, Uppsala, August 12-17, 1979, ed. 
by D. Hellholm (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1983). 

5 See E. Stommel, “Lnpeiov éxmeta&oewc (Didache 16,6)”, RQ 48 (1953) pp. 
20-42; B. C. Butler, “The Literary relations of Didache, CH. XVI”, JTS ns. 11 
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The following reflections aim at a modest goal: they are 

intended, besides reflection on some considerations of (a) the form 

of apocalyptic theology and (b) an important condition for 

understanding it, to (c) draw attention to some particular aspects 

of apocalyptic, which the Didache offers, and finally to (d) for- 

mulate a hypothesis concerning the purpose of the concluding 

chapter. 

I 

One fruit of the recent discussion about apocalyptic texts is the 

attempt to define the literary genre of apocalypses more precisely. 

Most convincing here is the definition of John J. Collins, given in 
the context of the work of the Genres Project of the American 
Society of Biblical Literature: “‘Apocalypse’ is a genre [Gattung]® 
of revelatory literature with a narrative framework, in which a 
revelation is mediated by an otherworldly being to a human 
recipient, disclosing a transcendent reality which is both temporal, 
insofar as it envisages eschatological salvation, and spatial, insofar 
as it involves another, supernatural world.”’? Those familiar with 
the attempts at definition will confirm that an attempt is made here 
to get beyond the systematization of different elements of the style 
of apocalyptic (pseudonymity, accounts of visions, revelations and 
keys, overviews of history, paraenesis, prayers etc.)® to a com- 
prehensive description of the full literary form “Apocalypse”. 

(1960) pp. 265-83; E. Bammel, “Schema und Vorlage von Didache 16”, StPat 
IV,2, ed. F. L. Cross (Berlin: Akademia-Verlag, 1961 [TU 79]), pp. 253-62; H. 
Koster, Synoptische Uberlieferung bei den Apostolischen Vatern (Berlin: Akademie- 
Verlag, 1965 [TU 65]) pp. 179-90; R. A. Kraft, Barnabas and the Didache (The 
Apostolic Fathers: A New Translation and Commentary 3) (New York: Thomas 
Nelson, 1965) pp. 12-6, 175-7: A. Stuiber, “Die drei Unpeia von Didache XVI”, 
JAC 24 (1981) pp. 42-4. 

§ On the problems of the use of “genre” and “Gattung” as synonymous terms in 
Anglo-American and German literature, see L. Hartmann, “Survey of the Problem 
of Apocalyptic Genre”, in Hellholm, Apocalypticism, pp. 329-43, here p. 330. 

7 J. J. Collins, “Towards the Morphology of a Genre”, Semeia 14 (1979) pp. 1- 
19, esp. 9. See also L. Hartmann, in Hellholm, Apocalypticism p. 338 and K. 
Rudolph, “Apokalyptik in der Diskussion”, Jbid., pp. 771-89, esp. 774f. 

8 P. Vielhauer, Geschichte der urchristlichen Literatur (Berlin: de Gruyter, 
1975) pp. 487-9; J. Lebram, art. “Apokalypsen II”, TRE 3 (1978) p. 192; Collins, 
“Morphology”, pp. 6-8; following Vielhauer also M. Krause, “Die literarischen Gat- 
tungen der Apokalypsen von Nag Hammadi”, in Hellholm, Apocalypticism, pp. 
621-37, esp. 622f; K. Rudolph, ibid., pp.-776f; K. Koch, Introduction to K. Koch 

