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INTRODUCTION 

BEFORE the year 1883 references in Eusebius and Athan- 
asius, in Jerome and Rufinus, and in various other writings 
to a “ Teaching of the Apostles’ or ‘“‘ Teachings of the 
Apostles” or to the ‘‘ Two Ways” were thought to refer 
to the so-called Apostolic Church Order, to the Apostolic 
Constitutions, or to a lost document. Krawutzcky thought 
that there was a lost document which was the source of all 
these writings, containing moral teaching set out in the 
form of “ Two Ways,” a good and an evil way. From the 
various sources he tried to reconstruct this work, and to 

his contemporaries his work must have seemed ingenious 
and inconclusive. In 1883 it was proved to be brilliant, 
for in that year Philotheus Bryennius published at Con- 
stantinople the real Teaching of the Twelve Apostles, “ the 

_ Teaching of the Lord to the Gentiles through the Twelve 
Apostles.” Krawutzcky’s ‘reconstruction’? was proved 
to be brilliantly close to the original so far as it went, but it 
covered only the first few chapters. Of the: second half 
of the book, the Church Order and Apocalypse found 
there, neither Krawutzcky nor any other scholar had any 
suspicion. 

The Teaching of the Twelve Apostles, discovered by 
Philotheus Bryennius in a MS. in Constantinople in 1875, 
and published by him in 1883, is a short document. It 

consists of five chapters of moral teaching arranged in the 
form of two ‘‘ Ways,” followed by a transitional chapter 
dealing with the eating of idol-meats and with remarks on 
the “‘ Yoke of the Lord.”’ Chapter VII deals with baptism ; 
VIII with fasting and prayer; IX and X are headed 

mept 5é rhs ebyaptorias ; chapter XI deals with apostles and 

prophets; XII with wandering Christians; XIII with 
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teachers and with the disposal of first-fruits; XIV with the 

Sunday xAdois dprov and the necessary preparation for it; 

XV with bishops and deacons and the settling of disputes 

in the Church, ending with a general summary that all 

one’s actions are to be those of the Gospel; the document 
concludes with an apocalypse in chapter XVI. 

The problems raised by the Didache were immediately 
perceived. They are as follows: (i) The relationship 
between the “‘ Two Ways’”’ in the Didache and the forms 
of the same moral code found in Barnabas and other 

writings can be explained in various ways. (ii)) The Church 
Order found in chapters VII-XV is remarkably primitive 
at times, but at times it is very developed. What is the 
explanation of this? (iii) What does the Didache deal with 
in chapters IX, X and XIV? It can be the eucharist in 
all three chapters, the agape and eucharist in IX, X, the 
eucharist alone in XIV, the agape in chapters IX and X, 
the eucharist in XIV, or the undivided family-meal in all 
three. We may assume that IX and X are private prayers 
for the use of the worshipper or that they are prayers for 
use at a private eucharist, XIV being regulations for the 
public celebration. (iv) What stage in the history of the 

_ evolution of the ministry is represented by the Didache’s 

f 

- chapters on apostles, prophets and teachers, and on bishops 
-and deacons? (v) What historical movements in Church 
history, if any, are referred to in the Didache, or why are | 
none alluded to? (vi) How much of the New Testament 
does the Didache know? (vii) Is the Didache.a complete 
original document or a collection of books ? 

From the moment the Didache was given to the world by 
Bryennius these questions have been vigorously debated, 
and even now there is no single accepted answer to any of 
these seven problems. Bryennius, Harnack, Muilenburg, 
Armitage Robinson and Connolly hold that the Didache’s 
“Two Ways” is an adaptation of that composed by the 
writer of the Epistle of Barnabas. Others held that Barnabas 
makes use of the Didache’s ““ Two Ways,” while C. Taylor 
held the opinion, which Harnack later adopted, that 
Barnabas, the Didache, the Apostolic Church Order and 
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other documents make use of an old Jewish document called 
the “ Two Ways.’’ A somewhat similar theory has been 
adopted by many others that there was a Christian or Jewish 
Christian document containing moral teaching called the 
“Two Ways,” of which various documents made use. 

There are very many editions of this and in Th. Schermann’s 
Ein Elfapostel-moral (Veroffentl. a. d. kirchenhist. Seminar. 
Miinchen II, 2, 1903) they are all arranged in a complicated 
genealogical table, with criss-crossing connecting lines. 
In J.Th.S., 1936, Streeter has again put forward the hypothesis 
of a primitive “ Two Ways” used by both Barnabas and 
the Didache. No one has, however, as yet persuaded the 
whole world that his solution of this problem is correct. 

The Didache was thought to be a very early document, | 
and so its chapters on Church Order were quickly examined 
to see what the Church was like in the early years. All the 
various sects, as Schaff} said, tried to find their peculiar 

tenets in the Didache in the hope of proving them ancient. 
There can, however, be no doubt that they failed. The 
Didache is very bare. It describes little. Its chapter on 
baptism has the Trinitarian formula, which some consider — 
late, and it permits clinical baptism. It orders fasting © 
on Wednesday and Friday, which was a late development. 
However, the Didache’s lack of interest in ecclesiastical and 

liturgical matters seems to argue a certain primitive charac- 
ter. Various solutions have been proposed: that the 
Didache is giving a picture of its own church in its own 
time, that this church was situated in a backwater out of 
the great movements of Christianity, that it is giving an 
archeological reconstruction of the Church, that it is giving 

a picture of the New Testament Church, that it isan impudent 

forgery. All of these answers have been given at various 

times. C. Bigg believed it to be a fourth-century apocryphal 

work. Cotterill in the Scottish Church Review in 1884 

thought that it was written in the late Middle Ages. Sabatier 

thought it was written before the full effect of Paul’s mis- 

sionary work was felt. Harnack thought it gave a good 

picture of the Church in about A.D. 140, Funk in A.D. Ioo. 

1 The Teaching of the Twelve Apostles, or, the Oldest Church M anual. 

i 
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Later Armitage Robinson thought that the Didache is a 
picture of the New Testament Church, written in New 
Testament language. Burkitt thought that it was an 
archeological reconstruction. In his Primitive Church, 
pp. 144-152, Canon Streeter says that in the Didache we 
can see a writer in some church with a well-developed 
presbyterian organisation addressing a backward church 
whose prophets and teachers and bishops and deacons are 
still disputing for the supremacy. The writer shows us 
how a resident prophet or some other influential person 
could easily become a monarchical bishop. The place of 

origin of the Didache, says Streeter on p. 284, could not 
shave been an isolated, backward church, for its influence 

was so great. We shall, however, see that he exaggerates 
that influence. C. Taylor thought it showed a Jewish 
synagogue just turning over to Christianity, the majority 
of its Jewish customs retained and merely tinged with the 
colour of the new creed. Here again there is no universal 
agreement on the solution of the problem to be given. 

In the case of the next three problems, the same phe- 
nomena are seen. Struckmann can find in the Didache the 
evidence of a “‘ Real Presence ”’ in the eucharist, Lietzmann 

and Gibbons (J.Th.S., 1935) see in the Didache Jewish 
prayers used at the Kiddush being adapted for use at the 
eucharist. Drews and Baumstark think that in Did. IX 
and X we have evidence of a family meal, derived from the 
Jewish meals, which can properly be called a eucharist, 
celebrated in private houses with no necessary ministers, 
alongside the full episcopal Sunday ‘‘ Mass.” In chapters 
IX and X great ingenuity has to be shown to settle where 
and when the communion, if any, takes place, and to decide 

what is the purpose of the cries and rubrics found at the 
end of chapter X. The matter was complicated when the 
Didache first appeared, since those concerned with writing 
the history of the eucharist could not tell whether the 
Christian ceremony was derived from the Passover or from 
the Kiddush, from the Last Supper or from other meals in 
which Jesus took part. Superficially the chapters IX and 
X of the Didache closely resemble the Jewish Graces used 
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at the Kiddush, so people jumped to the conclusion that 
the Didache was written at a time when the eucharist was 
just emerging as a thing separate from the Kiddush, un- 
sullied by contamination with Pauline ideas. This does 
not explain why in chapter XIV the eucharist is explicitly 
called a sacrifice, which seems to imply a late date. 

With regard to the history of the ministry, the Didache 
came at a time when Hatch and Lightfoot had completed 
their theories that the threefold Christian ministry was 
evolved as a result of the administrative needs of the com- 
munity out of a form of collegiate government copied from 
Jewish synagogues and Greek clubs. This gave no idea of 
divine origin, and left the Church for many years without 
settled leadership. Harnack saw in the Didache a hint that 
God gave the early Christian Church apostles, prophets and 

_ teachers to lead and teach it and to conduct its worship. 
These were granted special spiritual gifts from God. They 
did not administer the business of the communities—bishops 
and deacons did this; and these took over the work of the 

three spiritual orders when the spiritual enthusiasm of the 
Church died away. The Didache was written at the time 
of this transition. This theory has been eagerly adopted by 

_ many scholars, but, as we shall see, it has certain faults. 

Above all, it judges all other Christian literature in the light 

of the Didache, not, as would be correct, the Didache in the 

light of the rest. Canon Streeter is of the opinion that the 
Didache is an attempt on the part of a presbyterian 
Church to persuade a Church in which the influence of charis- 
matics and regular ministry is equal, to adopt a ministry 
similar to its own. He thinks of a great variety of organ- 
isation in the early Church which later disappeared when 
episcopacy became the standard. 

Krawutzcky found signs of Ebionitism in the Didache, 
Bryennius of Ebionitism, Antinomianism and Montanism, 

Hilgenfeld of Montanism, Long (Baptist Quarterly Review) 
of Paulicianism. Sabatier thought that the Didache showed 
no sign of any movement of Christian history, and so must 
have been written before any arose. C. Taylor pointed out 
the Judaic tone of the Didache, and he and others thus say 
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that it must have been written either before Pauline influence 
became strong or in a place where Pauline influence was 
weak. Usually it is assumed that the lack of reference to 
any great heretical movement implies an early date, but we 
shall see that there is evidence of the Didache knowing one 
of the great movements of the second century, which it 

tries to show in as “ catholic ’’ a light as possible. 
The question of the amount of the New Testament known 

by the Didache is very much debated. Rieks 1 and Muralt 2 
hold that the writer quotes from nearly all the books of the 
New Testament with the exception of the smaller epistles. 
Sabatier thinks he quotes from none, as none were written. 
Harnack denies that the writer knew any of the Pauline 
epistles. Greiff thought that the writer of the Fourth 
Gospel was influenced by the Didache, not vice versa, for 

some connection is evident in the prayers to be used at the 
“eucharist ’’ in chapters IX and X. Some critics are 
willing to see knowledge of Scripture only in explicit quota- 
tions, others in the resemblances of language which imply 
familiarity with New Testament passages. All must admit 
that the Didache uses the first Gospel, but otherwise there 

is no agreement. Moreover, most critics are more inclined. 
to look to rabbinic and Jewish apocryphal writings for 
parallels than to New Testament scriptures. 

Finally it is suggested that Did. I-V, VI-XV, and XVI 
are separate documents loosely connected together, that 
Did. I, 30-II, 1, and III, 1-6, are interpolations. {What 

must nowadays be agreed upon is that the Didache, if it is a 
compilation from various sources, is yet the work of one 
man, and is a unity as it now stands. The compiler is a 
man of marked characteristics. 

All these problems have to be answered, and the results 
have to agree together. Too often in the past the Didache’s 
Church Order was assumed to be of such and such a date, 

and so the date given by the relationship between the 
various ‘‘ Two Ways”’ was forced to agree with this, or 
vice versa. The Didache was the “spoilt child’? of 

1 Lehre der zwolf Apostel, 1889. 
® Revue de Théologie et de Philosophie, 1884. 
°C. Bigg, The Doctrine of the Twelve Apostles, S.P.C.K., 1808. 
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criticism. It appeared when the whole world had come to an 
impasse in the study of Christian origins, and so the Didache 
was made to support everyone’s theories. It was the only 
major discovery in early Christian literature, and so it had 
the full force of criticism, whether sound or not, turned 

upon it at once. No wonder that such varying conclusions 
were reached about it. 

The real problem of the Didache is whether it is a picture 
of the Church at the time when it was written, an antiquarian 
picture of the Church as it was at some time in the past, or 
an imaginary picture. If either of the last two alternatives 
is correct, then the problem remains as to what is the 
purpose of the Didache.. Burkitt apparently held that it is 
antiquarian in form and in purpose. Armitage Robinson 
does not consider its purpose, nor does Muilenburg. Con- 
nolly considers it to be antiquarian in form, though not in 
purpose. Armitage Robinson, to the mind of the writer, 
seems to have discovered the secret of the composition of 
the Didache. Inhis book Barnabas, Hermas and the Didache, 

he shows how the writing was composed from “ apostolic 
writings’”’ like those of the New Testament, Barnabas, 

Hermas or the source of Did. III, 1-6 so as to give a picture 
of what Christ’s teaching was to the Gentiles. This could 
very well have arisen when, with Africanus or Hegesippus, 
there began an interest in history, and at that time, too, the 
emergence of the New Testament Canon must have interested 
men’s minds in the early form of the Church, but a purpose- 
less historical reproduction is unlikely. Burkitt points to 
an interest at the period c. A.D. 200 in the finding of ancient 

monuments by the various Churches, especially the new 

Gentile Church at Jerusalem, but the Didache could hardly 

be a forgery of that period. The Church Orders and 

apocryphal works always wrap up contemporary customs 

in antiquarian forms, and, it seems to me, the Didache 

must follow this custom. Armitage Robinson and his 

followers are right when they say that the writer of the 

Didache tries to give a picture of a Church in New Testament 

or “apostolic” language. He tries to express in New 

Testament and apostolic words what is common to his 

on, 



8 THE RIDDLE OF THE DIDACHE 

Church and that of the New Testament. That will explain 
the mixture of primitiveness and development that we 
find. It will also explain the few peculiarities we find in 
the Didache. The author’s Church was one which sup-. 

ported a moderate Montanism which it expressed in as 
respectable and apostolic a form as possible. 

This is the only explanation which will give a satisfactory 
answer to all the problems raised by the Didache and will 
enable us to fix a date when the Didache could have been 
written. It will be seen, when we come to discuss the 
separate points, how simple the solution is. It escaped the 
notice of the early scholars probably because they could 
accept only one of two alternatives, a description of con-~ 
temporary practice or a forgery. The language of the 
Didache is pseudo-apostolic, the matter is that part of 
contemporary practice which is present in the New Testa- 
ment writings and in others which the writer could call 
apostolic. So far as the moral teaching was concerned, 
there was nothing unacceptable in the Didache’s “‘ Two 
Ways,’’so that it could be widely used as it was. In the matter 
of the Church Order the Didache has its peculiarities, so 

that chapters XII-XVI were only used with drastic altera- 
tions orin part. This is the solution of the general problems 
connected with the Didache suggested by the writer. The 
Didache is unusual, if this is accepted, but some partial 
parallels may be found, and will be suggested in the course 
of the essay. It is better to consider the Didache as unusual 

than to make it “usual” by forcing all other Christian 
writings into conformity with it; and that is the price that 
orthodox criticism of the Didache has had to pay. We 
shall see, especially when we consider the Didache’s agape 
and eucharist and ministry, how far this has gone. 
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THE TEXT OF THE DIDACHE 

OF the Greek text of the Didache there are two manuscripts, 
one of the whole work, one of a very small part of chaptersI, ~ 
II and III. The only manuscript of the whole of the 
Didache in Greek is that discovered in 1875 by Philotheus 
Bryennius, later Metropolitan of Nicomedia, in the library 
of the Jerusalem Monastery of the Most Holy Sepulchre 
in the Phanar quarter of Constantinople. It is now pre- 
served at Jerusalem. This MS. contains the Synopsis of 
the Holy Scriptures compiled by Chrysostom, the Epistle 
of Barnabas, the only complete Greek Text of the First and 
Second Epistles of Clement, the Didache, the longer recension 
of the Thirteen Epistles of Ignatius and an explanation of 
the genealogy of our Lord. According to the subscription 

_ to the MS. it was written by a certain Leo, “ notary and 
sinner,’ and completed on June 11th, 1056. It is written 

in cursive characters on parchment, the pages being 
74” x 6", and it contains very few errors except of a very 
trifling character. Harnack said in 1886 that there are only 
three places in the MS. where there is any chance of serious 
error, I, 6, XI, 11, and XVI, 5, and the difficulties here have 

been solved by exegesis without recourse to emendation. 
These and certain other passages will be discussed in notes 
at the end of this chapter. This MS. was published in 
1887 in photographic facsimile by Rendel Harris. 

The other MS. of the Greek text is a fragment found at 
Oxyrhynchus, published by Grenfell and Hunt in Oxyrhynchus 
Papyri, Pt. XV, 1922. It consists of two small pages of 
vellum, on both sides of which are written sixty-four words, 
from Did. I, 3-I, 4 and II, 7-III, 2. The pages measure 
24” x 2” and, according to the editors, are part of one 

of the miniature books which were popular in Egypt 
9 
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especially for theological works. It was written in the late 

fourth or early fifth century. The text is as follows: 

OVX’ Kal TH € 
6vn TovTo 
TOLOVOLY VL 
eva Oe piAcur 
€ TOUS [LLGOU 

TAS UpLAs KL 
ovy e€€TE EX 

Opov akov 
€ Tu oe Set TOL 
ovvTa Gwaar 
cov Ta Tva [7pw| 
TOV TAVT@ 

amroaxou TwV 
oapkel|t|Kwy € 
mubuperwv 

edeyEets TrEpl @ 

Se mpooevfer ous 

de ayamyoets 

utrep THY uy 

aov»y>))??)? 

Spe, ae 
TEKVOV [LOU gpevye a7To 

[azro| mavros 

TpayLaTos 

TOVvnpov Kat 

OMovov avTov 

PN ‘yewou opyet 

Nos emrevdn 087 

yet 9 opyn pos 
Tov povov 

In this text there are three things of special importance: 
(a2) there is an important addition on the back of the first 
page in the words dxove . . . mdvrwv, words which are not 
found in the text of Bryennius between sections 2 and 3 
of chapter I; (6) the whole of the first page is taken from 
the so-called “ Interpolation ”’ of I, 3-II, 1, the authenticity 

of which has been questioned and will be discussed later, 
and (c) the break between II, 7 and III, 1 is clearly markedv 
It will be shown later that in III, 1-6 we have a fragment 
of an earlier writing incorporated bodily into the material 
derived from Barnabas by the writer of the Didache. 

The text here differs from that of Bryennius in the follow- 
ing places: (a) in I, 3 it has rodro for 76 ado; (b) it has 
pircire for dyamdare ; (c) after capxixdv it omits Kal cwparikdv ; 
(d) in II, 7 it has wepi dv dé in place of Bryennius’s zepi S¢ dv ; 
(e) in III, 1 it adds zpdyparos before wovynpod and (f) omits 
amo vavtos before duoiov ; (g) it has eed) ddnyet as in Did. 
III, 4, 5, 6 in place of the ddnyet yap in Bryennius, found in 
ITI, 1, 2,3. Otherwise the only variations are orthographic. 



THE TEXT OF THE DIDACHE II 

Of those listed above, the omission of xal owpaTiKay may 

be due to the redundancy of those words, but otherwise the 
variations are of no importance, being only such as a scribe, 
who allowed himself freedom, would make. 

These two MSS. are the only texts of the Didache which 
we have in Greek. There are translations of the Didache 
made in ancient times into various languages, and of these 
only one is of the whole work. It is that into Georgian, 
published by Peradze in 1932 in the Zeitschrift fiir neutesta- 
mentlichen Wissenschaft, p. 114, from a copy made by 
S. Phikreischwili of an eleventh-century MS. found: at 
Constantinople. There is a postscript to this translation 
which runs as follows :— © 

“Um mich zu trésten wahrend des Umherirrens in der 
Fremde und gleichzeitig auch damit jener Teil der 
Kirche Gottes, der die Kirche der Georgier ist, diese 
Lehre der zwoélf Apostel Christi habe ich in Gott 
Erbarmlicher (ein gewisser) Jeremias aus Orhai, aus 
dem Griechischen ins Georgische tibersetzt, der Nation- 
alitat nach ein Georgier, der Religion nach dagegen ein 
Christ und Orthodoxer, zwischen den Festen der 
Auferstehen und Pfingsten, als ich zu jener Zeit mein 
Noviziat durchmachte und vollstandige entfernt war 
von allen Blutgenossen und Freunden, Landsleuten 
und von jeglichen menschlicher Trost und nur Gott 
hatte ich als denjenigen, der zu mir herabblickte und 
mit meiner in jeglicher Hinsicht sehr leidenden Seele 
sprache.”’ 

This Jeremias of Orhai, described by Peradze as “ der 
Iberrer,”’ was present at the Council of Ephesus in A.D. 431. 
The translation is therefore to be ascribed to the early 
part of the fifth century. In the lists of members present 
at the Council the translator is described as “ partium 
Persidis.”’ 

Paul Peeters in Analecta Bollandiana, vol. LI, p. 5, note, 

‘says of the identification of the translator with this 
Jeremiah : ‘‘ Identification extrémement peu probable, pour 

_cette raison tout d’abord, que le dit traducteur se présente 
lui méme sous le nom de Jérémie d’Edesse (Orhai).’’ The 
Jeremiah at Ephesus is described as “ Iberos Partium 

B 
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Persidis.”’. There is, moreover, some doubt as to the MS. 

We have only Phikreischwili’s copy, the original having 

disappeared. It seems to have been part of a mass of 
questionable material. Peradze merely repeats the textual 
notes given by Phikreischwili. There are so few competent 
to deal with this Georgian that I have merely reproduced 
Peradze’s notes, which must be accepted with great reserve. 
So when we find quoted by Peradze a note added to the title : 
“‘scripta anno nonagesimo vel centesimo post dominum 
Christum,’’ we cannot be certain whence this comes. It 

may be an addition by Phikreischwili or by any of the 
translators or editors of the text. 

The translation is remarkably close to the Greek of 
Bryennius. It omits two passages, Did. I, 5 and 6 and 
XIII, 5-7. In the first of these places the Greek is muddled 
and contradictory, and in the second consists of an un- 
profitable list of the things of which first-fruits must be 
given. In XVI, 5 the Greek reads cw6joovra in’ adrot Tob 
katabéuaros. The Georgian apparently translates i’ atrod 
tod avabéuatos, which solves the problem of the unusual 
Greek word. Elsewhere, where the Georgian is different 
from the Greek, the variations are such as a translator 

would make especially in simplifying the difficulties of the 
original tongue. The two chief points to notice concerning 
this translation are: (a) the fact that the whole of the 
Didache is translated, and (0) that the translator knows 
the Interpolation, for he includes Did. I, 3-4 in his 
translation. 

There are two other translations of the Didache into 
oriental languages, into Coptic and Ethiopic. The Coptic 
is written on a large sheet of papyrus, probably part of a 
roll. The extract is written in two columns on one side 
and one on the other side of the papyrus, the lines and 
columns being of unequal length. It appears to be a casual 
extract, beginning in the middle of Did. X, 3 and continuing 
until the middle of Did. XII, 2. It was brought to the 
British Museum in 1923, and was published with notes by 
Horner in J.Th.S., 1924, and in Z.N.T.W. by Schmidt 
in 1925. Horner and the Museum authorities ascribe it 
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to some part of the fifth century, perhaps as early as A.D. 400. 
Schmidt is inclined to think this is too early. 

The Coptic version is of interest in various places. The 
difficult passage in XI, 11, where the Greek has moudv «is 
pvoTipiov KogpKov éxKAnotas, is, according to Schmidt, trans- 

lated by ‘“‘ Der lehrt und bezeugt eine weltliche Ueberlie- 
ferung in der Kirche,” the Greek of which would be 
OudaoKwv Kat papripwv Tapddoow KOO[ULK}V ev TH exkAnoia. 

Homer said that the Coptic translated céopuov, not KoopuKov. 
The mistake is probably Horner’s. In X, 6 the Greek 
reads : woavva TH Oe@ Aafid. The Coptic has: ‘‘ Hosannah 
to the house of David.’’ Both of these are unusual, and we 

should expect “Son of David.” There is, as we shall see 

later, a possible reason why the Didache says ‘‘ God of 
David.” Origen gives evidence of certain Egyptian MSS. 
of the New Testament which read in the New Testament 
accounts of the Triumphal Entry not vid Aafid but ofkw. 
Thus the Coptic may very likely be assimilating the Didache 
to the New Testament form of the cry current in certain 
Egyptian circles. The third important difference between 
the Coptic and Greek Didache is the addition in the Coptic 
at the end of chapter X of a prayer over the holy oil, which 

reads: 1 “ But concerning the words with the aroma give 
thanks thus as we say, ‘ We give thanks to thee, O Father, 
concerning the aroma, this about which thou showedst us 
through Jesus thy son. Thine is the glory eternal, Amen.’ ”’ 
When it is expanding the Didache the A fostolic Constitutions, 
Bk. VII, adds a prayer for a similar purpose in the same 
place, using material from Did. IX and X, which it has 
elsewhere omitted or altered in the interests of the modern- 
isation of the Didache. The prayers in the Coptic and in 

the Apostolic Constitutions are in no way connected with 

one another. Schmidt holds that here and wherever else 

the Coptic makes any additions they are for liturgical use. 

In other places small variations occur. In X, 6 the Greek 

reads ¢dOérw ydpis Kat mapeAbérw 6 Kéopos obtos. For this the 

1 4.C. VII, XXVII.  Tlept 8€ rod pvpov odrws eb Xaprorioare: Ey xapeorob- 
év aot, bce Snuuoupye Trav SAwv, Kal dwép TAS evwdlas TOD pUpov KaL UTEP TOV 

a0avdrov aidvos od éyvdpicas Huiv dd *Iyood rod mavdds Gov, Tt God cot 7 d6fa 

Kai 7 Svvapus ets TOvs aidvas any. 
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Coptic substitutes: ‘“‘ Let come the Lord and let this world 

pass away.” In XI, 5 the Greek has of the apostle od pevet 

Sé jjuepay piov. Harnack conjectures «i pi before nEepay, 

and the Coptic supports this. In X, 3 the Greek has merely 

Sud to0 mauSds gov, to which the Coptic adds "Inood, parallel 

to IX, 3 and X, 2. In XII, 1 the Bryennius MS. has egeras, 

which is usually changed to éere. The A.C. VII and the 

Coptic have éyere, which is more natural than the future. 

In X, 3 in place of rots dvOpwmois the Coptic has “ the sons 

of men.” This is, according to Schmidt, an example of the 

liturgical expansion found in the document, especially in the 

frequent addition of dwjv. In XII, r the Coptic again 

agrees with A.C. VII in saying mas 8€ 6 éepxdpevos ev 

évopart Kuplov mpos duds, adding mpos tuas to the Greek of 

Bryennius. The Coptic version omits Did. XI, 4: més de 
dméaToAos épydpevos mpos pas SexO7jrw ws Kdpios, and adds 
mas 5é . . . duds to the next section. In XI, 7 the Coptic 
uses a word to translate Svaxpwetre, which is used in Rom. 
xiv, 23 (Copt.) to translate Svaxpiveobar (middle). The active 
form of the Greek word can be used with the same meaning 
as the middle, ‘‘ to doubt,’ so the Coptic translator took it 

as such here, perhaps to prevent any contradiction of Paul, 
who orders “‘ the discerning of spirits.”” In X, 4 the Coptic 
reads dep mdvrwy instead of the po wdvrwy we have. It also 
confirms Bryennius’s punctuation and emendation here, 
duvatos ef: ool. . . . The Bryennius MS. reads duvaros ef 
ov. Harnack conjectured duvaros ef od <ool).... For 
papav aOa the Coptic has ‘‘ The Lord came,’ following 
Chrysostom and Theodoret, who, on I Cor. xvi, 22, say that 
the Aramaic means, “‘ The Lord has come.” 

Thus the Coptic varies in many places from the Didache, 

as we find it in Bryennius’s MS., but it does not give evidence 
of a radically different text. The omissions are probably 
slips, the variations due to a desire to get rid of the diffi- 
culties of the Greek text or to give a closer resemblance to 
the New Testament or to contemporary liturgical custom. 

Beside the Coptic version of the Didache there is another 
version having a very close relationship to it, an Ethiopic 
translation of Did. XI, 3—XIII, end, followed by an extract 
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from an Ethiopic version of Did. VIII, 1 and 2. It is found 
joined with a passage derived from the Didascalia in the 
form discovered by Hauler in the Verona fragments, and has 
been embedded in the midst of the Ethiopic version of the 
Statutes of the Apostles in the midst of Statute LII. It is not 
found in the closely related Arabic and Sahidic versions. 
The whole work, in each version, is a composition in which 

are worked over the Apostolic Church Order, the Hippolytean 
Church Order and other works. It is not difficult to see that 
additions could easily be made to such a work without dis- 
arranging it. In his introduction to the Statutes of the 
Apostles, Horner says that the agreement with the Greek of 
Bryennius is so close that it is possible to catalogue all the 
variations. They are as follows: 

Did. XI, 4. Ethiopic omits deyrj7w ws Kvpios and joins 
the first half of the sentence to XI, 5; cf. 
Coptic. 

5. Ethiopic: “shall not remain except one 
day or the next and if he has need, the 
third also; and if he stayed longer he is 
a false prophet.” Greek : ov pevet de <el 
p7)> TpEpav piav eav be 7) h xXpela, Kal THV 
adAnv: tpeis de eav peivyn, pevdorpodyrys 
€or. 

Coptic has: “‘ Let him stay a day. 
But if there is need let him stay days 2. 
But if he should stay 3 days, a false 
prophet he is.” 

6. Omitted We the Ethiopic. 

7. Ethiopic: ‘ And every prophet who speaks 
in the spirit shall be proved and he shall 
be examined that there may be no sin 
in him.” 

Greek: “ye shall not try nor judge, 
for oes sii, ete.” 

8. Ethiopic: “and everyone that speaketh 
hae OG tra: Astte not everyone that 

speaketh. ” Ethiopic: “if he lives the 
life of God heis a true prophet.” Greek: 

... but if he has the ways of the 
Lord.” 
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11. Ethiopic: ‘‘ And every prophet proved in 
truth, who acts in the assembly of men 
and acts unlawfully, shall not be judged 
by you, for his judgement is from God; 
because thus did the ancient prophets.”’ 
Greek: mds de mpodnrns SedoKyracpevos, 
adnOwes, mou els pvariptov KoopuKov 

exhyatas, iT) ovdaoKwv be TrOLe ly, oa avTos 

TTOLEL, ov Kpiljoerau ep bpav- . 

In Ethiopic there i is a v.1. “ who makes 
an assembly. . 

XII, 3, 4. Ethiopic omits came eat,” and adds: 
“But if he works not he shall not be 
supported.’ Ethiopic also omits “‘ being 
a Christian,’ but adds after ‘“ trade”’ 
“ And works not.” 

XIII, 1. Ethiopic adds: ‘‘ Thus support him.” 

_ 2. Ethiopic omits this section. 

6. Ethiopic adds “‘honey”’ and for zpo¢7jrats 
puts ‘‘ poor.” : 

VIII, 1. The Ethiopic writes “‘ evening ”’ for Greek 
TApac Keun. 

2. Ethiopic omits otrw mpocetyeofe and the 
Lord’s Prayer. 

This is a very short list of variations in the Ethiopic from 
the Greek. We may specially note that the text of the Greek 
attested by the Ethiopic is the same as we have in Bryennius’s 
MS., and that it clarifies the sense slightly. In the Ethiopic 
v.l. it is seen that the translator construes zowv and 
exkAyaias together as participle and object. In XIII, 6, 
though previously the Ethiopic has said “‘ Give your first- 
fruits to the prophets,” it here shows that in its time first- 
fruits were usually given to the poor. 

There seems to be some connection between the Ethiopic 
and Coptic versions of these parts of the Didache for the 
following reasons. (1) The only capital letter in the Coptic 
occurs where the Ethiopic fragment begins. (2) In XI, 4,5 
both omit dex8j7w ws Kvpios from section 4 and join the first 
half of this section to section 5. Moreover, both agree in 
allowing an apostle to stay ‘“‘ one day,’’ as does the text of 
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the Greek Didache as emended by Harnack, though not as 
in the original Bryennius MS. 

There seems to be some connection necessary in order to 
explain these two cases of agreement, but elsewhere the two 
versions vary from the Greek and from one another. What 
connection there is we cannot tell for certain. 

There are thus two texts of the Greek Didache and three 
versions in oriental languages—Georgian, Coptic and 
Ethiopic. In all these five there is very little variation 
one from another, except in very small matters. When 
we come to the other chief version, that into Latin, the 
case is rather different. Here, as in the case of the Greek, 
there are two MSS., one of a very small part, chapters I 
and II, the other of the whole of the first five chapters of 
the Didache. The smaller of these was discovered by 
von Gebhardt printed in Bernhard Pez’s Anecdotorum 
Thesaurus, the MS. of this being found in the library at 
Molk, where Pez had been librarian. The larger was dis- 
covered by Schlecht in an‘old Freisinger MS. in rg00, which 
contained another collection of homilies. Von Gebhardt’s | 
fragment is merely a short extract, Schlecht’s seems to be 
a complete whole, for after Did. V it adds a conclusion not 
found in the Greek. We have no MS. of any part of the 
Didache in Latin outside the “Two Ways,” but it is 
interesting to note that in the Pseudo-Cyprianic Adv. 
Aleatores there seems to be a quotation of Did. XIV, 2. 
The title of the work in the Freisinger MS. is ‘‘ De Doctrina 
Apostolorum,” and, though the “de ” is omitted in the 

MS. from Mélk, it is quite possible that this title implies 
that the Latin only intends to translate an extract from 
the whole Didache in homiletic form. Rufinus does not 
refer to the ‘‘ Didache,” but to “ Due Viz vel Judicium 
secundum Petrum,” while Jerome refers to a “ Judicium 
Petri’? and a “ Due Vie.” It has been thought that this 
means that the Didache in Latin contained only Did. I-V 
and was derived perhaps not from our Didache, but from 
the original Jewish ‘“‘Two Ways,’ which, we are told, 
underlies the forms of the ‘‘ Two Ways” found in various 

writers. Other reasons for this conclusion are found (I) in 
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the fact that in I, 1 the Latin Didache has an addition 
found in Barnabas’s ‘‘ Two Ways,” and not in the Greek 
Didache. The Latin Didache opens as follows: ‘‘ Vie due 
sunt in seculo vite et mortis, lucis et tenebrarum. In his 
constituti sunt angeli duo unus equitatis, alter iniquitatis.” 
The Greek has merely ddot dvo ecict, pia THs Cwis Kai pla Tob 
@avarov. Barnabas refers to Two Ways of light and dark- 
ness over which are set angels of God and of Satan, the 
eternal Lord and the ruler of this present time of iniquity. 
(2) Both forms of the Latin omit I, 3b-II, 1. In Barnabas 

there is no parallel to this passage of the Greek Didache, 
nor is there in the Apostolic Church Order or several other 
versions of the “‘ Two Ways.” It is thought that these 
documents could not be based upon the Greek Didache 
and yet omit this passage, which is the most Christian in 
the “Two Ways.” (3) In II, 7 the Latin Didache has: 
““ Neminem hominum oderis, quosdam amabis super animam 
tuam.”’ In the Greek we read in between these two clauses 
aAAa ots pev edéyEers, Tept 5é Ov mpocevén. Barnabas has no 
parallel to anything but the last clause of the section, when 
he says in Barn. XIX, 5: dyamjoes tov wAnolov cov szép 
Tv yuxyv cov. Here it will be seen that the Latin is 
almost nearer to Barnabas than to the Greek Didache. 
The Apostolic Church Order makes the passage of the 
Didache like Jude 22 by adding after eAdy£eus : ots S€ eAerjoets. 
(4) In IV, 3 the Greek MS. has wo6joes, but the Latin has 
“facies,” and the parallel passage in Barnabas XIX, 12 
has woujoeis. The Apostolic Church Order follows Barnabas 
and the Latin. Now, as will be shown later, it does not 

seem likely that the supposed original used by Barnabas 
and the other composers of “Two Ways” would have 
been so well ordered as that “‘ Two Ways ”’ is in the Didache, 
otherwise we cannot imagine Barnabas having confused 
the order. The Latin Didache agrees with the Didache in 
order, and therefore it seems likely to me that it is an 
adaptation of the Didache. The explanation of the omission 
of the passage I, 3)-II, 1 may be that this passage was 
not part of the original Didache, but in IV, 8 the Latin 
has an addition to the Greek in “ omnibus enim dominus 



ee, 

THE TEXT OF THE DIDACHE 19 

dare vult de donis suis,’ which is derived either from 
Hermas, Mandate, II, 4 or from Did. I, 5. As will be 

shown later, if I, 5 in the Greek and IV, 8 in the Latin 

are interpolations into the original Didache, we have the 

unlikely event of two different interpolators drawing upon 
the same passage in another writing. It seems that in 
IV, 8 the Latin shows knowledge of Did. I, 5. The omis- 

sion, it seems, of Did. I, 30-II, 1 in the Latin must be due 

to some other reason than that this was not in the original 
Didache. 

The easiest way to explain the phenomena of the Latin 
Didache is that in J, r and perhaps in II, 7 the Latin 
shows knowledge of Barnabas. The Didache in I, 1 
abridged Barnabas, and altered it to conform to Christ’s 

parable of two ways leading to life and to death. This the 
Latin filled out again. In II, 7, as we shall see, the Didache 
made out of Barnabas an imitation of Jude 22-3, watering 
down Barnabas’s demand of love for one’s neighbour, 
which goes beyond the evangelical “as yourself.” This 
expansion the Latin again shortened. As for I, 30-II, 1, 

it is not in Barnabas, and so it was omitted by the translator 
into Latin, for it was not fitting to use the words of Christ 
in such a way without recognition of the source from which 
they are drawn. This is surely the best way to explain 
the resemblances to Barnabas shown by the Latin Didache. 
The general outline is so much the same as that of the Greek 
Didache that no other major source may be postulated. 

Wohleb in Die lateinische Ubersetzung der Didache ascribes 
the Latin Didache to the third century, about the time of 
Cyprian, and says that it is an African work. This is very 
possible. There was in the time of Cyprian and before 
considerable intercourse between Africa and Asia over the 
Baptismal Controversy and the Montanist movement. 
Praxeas came to Africa: Firmilian wrote to Cyprian. 
Harnack has dated the Adv. Aleatores, the first Latin work 
to quote the Didache, in the third century. Lactantius, 
the African, who wrote in the early fourth century, may 
have known “the way of life and of death.” Except for 
the quotation in Adv. Aleatores there is no evidence of any 
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interest in the latter part of the Didache in the West. The 
De Doctrina Apostolorum is a homily, and all who make any 
use of the “Two Ways” in Latin seem to be homiletic 
writers. For their purpose it was only natural to use only 
the moral teaching of the “Two Ways.” Moreover, the 
Church Order soon became out of date, or was suspect as 
being Montanist in character. Thus the whole Didache 
came first to Africa, and was perhaps translated. Then 

the first five chapters only were used, and adapted with the 
aid of material from Barnabas and used for homiletic 
purposes. Whether this was the document referred to by 
Jerome and Rufinus we cannot tell. It is difficult to 
imagine what else could be called the ‘‘ Duz Viz,” but it is 
also difficult to imagine how it could have got the name 
‘“‘ Judicium secundum Petrum.” At any rate it seems 
certain that this Latin Didache is a Latin homily, an 
adaptation of the Greek Didache as we now have it in 
Bryennius’s MS., adapted with the assistance of Barnabas. 

Besides these MSS. and versions of the Didache, evidence 

for the text of the Didache may be derived from various 
other documents which make use of the Didache. These 
are (a) Book VII of the Apostolic Constitutions, (b) the 
Apostolic Church Order, (c) the Life of Schnudi, (d) two 
documents ascribed to Athanasius, the first correctly, the 
second falsely, Syntagma Doctrine and Fides Nicena, and 
lastly (e) there is sometimes added to this list the Epistle 
of Barnabas, chapters XVIII-XX. 

(a) Book VII of the Apostolic Constitutions is an adapta- 
tion of the whole Didache to bring it up to date for early 
fourth-century consumption. It is probably the work of 
the semi-Arian interpolator of the longer recension of the 
Ignatian Epistles, or of someone of his circle. Not only 
does the author bring the Didache’s Church Order up to 
date, but everywhere he adds Scripture references and 
simplifies the language. Thus in IV, 2 the Didache has 

the clause: eipnvevoes 5€ payopevous. eipnvedw is used here 
only as a transitive verb. A.C. VII has cipnvedoes 8€ 
paxopevovs cvvadAdcowy «is ¢idiav. It does not go back to 
Barnabas’s ovvaydywv. (b) The Apostolic Church Order uses 
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Did. I-IV, 8, omitting I, 30-II, 1, as does the Latin. It 
keeps very close to the Didache. In it the various com- 
mands are ascribed to various apostles, and therefore, as 

we shall see, the words of Christ in I, 36-II, r are not put 

in the mouths of mere apostles. There are various forms 
of this ““ Way of Life.” There is some evidence in it of 
knowledge of the later chapters of the Didache, but they 
are replaced by a different Church Order. (c) Schnudi is 
another homiletic adaptation of parts of the ““ Two Ways ”’ 
and so are the two supposed Athanasian works. (d) These 
are discussed in the chapter on the literary history of the 
Didache. All these writings have, as Muilenburg says, 
more importance for the Didache’s literary history than 
here, except that where they agree against the Didache 
they may show that they are based on a Didache a little 
different from ours. Where they agree with the Greek of 
Bryennius they confirm that MS.’s evidence. Where they 
differ separately from Bryennius they are of little use for 
textual criticism, as they are all adaptations. With Barnabas 
it is different. The relationship between the Epistle and 
the Didache will be discussed later. 

There are, it will be seen, very few real authorities for the 
_text of the Didache. They do, however, agree so well 
together that there is little difficulty in settling the original 
Greek text of the Didache. The texts, fragmentary though 
they are for the most part, have suffered very little in 
transmission. The most notable thing is that the Didache 
has been more adapted and used by other writings than 
copied, hence its gradual submergence and disappearance. 

Notes. 

On p. 9 it is said that in Harnack’s opinion in only 
three places in the Didache is there any chance of error in 

the text. These are I, 6, XI, 11 and XVI, 5. 

I, 6. The text of Bryennius here is: aAAa Kai wepi rodrov 
S¢ elpynrau: Spwodrw 4 eAenuwoovvy ov eis Tas xeipds cov peExpts 

dv yu@s Tit das. ; : 

The following emendations have been proposed : 8) for 

8¢ by Bryennius : for iSpwrdérw Bryennius proposed ispwodrw, 

\ 
\ 
} 

j 
} 
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Hilgenfeld iSpvcdrw, Harnack pr) SpaxO7jrw, iepwrdrn is pro- — 
posed by Potwin. 

There is no check on this passage, for it is omitted in 
every version or adaptation except A.C. VII. There the 
only parallel is wdéow .oty Sixaov diddvar €€ oiketwy mov. 
Tia yap, dnot, TOV KUptov amo ov OiKalwy ToVvwY. TpOTL- 

pnréov d€ Tos ayiovs. This is neither a translation nor 
a paraphrase of the Didache, but the reference to zovwy 
makes it likely that idpdés occurred in the original. 
Cassiodorus has a saying “‘ desudet eleemosyna in manu 
tua donec invenias iustum cui eam trades.” This seems 
to be a quotation from the Didache and seems to imply 
that there was some reference to “sweat” in the 
original. Harnack and C. Taylor say that there is here in 
the Didache a reference to the gaining of wealth by the 
sweat of one’s brow, cf. Ps. Ath., Quest. ad Ant. Ducem : 
aAdos mdAw 6 pucbds Tob yewrdvou e€ idiov idSpHtos mowébvtos 
ovpmdbevay Kal Erepos 6 TOU Gpyovtos Tob amo Swpv Kal mpodo- 
dav mapéxovros. This does not, however, seem satisfactory. 
It is better to assume that here there is a correction to the 
command to give freely expressed in Did. I, 5. One is to 
give freely, but one is to give wisely, cf. Sirach XII, 1, éav 
ed Troins yv@Ot ti movets. The meaning, then, will be: “ Let 
your alms sweat in your hands . . .”’, es with the accusative 
being often used for év with the dative. iSpwrdrw will be the 
imperative of a frequentative verb iSpwraw or a mistake for 
iSpwodtw aorist imperative of fdpdw. No emendation is 
really needed. If this explanation is adopted, then the 
contradiction will explain why the passage is so often omitted. 

Did. XI, II. was d€ mpodyrns dSedoxpacpevos, aAnbwes, 
mov eis pivoTipiov KoopiKoy exKAnaias, pr) SiddoKwy 8é 
movety, 60a adTos Trovet, od KpiOnoerat ed buav. 

This passage is discussed fully on p. 73, where it is shown 
that no emendation is necessary. 

Did. XVI, 5. of S€ dropetvartes ev TH triote abtaev cwO7- 
sovtat br’ adrob Tob Katabguaros. Georgian: “‘ Shall thereby 
be saved even from this dreadful curse.” 
_A.C. VII. Here we read only of 5€ dmopetvavres eis TéXos, 

od7or owOyoovra, Hilgenfeld conjectures da’ for ia’. Bryen- 
nius makes the following emendation: én’ adrod rob Kdtw 
Oéwaros, ‘‘ shall be saved upon the very earth laid out here 
below ”—namely, in a material, worldly “kingdom.” This 
is a very unlikely explanation. 

There are two difficulties: (i) Is tad the preposition 
denoting the “agent ” or the preposition ‘‘ from under ” ? 
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(ii) Is cardéGepa “‘ that which is cursed,” .e. the accursed thing, 
the curse, or that which is laid down, 7.e. the foundation ? 
Krawutzcky supposes that the ‘‘ Temple ”’ is indicated, the 
Temple cursed and doomed to destruction. The Christians 
will be saved from this, though the Ebionites turn towards 
it in worship. The Didache was, he thought, written for 
the Ebionites. 

katdQeyua occurs in the N.T., in Rev. xxii, 3, and the verb 
KatafeyariCew in Matt. xxvi, 74. Justin, Quest. et Resp. ad 
Orthodox. 121, says: dvafeua Adyerat TO avakelwevov Kal 
adwptopevov Jed Kat eis Kowiy yphow pjKete AapPavopevor, 7} 
TO HAAOTpLWpLevov Heod dia Kakiav. KaTdbepya dé €ort TO ovvOéobar 
tots avaleuarilovow. Thus xarafeua has something to do 
with “‘cursing.’”’ Does the passage in the Didache refer to 
saving from the curse or saving by the curse itself? It seems 
likely that the adroé, which is so emphatic, makes the second 
of these two alternatives probable. We have only to re- 
member Barnabas’s use of the ritual of the scapegoat and the 
red-heifer, and the very frequent references in Paul and else- 
where to the cursing of him who hangs upon the tree, to see that 
“the accursed thing itself ’’ which saves is Christ upon the 
Cross. Again the difficulties of the passage may be solved 
without recourse to emendation, though it means ignoring the 
evidence of the Georgian. This translator, however, appears 
to have misunderstood the passage. There is no reason for 

_avrod, if his explanation is adopted, nor is it clear what the 
“curse ”’ is. 

It is peculiar to use cardGeua for the more common avdfeua 
but the N.T. shows that it can be so used. 

There are further textual difficulties in the following 
passages. 

I, 4. MS. daéyou r&v capkicdv Kal cwparicadv embupudy. 
Bryennius reads koopuxdv with the Apostolic Constitutions, 
Bk. VII, in place of owparixdv, because of the repetition 
involved in capkicdv and cwparidyv. The Oxyrhynchus 
Papyrus omits cai owparicav, thus making the Didache quote 
exactly I Pet. ii, 11. The explanation of the textual 
variation here seems to me to be that the Greek of Bryen- 
nius’s MS. preserves the true reading, A.C. VII and 
Bryennius emending one way, the Oxyrhynchus Papyrus 
the other, in order to escape the use of two synonymous 
words. In Tit. ii, 12 we read of Koopixds émOupias, the 
probable source of the emendation in A.C. VII. 

I, 3. MS. kat ody e€erau €xOpdr. 
A.C. VII alters this to cat ody cere eyOpdv, as does the 
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Oxyrhynchus Papyrus, and this seems to me to be the 
true reading. 

II, 2. MS. od dovedoers réxvov ev pOopad: odd€ yervnfevra 

amoxrevets. 
Barnabas and the Apostolic Church Order read odd¢ yerynbev. 

A.C. VII has od8€ 76 yervnbev dmoxreveis. In the Latin there 
is no evidence as to what the translator read, for the neuter 

and the masculine accusative are alike. The Greek of the 
MS. is possible, but the fact that here the Didache is follow- 
ing Barnabas and that the Apostolic Church Order is following 
the Didache makes it likely that yevvnfev is the correct 
reading. It may be, however, that the A.C.O. and A.C. 
VII correct the Didache. 

IV, 3. MS. 0d ojos oxiopa. 
Latin: Non facies dissensiones. A.C. VII, A.C.O.: 

od tounocets, Barnabas has od zroujoers. 
Here again it seems probable that zoujoes is the correct 

reading. A.C.O. and the Latin know Barnabas, but 
A.C. VII probably does not. It is unlikely that A.C. VII 
would hit upon the same alteration as does A.C.O. 

X, 4. MS. apo rdvrwv edyapioroduevy cor Gt Suvatos ef 
av 7) dd€a eis Tovs aidvas. 

Bryennius emends this to... dvvards ef coi 7 Sd€a, 
Harnack to... ef ov. col . . . The Coptic seems to support 
Bryennius. ov is a common scribal error for goé. 

XI, 5. MS. od peeve? S€ audpar pia. 
This seems an impossible regulation and to be contradicted 

by éav dé 7 ypeia Kal rv GAAnv in the next section. Harnack 
conjectured «/ yu) before 7juepay and was proved correct by 
the Ethiopic, Coptic and Georgian. 

XII, 1. MS. éreira dé Soxiyuaoarres adrov: yrwoeobe: atve- 
ow yap e€erat deEvdy Kal apiorepav. 

Coptic: ‘“Ye have yourselves a knowing of the thing of 
the right and the thing of the left.” 

Ethiopic: ‘‘ And then having proved him ye shall know, 
for ye have wisdom, and so (to speak) on the right hand 
and on the left.” 

A.C. VII. odtveow yap éxere kal d0vacbe yrdvar Sefcav Kat 
apiotepav. efere appears to be the correct reading here. 
There is the same error in the MS. as in I, 3. The punctua- 
tion is difficult, there being two possibilities, to have a 
comma after yrdocobe alone, or to put ctveow yap efere in 

1 It would be a natural alteration for the Coptic, Georgian, Ethiopic and 
A.C. VII to replace the future by the present. It would not be an easy 
scribal error to write eferau for éxere. 
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a parenthesis. Taking the first punctuation we make de€cdv 
kat aptorepdv into a way of saying ‘‘all knowledge” or 
“ perfect understanding,” or of saying ‘“‘ you have the under- 
standing to distinguish between right and left.’”” This seems 
to me to be the correct punctuation, though A.C. VII’s 
paraphrase seems to take deftdv Kai dprorepav with yraceabe, 
which leaves Soxydoavres S¢ adrov hanging in the air. 