& J. M. Schmidt (eds.), Apokalyptik (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buch- 
gesellschaft, 1982 [Wege der Forschung 365]) pp. 1-29, esp. 14f; H. Stadelmann, 
“Biblische Apokalyptik und heilsgechichtliches Denken”, in H. Stadelmann (ed.), 
Epochen der Heilsgeschichte. Beitrage zur Forderung heilsgeschichtlicher Theologie 
(Wuppertal: Brockhaus, 1984) pp. 86-100, esp. 87f. 
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Obviously this does not mean that the comprehensive full literary 
form, above all one in book form, should have already existed at 
the beginning of apocalyptic literature, which indeed is not limited 
to apocalypses in the defined sense. But apocalyptic revelation 
theology in the form of the “Apocalypse” is nevertheless easily 
Seitedacs since the second century B.C. (1 En 1-36 and Dan 2, 

< 9 

Its great phase in the realm of Christian and Jewish theology 
lasted then until the end of the 2nd century C.E.!° But besides 
apocalypses in the defined sense, apocalyptic motifs and apocalyp- 
tic theology also entered into other literary genres at the same 
time; the apocalyptic categories in Pauline theology can only be 
referred to briefly.!! In our context, it is important to notice that, 
inside Christian literature at the time when apocalypses in the nar- 
row sense were still being written, apocalyptic theology was 
pursued in other ways besides the complete literary form as such: 
besides the Epistle of Barnabas,'? one should refer to Papias,!3 to 
Justin,!4 and to Irenaeus,!5 as well as to apocalyptic traces in the 
early martyr acts!¢ and in the commentaries to the canonical 
apocalypses, in all probability beginning with Melito of Sardis.!7 

For the evaluation of the apocalyptic conclusion of the 
Didache this means first of all that we do not have an apocalypse 
according to the definition before us. The narrative framework is 
missing, as is also any information about the revealer and receiver 

° Cf. Collins, “Morphology”, pp. 30-2; 37f. 
10 Christian: Mk 13 par; Rev; ApocPet; Herm; 5 Esra; Asclsa; Jewish: 2 Bar; 4 

Esra; Fragments of Elchsai; on this latter, cf. G. P. Luttikhuizen, The Revelation 
of Elchsai. Investigations into the Evidence for a Mesopotamian Jewish Apocalypse 
of the Second Century and his Reception by Judeo-Christian Propagandists, 
(Tiibingen: Mohr, 1985 [TSAJ 8]). Concerning the time span within which 
apocalypses emerged, cf. Koch, in Koch & Schmidt, Apokalyptik, p. 13f. 

11 For the “doctrine of Aeons” see 1 Cor 10:11, 2 Cor 4:17; for the “new 

creation” see 2 Cor 5:17, Rom 8:17-30. 
12 Barn 4, 7 (F. X. Funk, K. Bihlmeyer & W. Schneemelcher, Die Apostolis- 

chen Véter: Neubearbeitung der Funkschen Ausgabe [Tiibingen: Mohr (SQS II 
1,13)] pp. 12f, 18f). 

13 Fragments of Papias, (ed) R.M. Hiibner = J. Kiirzinger, Papias von 
Hierapolis und die Evangelien des Neuen Testaments (Regensburg: F. Pustet, 1983 
[Eichstdtter Materialien 4}) pp. 89-138. 

14 Dial 32:3f; 49:3; 80:5-81:3; 109:1-111:1; (E. J. Goodspeed, Die diltesten 
Apologeten (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1984] pp. 126f, 147f, 192f, 225- 
7 

15 4AdyHaer V.24-36 (V. A. Rousseau, L. Doutreleau & C. Mercier, /rénée de 
Lyon: Contre les hérésies Il (Paris: Les Editions du Cerf (SC 153)] pp. 294-466). 