XIV, 1. MS. zpoceEopodoynodpevor. 
Harnack conjectures mpocfopodAoyyjoapevor, which is 

probably correct. mpooc€ouodoynodpevor is never found else- 
where. The zpos- is pointless. mpoe€- is more likely to be 
correct. 

XV, 3. MS. pndé map’ tydv axovéerw. 
Hilgenfeld and Funk conjecture dxovéo8w. 
The Georgian reads: “‘ Also shall he not hear in your 

midst the teaching of the Lord,’’ reading the active dxovérw. 
Hilgenfeld and Funk make their conjecture in order to 

get rid of the repetition in “ let no one speak to him and let 
him not hear from you,” but it is not necessary to remove 
this with the difficult passive form, making zap’ to be 
used of the agent. 

XVI, 5. MS. ore ae 7 Kricts TOV avOpuTwv cis THY 
mUpwow THs SoKipacias. 

Hilgenfeld conjectures «pious, Rendel Harris iors. 
Krious is used of the created world of mankind in Mark xvi, 

15; Rom. viii, 19, 20, 21; Col. i, 23. There is therefore no 
“need to suppose that the abstract xriow cannot be used in 
the sense of the ‘“‘ whole of creation’ in a concrete sense. 
The genitive implies the whole of creation consisting of 
mankind, not ‘‘ man’s creation.”’ There is no need for any. 
emendation here, especially when such emendations leave 
out of account «is tiv mipwow Tis Soxipacias. 

XVI, 7, 8 Apostolic 
Bryennius. Georgian. Constitutions. 

née 0 KUpLOS (Same as ToTE HEEL 6 KUpLOS 
Kal mavres ot Greek of Kal 7avTES ot 
ayvoe per adtod Bryennius) dytou pet adrod 
TOTE OpeTaL O Dann wird diese 
Kéopos Tov KUpiov + Welt unsern Herrn 

Jesus Christus, den 
Sohn des Menschen  &v ovagetop 
der Sohn Gottes ist 
sehen (als) 

€pxYomevov kommend 
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Apostolic 
Bryenniwus. Georgian. Constitutions. 

erdvw Tov vededOv auf den Wolken erdvw Tov vepedAav 
Tov ovpavod 

mit der Macht und per’ ayyéAwv Suvd- 
grosser Herrlich- pews adrovd,émi Opo- 
keit, vou BaotAelas Kara- 

Kpivat Tov KoOpLo- 
mAdvov 8dBoAov 

damit er jedem_ xail dmodotvar éxd- 
Menschen gemass or kata tiv mpa- 
seinen Werken in €&w adtod 
seiner heiligen Ger- 
echtigkeit vergelter 
vor dem ganzen 
Menschengeschlecht 
und vor den Engeln. 
Amen. 

Maclean said that the ending of the Didache in Bryennius’s 
MS. is so abrupt that the last leaf must be lost and we are left 
in the middle of a sentence. It is curious that the Georgian 
version and the Apostolic Constitutions seem to agree in 
omitting rod odpavod and in adding something. Itmaybe that 
the scribe of Bryennius’s MS. seeing the work ending with 
vegedAav added rod odpavod, but the additions in the other two 
authorities, close as they are, are not sufficiently alike for 
us to say they are derived from any lost page. Bryennius’s 
MS. may be cut short but we have no sure evidence for it. 

The only other cases in the Didache where any alterations 
to the text of Bryennius’s MS. can be needed are in matters 
of spelling, and even these are not numerous. Emendation 
is almost unnecessary. The difficulties of the text can be 
solved by exegesis in almost every case. 
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THE LITERARY HISTORY OF THE DIDACHE 

(a) Barnabas and the Didache 

TuHE “‘ Two Ways”’ of Barnabas X VIII-XX and Didache I-V 
are certainly connected in some way or other. Either 
Barnabas uses the Didache or vice versa, or they employ a 
common source. Outside.the ‘Two Ways”’ there are very 
few points where the writings are connected. They are the 
following :— 

(a) Barn. IV, 9: 6:6 mpocdywpev ev rats eoydrais uepass. 
oddev yap wdpedAjoe nuds 6 mas xpdvos THs mioTews Hudv, 
eav py) viv ev TH avouw Kaip@ Kal Tots péAAovow oKavddAots, 
ws mpeérret viots Geob, avrioT@pev, iva p17) ox Tapeiodvow o péAas. 

Did. XVI, 2. auKvdds dé cvvaxOjccobe Cntobvres Ta avijKovTa 

tais uxats duadv. od yap wdedjoe buds 6 Tas xpdvos THs 
mioTews BUaV, eav py) ev TH eoxdtw Kaip@ TeAcrwO Are. 

(0) Barn. XII, 4. Kat wadw ev érépw mpodyrn AEyeu: “OAnv rHWv 
yucpay eLerréraca Tas xeipds pou mpos Aadv ameiOHR Kal avrTir€- 
yovTa 60@ SiKaia jou. 

Did. XVI, 6. Kai rote davyjcera. Ta onpeta THs aAnOeias: 
mp@tov onuetov exmeTdoews ev ovpav@, elra onpetov puwvis 

odAmuyyos, Kal TO TpiTov avdoTacts veKpav: 
(c) Barn. VII. Allegory of the scapegoat. 
Did. XVI, 5. tore 7€eu 7) Kriows TOV avOpdrrwv eis THY TUpwow 

Ths SoKysacias, Kat oxavdadaPjcovrat moAAol Kal azrodobvrat, 
ot dé bropeivavtes ev TH Tote: adta@v awhyoovta bn’ adtob Tob 
Kkatabépatos. 

(d) Barn. XVIII, 1b. ‘Odoi dvo ecioly dibaxfs Kat e€ovoias. 
XXI 64 yiveobe 5€é GeodibaKror. 

Did. VI, 1. “Opa py tis ce mAavion amo tadtys THs 6506 
THS dvdaxhs, emel mapektos Oeod ae SvdaoKer. 

(ec) Barn. XII, 10-11. Barnabas discusses Ps. cx, I, as 
did Jesus. Jesus is not Son of David, but Lord of David and 

Cc 27 
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Son of God. Barnabas quotes Isa. xlv, 1: ‘‘ The Lord said 

to the Lord my Christ.” 
Did. X, 6. doawa 7 Oe Aaveis. 
(f) Barn. IV, 1, 2. ¢vywpev odv redeiws amo mdvrwv Tav 

Epywv Tis dvopias . . .-pamore cpowwIGpev avrois. 

Did. III, 1. Téxvov pov, gedye dro mravrds movnpod Kal ame 

TavTOs Opovod avToo. 
(g) Barn. I, 4, 1V, 6. dyardav buds brép riv puxiv pov, idiws 

Sé Kal mdvtas ayarrav brép THY puyxyy pov. 
Did. II, 7d. ods S€ ayarjoes brep THY poy cov. 
(4) Barn. XVI, 9. at evrodai rijs bidax7js. 
Did. II, 1. Aevrépa dé evtoAn ris didaxijjs. 

(i) Barn. XVI, 1. Kat od« emt tov Gedv adtav Tov moujoavTa 
avrovs ... 

Did. 1, 2. dyamjoets tov Bedv Tov TowjoarTd Ge. 

(j) Barn. VI, 15. vads yap dyvos, ddeAgoi pov, TH Kupiw To 

KATOLKYTYpLOV HUY Ths Kapdias. , 

Did. X, 2. Edyapiorotpey oor, mdtep aye, bmép Tod dyiov 

évépards Gov, ov KaTecKk}Vvwoas ev Tais Kapdiais HUdv. 
(k) Barn. X, 3-4. One must not waste one’s property, but 

must gain one’s living dia Kémov Kai idp@ros. One must 
not sit dpyés and seek to take others’ goods. 

Did. I, 6. Let your alms sweat into your hands till you 
know to whom to give. 

XII, 2-5. Travellers may stay only a day or two. If 
they stay they must learn to work, and not sit dpyds. 

These eleven places where contact is possible are not all 
of equal importance. In the first it seems to me that it is 
certain that the Didache employs Barnabas, or vice versa. 
It seems to me more likely that the Didache uses Barnabas, 
for the following reasons: (a) Did. XVI is a collection of 
quotations from various sources, and it seems likely that this 
section is derived from some source; (0) it is unlikely that 
had Barnabas derived this passage from the Didache he 
would have used the one part of Did. XVI not derived from 
the New Testament and have omitted all the New Testament 
material; (c) the language is very much that of Barnabas, 
€.g. Katpod tod viv ris avouias, XVIII, 2, ddetAopev éavrois 
mpocexovres exlytetv Td. Sixarépata Kupiov, II, 1, etc.; (d) in 
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Barnabas the passage is an integral part of the context, 
calling on men to repent now, for the final stumbling-block 
is at hand. Barnabas is keen and excited. The Didache 
omits the viv of Barnabas, is more abstract than Barnabas and 

is merely writing an apocalypse. For all of these reasons 
Barnabas seems to be theoriginal here, the Didachesecondary. 
- With regard to the passages in 6, Streeter!in J.Th.S., Oct. 
1936 acknowledges that Muilenburg and Burkitt are right in 
saying that the Didache in chapter XVI is based primarily 
on Matt. xxiv and that onpetov éxmetdcews is the Didache’s 
interpretation of Matt. xxiv, 30, where we read of the 

“sign of the Son of Man.”’ Barn. XII is a long series of 
proof texts on the power of the Cross, telling how Israel 
overcame its enemies when Moses stretched out his hands, 

how the Israelites were saved when they saw the brazen 
serpent, how Isaiah in lxv, 2 said “ I stretched out my hands 
the whole day.”’ Justin and others quote these passages of 
the Old Testament, and John iii, 14 says of Jesus that as 
Moses lifted up the serpent in the wilderness so must Jesus 
be lifted up on the Cross. Streeter says that if we hold that 
the Didache depends on Barnabas in using Isa. lxv, then we 
must say John depends on Barnabas, which is impossible. 
It seems to me that Barnabas and Isaiah explain the Didache, 
but we cannot be certain whence the Didache drew his 
expression. Perhaps Barnabas and the Didache both derive 
it from a series of proof-texts. ~ 

With regard to c, it may be that the allegory of the scape- 
goat explains the Didache, but the Didache may equally 
well be referring to Paul’s quotation of “ Cursed be every- 
one that hangeth upon the tree.”” In d_the-Didache seems 
to combine the two passages from Barnabas and to be 
secondary. Here it seems that contact is likely, the two 
passages in Barnabas being combined with Matt. xxiv, 4: 
“ Take heed that-no-man lead~you-astray.” In e, as we 
shall see later, there seems to be an echo of questioning as 

to the correctness of calling Jesus.‘ Son of David.” 
Adamantius discussed the question, Tatian forbade the use 
of the title ‘‘ Son of David.” The Didache may very well 

1 See also Streeter, The Four Gospels, pp. 50 f. 

\x 
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have used the phrase ‘“‘God of David” because of the 

Gospel discussion on Ps. cx, without recourse to Barnabas. 

With regard to f, the question is complicated by the fact that 

Did. III, 1-6 is undoubtedly derived from some other? 

source, which, it is possible, was quoted later as scripture by 

Clement of Alexandria. In these circumstances the resem- 

blances in Barnabas are certainly casual. In the passages 

quoted in g the Didache is quoting Barn. XIX, 5c. He has 
said above in Did. I, 2: “ Thou shalt love thy neighbour as 
thyself,” so in II, 7 he makes up something like Jude 22, 
where is given one’s duty to three of four classes of people, 
and for that purpose he can use Barnabas’s recurring phrase 
drep ri puynv ayarav. h and will be discussed elsewhere. 
In 7 it seems to me that neither Barnabas nor the Didache 
is original, but that the Didache uses John, where oxynvdw 
occurs of the Word, and dvoua of God occurs in John xvii, 
while Barnabas uses the Pauline word xarotxytipiov (Eph. ii, 
22). Finally, in k& it seems to me that the source of the 
Didache is Paul’s words in II Thess. 

In these eleven places, therefore, where the Didache and 

Barnabas seem to be connected with one another, in a, d, g 

writer of the Didache, but other sources might explain the 
Didache equally well. In the other cases the resemblance 
is slight and no certain conclusion may be drawn therefrom. 

It is over the question of the relationship of the “ Two 
Ways ”’ of the Didache and of Barnabas that the battle has 
raged unceasingly for fifty years, and even now no one 
solution is accepted by all, any more than when the Didache 
was discovered. The “‘ Two Ways”’ is found in Barnabas, 
the Didache, the Latin Didache, the Apostolic Church Order, 

the panegyric of Schnudi, A.C. VII, the Fides Nicena, and 
the Syntagma Doctrine. It is referred to in The Testaments 
of the Twelve Patriarchs,in Lactantius and many other writers. 
The possible solutions are three in number, (a) that the 

1 Canon Streeter (J.Th.S., 1936) agrees with Dom Connolly as to this 
borrowing, but does not follow him in the opinion that Clement quotes 
not the Didache but the Didache’s source. 
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“Two Ways” in the Didache is the composition of the author 
of the Didache, (5) that the author of Barnabas composed the 
formof the ‘Two Ways” found there or (c) that Barnabas and 
the Didache use acommon source, a Jewish document for the 
instruction of proselytesor an early Christian treatise onmorals. 

With regard to the possible existence of a Jewish “‘ Two 
Ways,” Dalman, in The Words of Jesus, says: ‘‘ As to the 

Jewish origin of the ‘ Two Ways,’ I have, however, grave 

doubts.”” It could hardly have been intended for the use 
of proselytes. Harnack and C. Taylor, on the other hand, 
held that a Jewish document underlying the Didache could 
be reconstructed, if one omitted the ‘“‘ Christian Interpola- 
tion ’’ of Did. I, 3-II, 1, where the Didache openly uses the 

Gospel and probably Hermas. This passage is not found in 
Barnabas, the Latin Didache, Schnudi or the Apostolic 

Constitutions. There may be incidental references to it in 
Fides Nicena and Syntagma Doctrine. If one omits this 
passage and other very slight passages it would be possible 
to call the “Two Ways” Jewish. The Testaments of the 
Twelve Patriarchs, Jeremiah and other Jewish documents 
refer to a “‘ Two Ways,” and it may be that it was thus that 
Jewish books of moral teaching were arranged, but Greek 

_ philosophers had the same arrangement. The idea of the 

“ Two Ways.” is not necessarily Jewish. 
In many places in the “Two Ways” the Didache and 

Barnabas agree word for word. For example, the second 
half of the “‘ Way of Death ” in the Didache runs as follows : 
SiBOxtar ayalav, pucodvres dAfOevav, dyar@vres yeOSos, od yw- 
wokovtes puc0ov Suxaroovvys, od KoArAdpevor ayab@ od8€ Kpicet 

Sixala, dypumvobvtes obk eis TO ayabdv, GAN’ ets TO movnpdv: dv 
paxpav mpairns Kal dopovy, udrava ayar@vres, SudKovres avTa- 
mddop.a, ovK eAcodvTes TTWXOV Ov TOVObVTES emt KaTaTrovoupevw, 

Ov YwWaOKOVTES TOV TOLnCAVTA adtovs, povets téeKvwv, POopeis 

mAdopatos bob, amootpepdpevoe Tov evdedpevov, KaTatrovoivres 

tov OAPdpevov, tAovoiwy TapdKAyToL, TeviTwY dvopol KpLTat, 
navOapdprnro. In Barnabas after xpice: diag is added y7jpq 
kal ép¢av@ ob mpocéyovres, in place of ayafov is written ¢dBov 
deod, after dv- waxpav is added kat méppw, after émi xaramov- 
ovpevw isadded edyepeis ev karadaG. Otherwise the two docu- 
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ments agree word for word. Similarly we read in the Didache : 

od govetoers téxvov ev pbopa odd€ yervnfev amoxreveis. In 

Barnabas this is exactly the same, with the addition of maAw 

before yerrnfé. Again, in the Didache we read : od KodAy- 
Onoerar % Puy cov peta dYnAdv, GAAG pera Sukatwy Kat Tare- 
wav dvactpadyon. Ta ovpPaivovTd cou evepyjpara ws ayaba 
mpoadeén, eidws Oru drep Oeod oddev yiverar. In Barnabas in 
this passage KodnPjon ex yvyfjs cov is put instead of the 
Didache’s KoAAnOjcerar 4 puyy cov, tamewdv Kat Sixaiwv 
occur in the order opposite to that of the Didache, and 
dvev is read instead of drep. In many other places similar 
word for word agreement is found. This makes it certain 

that the Didache’s writer had Barnabas before him when he 

x wrote, or vice versa, or that they had a common written 

source before them. Such word for word agreement is not 
possible unless a written source is used directly and not 
used from memory. 

Now, if Barnabas used the Didache, could he have omitted 

Did. I, 3-II, x and III, 1-6, and could he have confused the 

order of the ‘‘Two Ways” of the Didache to produce the 
confusion of Barnabas? Here we meet again the question, 
is Did. x, 3-II, 1 part of the original Didache or a later inter- 
polation? Itis found in A.C. VII, in the MS. of Bryennius, 

in the Georgian Version and in the Oxyrhynchus Papyrus. 
It quotes Hermas, as we shall show later, it is quoted by the 
Didascalia, by S. John Climacus, possibly by the Syntagma 
Doctrine (vide p. 73) and probably by the Fides Nicena. 
In the Apostolic Church Order we read : tysjoets adrov (1.e. Tov 
Aadobyrd cou Tov Adyov) Kal?’ 6 Suvatds ef ex Tod iSpHros cov, 
which may be a reference to Did. I, 6: ‘“ Let your alms 
sweat into your hands.” It is not, however, certain. 

Similarly in IV, 8, the Latin Version adds: “‘ omnibus enim 
dominus dare vult de donis suis,’ which seems to be a 

reference to Did. I, 5 : maou yap BeAr Sid0c8a 6 marip ex THV 
idiwy xapicoudtwv. Otherwise the Apostolic Church Order, 
the Latin Didache and the Life of Schnudi omit this passage. 

The language of the “ Interpolation ”’ is very like that of 
the rest of the Didache. «Kal gon téAevos comes in Did. I, 4. 
In VI, 2 we read, réAevos gon. The verb rede occurs in 
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X, 5 and XVI, 2. dSiS0c8a Kara tiv evrodjv is used in 
Did. I, 5, waxdptos 6 Sid0vs Kara TH evroAnv, in XIII, 5, we read 
€dv oitiay Touhs, THY arapy)v AaBev Sos Kata THY evroAjv, and in 
XIII, 7: . . . AaBav rhv arapyny ads dv cor 86€n, 80s Kara TH 
evroAjv. To introduce the quotation of Did. I, 6 is used the 
phrase, a\Ad Kai mepi rovrov dé eipnrar. To introduce the 

quotation in IX, 5, the writer says, kal yap wept tovrou 
elpnkev 6 Kupios ; In XIV, 3, adry yap éorw 1% pnOeiaa bro Kupiov ; 
and in XVI, 7, aad’ as é6pe6n. Svvacba is a favourite word 
of the writer. In I, 4 we read, odd€ yap S¥vacar; in VI, 2, 

et 8 od dvvaca, 6 dvvn, Tobro Toi; in VI, 3, epi Sé THs 
Bpdcews, 6 Stvacon Baoracov; and in XII, 2, Bonfetre aird 
dcov dSvvacbe. In each case these phrases are in passages 
added by the writer of the Didache to the sources used. As 
will be shown later, the style of the Didache is very marked, 
so that these phrases, occurring here, have more importance 
than they would in an ordinary document. They show that the 
man who wrote the rest of the Didache wrote Did. I, 3-II, r. 

The sources used in Did. I, 30-II, r are Justin, as will be 
shown later, Hermas, Matthew and Luke, in addition to the 

unidentified quotation in I, 6. Chap. I, 3 is derived from 
Justin; I, 4 from Matt. v and Luke vi; I, 5 from Hermas, 

_ the Sermon on the Mount andICor. In the latter part of the 
Didache these same sources are all used, as will be shown later. 

It seems, therefore, that the “ Interpolation”’ in the 

Didache is an integral part of the Didache, but why, then, 
do the various people who use the Didache omit this passage ? 
The three who omit the passage are (1) the Apostolic Church 
Order, (2) the Latin Didache and (3) Schnudi. How is it 
that two Egyptian writings and a Western writing agree in 
omitting just these sentences? What special peculiarities 
are there in them? They are the chief passages in the 
Didache where evangelical commands and the words of 
Christ are openly used. This might seem to be an argument 
for their retention, not their omission, and Canon Streeter,! 

1 In P.C., p. 282, Canon Streeter says that Bryennius and the Oxy- 
thynchus Papyrus go back to a fourth-century text, but the Apostolic 
Church Ordey and the Latin are earlier than this, and so are better author- 
ities for the text of the original Didache. He forgets the evidence for the 
Interpolation found in the Didascalia. 
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in ].Th.S., 1936, makes this his chief argument for the inter- 

polation theory, that these writings agree in omitting this 

passage. The Apostolic Church Order divides up the words 

of the Didache among the various Apostles, and it is not 

likely that the words of our Lord would be placed in the 

mouth of a single Apostle, though they might be ascribed 

to all the Apostles. Secondly, the passage is full of 

peculiarities and contradictions. Why does the writer say, 

“Fast for your enemies,” why “ and ye shall not have an 
enemy”? capkixdv cat cwparixav is a peculiar combination. 

There is no good explanation of ovdé yap! divaca. We 

cannot tell for certain what is the évroAj according to which 
gifts are to be given. There is no reason for odai r@ AapBdvovte, 

and there is a contradiction between I, 5, where one has to 

give to all, and I, 6, where one is to find out to whom to give. 

The Georgian version omitted Did. I, 5 and 6 for this reason, 
though I, 3 and 4 are translated in it. Thirdly, Did. I, 5, 
with its commands on giving and receiving, is, as we shall 
see, derived from Hermas. In Did. IV, 8, 9 are commands 

on giving parallel to Barn. XIX, 8a, 9. Now, the Latin 
Didache certainly knows Barnabas. In I, 1 it reads, “ Vie 
duz sunt in seculo, vite et mortis, lucis et tenebrarum. In 
his constituti sunt angeli duo, unus aequitalis, alter iniqui- 
tatis. Distantia autem magna est duarum viarum.” The 
Greek Didache has, ‘Odoi dvo eiai, pia tis Cwhs Kal pia Tob 
Bavarov, diadopa dé 7oAA7) peTaed trav S¥o 6dGv. Barnabas has, 

‘Odoi Svo cioly Sidayjs Kal e€ovoias, 4} Te TOG dwrds Kal 7 
Tod oxdrous. Sdiadopa S€ todd) THY dSvo dddv. ed” Fs per 
yap elow TETOY{LEVOL gutaywyol dyyeAor Tob Oeod, ed’ Hs dé dyye- 

dow rob caravé. In this passage it is clearly seen that the 
Latin Didache knows Barnabas.? If therefore the translator 
were to shorten in any way, he might well agree with Barnabas 
by omitting Did. I, 3-II, 1, especially as I, 5 occurs again in 
Did. IV, 8,.9 and Barn. XIX, 8a, 9. Moreover, if the 
Didache translated by the author of the Latin did not contain 

+ The Georgian explains this by an addition ‘‘ secundum fidem haec 
facere velle.” 

* In Did. IV, 12 we read in the Greek, kat wav 6 yi) dpeordy T@ Kuplo. 
a Latin reads “deo.’’ In Barnabas we read, wav & od« éorw dpeorov 
Tw VEW, 
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Did. I, 3-II, 1, then the addition to Did. IV, 8, ‘“‘ omnibus 
enim dominus dare vult de donis suis,” is probably derived 
from Hermas, Mandate, II, 4, maow yap 6 Beds Sid0c8a béAe 

ex TOV idtwv Swpnudtwy, to which there is no exact scriptural 
parallel. Nowitis admitted, as will be shown, that Did. I, 5 is 

based on this same mandate. It is not likely, it seems, that 
’ the translator of the Latin Didache and an“ interpolator ”’ of 

the Greek would recur to the same passage in Hermas for an 
addition to be made to the original. Had it been to a scrip- 
tural passage, it would have been a different matter, but inde- 

pendent recourse to Hermas is most unlikely. It seems, 
then, that the Latin Didache knew the Greek “ Inter- 

polation’ and omitted it (a) because it is obscure and contra- 
dictory, (6) because material in it occurs elsewhere in the 
“Two Ways,” and (c) because he saw that Barnabas 
omitted it. These reasons would be sufficient for the 
omission of the passage in what is evidently a homiletic 
adaptation of the “‘ Two Ways,” as we stated above. 
Reasons @ and 6 would account for the omission in the 
Apostolic Church Order, where the additional reason, the 

impropriety of ascribing to an individual apostle the words 
of Christ, would weigh very heavily. Finally in Schnudi 
we have another homiletic extract, and the words of Christ 

here used without any acknowledgment of their source could 
well be omitted there. 

There seem to me very clear reasons why the Didache’s 
so-called ‘“‘ Interpolation’ is omitted in these documents 
based on the Didache, and why we should consider it an 
authentic part of the original Didache. If Barnabas is 
based on the Didache, is there any reason why Barnabas 
should omit the passage? There seems to be none whatso- 
ever. There are in Barnabas many quotations from our 
Lord’s words, ¢.g. IV, 14 quotes Matt. ix, 16, zoAAol KAnrol, 

dAtyou dé exAeKTot edpefdpuev,”’ V, Q quotes Mark ii, 17, 
“ That he might show that he came not to call the righteous, 

but sinners,’ and so on. In many cases these quotations 
are inserted incidentally with no mark of a quotation. 
Moreover, there may be a reference in Barn. XIX, 8a and 9 
to giving and receiving, but it is much simpler than Did. I, 5, 
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and there is no parallel to the rest of the ‘‘ Interpolation.” 