16 E.g. Martyrdom of Perpetua and Felicitas (SQF ns. 3, pp. 39-41 Knopf- 
Kriiger-Ruhbach). 

17 Evidence for the lost commentary is HE IV.26:2 (GCS 9,1, 382,6f Schwartz); 
the oldest commentary on Rev is Hippolytus, Jn Dan (GCS 1,1 Bonwetsch). 
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of an apocalyptic message, as well as any information about the 

manner of the revelation. It rather reports an apocalyptic message, 

which already appears to have been issued; nothing is revealed 

here in the sense of the apocalyptic genre, but what is already 

known is repeated for the deepening of knowledge. In view of the 

other apocalyptic literature mentioned above, it is not surprising to 

find that sort of thing. Yet it appears to me that we have a special 

case before us in the Didache. 
The Didache as a whole is, as Georg Schdllgen has recently 

shown, only a “selective church order”, whose “loose com- 
position” on the one hand presents little difficulty to those inter- 
polating additional instructions into the text in the face of newly 
arising problems, but whose greater openness of structure at the 
same time makes it correspondingly “difficult for the historian to 
prove such an insertion decisively.”!8 The history of research into 
the Didache is a faithful picture of this problematic situation. !9 

I am proceeding on the assumption that the apocalyptic part 
of the conclusion is not a later addition, as has been often claimed 
or suspected.2° This is because one finds here again a stylistic ele- 
ment or structuring principle often found in the Didache: the asso- 
ciation of terms or catch-words.?! From the warning in 16:2b that 
“for the whole time of your faith will profit you nothing, if you do 
not become perfect”, the author proceeds directly in 16:3 to the 
description of what is to be expected év Tatc¢ éoxaTtaics nusgpaic.?2 
What comes next is certainly so different in background and form 
from the ethical instructions of the Two Ways. Teaching that it 
cannot have formed its conclusion, as Rordorf rightly insisted.23 
The question is thus posed all the more acutely as to how this 

18 Schdllgen, “Didache als Kirchenordnung, p. 22. 
19 Compare the work of J.-P. Audet, La Didaché. Instructions des apdtres 

(Paris: Gabalda, 1958) pp. 104-20 and G. Schille, “Das Recht der Propheten und 
Apostel—gemeinderechtliche Beobachtungen zu Didache Kapitel 11-13”, P. Watzel 
& G. Schille, Theologische Versuche (Berlin: Evangelisches Verlags-Anstalt, 1966) 
pp. 84-103, both of whom present theories of interpolation which make precise dif- 
ferentiations. 

20 Késter, Synoptische Uberlieferung, pp. 160, 173, 189f; Kraft, Barnabas and 
the Didache, p. 7; W. Rordorf & A. Tuilier, La Doctrine des Douze Apéotres (Paris: 
Les Editions du Cerf [SC 248], 1978) p. 83 (subsequent quotations are from this 
edition); Schéllgen, “Didache als Kirchenordnung”, p. 20 fn. 117. 
j ce Vielhauer, Geschichte, p. 727; Schéllgen, “Didache als Kirchenordnung”, pp. 

2 Rordorf & Tuilier, La Doctrine, pp. 194, 196f. The observation is already 
made by Bammel, “Schema und Vorlage”, p. 259. 

23 Rordorf & Tuilier, La Doctrine, p. 82. This thesis does not mean to deny, 
however, that the Didache is part of a broader literary background, as argued by K. 
ae Bundesformular (Neukirchen: Neukirchen-Vluyn, 19642 [WMANT 

pp. -7. 
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piece of apocalyptic theology can be interpreted, providing, as it 
does, the final chord to the Didache, a selective church order. 

Il 

In the interpretations offered up to now, people have been 
satisfied to point out that “the eschatological conclusion merely 
has the function of strengthening the warning to the reader to obey 
the instructions given in what precedes. The eschatology directed 
towards retribution in the end time becomes thus a subordinate 
aspect of the ethical instruction, and for the rest is a simple piece 
of teaching ‘about the last things’.”24 