It seems to me, then, that the Didache adds to the “‘ Two 

Ways ” and Barnabas does not omit. 
It seems, too, that the regular order of the Didache is 

secondary, imposed by the writer on his material. It does 
not seem that Barnabas could have taken the orderly 
precepts of the Didache and disarranged them to the dis- 
order found in his Epistle. There is little need to give 
examples of this superior order, but reference may be made 
to the following: In Did. III, 9, 10 the Didache says, 

ody tdoes ceavTov odd€ Sdoes TH YvxH Gov Opdcos. od KoA- 
AnOjcerar 4 Yvy} cov pera tnA@v, adda pera Sixatwv Kai 
tanewav avaotrpadjon, which is followed by a reference to all 
évepyjuara as coming from God. In Barnabas this passage is 
split up, the first half of the first sentence occurring in 
XIX, 3a, the second in XIX, 3 end, the second sentence 

occurs in XIX, 6c, followed in XIX, ro by a reference, as 

in the Didache, to évepyjuata. Now, the Didache’s order 
is so natural and logical that it would be impossible for any- 
one to confuse it, if it was before him, to produce the dis- 

jointedness of Barnabas. Similarly in XIX, 5f and XIX, 
7b, c, d, Barnabas tells us our duty towards our sons and 

daughters, the duties of slaves towards their masters, and of 

masters towards their slaves. In XIX, 6 and XIX, 7a 

occurs irrelevant matter about covetousness, pride and 

double-mindedness. In the Didache in IV, 9-11 the order 
is father’s duty to children, master to slave, slave to master. 

The order of Barnabas is that of Ephes. vi, 1-9, the Didache 

is logical in the order of duty of superior to inferior, superior 
to inferior, inferior to superior. It is unlikely that if the 
Didache were the original, anyone would have inserted into 
it the dislocating material of Barn. XIX, 6, 7a. These two 

examples will be sufficient to show that Barnabas is more 
disjointed and disordered than the Didache, which goes to 
support our view that it is unlikely that Barnabas used the 
Didache. Either Barnabas is the original, or it follows the 

original more closely than the Didache. 
Another very noticeable fact is that the Didache turns 

reminiscences of Scripture in Barnabas into quotations. 
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Where Barnabas hints at the New Testament, the Didache 

makes the vague hint a certainty. This is noticeable in 
Did. II, 7, Barn. XIX, 5c, and Jude. 

Barn. XIX, s¢. Did. II, 7. 
ayamiyoeis TOV TAn- od puonoEls mdvTAO 
atov cov wrep THY dvOpwrov add’ ods 
buxnv gov. pev édéy€ers mrepi 

d€ dv mpocevén, ods 
de ayamnoets dep 
Thy puxyv cov. 

Jude 22-3. 
\ a A 3 ~ 

Kat ovs prev édAcaTe 
duakpwvopevous, ovUS 

A 7 > A de owlere éx mrupos 
¢€ , SI \ apmatovres, ots dé 
> ~ > / edeGre ev hoBw, pu- 
cobvres Kal TOV amo 
Ths aapKos é€omAw- 
peévov xiTa@va. 

With this may be compared Lev. xix, 7, 8, ‘“‘ Thou shalt not 
hate thy brother in thine heart : thou shalt surely rebuke thy 
neighbour, and not bear sin because of him. Thou shalt not 

take vengeance, nor bear any grudge against the children of 
thy people, but thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself: 
I am the Lord.” Barn. XIX, r1e, too, may be compared 

els TéXos puLonoets TO Tovnpdv. It seems here that the Didache 
waters down Barnabas’s more than evangelical enthusiasm, 
since he has already said, “‘ Thou shalt love thy neighbour 
as thyself.”’” The introduction he gets from Barn. XIX, rie, 

_which he does not use elsewhere, the form from Jude 22-3. 
In Did. III, 7, 8, Barn. XIX, 4f, g, h occurs the following 

passage :— 

Barn. XIX, 4. 
€on mpais, eon 
qavxLos, €on Tpé- 
pwv Tovs Adyous 
ovs NKNVOUGS. 

Did. III, 7, 8. 
tof. S€ mpats: emel ot 
mpacis KAnpovopmoovat 
THY viv. yivou jLaKpo- 
vos Kat eAejmwv Kal 

akakos Kal HOVXLOS Kal 
ayabos Kat Tpé“wv Tods 
Aoyous dia travrds, ovs 
HKovoas. 

Ps. xxxvli, II. 
But the meek shall 
inherit the land. 

Matt. v, 5. 
pakdptoe ot mpaets, 
ott avtol KAnpovo- 
pjoovot THY yhv. 

Isa. Ixvi, 2. 
Even to him that is 
poor and of a con- 
trite spirit and that 
trembleth at my 
word. 
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Here it will be seen that the Didache keeps Barnabas’s refer- 

ence to Isaiah, but strengthens it with a quotation from either 

Ps, xxxvii or the Beatitudes in order to explain Barnabas’s 

mpais. 

In the “ Way of Death” we have seen that the Didache 

and Barnabas agree so closely in the second half that literary 

connection is necessary. 
Death ” they diverge widely. 

Barn. XX, I. 

elowAodarpeia, 
Opacvrns, tibos 
Suvdpews, UrdKptots, 
SumrAoKkapdia, wouyela, 
fovos, apmayn, 
bmepynpavia, Trapa- 

* Baows, ddAos, Kakia, 
av0ddea, Pappakeia, 
payeta, mAcovecia, 
agoBia beob 

Did. V, I. 

ddvor, moyetar, €7r- 
Ovpiar, mopvetat, 
KAoTrat, €towAoAarpia 
payelar, dappakiar, 
aptayal, pevdopap- 
Tupiat, vmoKpicets, 
dumAoKkapdia, ddAos, 
bmepnpavia, Kakia, 
av0ddera, mAcoveeia, 
aisxpodoyia, CnAorv- 

In the opening of the “ Way of 

Matt. xv, 19. 

ek yap THs Kap- 
dias e€€pxovrat 
diadoyiopol mrovn- 
pol, ¢gdvot, pot- 
xetat, mopvetat, 

KAoTrat, pevdouap- 
tupiat, BAacdn- 
pula. 

mia, Opacvrns, vos, 
aAaloveta 

Here it will be seen that in the order of the sins and the use 
of the plural of abstract nouns the Didache agrees very 
closely with the list in Matthew. It may further be seen 
that all the sins mentioned in the Didache occur in the 
“Way of Life,” and that the first eight, with the exception 
of eidwAoAarpeia, occur in the same order in Did. II, 2. This 

mechanical correspondence between the Didache’s “ Ways 
of Life’ and “ Death ” and its agreement with Matthew are 
surely a sign of its secondary nature over against the freedom 
of Barnabas. 

It will be seen from these passages—and there are many 
others—that Barnabas is nearer the original, if not itself the 

original, of material made to conform closer to the scriptural 
source by the Didache. We have shown that the order in the 
Didache is more likely to be imposed on scattered material 
like that of Barnabas than disturbed by Barnabas. The 
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language of the Didache, too, is sharper and more economical 
than that of Barnabas. For example, the Didache opens 
with : ‘Odo dvo ciow, pia THs Cwhs, Kal pia tod Bavdrov, 

Siagopa, dé odd petakd Ta&v dvo 6ddv. ‘H pev ody 6d0s Tis 
Cwijs €otw avtn. mp@tov ayamyoets Tov Oedv Tov TroujcavTd Ge, 

devrTepov TOV TANGiov Gov Ws ceavTdv: TavTa dé doa éav DeAHans 
pi) yiveoOai, cor, Kal od dAAw pu) Toler. Barnabas has: Mera- 
Badwev S€ Kal emt érépay yr@ow Kal didayyjv. ‘Odoi dvo eictv 
dWayfs Kal e€ovaias, 7 Te TOO PwTds Kai 7) TOK GKdTOUS. dia¢opa 
de 7oAA1) THY BVO dda. ed” Fs pev yap elow TeTaypévor dwra- 
yuyolt ayyeAo. Tob Deo’, éf’ as dé dyyeAor tod Latava. Kal 
6 pév €orw Kipios amd aidvwv Kat ets tods aid@vas, 6 8é 
dpxwv Katpod Tod viv THs avouias. ‘H obv 6d0s Tod dwrds éorw 
avTn: éav Tis Dédwy doy ddevewv em TOV WpLOpevov TéTOV, OTEvON 
Tots épyois adrod. eoTw odv 4 dobecioa ypiv yvdots Tod mepi- 

matety ev adtH ToatTyn. ayamjoes TOY mojpoavTd oc, pofy- 
Ojon Tov ce TAdCaVTaA, So€dleis Tov ce AVTpwodpevov ex Bavdrov. 
Here it will be seen at first glance that the Didache is shorter 
and more economical in its use of language. Life and death, 
too, are used instead of light and darkness, since our Lord 
used “life” and “ death ” in Matt. vii, 13, 14, and Jeremiah 

used the same words in xxi, 8. Asin our Lord’s reply to the 
Scribe in Mark xii, 29 the command to love God is put 

_ together with the command to love one’s neighbour. The 
Didache adds the negative Golden Rule. These additions 
by the Didache, when usually he is shorter, show that either 

both add to a short original or else Barnabas is the original. 
It is not likely that Barnabas would omit much that the 
Didache has only to expand in other places. The Didache 
shortens what Barnabas has, but omits nothing of import- 
ance, and adds many things from other sources. Thus 
Did. I, 3-II, 1, III, 1-6 are, as we have seen in the case of 
the first and shall see later in the case of the second, derived 

from other sources. 
Now, according’ to. B.. H. Streeter \in “the. J:7%.S.-for 

October 1936, this does not prove the originality of 
Barnabas’s form of the “‘ Two Ways.” He says: “ Dom 
Connolly has made it impossible for any future scholar to 

reverse his hypothesis and urge that Barnabas used the 
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Didache.!. He has left unweakened the hypothesis that 

they used a common source which neither has incorporated 

without considerable modification.” So we are left with 

the two alternatives, that the Didache used Barnabas or 

that both used a common source. Both in J.Th.S. and 

in his Primitive Church Streeter makes very great use of 

analogy from Synoptic and Gospel textual criticism. In 

the case of the Christian Interpolation he says that the false 

end of St. Mark’s Gospel provides an analogy. This was 

known to Irenzus at a very early date, but, says Streeter, 

this does not prove its authenticity. This is an incomplete 
analogy, for it leaves out of consideration the signs of a 
unity of authorship of the ‘“ Interpolation’ and the rest 
of the Didache, which we have noted above. His analogy, 

then, is of little use. Finally, on the major question of the 

relationship between the “Two Ways” of Barnabas and 
the Didache, he says that the relationship is analogous to 
that of those parallel passages in Matthew and Luke which 
cannot be explained by derivation from Mark. He marshals 
his argument from this analogy as follows :— 

“(a) Matthew’s arrangement of the material is much 
more orderly and systematic than Luke’s; the arrange- 
ment in the Didache is much more orderly and systematic 
than in Barnabas. 

““(b) The general impression given in Matthew is 
much more Jewish; Luke’s version is slightly Hellen- 
ised. Just so the ‘Two Ways’ has in the Didache a 
more Jewish flavour; in Barnabas it is more Hellenic. 

““(c) Matthew does not merely re-arrange material 
which occurs in Luke; he also interpolates into it 
matter which obviously comes from another source. 
Dom Connolly’s argument (J.7h.S., April 1932) that 
Did. III, 1-6, which is not found in Barnabas, comes 
from another source, is, I believe, a sound one; but it 
no more proves that Barnabas is the source of the 

1 In saying this Canon Streeter shows that he has changed his mind 
since he wrote his Primitive Church. On p. 283 of that book he refers to 
two places where 4.C.O. and Barnabas agree against the Greek and Latin 
Didache and to the fact that II Clement uses the idea of ‘‘Dead Gods” 
found in Did. VI and not in Barnabas. This reference to “‘ dead gods,’’ he 
says is presumably an echo of a MS. of the Didache slightly different from 
that used by Barnabas. 
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Didache than the fact that Matthew frequently has 
passages lacking in the parallel in Luke shows that he 
used that Gospel.” 

He then goes on to state that in the Synoptics in the use 
of Q material sometimes Matthew’s and sometimes Luke’s 
phrasing seems-the original. So he says in the case of the 
Didache and Barnabas it is easy to show that Barnabas is 
more original, but it can also be shown that the Didache 
preserves the more original phrasing, referring to Maclean’s 
edition of the Doctrine of the Twelve Apostles (S.P.C.K., 
1922). : 

Lastly, he says that in Q passages in Matthew words 
characteristic of the rest of this gospel occur and the same 
phenomenon occurs in Luke. So, he says, we may not argue 
from the fact that in Barn. XVIII-XX many words charac- 
teristic of Barnabas occur that Barnabas is the original 
author of the “ Two Ways.” 

All of Streeter’s arguments here are of very great import- 
ance. It is impossible that Matthew used Luke, and certain 
that the writers of these two Gospels used a common source. 
He holds that the reasoning generally used of the Didache 
and Barnabas breaks down when applied to the Synoptic 
problem, hence the argument is wrong, but in the paragraph 
numbered 0} above and in his last argument he does not seem 
to deal fairly with Connolly, Muilenburg1 and Armitage 
Robinson.? First of all, what does he mean by Jewish and 
Hellenised? Secondly, it is in more than diction and 
phrasing that unity of authorship between Barnabas’s 
“Two Ways” and the rest of his Epistle is to be found. 
Thirdly, he leaves out of the question the points of contact 
between the Didache and Barnabas outside the “‘ Two 
Ways,’ to which we referred at the beginning of this chapter. 
He deals only with the more doubtful of these. We will 
deal with two of these three questions in this order, first 
the unity of authorship of Barnabas, and then the Jewish 
and Hellenistic colour of the ‘ Two Ways.” 

1 The Literary Relations of the Epistle of Barnabas and the Teaching of 
the Twelve Apostles, 1929. : 

2 Barnabas, Hermas and the Didache, 1920, and J.Th.S., 1934. 
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In chapters XVIII-XX of his Epistle Barnabas uses the 
same language, the same phrases, the same ideas as in the 
other chapters. These chapters are full of the same spirit 
as the others. It is said that the moral code of the “ Two 
Ways” is foreign to the speculative theology of Barnabas 
I-XVII. The “Two Ways” passage is omitted in the 
Latin text of the Epistle, but it is contained in all the Greek 
texts. There is, moreover, no contradiction between the 

two sections. The transition occurs naturally after the 
tatra pév ovtws of chapter XVII in the MeraPdpev S€ Kai 
ent érépav yydow kai didayyv of chapter XVIII. Moreover,” 
according to Jewish custom the “ Haggadah”’ of chapters 
I-XVII would require the “‘ Halakhah ”’ of chapters XVIII-— 
XX. It is what we find in St. Paul’s epistles, in Romans, 
Galatians, Ephesians. Muilenburg in The Literary Relations 
of the Epistle of Barnabas and the Teaching of the Twelve 
Apostles, pp. 109-135, has well demonstrated the unity of 
Barnabas. A few examples may be given here. Barnabas 
is very fond of the phrase ayanay imép tiv pvy7jv which 
occurs in Barn. I, 4, IV, 6, XIX, 5c. He is fond of the idea 
of yrSous and d.dax7. Both occur in the beginning of the 
“Two Ways ” quoted above; yv@ors occurs in I, 5, “ know- 
ledge with faith,” in V, 4, “‘ knowledge of the way of righteous- 
ness,” and in XXI, 5, “‘ May God grant you knowledge of 
his judgments ”’; ddax7) occurs in IX, 9, “ He knows this 
who places the gift of teaching in our hearts,”’ and in XVI, 
Q, evroAal rhs ddax7js. The angels of God and of Satan, the 
ruler of the present time of iniquity, occur in Barn. XIX, 2. 
In IX, 4 we are told that an evil angel caused them to err, 
in V, 5 that God is Lord of all the world, while in IV, 1 we 
are told to hate the deceit of this present age. Barnabas’s 
“ways’”’ are those of light and darkness, and these are 
referred to often in the early chapters. In III, 4, XIV, 7, 8, 
are quotations which tell of light, and in V, 4, XIV, 5, 6 
we hear of the darkness of sin and ignorance. In XIX, 4 
there is a reminiscence of Zech. vii, Io, in the words od 
pvnoikakynoes TH adeAd@ oov while in II, 8 the similar 
Zech. viii, 17 is quoted in the words, éxaoros judy cata Tob 
TAnaiov év TH Kapdig €avTod Kakiav pr) uvyotKaketrw. In XIX, 1 
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occurs the phrase 7) Sofetoa piv yrSous, and in IX, 8, ris } 
dofcica ait yvadou. In XIX, 2 we read, ayamnioeis TOV 
mouncavTd oe, PoBnOyjon rév ce wAdcavra, So€dcets TOV GE Avtpw- 
odpevov ex Gavarov. In XIV, 5 and 6 Barnabas twice uses 
the phrase ‘‘redeem from darkness,” while in XIV, 8 he 
uses Isa. xlix, 6f., in which is said, odrws dyer KUpios 6 
Avtpwodpuevds ce Oeds, and in II, 10 he quotes Ps. li, 17, 
Gvoia 7H Kupiw Kapdia ovvrerpiypévn, and adds, éop:) edwdias 
T® Kupiw Kapdia do0€dlovea tov memAaKora avtyv. The phrase 

ep’ ods 76 mrebua Hroiwacev in XIX, 7 is very like that in 
VI, 14, dv mpodBrerev 76 mvedua Kupiov. 

These similarities of language might not be enough to 
prove unity of authorship of Barn. I-X VII and XVIII-XX, 
but there is a similarity of spirit and of sources used. The 
similarity of spirit can be seen in the eager rushing forward 
from subject to subject, which gives a very haphazard and 
disconnected appearance to all the writing. Secondly, it is 
seen in the fervour and extravagance of so many of his 
sayings all through the book, in irép ru Kat Kab? dmepBodjv 
drepppaivoua. (1, 2), in the recurring phrases imép riv duyrv 

gov and ex ypuyfs. Then Barnabas is always thinking of 
“ these evil days,’ XVIII, 2, II, 1, and of the nearness and 

imminence of the end, IV, ro and XIX, ro (‘ Thou shalt 

remember the day of judgment night and day’’). If one 
looks at the references at the foot of the page in any edition 
of Barnabas, it will be seen how closely those in chapters 
XVIII-XX resemble those on the rest of the Epistle. 

Maclean ! in his revision of Bigg’s edition of the Didache 
says that the arguments from the linguistic similarity between 
the two parts of Barnabas prove only that Barnabas uses a 
source which at times he rewrites in his own language, or 
that he re-echoes this source in the earlier chapters of his 
Epistle. Streeter in J.Th.S., 1936, says the same thing, 
adding that a similar rewriting of sources occurs in the use 
of QO by Matthew and Luke. Maclean, however, does not 

take into account the close resemblances in spirit between 
the two parts of Barnabas. Streeter does add that Matthew 
and Luke make Q seem more Jewish and more Hellenistic, 

1 S.P.C.K., 1922. 

D 
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and hold that this is so with the Didache and Barnabas. 
Now, this is a very doubtful statement. It does not seem 
clear exactly what is meant by Jewish and Hellenistic. The 
Didache is a regularly ordered series of maxims arranged 
perhaps for mnemonic purposes, like so much Rabbinic 
literature, but this is no more Jewish than Barnabas, which 
is so like the books of Proverbs. All the symbolical exegesis 
of Barnabas may be of Hellenistic origin, but it was grounded 
deep in Judaism as well. The Fourth Gospel could be . 
ascribed to a Jew of Palestine by Westcott even though there 
is so much mystical symbolism there. The only difference 
between Barnabas and the Didache here is not between 
Hellenism and Judaism, it is between the quick, keen 

utterances of an original disorderly thinker, and the formal, 

- ordered work of an uninspired compiler. There seems no 
legitimate reason for denying that the ‘““ Two Ways ”’ is the 
original composition of Barnabas, used by the Didache. 

The only reason which could be found for denying this 
statement is that there were passages in Barnabas evidently 
secondary to those in the Didache. Streeter in J.Th%.S., 

1936, refers here to Maclean. According to Maclean, 

Barnabas’s “ Way of Light ”’ and “ Way of Darkness ”’ are 
secondary ways of expressing the Didache’s “‘ Way of Life” 
and “Way of Death,’ especially as Barnabas incidentally 
refers in XIX, 2 to the “‘ Way of Death”; but it seems to 
me that Barnabas is the original, for it is more likely that 
the secondary author would alter Barnabas so as to conform 
to the New Testament, than that the secondary author should 
change from the New Testament language to this other way 
of expression. In one general matter and in two particular 
points Maclean considers Barnabas secondary. On page Xv 
of his edition he says, ‘‘ Further, the change from the singular 
to the plural in Did. shows that our author used an older 
document which had the singular ‘ my child,’ but this mode 
of address is not found in Barnabas, and this older document 
therefore was not the Epistle.’ On Did. V, 2 he notes, 
“ The last clause of this section is not in Barnabas, and was 
probably the composition of an author; but he has sud- 
denly diverged into the plural ‘my children.’ This shows 
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that he is making use of an older document which used the 
singular.” On VII, x he says that in the “ Two Ways” 
the Didache uses the singular, in the rest of the writing the 
plural, so that in the “Two Ways” he uses a previously 
composed tract. This is explained on this supposition, that 
Barnabas uses the singular in chapter XIX, while in the 
first section of chapter XX he uses abstract nouns for the 
various sins and in the second section he uses concrete 
expressions in the plural of classes of sinners, a very natural 
proceeding. The Didache follows Barnabas in this where it 
uses Barnabas. In I, 3-II, 1 it follows the New Testament, 

Justin and Hermas, in III, 1-6 a new source is incorporated 
bodily with its special recurring address réxvov pov, at the 
end of V, 2 the Didache uses this address in the plural, as 

the preceding words are in the plural, and in the rest of the 
Didache the plural of the regulations seems more natural 
than the singular of the moral code. There is no need 
whatsoever to suppose that the whole of the “‘ Two Ways ”’ 
originally had réxvov pov in every clause, nor to follow 
Bigg in supposing that réxvov pov is natural where an apostle 
addresses the reader as in A.C.O., so that in III, 1-6 the 

Didache is secondary to A.C.O. The Didache follows 
various sources and uses their various forms of address. 
He is an orderly compiler, but not a good reviser. 

The two places where the Didache is said to be original 
and Barnabas secondary are Did. IV, 1, Barn. XIX, 9, Io, 

and Did. IV, 6, Barn. XIX, 1o. These had better be 

written out. 
Barnabas XIX, 9,10. dyamyoes ws Képnv Tod 6¢0aduod cov 

mdvra Tov AaAobvrd cou Tov Adyov Kupiov. pvnobjon jwépav 
Kplcews vuKros Kal jpuepas, Kal exlyrioes Kal” Exdornv jpepav 
Ta mpdcwra TOV dylwv 7) Sia Adyou KomAY Kal Topevdpevos Ets 
TO TapaKad€oa Kal pedeTav cis TO Goat uxiy TO Adyw, 7} dia 
TaV xeipOv oov epydon cis AUTpwow apapTiv cov. 

Did. IV, 1-3. Téxvov pov, rod Aadobyrds cou Tov Adyov Tob 
G08 pnobhon vuKros Kal jpepas, Tyunoers S€ adrov ws KUptov. 
Sbev yap % Kupidrys AaAcirar, exe? KUpids eorw. exlyrijoets 
Sé Kal? Hpyépavy Ta mpdcwra TaV ayiwy, va enavamafs Tots 
Adyos adr&v. od 7objces oxiopa, efpyvedoes de paxopevovs. 
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IV. 6. édv éyns 81a rav xetpGv cov Sdceis AUTpwow apapTiav 

gov. } 

Cf. Barnabas XIX, 12. od moujoes oxtopa, eipnvedoets SE 
paxopevous avvayaywv: ée€oporoyjon . + . 

Did. IV, 12. &v éxxAnoia eEopodroyijon .. . 

According to Maclean these passages are a good example 
of the originality of the Didache. Barnabas thought that 
it was extravagant to say that the preacher must be remem- 
bered night and day, and so merely said, ‘“ Remember as 
the apple of thine eye the preacher,” using his favourite 
phrase, and then used “‘ night and day ” in order to bring 
in his special concern, the day of judgment. This he 
naturally connected with the idea of seeking out people to 
save them and of toiling to save oneself. One might also 
add that in XIX, 12 he uses ovvayayuwv, because eipynvedaets 

is misused by the Didache in an active sense. According to 
A. Robinson, these passages show how the Didache is 
secondary to the Epistle. First of all, Barnabas naturally 
uses ovvayaywy to govern paxyopuevouvs. The Didache unnatur- 
ally uses efpnvedcers aS a transitive verb, and so, being left 
with ovvayaywv, takes it as equivalent to & ovvaywyf and 
adds it to the following clause in Barnabas, and so gets 
ev exkAnoia e€opodoyyjon. It may be that here we have a hint 
of an error of punctuation in the MS. of Barnabas used by 
the Didache. In forming Did. IV, 1, A. Robinson says that 

Barnabas is primary, using his typical phrase ws képny 
offaduod. He then goes on to mention the “ day of judg- 
ment ’’ in which he is tremendously interested. The 
Didache is not, nor does the writer like such phrases as “‘ the 
apple of your eye.” He therefore omits the reference to 
the day of judgment and forms a command something like 
that of Heb. xiii, 7, where we read, pvnpovedete THV ryovpevwv 

bu@v, oitwes eAdAnoav tyiv tov Adyov tod Geos. To this he 

adds his typical phrase, ““ Honour him as the Lord” (cf. 
XI, 2). This is picked up in the curious sentence, “‘ Where 
the Lordship is spoken of there is the Lord,” a probable 
reminiscence of the ‘‘ where two or three ”’ of Matt. xviii, 20, 

or of Isa. lviii, 9, ére Aadodvrds cou épet- *1dod md peut, or of 
Exod. xx, 24, €v mavti rémm ob edv emovoudow 76 dvoud pov, 
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2 

“T will come to thee.” The “saints” are to be sought in 
Barnabas to help them, so they are all “ the faithful,” in the 

Didache they are to be sought for the help they can give, 
and so are a special class. The Didache omits the last 
phrase of Barnabas about working 6a yepdv, but he is 
reminded of it when he comes later to use the previous 
section in Barnabas about holding out the hands to receive, 
and makes of it the difficult and incomprehensible sentence 
found in Did. IV, 6. There is no doubt that in this passage 
one of the two versions is secondary, and it seems to me 
that Armitage Kobinson better explains the various phe- 
nomena than does Maclean. Naturalness is certainly on 
the side of Barnabas, and surely that is a sign of originality. 