Egon Brandenburger has rightly argued that because the jus 
talionis plays an important réle inside the apocalyptic thought 
model, according to which the returning Lord will repay to each 
according to his work,?5 it cannot be deduced that it is the concept 
of judgement which positions enactment of law theologically.26 He 
argues that nowhere in New Testament or early Jewish apocalyp- 
tic is there a law based on judgment or expectation of the end. “It 
has long been known in what the law consists—but now, in this 
time of the world, it is prevented from its genuine appearance, 
held back, pushed down. It is precisely this which characterizes 
this aeon among other things as evil. The law belongs in the realm 
of the Creator, who has so ordered the world that it is oriented to 
himself and to life.”27 The parenesis, which is only partly bound 
up with apocalyptic,?® brings the laws of life to remembrance, but 
it does not serve as their sanction. The sanctioning instance is the 
Judge who appears at the End, who re-instates the old order. It is 
however only one element in apocalyptic theology. Anyone who 
plays parenesis against apocalyptic in interpretation, runs into the 

24 K. Wengst in the Introduction to his edition of the Didache (Didache 
(Apostellehre), Barnabasbrief, Zweiter Klemensbrief, Schrift an  Diognet 
(Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft (SUC 2), 1984] p. 60); according to 
Schéllgen (“Didache als Kirchenordnung”, p. 20 fn. 117), the function of Ch. 16 
lies “méglicherweise...in den abschlieSenden Einzelbestimmungen der Schrift.” 
Niederwimmer (Die Didache, pp. 258f) interprets the chapter as a whole simply as 
concluding parenesis. 

25 The lost conclusion of Did 16 can indeed be reconstructed following the 
implications of the framework of judgment, as is well known. Compare Wengst, 
Didache (Apostellehre), p. 90; more carefully Rordorf & Tuilier, La Doctrine, p. 

199. 
26 E. Brandenburger, Markus 13 und die Apokalyptik (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck 

& Ruprecht, 1984 [FRLANT 134]) pp. 135-9, in debate with E. Kaésemann. 

27bid, p. 138. 
28 One of the apocalypses without parenesis is e.g. Dan. See C.H. Lebram, “The 

Piety of the Jewish Apocalyptists” in Hellholm, Apocalypticism, pp. 171-210 esp. 

178f. 
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danger of overlooking important aspects of what it is intended to 

communicate. 

Il 

Probably because of that, it has been maintained on more than one 

occasion that the Didache contains no theological debate,?° i.e. has 

no interest in dogmatic questions.° 
On the other hand it is striking that Did 16:7 expressly 

attacks the assumption that there will be a general resurrection of 
the dead, as attested by Jn 6:28f, but about which Lk 20:35 still 
has reservations. According to the Didache, expressly,-only the 
saints are saved. It differs thus also from the thought model of 
Revelation, which links the assumption of the general resurrection 
with that of the second death of the evil doers (Rev 20:11-21:8), 
and so mediates between the competing assumptions of a general 
or an exclusive resurrection of the dead.3! The Didache only 
allows the latter model,32 and so we get into relatively old tradi- 
tions in the history of the development of theology, which have to 
be linked to the exclusive resurrection-belief of the Maccabbean 
Martyrs, and are also found in Paul (1 Thess 4:16; Rom 6:5; 
8:11), the Gospel of John (3:36), Ignatius (Trail 9:2) and Polycarp 
(Phil 2:2),33 but differ from the chronologically or ontologically 
graded orders of resurrection, as later in Hippolytus,* in mil- 

22 Wengst, Didache (Apostellehre), p. 17. 
3° Schillgen, “Didache als Kirchenordnung”, p. 5. 
31 On the resurrection in Rev see G. Kegel, Auferstehung Jesu - Auferstehung 

der Toten. Eine traditionsgeschichtliche Untersuchung zum Neuen Testament 
(Gitersloh: Mohn, 1970) pp. 107f. Cf. in general: T.H.C. van Eijk, La resurrec- 
tion des morts chez les péres apostoliques (Paris: Beauchesne, 1974 [ThH 25]), pp. 
19-28 refer to the Didache in particular. 

32 The idea of a general judgement after the resurrection, which is specifically 
restricted to the saints alone, as it results from one reconstruction of the conclusion 
of Didache 16 (compare fn. 25), is not without tensions! It would be profitable to 
research the early Christian conceptions of the resurrection with respect to whether 
they depart in every case from a general resurrection, or whether they do not more 
commonly than is accepted depart from an exclusive resurrection of believers. 

33 T. Baumeister, Die Anftinge der Theologie des Martyriums (Minster, 1980 
[Miunsterische Beitrage zur Theologie 45]) pp. 44, 248. Ignatius (SUC 11, p. 178, 
lines 1-3 Fischer); Polykarp (Ibid. p. 250, lines 7-12). A late witness to a belief in 
an exclusive resurrection is found in the apocryphal 3 Cor 3:24 (Greek: A. v. 
Harnack, Apocrypha IV. Die apokryphen Briefe des Paulus an die Laodiceer und 
Korinther (KIT 12; Bonn 71912, repr. Berlin: de Gruyter, 1931) p. 17; Coptic: C. 
Schmidt, Acta Pauli aus der Heidelberger koptischen Papyrushandschrift Nr.1. 
(Leipzig, 1904, repr. Hildesheim: Olms, 1965) p. 43, lines 14-8, and is rejected as 
heretical in ActsPaulThec 12f (Greek: R.A. Lipsius, Acta apostolorum apocrypha 
1, Leipzig, 1981, Reprint 1959, p. 244; Schmidt, ibid., p. 8, line 26 to p. 9, line 1, 
a new edition of the Acts of Paul is currently being prepared by W. Rordorf). 

4 P. Prigent, “Hyppolyte, commentateur de l’Apocalypse”, TZ 28 (1972) pp. 
391-412, esp 403f. 
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lenarian context in Irenaeus,35 and in gnostic context in the 
Treatise on Resurrection addressed to Rheginos in NgH I,4.36 

The description of the Saviour as xa7&@epa (curse)? also 
points to a very old tradition. It reminds one of Christ “made into 
sin” of 1 Cor 5:21 and stands directly parallel to the saying of Gal 
3:13, that he has become a curse (ka7&pa) for our sake as the 
crucified, since everyone who is hanged on a tree is cursed 
(é€mixata&patos). Barnabas?® also describes him as the crucified 
Accursed One, who “on that day” will come again in the purple 
royal robe (7:9), and all these are reflections on the verdict of Dt 
21:23,3° according to which anyone hanged on a pole is cursed by 
God. Paul, Barnabas and the Didache use this idea in the sense of 
a paradox christology: the one apparently accursed is in reality the 
future Saviour, who, as Paul then worked it out theologically, has 
broken the curse of the Law.4° 

We have all the grounds for the conclusion that we see here 
one of the oldest layers of christology, which experiences the 
Easter event as a revelation of the future quality as Judge of the 
one so shamefully crucified and did not yet use the title “Son of 
Man” for this purpose, which then makes the apocalyptic 
reference of this revelation very clear.*! 

35 AdvHaer V.35:4 (SC 153, pp. 438-40). In my opinion, one cannot detect the 
millenarian context in Did, which O’Hagan (Material Recreation, pp. 28-30) 
cautiously indicates. 

36 De resurrectione (Ep. ad Rheginum) NHC 1, 45,32-46,2 (Bibliotheque copte 
de Nag Hammadi, Section “Textes” 12,-pp. 46-8 Ménard). Compare also the com- 
mentary of the editor there, pp. 65-7, and in M. L. Peel, Gnosis und Auferstehung. 
Der Brief des Rheginus von Nag Hammadi (Neukirchen: Neukirchener Verlag, 
1974) pp. 82-4. The English text can be found in J. M. Robinson, The Nag Ham- 
madi Library in English (Leiden: Brill, 1977) pp. 50-53). 

37 From xatavabeya. Butler (“Literary Relations”, pp. 275f) confirms the cor- 
rectness of this version. 

38 7:9 (Funk, Bihlmeyer & Schneemelcher, Apostolischen Vater, p. 19, lines 
10f). 