There seems to be no place where the Didache is more 
original than Barnabas, and thus there is no reason for 
rejecting the theory that Barnabas wrote the “‘ Two Ways.” 
It was an integral part of the writing, for Clement of Alex- 
andria (Stromateis, II, 18) and Origen (de Principiis, III, 
2,4) quote from chapters XVIII and XXI as from Barnabas, 
and though the Latin version omits the “ Two Ways,” it 
ends with ‘“‘ Habes interim de majestate Christi,’ which 
seems to mark that it is a mere instalment of the whole 

Epistle. From its version of the ““ Two Ways ” the Didache 
omits much that is most characteristically Barnabean in 
Barnabas’s version. This is not a sign that Barnabas has 
added these things to the common source, but that the 

Didache can see Barnabas’s peculiarities, and finds them 

unbearable. The theory of an original ‘‘ Two Ways ”’ used 
by Barnabas, A.C. VII and the A.C.O. and other writings, 
leads one into a muddle. If they are separate versions of 
this source, then the arrangement in A.C.O., A.C. VII and 

the Didache must be the arrangement in the original source. 
Dr. Salmon (Dict. Chr. Biography, IV, 811) said that “ the 
whole character of Did. makes us indisposed to think that 
its author was likely to have performed such a piece of 
literary workmanship as collecting the precepts scattered in 
Barnabas, digesting them into systematic order, and making 
to them a number of harmonious additions.’”’ The writer 
of the Didache was thought too uninspired to do this, but 
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the whole regular, orderly plan of the Didache seems to be 
the work of a competent mechanical compiler, a task for 
which no inspiration is needed. In Did. VI-XVI there are 
no repetitions, no useless material, but it is very wooden. 

This is so in IV, 1, I, 3, and various other places, where we 
have seen the Didache makes additions of his own. It 
seems to me more likely that the Didache ordered than that 
any man disordered. The logical order seems to me to be 
that the Epistle to Barnabas was written first, written by 
Barnabas, whoever he was, as a whole. Hermas used 

Barnabas, the Didache used Hermas and Barnabas, the 

A.C.O. and the Latin Didache used Barnabas and the 

Didache, chiefly the latter, and A.C. VII used the Didache. 
That A.C.O. used our Didache and yet omitted Did. IV, 

9 ff.-V, 2 may be due to the fact that Did. IV, 9-end is 
derived chiefly from Eph. vi, and could well be omitted. 
There is no need to postulate a mutilated copy of the primi- 
tive Jewish “Two Ways.” If any genealogical tree is 
needed, it is not the complicated arrangements of 
Schermann’s Eine Elfapostelmoral.1 It could be drawn 
as follows :— 

B 

ue 
| | 

Schnudi A.C.O. Lat. Did. ALC. VII 

So the evidence of the relationship of the “‘ Two Ways ” 
in the two documents agrees with that furnished by the 
points of contact between Barnabas and the Didache outside 
these passages. It seems certain that the Didache is later 
in date than Barnabas, and uses whatever parts of that 
writing suited its purpose. 

The date of Barnabas is important for us if we are to find 
the date of the Didache, for now we know that the Didache 
is later than Barnabas. The date when the Epistle was 
written is uncertain, but it was certainly before the time of 

1 Veroffentl. a.d. kivchenhist. Seminar, Mimchen, II, 2, 1903. 
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Clement of Alexandria, who quoted it as written by Barnabas, 
one of the Seventy, who preached with Paul. It was also 
certainly written after Ephesians and Hebrews. It quotes 
Ephesians frequently, Eph. vi, 5 in XIX, 2, iv, 2 in XIX, 3, 
iv, 29 in XIX, 4, etc. (cf. Armitage Robinson in J.T2.S., 
1934, pp. 135-7). The thought of the Epistle is inferior to, 
and does not appreciate, that of Hebrews, which deals with | 
the same problem, the supersession of Judaism by Chris- 
tianity, but there are echoes of the language of Heb. xi, 13 
in the use of ovvamodciras in XXI, 1, a word not found 
elsewhere in the Apostolic Fathers, and in XIX, 11, Barnabas 
appears to use Heb. xi, 6, where we read tots éxlnrotow adbrov 
pucOamoddérns yivera. Barnabas has 6 Tod pucb0d Kadds 
avramodéTns. Thus Barnabas is later than Hebrews and 
Ephesians, of which the date of the latter is probably 
c. A.D. 60-65, if it is a Pauline writing, while the date of the 
former is earlier than that of I Clement, which is c. A.D. 95. 
Hebrews may be a work written before the full force of the 
Neronian persecution and after the death of Paul, for in 

XII, 4 we read, “ Ye have not yet resisted unto blood.” 
These are wide limits. Within them internal evidence 

points to a date between the years A.D. 70 and 132, after 
the date of the destruction of Jerusalem by Titus, men- 
tioned in the Epistle, and before the war with Hadrian, 
which ended in a second destruction, not referred to in 
the Epistle. Within these limits Weizsacker suggested a 
date A.D. 69-79, Lightfoot A.D. 70-79, Hilgenfeld A.D. 96-98, 
Volkmar and Harnack A.D. 119-138. The reasons for these 
dates are as follows. In IV, 4 and 5, Barnabas writes of 
ten kings who shall reign and of a little king who shall 
rise to destroy three of these kingsin one. This is based on 
a quotation from. Dan. vii, 24. Weizsdcker reckons the 
ten kings as the ten Cesars from Julius to Vespasian. This 
latter is the tenth, the little king who destroyed three in 
one, Galba, Otho and Vitellius, but the little king ought not 
to be one of the ten, Vespasian did not destroy the three 

emperors of A.D. 69, and he was never considered to be 
anti-Christ, as is the “little horn.” Hilgenfeld arrives at 
his date by saying that Domitian was the tenth emperor, 
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for Julius was never called such, and Vitellius was not recog- 

nised as emperor in Egypt. Nerva was the little horn, 

who subverted the rule of the three great Flavian emperors, 

Vespasian, Titus and Domitian. Vitellius and Julius were, 

however, always included in the list of emperors, and 

the Sibylline Ovacles, an Egyptian work in parts, refer 

to Vitellius. Under Nerva the persecution started by 

Domitian ceased, so that he was always considered a friend 

of Christianity, not an enemy. According to Volkmar, the 

tenth emperor was Domitian, his three successors, Nerva, 

Trajan and Hadrian, were the three kings in one, as Nerva 

adopted Trajan, and Trajan adopted Hadrian. The little 

horn is to be a Nero or Domitian redivivus, who is to destroy 

Hadrian. This does not, however, give a good explanation 
of the tenth king; it does not properly explain the “ three 
in one,” nor can it be seen how Nerva could be brought low 
twenty years after his death. Lightfoot’s explanation is 
this. He follows Weizsacker in considering Vespasian to be 
the tenth emperor, and Volkmar in considering the “ little 
king ”’ to be the anti-Christ, a Nero Redivivus to come in 

the future. The “three kings in one”’ are, in his opinion, 
Vespasian, Titus and Domitian. The latter two were very 
early in Domitian’s reign made Cesars, all three occur on 
coins together, while in an extant inscription on a memorial 

Vespasian’s name occurs with his titles in a column between 
the names and titles of Titus and Domitian. That at this 
time the fear of a return of a Nero was great is seen in risings 
made by pretenders to this honour in A.D. 80 and in A.D. 88. 
The Sibylline Oracles of the year A.D. 80 attest to this fear, 
and so does the Ascension of Isaiah. This ‘“‘ explanation ” 
of the prophecy certainly seems superior to the others, but 
the precarious nature of the argument from the vague 
language of apocalyptic may be seen from the fact that 
others see in chapter XVI a reference to the rebuilding of 
the Temple and to the events of the year A.D. 132. The 
date is certainly uncertain, but it is certain that the Epistle 
was written at Alexandria, where it is first quoted by Clement 
of Alexandria, and where a similar exegesis of the scripture 
was rampant, and that it was written at a time when there 
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was no persecution, but when a large Christian population 
was becoming slack. It also gives evidence of that troubling 
of the mind of Christians over the nature of the debt owed 
by Christianity to Judaism which the writer of Hebrews 
and Marcion tried to solve. There was also at the time 
considerable friction between Jew and Christian. It was 
also written and honoured early enough to be used by 
Hermas at Rome and to be included in one great early MS. 
of the New Testament, though this latter fact might be due 
to its ascription to Barnabas. Such circumstances could 
have existed in A.D. 130, when Hadrian ! came to Alexandria 
and wrote a letter to his brother-in-law Servianus about the 
religions of the city. It could also have occurred much 
earlier. It seems best to leave the date vague, and to say 
that it was written at Alexandria after a.D. 70 and before 
A.D. 130, probably before A.D. 100. The Didache, then, was 
written subsequent to that date. 

(b) Hermas and the Didache 

In the following places it is said that Hermas shows know- 
- ledge of the Didache or vice versa :— 

(1) Mand. II, 4-6. evdvoai S€ tiv cepvornra, ev 4% oddev 
iy Aes 3 / > i Ly ¢ A Ve: fA > , 

TpocKoppd €oTw Trovypov, aAAa TravTa Opard Kat iAapa. epyalov 

TO ayabov Kat €k TOV KOTTWY Gov dv 6 Geds dSidwalv cou TaowW 
e f / ¢ ~ \ rf i: ~ nv / A 

daTepovpevois didov amAds, (ea) dvordlwv, tive d@s nN TWe LH 

d@s. mdow didov: médow ydp 6 Beds Sidoc8a OérAeu ex Trav 
> “y ia € > / > df / 

idtwv SwpnpaTwv. ot obdv AapBavovres amrodWwaovoL Adyov 
~ a ty yA sy re , ¢ \ a! /, 

T@ Oe, dvati €AaBov Kat eis Ti. oF pev yap AapBdavovtes 

OABopevot od Sixacbjoovra, ot dé ev droxpices AapBavovres 
, / € aN \ 10, at > € A Er \ tiaovow diknv. 6 ovv did0dvs GI@ds €oTw. ws yap eAaBev mapa 

Tod Kupiov tiv Stakoviay TeA€caL, aTADs adriy éréAccev, wnbev 

1 “ J have become familiar with Egypt which you praised to me... . 
It is fickle, uncertain, blown about by every gust of rumour. Those 
who worship Serapis are Christians, and those are devoted to Serapis who 
call themselves bishops of Christ. There is no ruler of a synagogue there, 
no Samaritan, no Christian presbyter who is not an astrologer, a soothsayer, 
a quack. The patriarch himself, whenever he comes to Egypt, is com- 
pelled by some to worship Serapis, by others to worship Christ’’ (Vopiscus, 
Vita Saturnini, 8). 
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Suaxpivwy, rive 8@ 7 7 OO. eyevero obv 7 Siakovia avrn amAds 
redcobeioa evdokos mapa TH Ge, 6 obv ovtws amrds Siaxovdv TO 
be Cyoerar. 

Did. I, 5. zavti 7 airotvri oe Sidov Kai 7) Gmairer. maav 
yap Oéddeu SiSo08a1 6 rrarnp ex THv iSiwv xapiopdtwv. paKdptos 6 
SiS0ds Kata THY evToAjv: aOGos ydp €oTw. oval TH AapBavovte- 
el pev yap xpelav exw AapBdver tis, AI@os Era 6 dé 7) xpeiav 
éywy Sdoet Sixny, tvari éhaBe Kal eis ti- ev cvvoxh dé yevomevos 
eferaoOnoerat mept dv empake, Kai odK e&eAcvoeTar exeibev, 
péxpis 00 a70d@ Tov €oxaTov KodpavTnv. 

(2) Mand. VIII, 3-5. List of wickednesses from which 
we must refrain: adultery, fornication, drunkenness, evil 

luxury, gluttony, extravagance of wealth, boasting, haughti- 
ness and pride, lying and evil speaking and hypocrisy, 
malice and blasphemy, theft, lying, robbery, false witness, 
covetousness, evil desire, deceit, vain-glory, pride Kai dca 

TOUTOLS OpLoLd, EOTL. 
Mand. VI, 1, 2: the crooked path of unrighteousness. 

VI, 2: angel of unrighteousness with man and his works. 
Did. V. Way of death. 
Did. III, 1: My child flee from all evil kat azo mavrds 

opotov adrod: 
(3) Mand. XI. Rules for judging true and false prophets. 

dibvxou go to false prophets : they are idolators and pavrevov- 
TaLws Kal Ta €Ovy. 

A false prophet is one év qoAdais tpud¢ais avactpedopevos 
. Kal pta0ods AapBavwv THs mpodytetas adrod. 

éxets apdotépwv t&v mpodyntav thy CwHv. Soxipale odv 
ano TOv epywv Kal ths Cwis tov avOpwmov tov A€yovta éavtov 
mvevpatodpopov eivat: 

Did. XI, 8. azo ob Tév TpdTrwv yowoOnoerat 6 pevdorrpodyrns 
Kal 6 mpopyTys. 

12. Prophet may not ask for money. 
g. Prophet may not “define table” (i.e. order love- 

feast) and eat from it. 
(4) Vas. III, IV, 3. Gav ta dS0fac0F 76 dvoua Tob Beod col 

amekaddgOn kat aoxadugOjcerat did Tods Supdxous, Tods Svadoye- 
Copevous ev tais Kapdias adrdv «i dpa €orw Tabra 7) odk goTw. 

Did. IV, 4. ob dubvyijoeis, wérepov eorar 7) ov. 
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(5) Mand. III, 2. of obv pevddpever dberotow rév KUpwov Kal 
ywovrat amoorepytat tod Kupiov, py mapaddSdvres abt@ ri 
napakatabnkny, jv éhaBov. éAaBov yap map’ adbrod medyua 
aifevotov. Tobro éay pevdes droddowow, euiavay rhv évrodjy 
Tov Kupiov Kal éycvovto amoaTepyrat. 

Did. IIT, 5. réxvov pov, pi yivov pevorns, ered) dSnyet TO 
pedopua eis tv KroTHY. 

Now, Schaff in his Teaching of the Twelve Apostles, or the 
Oldest Church Manual said that the Shepherd of Hermas is 
later than Barnabas and so than the Didache, but we have 

seen that Barnabas is prior to the Didache. He also says 
that Hermas is an expansion of the simpler statements of 
the Didache. Arnold in Zeitschrift fiir Kirchenrecht (1885) 
says much the same thing. Harnack and Zahn held that 
the Didache depends on the Shepherd; Robinson, Muilen- 
burg and Connolly follow them in this, as do K. Lake and 
Streeter. The last two, however, holding that Did. I, 3- 

II, 1 is an interpolation in the original Didache, consider 
that this passage alone depends on Hermas. Harnack, in the 
New Schaff-Herzog Encyclopedia (1909), since he held then 
that the Didache I-VI is a recension of the original “‘ Two 
Ways,” parallel to, and not dependent on, Barnabas nor 

connected with other forms of the “‘ Two Ways,” said that 

it may not be safely affirmed that the Didache had Hermas 
as a source in view of the variations in the passages quoted 

above in the various recensions of the ‘‘ Two Ways.” The 

opposite view was, he said, certainly excluded. 

The following general characteristics point to the priority 

of the Shepherd: (i) The Didache is shorter, and we have 

seen that the Didache abridges its source when it uses 

Barnabas, and shall see the same thing in the case of the use 

of the New Testament. (ii) In the case of Did. I, 5, Hermas 

omits many of the Gospel references of the Didache, and 

where Hermas employs the New Testament the Didache 

accentuates the borrowing. (iii) In each case, and especially 

in Did. I, 5, Hermas’s statements are much more suited to 

their context than in the Didache. (iv) Did. I, 3-6 is a 

collection of extracts from various sources, the New Testa- 

ment, apocryphal writings and, as we shall see later, Justin 
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Martyr. It is likely, then, that I, 5 is a quotation from some 

source, and that is probably Hermas. 

In the passage quoted above it will be seen that in the 

case of 2, 3, 4 and § contact is not specially close. The 

parallel forms of the ‘‘ Way of Death” are not strikingly 

similar to one another. Nor are the rules for discerning 

between true and false prophets so like one another as to 

imply that Hermas borrows from the Didache or vice versa. 

In 5 the Didache is quoting from an unknown document, 

Did. III, 1-6 being, as we shall see, an extract from this. 

Clement of Alexandria quotes from the Didache or from its 

source, ascribing to it the authority of ypa¢7j. Prov. xxx, 

6-9 reads, “‘ Add thou not unto his words, lest he reprove 
thee, and thou be found a liar. Two things have I asked of 
thee: deny me them not before I die: remove far from me 
vanity and lies: give me neither poverty nor riches; feed 
me with the food that is needful for me: lest I be full, and 

deny thee, and say, Who is the Lord? or lest I be poor, and 

steal, and use profanely the name of my God.” This may 
explain Hermas and the Didache. Hermas is more natural 
than the Didache, and so may be prior to the Didache or its 
source, but we cannot be certain that there is any connection. 
In 4, Barnabas and the Didache are alike. Both offer no 
explanation of their saying. We cannot, therefore, decide 
whether Hermas has any connection with either. 
When we come to the passages in I we find that there is a 

definite connection between the two, and A. Robinson has 
carefully considered the two passages in Barnabas, Hermas and 
the Didache, pp. 53-56, 34-37. The argument of Hermas’s 
second Mandate runs as follows: Hermas starts with a 
demand for simplicity and orders his hearers to refrain from 
evil speaking. In his first demand he used I Cor. xiv, 20, 
“In malice be babes.” He does not, however, quote this. 
“Malice” is hidden under the words “ without malice.” 
“Be babes ”’ he changes to kal éon ws Ta vijmia. The second 
command is derived from James iv, 11; Matt. v, 235 

James ii, 10, iii, 8, i, 8. From the first comes, “ Speak evil 
of no one,” from the second, “‘ You yourself also will have 
something against your brother,” from the third évoyos, 
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from the fourth and fifth dxardorarov. This very peculiar 
method of quoting Scripture, this “ strange, elusive method ”’ 
of Hermas, is noted by C. Taylor. Hermas will even say 
dyyeAia ayaby ts for edayyédvov (Vis. III, 13, 2). So here 
in these single words we may see reminiscences of New 
Testament passages. So we come to the passage quoted 
above and find in the first instance év8dw, which with dé@apaia 
or the “‘ new man ” or “‘ the armour of righteousness ”’ or some 
such phrase is common in Pauline writings, as is mpécxoupa 
and its cognate words. oeuvdrys occurs in I Tim: ii, 2 with 
a reference to a quiet, peaceful life. fapés occurs only in 
the New Testament in II Cor. ix, 7, “‘ The Lord loves a cheer- 

ful giver,’ and the next section in Hermas deals with giving. 
“Work that which is good,’ almost certainly refers to 
Eph. iv, 28, waddov S€ Komarw epyalopevos TO ayalov tais 

XEpow, va éxn perad8dvar TH yxpetav 2xovrr, but he adds to this 
a reference to how one should give. ‘Give simply’ may be 
a reference to Rom. xii, 8, “ He that giveth, let him do it 
ev amAdrntt,” or more probably to James i, 5, where we read, 
Tob dibdvrTos Geob maow amAds Kal pu) dverdiLovros. Here alone 

is amA@s used in the New Testament. To this Hermas adds 
a probable reference to Matt. v, 45, Luke vi, 30, 35-7. He 
finds Swpyyara in James i, 7 of God’s good gifts. The 
regulations about discriminate giving and proper receiving 
are probably Hermas’s own work, following naturally as 
they do from the rules about giving. The reference to a 
“ ministry ’’ is probably derived from Col. iv, 17, BAéme rH 
duakoviay nv tapéAaBes ev Kupiw, va adrihy mAnpots. 

Now, when the Didache comes to the passage quoted, it 
starts from a different standpoint. Hermas starts from a 
hint on giving in II Cor. and from Ephesians and James, the 
Didache starts from the Sermon on the Mount. The writer 
of the Didache says, ‘‘ To every man that asketh of thee give 
and ask not back,’’ derived from Luke vi, 30.1. Then he 

uses something like Hermas’s reference to James i, 5. This 

1 In Die Spriiche Jesu Ropes notes how Matt. v, 45, Luke vi, 30 and 
the “ agraphon ”’ 7di0v dvddvar 7} AapwBdvery are combined in the Didache, 
the Didascalia, the Didascalia Petri, etc. The various writings in their 
conflation of the passages incline now to the one, now to the other source. 
So here the Didache is closer to Luke vi, 30. 
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is apposite in Hermas, but in the: Didache it is an intrusion, 

for it has nothing to do with asking, which is what the 

preceding passage deals with. Moreover, the Didache says 

marip, not beds. This is natural, for it is using material 

from the Sermon. It also says yapeoudrwr, not the Swpnyarwv 

of James. In the New Testament we read in I Cor. vii, 7, 

éxaoros iSiov exer xdpiopa éx Oeod, the only place where 

iSvov xdépuoa occurs. As we shall see, the Didache employs 

I Corinthians very often, and so may do so here. The 

Didache now has a blessing on those who give according to 
the commandment 1 and a woe on those who receive. This 
is a very strained paradox, modelled, it seems, on the 
Blessings and Woes of Luke vi, 20 ff., Luke’s version of the 

Beatitudes. The ‘‘ for he shall be guiltless”’ is almost 
certainly from Hermas, for a0@os occurs in the New Testa- 
ment only of Jesus’ death and Pilate’s washing his hands. 
The reference to punishment and the uttermost farthing is 
probably derived from Matt. v, 26. The Didache’s ddceu dtxnv 
is very unusual Greek. One may have ddéce Adyov or 
tice. dixnv, as has Hermas. May not the Didache be an 
unintelligent combination of these two? Finally in Did. I, 
6 is added a quotation about letting alms sweat into one’s 
hands before giving, which contradicts all that has been 
said about giving. 

Now, it seems to me that in this passage the Didache 

employs Hermas. Some connection is certain because of 
the reference to God’s cheerful giving, because of the use of 
afos of the giver, and because of the combination in both 
of James and the Sermon on the Mount. To me Hermas 
seems to be the original, because of the logical flowing con- 
struction of the passage. The Didache employs Hermas, 
attaching it to an unsuitable introduction, altering words 

here and there and adding an incomprehensible ‘‘ Woe.” 
The Didache certainly seems to be secondary. It is second- 
ary in all the rest of the ‘‘ Interpolation,” and so probably 
ere. 
1 “ Give xara tiv évtoAny’”’ occurs also in Did. XIII, 7. There it may 

refer to Old Testament commands as to first-fruits, but here we may note 
that Hermas’s Mandates are évroAai. Does the Didache refer to the 
Mandate in this word? Of that we cannot be certain. 
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In one place in this passage Hermas, Barnabas and the 
Didache seem to be closely related. Hermas says, p1) dora lw 
tive ds 7 Tim pr) S@s. Barn. XIX, 11 says, od duordoets 
Sodvar otdé€ Sid0ds yoyyvoers. James i, 5, which Hermas 

employs, has kai pix) dvetdiLovros. The Didache has this in 
IV, 7, not in I, 5. If Hermas is here the secondary, he 
uses the Did. IV, 7 and I, 5, or Did. I, 5 and Barn. XIX, 11. 
This does not seem very likely. It seems probable that the 
Didache employs Hermas and leaves out the passage like 
that in Barnabas, knowing it to come later in his ‘‘ Two 
Ways.” Barnabas, we have seen, wrote his ‘“‘ Two Ways,” 

so Hermas used Barnabas, and the Didache used both. 

This order, Barnabas, Hermas, the Didache, is confirmed by 
_ the other points of contact between Barnabas and Hermas. 
These are Barn. XIX, 2 and Hermas, Mand. I and II, 

Barn. XVIII and Mand. VI, 1 and 2, and Barn. IX, 9 and 
Vis. III, 4, 3. In the first of these Barnabas and Hermas 
agree in putting in succession commands for belief and 
simplicity. In the second both refer to the ““ Two Ways.” 
In Hermas this is an unnecessary intrusion. Hermas also, 
like Barnabas and the Latin Didache, refers to the angels 

set over these ‘Two Ways.” He does not follow the 
Didache in the Didache’s peculiarity of calling the ‘‘ Ways ” 
those of ‘“‘ Life” and ‘“‘ Death.” We have seen that the 
Latin Didache is an adaptation of the Greek in which know- 
ledge of Barnabas is shown. So we may well suppose that 
here Hermas knows Barnabas, and not the Didache. In the 

third case Barnabas, at the end of his allegorising of the story 

of Abraham’s circumcising his servants, says that no man 
has heard a more excellent lesson from him, but ‘“‘ I know 
that you are worthy.”’ In Hermas the Lady, when Hermas 
asks for an explanation of the parable of the building of the 
Tower, says, ‘‘ It is not because you are more worthy than 
others that a revelation should be made to you... .” 
There may be contact here between the two writings, but it 
is more doubtful than in the other cases. 