39 Correct correspondingly the detail “Dt 27:26” in Wengst, Didache (Apostel- 
lehre, p. 99 fn. 137! For the interpretation of this verse compare the Temple Scroll, 
11QTemp 64:9-13 (ed. Y. Yardin, The Temple Scroll 2: Text and Commentary 
[Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, 1983] pp. 290f). Note also the introduction 
by the same author in The Temple Scroll 1: Introduction [Jerusalem: Israel Explora- 
tion Society, 1983] pp. 373-9, and The Temple Scroll: The Hidden Law of the Dead 
Sea Sect (London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, London, 1985) pp. 204-217. 

40 Cf H. W. Kuhn, “Jesus als Gekreuzigter in der friihchristlichen Verkiindigung 
bis zur Mitte des 2. Jahrhunderts”, Z7hK 72 (1975) pp. 1-46, esp. 35-7; G. 
Friedrich, Die Verkiindigung des Todes Jesu im Neuen Testament (Neukirchen: 
Neukirchener Verlag, 1982 [BSt 6]) pp. 122-30. There may be a connection 
between this paradox christology and the idea of the elevation of Jesus directly from 
the cross, attested especially by Jn 3:14. 

41 Compare the reflections in P. Hoffmann, art. “Auferstehung” II/l, TRE 4 
(1979) pp. 496, 19-47. 
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The above two observations on Didache 16, which refer us 

to different ancient layers of early theology do not now, however, 

go along with the conception of imminent expectation. Rather the 

ideas about the World Deceiver, who will appear like a son of 

god,42 and about the fire of testing, take up a relatively large 

amount of space. It is striking that, in contrast to the 
in the narrower sense, the spatial dimension of a transcendent 

world is here completely missing, and only the future perspective 

of the temporal dimension plays a role. Since it is not a case of an 
originally apocalyptic revelation as such, which takes place in an 
transcendent world, but rather a repetition of long revealed tradi- 
tional material, it is self-evident why only the temporal dimension 
plays a quintessential role: the world events climax in a dramatic 
development, which will allow the parousia to appear all the more 
triumphally.*4 In this parousia a change is expected; the conclu- 
sion of the Didache projects a discontinuous development of his- 
tory.45 In view of this, the formula generally accepted in critical 
scholarship, that the imminent expectation of early Christianity 
has passed over into a continuing expectation, is false for sure, if 
by continuing expectation the idea of a continuing course of his- 
tory is implied. 

IV 

But why did the Didache at its conclusion hand on traditional 
material into which have flowed clearly theological assumptions 
from different stages of tradition? 

It is conspicuous that the apocalyptic tradition in 16:3 begins 
with the warning about the false prophets in the last days. So it 
warns about them, and offers criteria in 11:5f, 8-10 for their 
exposure. Such warnings also introduce the apocalyptic chapters 
in Mk 13:22 and Mt 24:24. Precisely because the Didache is a 
selective church order, it cannot be without significance that this 
is the case here also. The reference to the false prophets must be 
more than just a traditional motif. 

Both apostles (11:6) and prophets (11:9) can turn out to be 
false prophets.4° Now it has indeed legitimately been said that, 

#2 16:4 (Rordorf & Tuilier, La Doctrine, p. 196, line 12); the translation 
“appear as the Son of God” in Wengst (Didache (Apostellehre), p. 89) is mislead- 
ing. 

4316:5 ( Rordorf &Tuilier, La Doctrine, p. 196, line 15). 
“4 For the signs connected to the parousia see especially the posthumous essay of 

A. Stuiber, “Die drei Dnpeia”, pp. 42-44. 
45 On these fundamental characteristic thought patterns of apocalyptic literature 

see Lebram, “Piety”, p. 173 fn. 10. 
4© One cannot deduce from this, without further ado, that the apostolic and 

prophetic offices in the Didache are the same: K. Niederwimmer, “Zur Entwick- 
lungsgeschichte des Wanderradikalismus im Traditionsbereich der Didache”, WSt 
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despite many statements, the Didache does not allow one to recog- 
nize anything exact about. the task of the apostle or the prophet.47 
If this cannot be determined from the Didache with the help of 
inner criteria, then one may and must bring in other sources to 
clarify what they are, in view of the fact that these officials are so 
‘important that a false apostle or prophet is considered to be very 
dangerous. 