The Didache is therefore later than the Shepherd of Hermas 
and the Shepherd is later than Barnabas. In this we assume 
that the Greek Didache includes Did. I, 3-II, 1 as an 
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authentic part of the original writing, and that the “ Two 

Ways” are an integral part of Barnabas. We have seen 

in the first section of this chapter what is the date of Barna- 

bas. It now remains-for us to see what is the date of 

Hermas. The Muratorian Canon writes of Hermas, 

“Pastorem vero nuperrime temporibus nostris in urbe 

Roma Herma conscripsit sedente cathedram urbis Romae 

ecclesiae Pio eps fratre ejus, et ideo legi eum quidem oportet 

se publicare vero in ecclesia populo neque inter prophetas 

completum numero neque inter apostolos in finem temporum 

potest.” Pius was Pope about the year A.D. 148. In 

Vis. II, iv, 3, Hermas writes, ypdies obv Svo0 BiBAapisva 

kat mépipers €v KXjperre cal év parti. mépiper obv KAjyns 

eis tas Ew méAcis exelvw yap emurérpanra. The suggestion 

is that the Clement here referred to is the author of the 

First Epistle of Clement, who, it seems, was in a position of 

authority at the end of the first century. It would be 
impossible that this same person should be in authority in 
A.D. 148. Harnack supposed that the Clement referred to 
by Hermas lived c, A.D. 145 and wrote II Clement. This was 

taken to the East as a work of Clement, and was naturally 

attributed te the great bishop. We may note that the 
Clement who wrote I Clement and the one referred to by 
Hermas have the same task, to write to distant Churches. 

Harnack’s solution may be possible, but the invention of 
figures of the same name, e.g. Presbyter John, the John of 
Jerusalem and the Apostle John, seems to mean using 
imagination to solve historical problems. Some other 
solution is more probable. 

Irenzus+ and Clement of Alexandria quote Hermas with 
deference, the former referring to the ‘“‘ Shepherd” as 
“Scripture.” He is so sparing in the use of that term that 
we may well suppose that he would not be likely to use it 
of a document barely thirty years old. The Acts of Perpetua 
and Felicitas, as has been shown by Armitage Robinson, are 
full of reminiscences of the Shepherd. In the Codex 

1 Tt is interesting to note that Irenzus says that the Apocalypse was 
written “ almost in our own times,” when he means seventy or eighty years 
before, while the Muratorianum says that Hermas wrote “ recently.” 
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Sinatticus Barnabas and Hermas are placed in the same 
MS. with the canonical books. Athanasius in his Festal 
Letter 1 quoted below says that Hermas was useful for the 
instruction of catechumens. We may note that in one place 
he quotes from the Shepherd as if it did not include the 
Visions. Hippolytus and Tertullian seem to have attacked 
the Shepherd. The De Pudicitia of Tertullian calls the 
Shepherd the “Shepherd of the adulterers,” classed “ by 
every council of your churches among false and apocryphal 
books.” In his De Ovatione, however, Tertullian does not 
attack Hermas in this way. 

The low opinion of the Shepherd shown in the Muratorian 
Canon may be due to the connection of that writing with 
Hippolytus or his circle, a connection which Lightfoot 
held to be proved, but which Harnack denied. Hippolytus 
could not stand Montanism and Hermas was a prophet and 
a friend of prophets. Besides, Hippolytus and Tertullian 

_ could not abide the laxity which allowed even one repentance 
for all sins, as does Hermas. The late date ascribed to 

Hermas may be compared with Tertullian’s treatment of 
the Acts of Paul, which he attacked as of recent composition. 
The newness of the writing may be stressed in order to 
undermine its authority. Moreover, the Latin of the 
Muratorianum is probably a translation from the Greek, and 
may in the passage above be a mistranslation of ‘‘ Hermas, 
whose brother Pius sat on the seat.”” The Muratorianum is, 

however, a Roman document of the latter part of the second 
century. It seems probable, then, that it would be well 
acquainted with the history of the writings of its own 
Church. 

If, then, we hold that Hermas? and Pius were brothers and 
that the Shepherd was written when Pius was bishop, and 
yet that the Clement referred to in Vs. II was the author of 
I Clement, what solution can we give of the problem of the 
divergence of dates? It seems probable that the right 
solution is that the writing of the Shepherd was spread over 
thirty or forty years. This is not an impossibility. The 

ae P65: ; 
2 Streeter, P.C., 209, says that Hermas may have been a foundling slave 

and then the identity of his brother would not be likely to have been known. 
E 
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Visions are separate from the rest of the book, for the Lady 

of the Visions gives way to the Shepherd of the Similitudes 

and Mandates. We are told that Athanasius knew the 

Shepherd without the’ Viszons. If Clement was alive when. 

the Visions were written, and then Hermas was a man of 

about thirty or forty—he could be such with a wife and 

family—it would be possible for him to have had continual 

visions over thirty or forty years more till the time when his 

brother was bishop. There is no impossibility in Pius being 

brother of a slave, for ex-slaves could and did rise to great 

heights in the Roman Empire. Hermas could have been 

very young when bought by Rhoda, and then see her ‘‘ many 

years after ’’ when the Visions began. This seems to be the 

right, explanation of the history of the Shepherd—that it 

was written over a long period of years from the time of 

Clement c. A.D. 100 to the time of Pius c. A.D. 140-150. The 

Visions reflect a situation like that of J Clement. There 

has been fierce persecution recently, cf. Vis. III, ii. We 

hear of bishops, teachers and deacons, cf. Vis. III, v. The 

whole situation of the Visions is like that of I Clement. The 
latter pact of the book varies from this. The stress on 
the necessity of repentance shows that the Church needed 
pulling together. This is probably the state of Rome when 
heretics like Marcion started coming, and money became 
more abundant in the Church. 

This evidence is corroborated by the use made by Hermas 
of Barnabas, the Epistle of James and the Gospels. Only 
in one very doubtful place in the Vistons does it seem that 
Hermas uses Barnabas, but elsewhere it is certain that he 
does make use of the Epistle of Barnabas. 

Hermas is very vague in his use of Scripture. In Vis. III 
he uses the parable of the couch on four legs firmly 
established, as the world is established out of four elements 
This is very like Irenzeus’s explanation of the necessity of 
four Gospels. In Mandate II, as we have already seen 
Hermas * makes considerable use of the Epistle of St. ee 

1 Cf. Streeter, P.C., 190. James was n cond : » P.C., : ot ref 
tov1anum nor was it accepted as canonical in the Woot allan er a 
the East in the Peshitta till a.p. 411-435. eee 
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He uses James i. 27, “‘ to visit widows and orphans in their 
affliction,” in Sim. I, “therefore instead of fields buy ye 
souls that are afflicted, as each is able, and visit widows and 
orphans.’ This use of the four Gospels as a special collection 
of Scriptures and of the Epistle of James favours a fairly late 
date. James? is first mentioned by name by Origen, though 
it was probably used by Irenzus and Tertullian. Hermas 
must have been written late enough to have used Scripture 
in this way—the allusive method probably being a mark 
of his strange prophetic manner—and early enough for him 
to be discussed by the Muratorianum as an honoured book. 
He was new enough for Tertullian to attack his work. 
Moreover, Athanasius refers to Hermas with honour and the 

Codex Sinaiticus includes both Barnabas and Hermas. 
The safest conclusion is probably that Hermas was written 

between the years A.D. 100 and 150, perhaps in instalments 
and not all at one time. The prophetic claims of the book 

_ would ensure its wide acceptance, but the allowances it 
makes to human frailty would cause it to be rejected by 
Puritans inside or outside the Montanist movement. 

Thus the Didache is later than Hermas, which is later 

than Barnabas. From Barnabas the Didache derives the 
greater part of its ““ Two Ways,” from Hermas a few addi- 
tions to it. In date, then, the Didache must be later than 

A.D. 150. 

1 Origen mentions it by name in Com. Joh., tome XIV, 6 as attributed to 
the Apostle. It is not quoted as his before Dionysius of Alexandria. 
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(c) The Didache and other Writings 

It has been shown that the writer of the Didache employs 
(1) Barnabas, (2) Hermas, (3) the New Testament and (4) 
the unknown source of Did. I, 6 and III, 1-6 in compiling 
his book. We have also seen that the so-called “ Christian 
Interpolation ’’ in I, 30-II, x is a true part of the Didache. 
In this section Dom Gregory Dix thought he saw a quotation 
from the harmony of the Gospels compiled by Tatian. In 
Did. I, 4 édv ris cor 86... I, 5, Kal ur) amatrer there is a 
conflation of Matt. v, 39 ff. and Luke vi, 29 ff. very like 
Tatian’s harmony of these passages. Tatian and the 
Didache differ because (1) the Didache follows Matthew in 
adding defidv before ovaydva, while Tatian follows Luke in 
omitting it, and (2) the Didache follows Luke in the natural 
order iudriov xvtHva, while Tatian follows Matthew with the 

-teverse. The Didache and Tatian thus seem to be parallel 
and unconnected harmonies of the same passage. 

In Justin, Afol. I, 15 there is a somewhat similar harmony. 

Here Matt. v, 38 ff. and Luke vi, 27 ff. seem to be conflated 

just as in Did. I, 3-6. When the passages are written out 
in parallel columns, the similarities will be seen. Justin has 
none of the peculiarities of the Didache, vnorevere trép .. ., Kal 
obx e€ere €xOpdv, or Kai €on TéAevos. It is therefore unlikely 
that Justin used the Didache. The Didache has “‘ bless those 
who curse you,”’ “‘ love those who hate you,”’ “ pray for your 
enemies ’’ and “‘ fast for those who persecute you.’ Justin 
has “‘ pray for your enemies,”’ “‘ love those who hate you,” 
“ bless those who curse you,’’ and “‘ pray for those who treat 
you despitefully.”’ Matthew has “‘love your enemies,” 
“pray for those who persecute you,’”’ Luke has “ love your 
enemies,’ ‘‘do good to those who hate you,”’ “‘ bless those 

who curse you,”’ and “‘ pray for those who treat you despite- 
fully.’ Thus Justin and the Didache agree in putting 
“pray for your enemies ’’ and “‘ love those who hate you.”’ 
The latter is the natural contrast, love and hate, but it can- 

not be by chance that both Justin and the Didache take the 
“love ’’ from before ‘‘ your enemies’’ and replace it by 
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“pray for.’’ Justin repeats “ pray for ’’ with “ those who 

treat you despitefully,’’ as does Luke, but the Didache now 

uses the r@v Siwxdvtwv of Matthew and replaces “‘ pray for ”’ 
with ‘fast for.’’ This ‘‘ fast for’’ is unique. It may be 
due to the fact that the writer read Ps. xxxv, 13, “‘ But as for 

me, when they were sick, my clothing was sackcloth: I 
afflicted my soul with fasting.’’ The “‘ they ”’ of the Psalmist 
refers to unrighteous witnesses. The writer of the Didache 
was also probably led to write “‘ fast for ’’ by the frequent 
combination of prayer and fasting in the New Testament, 
e.g. Matt. xvii, 21, ‘‘ This sort comes not out save by prayer 
and fasting,’’ Mark ix, 29, v, 1. These peculiarities of the 

Didache in its conflation of Matthew and Luke seem to be due 
to the influence of Justin. The Didache tried to escape the 
repetition of ‘‘ pray for.’’ 

C. Taylor, on other grounds, tried to prove that Justin 
depended on the Didache, but with very little success. In 
the First Apology Justin says, Aatpevaers e€ GAns Tis KapSias 
gov kai e€ Ans THs iaxyvos cov KUpiov Tov TojcavTd oe. The de- 
scription applied to the Lord is the same as is found in Did. 
I. In Justin, Apol. I, 12, we read, ywdoxwv mopevecOar én 
aiwviay Sud 7upds Katadixny, which is like Did. XVI, 5: rére n&et 
i Kriows TOv dvOpdirwv eis Tiv m3pwow THs SoKiacias. The de- 
struction of the world by fire is again mentioned in A pol. I, 20, 
where the Sibyllines are quoted. In A fol. I, 16 Justin refers to 
the Gospel prophecy of the coming of wolvesin sheep’s clothing 
at the end, as does Did. XVI, 3, though there the meaning is 
different. In the chapters of the First Apology on baptism 
and the eucharist, Justin uses language like that of the 
Didache, especially when he commands that other people 
should fast with the person to be baptised. However, 
except in chapter XV of the First Apology and in chapter 
XVI there is no certain evidence whether the Didache uses 
Justin or vice versa, or whether the points of contact are 
no more than mere resemblances. If, however, the Didache 
in the ‘‘ Christian Interpolation ’’ uses Justin, Apol. I, 15 
and follows Justin in its harmony of the Gospels, then it 
may be that elsewhere the Didache uses Justin. It may be 
possible, then, to follow C. Taylor in explaining Did. XI, 
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TI, from Justin, Dial. 94, of a sinful action done by Moses in 
making an image to save the people. Similarly Did. XVI, 
5 about those ‘‘ who are saved by the curse’’ might be ex- 
plained from Justin, Dial. 32, 110 of the scapegoat. In 
neither of these cases, however, is it certain that Justin gives 
the true clue to the meaning. We may, however, assume 
from the passages referred to above that the Didache 
employs the writings of Justin Martyr. 

In many places the Didache is referred to by name. We 
read in Eusebius, H.F. III, xxv, 4, év rots vd0ous KaTateTaxOu 

Kat tv [lavAov Hpagewv 4 ypadi 6 te Aeyopevos Loum Kat 7 
*Aroxdduyis Ilérpov Kat mpos rovrous 7 depouevn Bapvafa 
emioToAn Kal THY atooToAwy at Aeyopevar Atdayal ere te, ods 

ednv, 7 “lwavvov "AzoxdAvyus, ef davein: Nicephorus Callisti, 
H.E. II, 46, repeats these words of Eusebius. Rufinus, 

when he translated Eusebius, speaks of the “‘ Doctrina,’’ not 

Doctrine. In his In Symb. Apost. 39 Rufinus says, ‘‘ In Novo 
vero Testamento libellus qui dicitur Pastoris sive Herme, 
(et is) qui appelatur Duz Viz vel Judicium secundum 
Petrum. Que omnia legi quidem in ecclesiis voluerunt, non 
tamen proferri ad auctoritatem ex his fidei confirmandam.” 
This we will discuss later. 

Athanasius, in his Festal Letter 39, written at Easter « 
367, wrote, ’Eoti kat érepa BiBAia . . . od Kavorifdueva per, 
retuTwpeva S€ Tapa TOV TaTépwr avaywwoKeabat Tots apre 
mpocepxopevots Kat Bovdopevors Karnxeta0an Tov ris ebocBetlas 
Aéyov: Logia Noropdvros Kal Logia Lipax Kai “EoOnp Kat 
*Tovdi0 Kat TwBias cai Avsayy Kadovpevn tav drroaréAwy Kat 6 
Tlouuyv. Matthaeus Blastares (c. 1335) quotes this with the 

note, ravrnv S€ Kai Extn advodos HOEryGEV, ws Sed7jAwTar, thus 

confusing the Didache and the Apostolic Constitutions. 

Johannes Zonaras (0b. 1120), in his commentary on Athan- 

asius’s Festal Letter, makes the same mistake. A Synopsis 

Sancte Scripture (Migne, P.G. XXVIII, 431) attributed 

falsely to Athanasius runs, Tis véas maAw diaOnKyns avrTire- 

youeva, Taira Ilepiodoe Ilérpou . . . Avdayy arroordAwy, KAnp- 

&ria. e& dv peredpdobnoav exrcyévra 7a aAnbéorepa Kal 

Oedmvevota. Tatra Td dvaywwoKdoueva. 

In the Stichometry attributed to Nicephorus (c. 850) we 
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read, "Oca rhs véas Siabjnnns dmoxpuda: a’ Ieptodos IavAov 

OTL. y's B’ Ilepiodos Tlérpov orixy. By’... Aday7 

GmooToAwy aTix. ot. «+ 

In a catalogue of the sixty Canonical Books of the sixth 

century, edited by Cotelerius Patr. apost. (1724), I, 197; 

Zahn, Geschichte des N.T. Kanons, II, 290, and Funk, Theo- 

logische Quartalschrift, 1895, P- 527, is the following list: 

Kat éca 2éw rav &’: a’ Logia LoAopAvros, B’ Xodia Aipax .. « 

u€’ Tleptodou Kat Avdaxal trav dmooréAwv. Anastasius of Sinai 

(0b. 599), in a list of apocryphal writings found at the end of 

his Questiones, refers to Ilepiodor trav amooToAwv. 

Jerome refers to a ‘‘ Due Vie ’’ and a“ Judicium Petri? 

We may compare this with Rufinus’s translation of Eus., 

H.E. Ill, xxv, and the passage in his commentary on the 

Creed. The question remains as to whether they refer to our 

Didache. ‘Due Viz ’’ could well be the title of the Latin 
version of the Didache, which, as we have it at present, does 

not deal with the Church Order of Did. VII-XVI. The 
“ Duz Vie ’’ might be any of the documents which contain. 
the moral code of the ‘‘ Two Ways,” but it is difficult to see 
what is meant by the ‘‘ Judicium secundum Petri.’’ In Il 
Peter there is a reference to the ‘“‘ Two Ways,”’ while in the 
Apostolic Church Order Peter is the chief apostle. Perhaps 
the name could be applied to the “‘ Preaching of Peter,’’ but 
on the whole we must leave it undecided as to what Rufinus 
and Jerome refer. We may note that the title of the Latin 
MS. of the Didache is ‘‘ De Doctrina apostolorum,”’ and that 
for the plural in Eusebius Rufinus puts “ Doctrina.’’ It is 
probable that Jerome and Rufinus knew at least part of the 
Didache, but not very well. 
The question of the extent of the Didache known to 

Nicephorus and Athanasius is difficult. The proportions of 
the various writings to one another in length is wrong in 
Nicephorus’s Stichometry if a ortyos is a fixed length. We 
cannot therefore tell how long his Didache was. Some say 
that the first six chapters with the last would make up 
ov’arixou, some the whole book, some only the ‘‘ Two Ways.” 
Cotterill, writing in the Scottish Church Review in 1884, 
thought that the number of lines in the Bryennius MS. of the 
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Didache agreed so closely with that given by Nicephorus 
that the Didache must be a forgery made to measure, for 
Nicephorus’s numbers are all wrong, and the “ forger’’ of 
the Didache agrees with him. With regard to Athanasius’s 
reference, it is said that only the ‘“‘ Two Ways’’ could be 
said to be of any use for converts who wished to be instructed 
in the word of piety. Thus it is said that Athanasius knew 
only the first six chapters of the Didache, and it is said that 
his knowledge of the Shepherd of Hermas shows us the same 
phenomenon. He quotes from this as if the Shepherd. did 
not include the Visions. There is a good deal of evidence 
for the theory that the Shepherd was written at various 
times over a period of nearly fifty years, and there even 
exists now the Michigan Papyrus, which contains the 
Shepherd without Vis. I-IV, but there is no other evidence 
for its existence otherwise than complete. Moreover, even 
if we do not think the latter part of the Didache useful for 

_ the instruction of catechumens, yet Athanasius in de Vir- 
ginitate quotes from chapter IX of the Didache. This book 
has been proved by von der Goltz to be the work of Athan- 
asius. Moreover, the Syntagma Doctrine, formerly thought 
to be falsely ascribed to Athanasius, and now recognised as 
genuine, quotes from the ‘‘ Two Ways,” and has references 

to other parts of the Didache. Thus we may be certain that 
Athanasius knew all of the Didache as we have it in Bryen- 
nius’s MS. 

Evidence quoted in discussing the text of the Didache will 
show us where and when the Didache was known. The MS. 
discovered by Bryennius is dated A.D. 1056, and seems to be 
a Byzantine work. The papyrus discovered at Oxyrhyn- 
chus is an Egyptian work of the fourth century. The 
Georgian translation is probably the work of the first quarter 
of the fifth century. The Latin, according to Wohleb, 
Die lateinische U bersetzung der Didache, is to be dated in the 

third century, about the time of Cyprian, and is probably of 
African origin. The Coptic and Ethiopic extracts show that 
the Didache was known in Egypt during the fifth century. 

With one third-century document ! the Didache has very 

1 Cf, Connolly, J.Th.S. XXIV, 148 ff. 
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close contacts, and that is with the Didascalia. The follow- 

ing table will show the parallel passages arranged in columns : 

DIDACHE 

I. Did. I, 3. Now the 
teaching of these words is 
this: Bless those that curse 
you, and pray for your 
enemies, and fast for those 
that persecute you. For 
what credit isit to youif you 
love those that love you? 
Do not even the heathen do 
the same? But, for your 
part, love those that hate 
you and YOU WILL HAVE NO 
ENEMY. 

IL Did-I,.- 5: Give ‘to 
everyone that asks thee, and 
do not refuse, for the Father’s 
will is that we give to all from 
the gifts we have received. 
Blessed is he that gives 
according to the mandate: 
for he is innocent. Wok To 
HIM WHO RECEIVES; for if 
any man receive alms under 
pressure of need he is inno- 
cent; but he who receives 
without need SHALL BE TRIED 
AS TO WHY HE TOOK ITand 
for what, and being in prison 
he shall be examined as to 
his deeds, and he shall not 
come out thence till he pay 
the last farthing. 

DIDASCALIA 

Didascalia I, 2,3. And in 
the Gospel also it is written 
again: Bless them that 
curse you. And to them 
that do you evil, do not you 
evil; and do good to them 
that hate you, and be patient 
and endure, for the Scripture 
saith : ‘‘ Thou shalt not say : 
I will render to mine enemy 
evil, even as he hath done 
to me: but be patient, and 
the Lord will be thy helper, 
and will bring recompense 
upon him that doeth the 
evil.’ And again he saith 
in the Gospel: ‘‘ Love them 
that hate you and pray for 
them that curse you, AND YE 
SHALL HAVE NO ENEMY.” 

Didascalia IV, 3: For 
WOE FROM GOD TO THEM 
that have, and RECEIVE IN 
FALSEHOOD (or are able to 
help themselves and yet re- 
ceive); for every one of 
those who receive SHALL GIVE 
AN account to the Lord God 
in the day of judgment as 
TO WHY HE received. Ifa man 
has received an account of a 
fatherless childhood, or on 
account of indigence in old 
age, Or On account of in- 
firmity and sickness, or on 
account of the rearing of 
children he shall be praised ; 
for he is esteemed as the 
altar of God, therefore shall 
he be honoured of God. 
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III. Didache II, 4. Thou 
shalt not be DOUBLE-MINDED 
nor DOUBLE-TONGUED. 

IV. Didache III, 7, 8. 
But be THOU MEEK FOR THE 
MEEK SHALL INHERIT THE 
EARTH; be thou long-suffer- 
ing, and merciful and guile- 
less, and quiet, and good, 
and ever FEARING THE WORDS 
WHICH THOU HAST HEARD. 

V. Didache VIII. Wed- 
nesday and Friday fasts. 

LET NOT YOUR FASTS BE 
WITH THE HYPOCRITES. 

VES Didache “2ZXIII, 3. 
Therefore thou shalt take the 
first-fruit of the produce . . . 
and shalt give them as the 
first-fruits to the prophets, 
for they are your high 
priests. 

For he did not receive idly ; 
because he was praying dili- 
gently and unremittingly at 
all times for those who give; 
for his prayer which is his 
strength he offered as his 
payment. These then who 
are such shall be declared 
blessed by God in the life 
everlasting. 

Didascalia II, 6, 1. . And 
let him (the Bishop) not be 
DOUBLE-MINDED nor DOUBLE- 
TONGUED. 

Didascalia II, 1,5. Where- 
fore even though he be 
young, yet let him be meek 
and fearful and quiet; for 
the Lord God said in Isaiah : 
On whom shall I look and 
take pleasure in him, but on 
the quiet and meek, THAT 
TREMBLETH AT MY WORDS? 
And in the Gospel also He 
spoke thus: BLESSED ARE 
THE MEEK, FOR THEY SHALL 
INHERIT THE EARTH. 

Didascalia V, 14, 18-21. 
Wednesday and Friday fasts. 

BuT FAST NOT AFTER THE 
CUSTOM OF THE FORMER 
PEOPLE, but according to 
the new testament which I 
have appointed you. 

Didascalia II, 26, r and 2. 
First-fruits, etc., are to be 
given to the Bishops, for 
they are your high priests; 
but the priests and Levites 
now are the presbyters and 
deacons, and the orphans 
and widows: but the Levite 
and high priest is the bishop. 
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He is minister of the word 
and mediator; but to youa 
teacher, and your father after 
God, who begot you through 
the water. : 

VII. Didache XVI, 6. Didasealia VI, F5; 3-332 

And then shall appear the But the letter is the extension 

signs of the truth. First the of the wood of the cross. 

sign spread out in Heaven 
. (onpetov exmeTdcews). 

Notes. 

I. Here we have seen that the Didache probably follows 
Justin, Apol. I, xv, in conflating Luke vi, 27 ff. and Matt. v, 
44, 46,47. The Didascalia follows the Didache in a some- 
what similar conflation, and it also follows the Didache in 
one of its peculiarities, z.¢. the stilted addition: ““ And ye 
shall have no enemy.” 

Il. Here the Didache follows Hermas, Mand. II, 5-6. 
It seems probable that the Didascalia uses Hermas too, but 
the writer knows the Didache. Hermas has no “ woe” to 
him who received as have the Didache and the Didascalia. 
The Didache and the Didascalia both refer to an examination 
as to why one has received. Later on the Didascalia says, 
“ But he who gives simply to every man, does well in 
giving, and he is innocent.” Here the daAds is derived 
from Hermas. 

III. Here the Greek of the Apostolic Constitution which in- 
corporates the Didascalia has diyvwyos and dtyAwooos. Barna- 
bas has dvyyrdpwv and dtyAwosos, C.G., duyvdpwv and yAwo- 
owdnsin x. A. Robinson considers the reading of C.G. to be 
correct. The Didache has d8vyrépwv and dtyAwocos. Thus the 
Didascalia may have used either Barnabas or the Didache 
or a common source. 

IV. The Didascalia and the Didache here combine 
references to Matt. v, 5 and Isa. Ixvi, 2. This combination 
is not found in Barnabas. 

V. In this passage the Didache is following the Montanist 
custom of making the Wednesday and Friday fasts com- 
pulsory. The Didascalia apparently is the first Catholic 
document to do the same, and the long explanations required 
show that the writer is making an innovation. Both agree 
in making our Lord command fasts when He told His 



THE LITERARY HISTORY OF THE DIDACHE 71 

disciples not to fast like the hypocrites, and in thinking 
that the hypocrites were all Jews. 
VI. Here it is possible that the Didascalia follows the 

Didache in saying that first-fruits must be given to the 
high priests. In the Didache these are the prophets, in the 
Didascalia the bishops who are mediators of the word and 
teachers like Aaron and his priests. There may be here an 
explanation of the Didache’s ascription of high-priesthood 
to the prophets, for Caiaphas prophesied “being High 
Priest that year,” and Aaron was Moses’s “ prophet ” 
(Exod. vii, 6). 

VII. The Didascalia here may ‘ explain” the difficult 
passage in the Didache, but no use of the Didache by the 
Didascalia is necessary to explain the similarity. 

Thus in the passages I, II, IV contact between the two 
writings seems certain, in III and V it seems likely, in VI 
and VII it is possible but not probable. Priority seems to be 
on the side of the Didache in I and II, for in II the Didascalia 

tries to explain the statements of the Didache, and in I 
the addition to the scriptural passage is more noticeable 
in the Didache than in the Didascalia, where it seems to 

follow on more naturally. It seems, then, that the Didache, 

as Bryennius said, not only underlies Book VII of the 
_ Apostolic Constitutions, but was one of the sources used by 
the Didascalia which was incorporated into Books I-VI of 
the Constitutions. The Didache thus used contained the 
so-called ‘“‘ Interpolation” (Did. I, 3-II, 1), and not only 
the ‘‘ Two Ways,” but the Church Order of Did. VII-XVI 
too. Thus the Didache was known in Syria when the 
Didascalia was written some time in the third century. 
In which part of the century it was written we cannot tell.t 
The following documents are said to have made use of the 

“Two Ways” part of the Didache only, either because they 
did not know the later chapters, or because they inten- 
tionally omitted them as unsuitable for use as being out of 
date: the Apostolic Church Order, the Panegyric of Schnudz, 
the Syntagma Doctrine and the Fides Nicena. 

The Apostolic Church Order is an Egyptian compilation, 
composed probably at the end of the third or beginning of 

1 Connolly, Didascalia, Introd. EX RX Vil-Xcl. 
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the fourth century. It consists, like the Didache, of the 

“Two Ways” and a Church Order, but the fiction of 

apostolic authorship is more stressed, the various commands 

being ascribed to the separate apostles. According to 

Harnack, the compiler used the Didache and two other 
contradictory Church Orders. Of the Didache he used only 
the first five chapters, omitting Did. I, 3-II, 1, but there is 

a possible reference to Did. X, 3, for it is said that 6 Kdpuos 
jéiwod ae Sv’ adtod Sobjvar mvevpatixny Tpodipy Kal Cav aiwvoy, 

and there is also a possible reference to Did. I, 6.4. At times 
the writer appears to use Barnabas. Thus to the command 
to love God he adds to the Didache é€ 6Ans cod Kapdias, derived 
probably from Barnabas. He also attempts to explain the 
Didache. Thus Barnabas and the Didache say, “ Thou 
shalt not be in two minds whether it shall be or no.” 
A.C.O. has, “In thy prayer thou shalt not be in two 
minds.” Where the Didache has 60ev yap % kupiorys Aadetrar, 
A.C.O. says, ‘‘ Where Jesus Christ is spoken of.” Similarly 
Did. IV, 2 commands the reader to seek out the saints daily 

and honour those who have taught him Christ. A.C.O. 
adds to this a reference to “ him who is responsible for his 
spiritual life and gave him the ‘seal.’” The A.C.O. 
certainly uses Didache, modifying it at times with Barnabas. 

The Panegyric® of Schnudi, abbot of a monastery in 
Egypt who died before the Council of Chalcedon, written 
by Besa, his successor, contains a homily founded upon the 
“Two Ways.” It follows fairly closely Did. I, I-34, 
If, 2-1V, 8, IV, 14;°V,.2, VI, 2. It follows the 4.C0) in 
making Did. I, 2 closer to Barnabas and the Gospels, with 
the addition of “ with all thy heart, etc.” It omits “ who 
made thee”’ after ‘“‘ God.” 

The Syniagma Doctrine is a document formerly thought 
to be falsely attributed to Athanasius, but Batiffol and 
others now consider it to be genuine. The Fides Nicena 
is much later, sit ‘is founded on the Syntagma, and it 
certainly cannot be considered the work of Athanasius. 

» Inthe words riyrjoes addy (i.e. roy AaAoSvTE cou Tov Adyor) Ka? 6 Suvards b as} at a“ 

el €x T00 Ldp Gros cov. 
2 Iselin, T. und U.., 1895. 
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Both these works use the “ Two Ways,” and possibly other 
parts of the Didache. In the Syntagma and in the parallel 
passage of the Fides, when using the first two chapters of 
the Didache, the documents pass straight from Did. I, 

2-II, 2. Elsewhere in the Syntagma there is what seems 
to be a reference to Did. I, 5 in the words, “‘ But if thou hast 
not thou shalt not be blamed.” This is found in the Fides, 

too, where kat Sixaos €or is added. Thus the Fides sees in 
the Syntagma a reference to Did. I, 5 and goes back to the 
Didache in order to make its own addition. Thus the 

Syntagma knew the “Two Ways” with and without the 
interpolation. Perhaps the writer knew the Didache and 
Barnabas and the A.C.O. He fills out the command to 
love God, as do the Epistle and A.C.O. and Schnudi. The 
Fides appears to know the “ interpolated’ Didache inde- 
pendently of the Syntagma. We have discussed ! the light 
which the use of the “Two Ways” in these documents 
throws on the question of the authenticity of the ‘“ Inter- 
polation ’’ and the nature of the ‘‘ Two Ways ”’ elsewhere. 

All these documents make use of extensive passages of 
the Didache. Of course, the Seventh Book of the Apostolic 
Constitutions is in chapters I-X XXII a complete revision | 

‘of allthe Didache. Various alterations are made, quotations 
are added, reminiscences of the New Testament in the 
Didache are turned into explicit quotations, the Church 
Order is made up to date. The Didache used is the Didache 
as we have it at present in Bryennius’s MS. 

There are many shorter quotations or reminiscences of 
the Didache in various writings. In Serapion’s Anaphora 
and in Athanasius’s de Virginitate there are quotations from 
Did. IX, 4. The Serapion passage will be found quoted on 
page 191, when we are dealing with the Didache’s eucharist 
and agape. Athanasius has.in his grace to be used at the 
meals of the virgins, ‘‘ And as this bread upon this table 

was scattered upon the mountains and gathered together 
has become one, so let thy Church be gathered together 

from the bounds of the earth into thy Kingdom, for thine 
is the power and the glory for ever and ever, Amen.” Note 

aE 3325 
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that here, though corn was never sown on the mountains in 
Egypt, but on the plains of the Nile valley, the Didache’s 
words “upon the mountains”’ are retained here as they 
are in Serapion. This passage is used by John Chrysostom, 
and a similar idea occurs in many later writers right down 
till the time of the Reformation, but the probable source is 
not so much the Didache as Irenzeus and Hippolytus. There 
may be some influence at times from the Didache. The use 
of these prayers by Athanasius and Serapion shows that in 
Egypt all the Didache was known, and not only the ‘‘ Two 
Ways” chapters. Athanasius’s words that it was useful 
for the instruction of proselytes apply not only to the 
first six, but to all sixteen chapters. 

Before the time of Serapion, Athanasius and the Apostolic 
Church Order the Didache was little known in Egypt. It is 
not likely that the book was known to Dionysius of Alex- 
andria, and evidence for its use by Clement of Alexandria 
and Origen is very slight. The evidence is as follows :— 

(a) Clem. Alex., Stvomateis 1, 100, 4. odros KAéarns b16 TAs 
ypadis eipyrar, dat yodv ‘vie pr) yivov pevorns, ddnyel yap TO 
pedopua mpos viv KAoTHY’. 

Did. III, 5. rékvov pov, pu) yivov pevorns, ered) Sdnyet 
70 pedopa, eis THY KOT. 

(2) Clem. Alex., Quis Dives Salvetur, 29. odros é rév olvov, 
TO ala THs dumédov tis AaBisd, exxéas Hudv emi tas TeTpwpevas 
puxds. 
Did 1x2. "Evyapiorobpev cou, TaTEp HuaV, brép THs ayias 

aumédrov AaBid rod madds cov, Hs eyvdiptoas jpiv da *Inood 
TOD TrALdds Gov. 

(c) Clem. Alex., Ped. III, 12,59. é€orlv uty 6 dexdAoyos... 
od poryevoets, odK eldwrodAatpevtoers, od mavdopbopyaeis, od 
Krépers 2. 

(d) Nae of Heraclea from Clem. Alexandria on Matthew 
C. 42. 

~ > , ? > ~ Thy ev Toway i ig U a} a D 
7 piss pa ain at mvEevpatiKous iva Tis an abt av edKapmias Sid Tay x xns. 1S Shows no very special knowledge of Did.I,6: “Let your alms sweat into your hands til Sos 
a similar thought. i fill you know to whom to give,” but only 
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‘““One must give alms, but with judgment and to those who 
are worthy, in order that we may gain a reward from the 
Most High. Woe to those who receive with hypocrisy, or 
who are able to support themselves and yet are willing to 
receive from others. For he who has and receives through 
hypocrisy or laziness shall be condemned.”’ 

Did. 1,5. odat rH AapuBadvovee- ci pev yap xpetav éywv Aap- 
Baver tis, GO@os Eorar- 6 dé pr) xXpelav exwv Sadar Sixnv iva ri 
éAaBe kal eis Ti... 

In these four cases only is there any real reason to suppose 
that Clement uses the Didache, and of these the last three 

are no use as evidence. With regard to (5), the vine of 
David in Clement and the Didache does not necessarily refer 
to the same thing. Origen, see below, has a somewhat 
similar idea, but the use of the symbol of the vine as applied 
to the Messiah was widespread in Judaism and Christianity ; 

) cf, Lest. Levi 2,1 Apoc. Bar.* 36, IV Ezva V, 23.. In Bera- 

choth 57a we read (according to Hoennicke), ‘‘ Wer eine 
Rebe im Traume sieht der darf auf den Messias hoffen, denn 

es ist gesagt worden, ‘Er bindet an den Weinstock sein 
Eselfiillen und an die Edelrebe das Junge seiner Eselin.” 
Thus there are many possible sources for Clement’s state- 
ment. In (c) the introduction of zaud0¢Gopia into the Deca- 
logue is very like the position of madofGopia in Did. II, 2 
where it comes after povyeta and before zwopveia. Clement, 
however, knew and quoted the Epistle of Barnabas, whom 
he called an apostle, and in Barnabas XIX, 4 wopveia, pouxeia, 
and zroudo0¢Oopia occur together. This is probably the source 
of Clement, if any source for such a condemnation is needed. 
With regard to (d) Nicetas is quoting the Apostolic Con- 
stitutions, attributing this “‘ Clementine ’’ work to another 
Clement. This is shown by the fact that the form ovat. . . 
Kat AapBdvew . . . Bovdopevos is that of A.C. VII and that 
the last sentence 6 yap éywv, etc., occurs in Nicetas and 
A.C. VII. The passages in (a) seem to show that Clement 
used the Didache and called it “‘ Scripture,’ for nowhere else 
is such a statement to be found, that lying leads to theft. 

1 odros cra cov aypos dumeAwy Kapmos xpuaiov apyvptov. : ii 
2 “ Tunc revelabitur principatus Messiz mei qui similis est fonti et viti.” 

F 
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In fact, it seems to be the reverse of the natural order. 
Here the question of the relationship is complicated by the 
character of Did. III, 1-6. This has always been recognised 
as different from the rest of the ‘Two Ways.” It is not 
in Barnabas, and is probably added by the Didache to 
Barnabas’s ‘“‘ Two Ways.’ The form of the sections “ Be 
not...for...leadsto...’’ is what we would consider the 
Jewish “‘ hedge of the Law” to have followed. It seems 
that in these six sections, each beginning with the personal 
address “‘my son,” in contrast with the more impersonal 

tone elsewhere, we have a fragment of an earlier writing 
incorporated bodily into the Didache. This, according to 
the Didache’s method of composition, would be an “ apos- 
tolic writing,” as is Barnabas’s ‘‘ Two Ways’”’ or the Gos- 
pels. As suchit could be quoted by Clement as Scripture.1 
It is unlikely that Clement calls the Didache “‘ Scripture ” 
when nowhere else does he use or refer to the writing. More- 
over, in Eusebius, H.E. VI, 13, where Eusebius is giving a 
list of the disputed books used by,Clement, the Didache is 
not mentioned. Thus it is likely that in this passage 
Clement uses the unknown source of the Didache and 
nowhere refers to the Didache itself. 

There is little evidence for the use of the Didache by 
Origen. The following are the only two cases where contact 
might be found :— 

(a) Origen, de Princ. III, 2, 7- Docet nos scriptura 
divina : omnia que accidunt nobis tamquam deo illata 
suscipere scientes quod sine deo nihil fit. 

Did. III, 10. 7a ovpBatvovrd cor evepyjpata as ayaba 
mpoadeéen, elds Sri drep Bod obSev yiverat. 

Origen certainly knew Barnabas and valued it highly. 
This passage occurs in Barn. XIX, 6, and is derived 
probably from Rom. Vili, 28. It is unlikely here, as in the 

1 Gordon says that in Clement 
passage occurring not only in the D assigned the authority of Scripture 

this is a quotation from memory of a 
idache, but also in the Epitome of Rules, 
because the statement is based on Prov. 
on between stealing, lying and denying 
ement quotes a work by Peter on the 

ver, more likely that it is the source of the 
othing else. 

“Two Ways’’ here. It is, howe 
Didache which is quoted, and n 
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case of Clement, that the Didache could be called “‘ Scriptura 
divina,”’ when nowhere else referred to. Barnabas is the 
certain source. 

(6) Origen, Hom. VI, In Lib. Jud. 2. Vere vitis qui 
ascendit de-radice David sanguine inebriemur. 

Did. IX, 2; see above on Clement. 

Here Origen quotes a Christian commonplace and may 
well be referring to Clement. 

Thus there is no evidence for any knowledge of the Didache 
in Egypt before the time of the A.C.O., Serapion and 

| Athanasius, though the Egyptian writing, the Epistle of 
_ Barnabas, is one of the chief sources of the writing. 

In Oviens Christianus, Vol. I, 1901, Besson published a 

passage from Mar Isaac in which it seemed that the Didache 
» was used, but it was certainly the parallel passage of the 
1 Apostolic Constitutions, Book VII, which was used, as 

) Connolly proved in the J.Th.S. in reply to Dix’s article in 
} the same journal in 1933, in which he tried to prove that 
/ Did. I, 3-4 uses Tatian’s Diatessaron. We have shown 
|) above that the Didache here follows the Harmony made by 

Justin in his Apol. I, xv. In I, 4 the Didache differs from 
) Tatian considerably. Where the Didache follows Luke, 

) Tatian follows Matthew and vice versa. 
i John Climacus (0b. c. 580) writes, EvoeBdv peév 76 alrobyre 
W SiSdvar, edocBeorépwv dé Kal TH pH airobvri ro S€ amd Tob 
| aipovtos pi amauteiv, Svvapevous pddora, Taxa TOV drabdv Kal - 

povewy tdvov Kabdornkev. Here there is a possible reference to 
Did. I, 4-5 and to the addition which the Didache makes to 
Scripture in od8€ yap Svvacat which makes very little sense. 

| This is omitted in A.C. VII, so here John Climacus may very 
I) likely be referring to the Didache. 
| Reminiscences or quotations of the Didache have been 

qd found in (a) the Clementine literature: J and II Clement, 
| the Clementine Homilies, (b) Theophilus of Antioch, 
* (c) Dorotheus of Palestine, (d) Pseudo-Ignatius, (e) Ignatius. 

1 E.g. he quotes the command to love God, omitting tov moujoavrd oe, 
& as does A.C. VII. With A.C. VII he omits “ fast for your enemies,’ and 

{| makes Did. I, 3 conform closer to the Gospel. He alters capxikdv kai 

d owpatixdv émibvjudv, as does A.C. VII. One MS. of Mar Isaac agrees 
f }with A.C. VIL in capxixdv Kai Koopik dr, others have capxux av Kat Biwrek av, 
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(a) II Clement XVIII uses the word mavOapaptwrds. The 

Didache in chapter V uses the word zav#ayaprynro. In 

Barnabas the same word is used, but in some MSS. without 

an. aspirate. Otherwise the word is unknown. If IJ 

Clement derives the word from any source it is probably 
from Barnabas, which is prior to the Didache. 

(b) II Clement III, 1 refers to sacrifices to and worship 
of dead gods. Did. VI, 3 calls the eating of idol-meats 

Aatpeia Oedv vexpdv. Here the common idea is probably 
derived from Old Testament references to idols and from 
Paul’s references to idol-worship. 

(c) II Clement XI quotes a “ prophetic saying,”’ “ Miser- 
- able are the double-minded that doubt in their heart.” 

I Clement XXIII quotes the same saying. Did. IV, 4 is 
an order that men must not be dévyo.. The passage quoted 
may well be the source of Barnabas and Clement’s use of 
this, and the Didache follows Barnabas. 

(d) II Clement XXI. 7 povw OG dopdtw matpi Tijs 
aAdnfeias, TH earrooreiAavte Hiv Tov owrhpa Kat apynyov THs 
aglapoias, 5.’ 06 Kat éfavépwoer juiv rv adjevav Kal TV emov- 
paviov lwyv, adt@ 7 dd€a eis rods aidvas Tdv aidvwv. This 
doxology is very like the prayers of Didache, but there is an 
evident common source in the Johannine Gospel. 

(e) There is in the Clementine Homilies much like what 
we find in the chapter of the Didache on baptism. Thus in 
Contestatio 1 we read of dSwp Cav. In Recognitions VII, 34-5 
we read of baptism in “ perennis aqua ”’ after fasting “‘ vel 
una die.” This similarity with the Didache need cause no 
suspicion of contact between the two documents, for bap- 
tismal language is similar in all Christian literature. In 
Hom. VII use is made of the negative ‘“‘ Golden Rule” and 
in IX, 23 there is, as in II Clement, a reference to “ dead 
Gods.” In all the Clementine literature there is thus no 
real evidence of any knowledge of the Didache or of any 
use by the Didache of anything found there. All the points 
of similarity are merely fortuitous. 

Theophilus of Antioch quotes the Golden Rule in its 
negative form and various commands rather like those of the 
“Two Ways.” His : 

ys. 1S source may, however, be Barnabas or 

a 
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ordinary Christian moral teaching. Nowhere are there any 
evident signs of use of the Didache. 

Dorotheus of Palestine quotes something very like 
Did. III, 10, but so did Origen, and it has been shown that 

Origen did-not know the Didache. In the words é«kAtvov 
amo Kakod olov gedye amAGS wav Kakdv, exkAtvov amd TavTds 
mpaypatos épovros auaptiav there is a resemblance to 
Did. III, 1, réxvov pov, debye amo mavros Tovynpod Kal amo TavTos 
opotov advrod, but no necessity to suppose borrowing. 

In the interpolated form of the Ignatian Epistles there are 
often contrasted the two words ypioréumopos and ypioriavs. 
It was thought that this was the earliest example of the 
use of yptoréumopos. C. Bigg called the word the “ Achilles’ 
heel’ of the Didache, and therefore dated the work in the 

fourth century. xpvoréwmopos, however, occurs in the frag- 
ment of Hippolytus on Ruth, a work of the earliest third 
century. 

The suggested contacts between Ignatius and the Didache 
are as follows :— 

Ignatius Magn. V, 1, "Emel ody ro téAos Ta Tpdypwata exer 
Kal mpoKetTar TA OVO Smod, 6 Te Odvatos Kal 7) Cw, Kal ExacTos 

eis Tov ldvov ToTroV peAAeL Ywpeiv- 
Trall. VII, 1. dvddrrecbe obv tods tovwovrovs: Tobro de 

gorar vuiv pr) pvaovovpevois Kal odow aywplotos Geod *Inood 
Xpiorob Kai Tod émioxoTod Kal THv SvaTaypyatwv TOV anoaTdAwv. 

Phil. V, 1-2. ... mpoodvyadv 7@ ebayyediw ws capkt Inood, 
Kal Tots amroaTéAots ws TpoaBuTepiw exkAnotas. Kal TOdS TpogrTas 

d€ dyaTpev. . 

In his Primitive Church, p. 279, Streeter remarks that in 
these passages and in others referred to in C. H. Turner, 
Studies in Early Church History, p. 8, there are “ seeming 
echoes” of the Didache. In the first, Magn. VII, it is said 
there is an echo of the ‘‘ Two Ways,” in the second, Tvall. 

VII, 1, the reference must be to written ordinances of the 

Apostles, while in the third, Phil. V, 1-2, the “ prophets ”’ 

must be the Old Testament writings, the Gospel be the 

written Gospel of Matthew, which stressed the humanity of 

_ Christ and the Apostles ‘the written Didache.” This 
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seems to me a very risky argument. If the Didache and 
Ignatius are products of the same district and almost of 
the same generation, as Streeter holds, such deference 

towards the Didache would not have been possible. Some- 

thing else must be referredto. The “Two Ways” is a Gospel 
figure, the “ordinances of the Apostles” need not be 
written, while the Apostles might be the apostolic Epistles. 
It does not seem to me that Ignatius could have known 
the Didache. 

With no other Greek writings can the Didache be said 
to have any point of contact except with Greek apocryphal 
writings written in Jewish Christian circles or in pure 
Jewish circles, like the Sibylline Oracles, Ps. Phocylides, the 

Ascension of Isaiah, or the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs. 
Here are a few examples of similarities found : 

i. Asc. Isaiah Ill, 21. It is said that at the coming of 
Christ the disciples will abandon the teaching of the Twelve 
Apostles, and faith and love and sanctity. There seems to 
be here a reference to the Didache, but probably something 
like what we find in I Tim. iv, 12 or II Peter is at the back 
of the mind of the writer. 

li. Orac. Sib. IV, 165. &v motapots Aovoacbe dAov déuas 
devdovow. Cf. Did. VII on Baptism. 
‘ants Test. XII Patr. X, 1, 3. 880 dSods Ewxev 6 Beds rots 

viots rv dvOpdmwv . . . Cf. Did. I-VI. 
iv. Sir. VII, 30. With all thy strength love him that 

made thee. Cf. Did. I, 2, TOV ToLncavTa Ge. 
v. Orac. Sib. II, 88 (also in Ps. Phoc.), mAobrov éxwv op 

xetpa Tevntevovow dpetov, dv cor ewxe Beds, TovTwy ypyCovtt 
mapaoxov. Cf. Did. I, 5. 

Vi. Ps. Phoc. 23, Spaon oraxvwv xpytovrr. Cf. Did. I, 6. 
Sir. XII, I. édp evrrouns yv@Ou rive movets, 

vil. Test. XII Patr. Issachar. VII, 1. odK« endpvevoa ev 
HeTewpiou® odfadudv pov. Cf. dyyASPOadAuos in Did. III. 3. 

viii. Lest. XIT Paty. IV, 19. 7% diAapyupta mpds eiSwAodAa- 
Tpetay oonyel. Cf. Did. III, 4. 

1x. S07 11T, 4. | wav & day emaxOA coi Sééar. Cf. Did. III, ro. 
x. Pirke A both. IV, 16. Let the f ; the fear of God. et the fear of thy Rabbi be as 



THE LITERARY HISTORY OF THE DIDACHE 81 

Pirke Aboth. 1V, 16. Let your house be the place of 
reunion of the wise. Disdain not the dust of their feet and 
gather their words with eagerness. Cf. Did. IV, 1, 2. 

xi. Siv. VII, 10. Have firm confidence in your prayer 
and do not neglect almsgiving. Cf. Did. IV, 4, doubt; 
IV, 5, almsgiving. 

Sir. IV, 31. pa €orw 7 xetp cov exrerapévy els TO AaPetv 
kal €v TH amodideva ovveaotaAuévyn. Cf. Did. IV, 5. 

xii. Test. XII Patr. Levi 2. Apoc. Baruch 39. These 
passages are referred to in the chapter on the Didache's 
eucharist and agape. 

xiil. Wisdom I, 14. F or he created all things that they 
might have being. 

Siy. XVIII, 1. He that liveth for ever created all things 
in common. Siv. XXIV. The creator of all things. Cf. 
Did. X, 3. Thou, O Lord almighty, didst create all things 
for thy name’s sake. 

xiv. Test. XII Pair. Jud. 18. dAapyupia . . . Kal mpodyryn 
Aadoivr. ody tmakover Kat Adyw edoeBetas mpoaoxBiler. Cf. 
Did. X1, 12. 

xv. Test. XII Patr. 1X. édv tis dpdprn eis o€ etre adt@ ev 
ta ~ A 2A € 4, , wv ? ~ oA eipnvy. . . . Kal €av OpuodAdynoas petavojon apes adT@. E€av TE 

apvnrar 7) pidAovetker adT@. . . . 6 yap apvovpevos peTavoe? TOO 
pnkére mAnupeAfjoat eis oé . . . eav S€ dvatdys eore Kal evioTraTar 
Th KaKia Kal oTws ddes a’T@ amo Kapdias Kai dds TH Oe@ THv 

exdiknow. Cf. Did. XV, 3. 
xvi. (Orac. Sib. IT, 253-* 

Und es werden dann alle hindurch durch die brennende 
Strom gehen 

Und durch die Flamme, die nimmer erlischt. Jedoch die 
Gerechten 

Werden alle gerettet herbei. Die Gottlosen aber 
Gehen auf ewig zu Grunde. 