Without being able here to go into the origin of apocalyptic 
from prophecy*® and the difficult questions about the identity of 
the prophetic and the teaching office4®, and indeed about the 
prophetic and apostolic offices® in the New Testament, neverthe- 
less it seems to me to be very significant that both canonical 
apocalypses of the Bible, which undisputedly represent this genre 
of revelation literature in the narrow sense, are there themselves 
designated as prophetic.5! So apocalyptic proclamation was con- 
sidered to be prophetic. And without claiming to describe the 
prophetic activity comprehensively in this way, it can indeed be 
reckoned as part of the prophetic activity. 

I thus come to the thesis that the apocalyptic conclusion of 
the Didache, directed against the false prophets, preserves an 
important part of the preaching of the prophets attested in the 
Didache. Even if it was scarcely a norm of prophetic preaching, 
since the speech of the prophet was not subject to anyone’s judg- 
ment.52 It is, however, conceivable on the other hand, that here 
the most important content of prophetic preaching is repeated for 

ns. 11 (1977) pp. 145-167, esp. 155 note 26; Rordorf & Tuilier, La Doctrine, p. 
52; for a contrary view see A. de Halleux, “Les ministéres dans la Didaché”, 

Trenikon 53 (1980) pp. 5-29, esp. 13. 
47 Schéllgen, “Didache als Kirchenordnung”, pp. 12f. 
48 On the development of research Rudolph in Hellholm, Apocalypticism, p. 

782: Koch, Apokalyptik, pp. 20f. 
49 Brandenburger, Markus 13 und die Apokalyptik, p. 140. 
50 Cf 1 Cor 12:29; Eph 2:20: A de Halleux, “Les ministéres”, pp. 10f; on this 

Schéllgen, “Didache als Kirchenordnung”, p. 12 fn. 55. 
5! Daniel as a prophet: Mt 24:15; Rev as prophecy: Rev 11:3; 22:7, 10, 18f. In 

this context it is significant that the apocalypses in Mk 13 and Mt 24 begin with 
warnings about pseudo-prophets (Mk 13:22; Mt 24:24). 

52 11:7 (Rordorf & Tuilier, La Doctrine, p. 184 lines 13f); criteria for the asses- 
ment of a prophet emerge only from his deeds: cf Schdllgen, “Didache als Kir- 
chenordnung”, pp. 13f. Because of the understanding that fasting and prayer are to 
be regarded as pre-requisites for the visionary, prophetic experience (cf. K. Koch, 
“Vom profetischen zum apokalyptischen Visionsbericht” in Hellholm, Apocalyp- 
ticism, pp. 413-46, esp. 430), the inclusion of commandments on prayer and fasting 
among the selected themes of the Didache may perhaps become understandable, as 
something that must of necessity be regulated by the congregations, since it 
emerged from the spiritual practice of the prophets and belonged to their parenesis. 
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the communities that have no prophet.53 In the face of the danger 
of the false prophets, true prophecy, which means apocalyptic, 
however, is preserved in its basic concepts. That is unnecessary if 
one has a prophet. But if one does not have one, it becomes a mat- 
ter of urgency. So it is not surprising that the apocalyptic conclu- 
sion of the Didache appears as a reference to a genre of 
revelation-literature; nevertheless is itself no apocalypse, but only 
an aide-mémoire of apocalyptic theology. 

53 13:4 (Rordorf & Tuilier, La Doctrine, p. 191, lines 7f) formulates a rule for 
these communities. 
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