Cf. Did. XVI, 5. els tiv tUpwow Tis Soxipacias. 
Orac. Sib. VIII, 302. He shall spread out his hands and 

measure the whole world. Cf. Did. XVI, 6, onpetov exmerdcews. 

1 F, Blass: Die Sibyllinen in Kautzsch Die Apokryphen und 
Pseudepigraphen des Alten Testaments vol. II. 
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These are the chief examples where contact between the 
Didache and Jewish and Jewish Christian apocrypha can 
be found. It will be seen that they are chiefly in the ‘‘ Two 
Ways,”’ the prayers of Chapters IX and X and the apocalypse 
of Chapter XVI, in each case those parts of the Didache 
where it is said that the writer is using Jewish documents. 
In ix, x, xi it seems to me that Barnabas may be indebted 
to the Jewish works, but not the Didache. In the other 
cases the Didache’s contact with the writings quoted seems 
very slight. The similarities are merely a matter of chance. 
The New Testament is often very like the Testaments of the 
Twelve Patriarchs. The similarity of language is due to the similarity of subject and to the Jewish origin of Christianity. 
Except in i and vii there seems no case where the Didache refers to or is referred to by these writings. In i it seems that the Teaching of the Twelve Apostles could be derived from the end of Matthew by both writings, and in vii bYnrd d0adpos and perewpiopds odbaduav may explain one another, idolatry and fornication being often connected in Jewish and Christian writings, but it does not seem that any connection between the two writings is needed, especially as Did. III, I-6, we know, is part of an early document of unknown origin incorporated in the Didache, which perhaps used Jewish writings. 

In the case of the last example quoted, the spreading out of the arms of the Messiah, there have been many explana- tions sought of the onpetov exmrerdcews. Inthe Book of the Bee, edited by Budge, we read, ‘ Then shall appear the living sign of the Cross of the Lord. . . . Others say that the heavens will be unrolled like the covering of a tent.” The Didache’s phrase is probably 
the sign of the Son of Man in Matt. XXIV, 30, as is that in Budge and in the Sibylline Oracles. In the chapter on the Didache’s eucharist and agape it will be shown that in the cry “‘ Hosannah to the God of David ’’ and in the reading of the Coptic ‘‘ Hosannah to the 
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this last title. However, the Didache may be contemporary 
with this discussion or have decided to say ‘‘ God of David,”’ 
because of our Lord’s question on the matter in Mark xii. 

This appears to me to be all the evidence we have of 
knowledge of the Didache in the East and in Greek writings. 
There is evidence of the use of Barnabas, Hermas and Justin 

by the Didache and of use of the Didache by the Didascalia. 
Nowhere is the Didache very much used, but in Egypt and ~ : 
Syria it seems to have been highly honoured. It spread 
widely, but disappeared as it was incorporated into other 
documents. . 

In the West there is less evidence for the existence of the 
Didache., We have noticed the references in Rufinus and 
Jerome to what seems to be a document like the Didache. 
The Latin translation of the Didache which we have now 
consists only of Did. I-V and a doxology. This could be 
called a “‘ Duze Viz,’’ but why Petrine authorship should be 
ascribed to it we cannot tell. Jerome and Rufinus do not 
quote from the work, so we do not know if they knew it, or 
were merely quoting from the list of apocryphal works in 
Eusebius, changing the title because they did not know for 
certain what was referred to. There is, however, some 

evidence for the existence of the Didache in the West. It is 
as follows :— 

i. Ps. Cyprian adversus aleatores 4. In doctrinis aposto- 
lorum: si quis frater delinquit in ecclesia et non paret 
legi, hic nec collegatur, donec pcenitentiam agat, et non 
recipiatur, ne inquinetur et impediatur oratio vestra. 

Did. XIV, 2. was 5é éywv tiv audiBoAlav peta Tod Eéralpov 
adrod pi) ovveAOérw tyiv, ews ob diaddaydouw, iva pw) Koww)F 
9 Ovoia budv. 

ii. Optatus Milevium Gesta ap. Zenophilum, ed. Ziwsa, p. 
192, 4. Secundum dei voluntatem, qui dixit: quosdam 
diligo super enimam meam. 

Did. II, 7.. 0d projoers mavra dvOpwrov, adAa ots pev édéy- 
eis, Tepl dé dv mpocevéy, ovs dé ayamnoes dep THY Puy Gov. 

iii. Optatus Milevium, I, 21, ed. Ziwsa, p. 23, 11 ff. 
Denique inter cetera preecepta etiam hec tria iussio divina 
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prohibiut : non occides, non ibis port deos alienos, et in 

capitibus mandatorum : non facies scisma. 

Did. IV, 3. 0d mobjcets (v.l. ounces) oxlope.. ie) 

iv. Tertullian, de Ovat. 11.1 Ne in via orationis constitutl 

ad patrem cum ira incedamus. ‘ 

Did. IV, 14. Kal od mpocedevon emi mpocevyny cov ev 

ovvedyoer Tovnpa. 

y. Cassiodorus. Desudet eleemosyna in manu tua donec 

invenias iustum cui eam trades. 

This is found in Piers Plowman also, in Petrus Comestor 

and other writers. 

Did. I, 6. ‘ISpwodrw 7 eAenpoov’vyn cov eis Tas xetpds gov, 

Héxpis av yva@s, tive dds. 
vi. Lactantius, Div. Inst. VI, 3. Duas esse humane 

vite vias nec philosophis ignotum fuit nec poetis. Nos 

utique rectius qui alteram vite alteram mortis et hic tamen 

esse has vias dicimus. 
vii. Acta Philee et Philowmeni. Dicit sacra et divina 

Scriptura : ‘‘ Diliges Dominum Deum tuum qui te fecit.”’ 
Did. I, 2. mp@rov ayamjoeis tov Deov TOV TOLnCaVTG GE. 

It seems that the Ps. Cyprianic adv. Aleat. knew the 
Didache and used it, and perhaps that Cassiodorus did also, 
unless he knew the otherwise unknown source of the quota- 
tion in Did. I, 6. The two passages from Optatus seem to 
show knowledge of the Didache. The second may be from 
Barnabas. ‘‘ Facies’’ agrees with Barnabas and the Latin 
Didache, but the latter has “‘ dissensiones,’’ not “‘ scisma.’’ 

In the first of the two the Didache is a combination of Barn. 
XIX, 4 and 5 and Jude 22. Barnabas has, ‘“‘ Thou shalt 
love thy neighbour more than thine own life,” and ‘“‘ Thou 
shalt utterly hate evil.’’ Jude has, ““ And on some have 
mercy ...and some save...and on some have mercy 
with fear.’” The Didache alone is like the passage in Optatus, 
unless there is some lost scriptural passage containing these 
words. Tertullian may have got his words from Barnabas or 

1 In Ex. to Chastity, 11, we read that nothing is done without God’s 
permission. Here Tertullian is probably using Barnabas XIX, 6, which 
is parallel to Did. III, 10, and derived ultimately from Romans. Origen 
quotes the same passage from Barnabas. 
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from the New Testament. Nowhere does he seem to know 
the Didache. He ascribes Hebrews to Barnabas, which may 
mean that he does not know the Epistle of Barnabas, but 
often he has phrases like Barnabas’s. The passage from 
Lactantius is not the only one where it is said that he used 
the Didache. He employs the negative Golden Rule, and 
he follows the Acta Philowmeni et Philee in adding rév 
momoavrd oe. Justin may be the source of this. The ‘‘ Way 
of Life and of Death’’ might be deduced from the New 
Testament. 

It seems that there is slight knowledge of the Didache in 
the West. The Latin version has been ascribed to the time 
of Cyprian, and the adv. Aleatores is of the second half of the 
third century. It seems that at first all the Didache was 
known in the West, but later in our text of the Latin Didache 
the first half was made into a homily, the translator or 
adaptor being influenced by Barnabas in many ways. There 
is considerable evidence of knowledge of the Didache, or 
at any rate of the ‘‘ Two Ways,’”’ in medieval Rhineland 
preachers like Boniface of Mainz and Severianus of Cologne. 
The Didache was never so popular in the West as in the 

_East. It was used for homiletic purposes, and that is all. 
So except for XIV, 2 nothing was quoted except from the 
“Two Ways.’’ The Didache was probably known in its 
entirety at first, for Cassiodorus quotes I, 6, and the Latin 

Didache may know the “‘ Interpolation ’’ (cf. p. 19), but the 
writer of the Latin Didache omitted both chapters VI-XVI 
and the “‘Interpolation’’ when he used Barnabas and the 
Didache to make his homily. 

In two places the Didache has some similarity to Irenzus, 

in Did. IX, 4 and in Did. XIV, 3. In the first it might be 

thought that Ireneus, Her. III, 18, 1! and the Didache’s 

prayer are connected, but probably, as the thought is differ- 

ent, both are separate compilations from New Testament 

ideas and phrases. In the other the second Pfafian 

fragment ® appears to quote the Didache, but this fragment 1s 

spurious, and not the work of Ireneus. Ireneus, Her. 

III, 18, x is probably the source of similar prayers all through 

1 P, 192. 2. P. 205. 
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history down to the time of Henry VIII, and not the Didache. 

Both these passages are discussed in the chapter on the 

Didache’s eucharist and agape. 
We have seen that the Didache is later in date than 

Barnabas, Hermas and Justin. Of these three, Justin is 
probably the latest, his First Apology having been written 
in A.D. 150-155. It is earlier in date than the Didascalia, 
the Ps. Cyprianic adv. Aleatores, Serapion and the Afostolic 
Church Order. These are the earliest documents which show 
any knowledge of the Didache. The Latin document is 
probably the work of the second half of the third century, 
Serapion was bishop in the early fourth century, the 
Apostolic Church Order is probably to be dated c. A.D. 300, 
while the Didascalia is probably the earliest of these docu- 
ments, being a work of the third century. It is, according 
to Connolly, a work written in Syria between Antioch and 
Edessa either in the period before the Decian persecution 
of A.D. 250, or after the edict of toleration of Gallienus 
(A.D. 260-268) and before the Diocletian persecution. 
Connolly inclines to the earlier date, though he expresses no 
certain judgment. Thus the Didache is almost certainly a 
work written between the years A.D. 155 and 250, or perhaps 
the dates might be contracted a little to allow for the works 
of Justin to be circulated to reach the Didache, and for the 
Didache to have been written and circulated to reach the 
writer of the Didascalia. 
: The place of writing of the Didache is uncertain from a 
literary point of view. Its chief source is the Egyptian 
Epistle of Barnabas; the earliest use of it is made in Syria. 
The choice seems to be between Egypt and Syria, and 

_ Internal evidence tells us nothing. It employs the Roman 
Hermas and cosmopolitan Justin, it is employed by the 
Syrian Didascalia and Apostolic Constitutions, the African 
adv. Aleatores, the Roman Jerome and Rufinus, the Egyptian 
Serapion, Athanasius, Apostolic Church Order, Schnudi, and 
soon. It appears to have spread abroad very quickly from 
wherever it was written. Only its ‘‘ Two Ways’’ was of 
much interest, and then only as being better arranged than 
Barnabas’s. As we shall see later, the rest of the document 
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is of such a peculiar type that it immediately passed away. 
Later the Didache was incorporated in so many documents 
that its preservation served no useful purpose, and it quickly 
disappeared till re-discovered by Bryennius. 

These facts are all derived from the evidence of the 
literary relationships between the Didache and other writings. 
In coming to these conclusions no evidence has been drawn 
from the conditions pictured in the Didache, but it will be 
seen later that evidence from this source corroborates the 
evidence from literary arguments. The evidence we have 
made use of is more mathematical, the other seems more a 

matter of opinion. It is better to use the literary evidence 
first, and to use the other later. Early critics of the Didache 
took its Church Order at its face value and said, “‘ There is 
something which must be very primitive.’’ Then they went 
on to judge the literary evidence with their minds already 
made up. It is better to take evidence which seems 
certain from literary relationships, and then, having 
ascertained within what limits the date of the Didache 
falls, to see where the Didache’s Church Order fits into the 

conditions of the Church of which we know the state from 
other less questionable sources. 

It seems certain, then, that the Didache was written in the 

last third of the second century or the first third of the 
third century. Now we may go on to examine the question 
of a literary relationship of special importance—that between 
the Didache and the New Testament. 



IV 

THE DIDACHE AND SCRIPTURE 

(a) The Old Testament 

(1) Did. XIV, 3. adrn yap éorw 7 pyfeioa tno Kupiov'’ ‘Ev 
mavTt TOmw Kal xpovw mpoadgéepey por Ovoiay Kabapay’ 
étt BactAeds péyas eiui, Aéyer KUpLos, Kal TO GvOa Mov 
Bavpaorov ev tois €Bveat.’ 

Malachi i, 11, 14. For from the rising of the sun even 
unto the going down of the same my name is great 
among the Gentiles, and in every place incense is 
offered unto my name and a pure offering; for my 
name is great among the Gentiles, saith the Lord of 
hosts. 

For I am a great king, saith the Lord of hosts, and 
my name is terrible among the Gentiles. 

(2) Did. XVI, 7. od mavrwv Sé, Grd ds eppeOn *°"Héer 6 
KUptos Kal mavTEs ot dyvou per adTod.’ 

Zech. xiv, 5. And the Lord my God shall come, and 

all the holy ones with thee. 
(3) Did. TTI, 8. yivou paxpdbvpos . . . Kal tpéuwv tods 

Adyous 81a mavrds, ods HKovcas. 
Isa. Ixvi, 2. . . even to him that is poor and of a 

contrite spirit and that trembleth at my word. 
Barnabas XIX, 4. éon mpais, gon jovxwos, on tpépwv 

tovs Adyous ods 7KovCas. 
(4) Did. IV, 13. od yu) eynaradlans evrodAds Kuplov, dudd£ets 

de & mapéAaBes, purire mpooribels pre adaipav. 
Deut. xii, 32. What thing so-ever I command you, that 

shall ye observe to do: thou shalt not add thereto, 
nor diminish from it. 

Barn. XIX, 11. 
LATE adaipav. 

(5) Did. III, 7. 
THY yh. 

puadéers & mrapéAaBes, pnre mpooribets 

” \ 
a toe S€ mpaits émel of mpaeis KAnpovopcovar 

88 
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Ps. xxxvii, Ir. But the meek shall inherit the land. 
Matt. v, 5. paxdpvou of mpacis dre adrol KAnpovoyjoover 

THY ‘yh. 
(6) Did. I, 2. mdvra S€ doa édv Oedjons pt) ylvecbal oor, 

Kat oD GAAw pr) Tole. 
Tobit iv, 15. And what thou thyself hatest, do to no 

man. 

Matt. vii, 12. mdvra obv dca dv OéAnte va modow dpiv 
ot avOpwrot ottTw Kal tuets Trovetre abrois. 

Acts xv, 20. Kal doa pm OdAovew éavtois yivesbar érépois 
pn) Trovetre. 

(7) Did. I, 3. vynorevere Sé irép rdv Swwkdvrwv dps. 
Ps. xxxv, 13. But as for me, when they were sick, my 

clothing was sackcloth. I afflicted my soul with 
fasting. 

(8) Did. I, 1. 680i . . . pla ris Cwiis Kal ula tod Oavdrov. 
Jer. xxi, 8. Thus saith the Lord: Behold I set before 

you the way of life and the way of death. 
Matt. vii, 13, 14. 4 600s % dmdyovoa eis riv and- 

Actav . . . 1) 000s 4 amdyovoa els THY Cwnv. 
(9) Did. II, 2. od« emOupjoeis Ta TOD mAnatov. 

Barn. XIX, 6. od ph yévn éemObvpdv ta tod mAnolov 
gov. 

Exod. xx, 17. Thou shalt not covet thy neighbour’s 

(x0) Did. IV, 3. Kpwets Sixaiws, od Ajbn mpdcwrov eAéeyéar 
emt TapaTTw@pacw. 

Barn. XIX, 4. od Ajpbyn mpdcwrov éedéyEar twa eri 
mapanrmpart. XIX, II. Kpweis ducatws. 

Deut. i, 16-17. And judge righteously between a man 
and his brother, and the stranger that is with him. 

Ye shall not respect persons in judgment .. . 
Prov. xxxi, 9. Open thy mouth, judge righteously, 
and minister judgment to the poor and needy. 

John vii, 24. Judge not according to appearance, but 
judge righteous judgment. 

(11) Did. V, 2. praca dyandvres. The same words are 
found in Barn. XX, 2. 

Ps. iv, 2. How long will ye love vanity .. . 
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(12) Did. V, 2. ovets téxvwv. The same words are found 
in Barn. XX, 2. 

Wisdom xii, 7. Murderers of their own helpless babes. 
(13) Did. X, 3. od éxrwwas Tra mavTa. 

Wisdom i, 14. For he created all things that they 
might have being. 

Ecclus. xviii, 1. He that liveth for ever created all 

things in common. 
(14) Did. XII, 1. ds dé 6 épydpevos év dvopart Kuptov. 

Ps. cxviii, 26. Blessed be he that cometh in the name 

of the Lord. Cf. Matt. xxi, 9. 
(15) Did. XIII, 5. rHv drapynv AaBav Sos Kara TH evtodjv. 

Compare the laws in the Mosaic books with regard to 
the payment of first-fruits. 

(16) Did. XIII, 3. adrot (of mpodirar) yap eiow of apxrepets 
Dov. 

Exod. vii, 1. And the Lord said unto Moses, See, I 

have made thee a God to Pharaoh: and Aaron thy 
brother shall be thy prophet. 

These are the only cases in the Didache in which there is 
any use made of the Old Testament. Sixteen such examples 
is a very small number for such a document, especially as 
we shall see some are very doubtful and some are found in 
Barnabas also. Book VII of the Apostolic Constitutions 
adds many more Old Testament references to the Didache. 
Barnabas, Clement of Rome and all Christian writers who do 
not, like Marcion, reject the Old Testament are full of such 
references. Arnold ! said, ‘‘ Clement of Rome tries to make 
Old Testament phrases his own, while the Didache lives in 
them.” This is not true. 

In the first two examples set out at the beginning of this 
chapter are the only two explicit quotations from the Old 
Testament. They are introduced with the conventional 
phrases for introducing scriptural quotations, but they are 
freely adapted. In the first it will be seen that the Didache 
moulds together the two verses of Malachi. It omits the 

1 Zeitschrift fiir Kivchenrecht. 
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first half of verse 11, adds cai ypovw,1 and omits the reference 
to “incense.” “To me” is put instead of “‘ to my name.” 
In place of “ Lord of hosts ”’ the Didache merely says “ the 
Lord.” The Septuagint has emd¢avées, a mistranslation of 
the Hebrew’s $73, but there is no need to suppose that 
the Didache knew the original Hebrew. The @avyaordv is 
probably a reminiscence of Ps. viii, i, 8, os Qavpacrov 76 dvo- 
fia. cov ev mdon TH yh and of Deut. xxviii, 58. Thus the Didache 
gives a free and condensed version of the Septuagint, not an 
accurate quotation. 

In the second case the Didache follows the Septuagint by 
putting the sentence in the third and not the second person. 
It also shortens the original by omitting ‘‘ my God.” 

In the next two cases quoted above it will be seen that the 
Didache uses quotations or reminiscences found originally 
in Barnabas. They are due to Barnabas, not the Didache. 
In III, 8 the Didache adds 6a zavrés, found also in the 

Fides Nicena, Syntagma Doctrine, Didascalia, Apostolic 
Church Ordey and the Latin Didache. They have thus 
evidently had the Greek Didache before them. With regard 
to number 4 the passage in Deuteronomy is quoted in Rev. 
xxii, 18,19. It may be that Barnabas quotes the words from 
that place, but he is closer to the Old Testament phrase. 

In 5 and 6 the Didache makes additions to the material 
he derives from Barnabas. With regard to 5, either the 
Psalm or the Sermon on the Mount may be the source, but in 
view of what the Didache uses from the Sermon in I, 3-6, it 

seems likely that the Sermon is the source here. In 6 the 
negative form of the Golden Rule is said by Armitage Robin- 
son to be derived from the Western Text of Acts xv, 20,? 
used by Irenzus, Cyprian and Eusebius, by others to come 

1 It is not correct to say that the Didache agrees with the Targum here, 
as does K. Lake in New Testament in the Apostolic Fathers. The Targum 
runs, “‘ For from the rising of the sun and even to his setting great is my 
name among the peoples; and whenever ye do my pleasure I will receive 
your prayer, and my name will be sanctified upon your hands by reason 
of you, and your prayers shall be as a clean offering before me: for great 
is my name among the peoples, saith Jehovah of Sabaoth.” 

2 Streeter, P.C., p. 146, note, says that there must be some connection 
between the Didache and the form in which the Apostolic Decree appeared 
in the Western Text. The Didascalia, he says, makes this connection quite 
clear. 

G 
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from the apocryphal writings quoted above. It will be seen 

that the order of the words follows very closely that found in 

the positive Golden Rule in Matt. viii, 12. This seems to me 
the true source, changed into the negative, like the Jewish 
form of the rule, to conceal the borrowing. 

In 7 it seems that the unusual form of the Didache may 
be due to the Psalmist’s words, but, as we saw above (p. 
64), it is more likely that in finding a word to go before 
Tov Swwkdvrwv the writer chose vnorevere because of thefamiliar 
combination of prayer and fasting in the New Testament. 

In 8 it is likely that the Didache changed from Barnabas’s 
“light ” and ‘“‘ darkness’ to “ life’ and “‘ death ”’ because 
of the words of our Lord found in Matthew. Our Lord may 
have chosen them because of Jeremiah’s parable and that 
found in the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs. Matthew 
was certainly earlier than the writer of the Didache, and so 
is the more probable source of his words here. 

In 9 and ro the Didache uses what may be quotations in 
Barnabas. The writer makes no alteration in 9, but in 10 
he brings together two clauses of Barnabas, and the result 
is a very close parallel to Deut. i, 16-17. He may have 
brought the two clauses together merely because the subjects 
are similar, or because of the Deuteronomy passage. We 
cannot be certain about that. 

With regard to 11 and 12, it will be seen that Barnabas is 
the author of the reminiscences, if they are reminiscences, 
of the Old Testament. The Didache merely adopts them as 
they are. 

In 13 and 14 it will be seen that besides the Old Testament 
source there may be a source in the New Testament. For 
example, in Acts iv, 24 we read, ‘‘ O Lord, thou that didst 
make the heaven and the earth and the sea and all that in 
them is,” and this passage is used elsewhere in the prayers 
of Did. IX and X. It seems more likely that this is the 
source of Did. X, 3, and the Matthew passage the source of 
Did. XII, 1, especially as in X, 6 the Didache uses the 
“ Hosannah ” from this Matthean passage. 

In numbers I5 and 16 any connection with the Old Testa- 
ment 1s very doubtful. The xara TH evtoAjv is a favourite 
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word of the writer of the Didache, and what it refers to here 
we cannot tell. It may be a vague reference to Old Testa- 
ment laws about tithes, first-fruits, etc. In 16, Aaron was the 
great high priest, and he was Moses’ prophet. This may 
explain the Didache’s calling prophets “ your high-priests,”’ 
but other explanations of the passage will be found in the 
chapter on the Didache’s ministry. 

It will be seen that the Didache makes remarkably little 
use of the Old Testament. Where it does use any passage, 
it uses it very freely and with considerable variation. It is 
very difficult to see how people can call it more Jewish in 
tone than other Christian writings when it uses the Old 
Testament so much less. 

(b) The New Testament 

Opinions vary considerably on the question as to how 
much use, if any, the Didache makes of the New Testament. 

If we consider how “ very allusive ’’ is Hermas’s method of 
quotation from the Scriptures, and how peculiar are Justin’s 
methods of quoting the Gospels, we will not expect to find in 
the Didache explicit and exact quotations, but will accept as 
evidence of the Didache’s knowledge of the Scriptures 
mere reminiscences of New Testament thought and language. 
Sanday, in the Gospels in the Second Century, said that ‘‘ we 
are struck at once by the small amount of exact coincidence 
(in second-century quotations), which is considerably less 
than that which is found in the quotations from the Old 
Testament.’ Often this phenomenon is explained by saying 
that the words of the New Testament were transmitted 
chiefly by oral tradition, and so were quoted from memory. 
Papias, we know, was interested not so much in the written 

word as in the “ living words of tradition.”” The “ Form- 
geschichte ” school of New Testament criticism is teaching 
us to give more weight to the power of oral tradition than the 
criticism of the older schools would allow. There are, how- 

ever, many signs that the written word was greatly prized 
and widely circulated in the second century. Marcion, we 
know, had a written Gospel according to S. Luke, expurgated 
so as not to contradict the heresiarch’s teaching. Papias 
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may have been interested in the “ living words of tradition,” 
but he gathered up all the traditions he could about the 
writing of Gospels. Heracleon, at an early date, wrote a 
commentary on the Fourth Gospel. Tatian, we know, knew 
just our four written Gospels; he knew how difficult it was 
to make them agree together and so he wrote his harmony 
‘ quattuor evangelistarum in unum opus dicta compingens, ”’ 
even daring to “‘ paraphrase the Apostle.’’ Irenezus knew 
the written four-fold Gospel. Origen was the first textual 
critic of the New Testament. The Gospel of Peter, a second- 
century work, was not a harmony nor a gospel incorporating 
new material, it was a new Gospel based upon merely what 
we have in our four canonical works. In the Muratorian 
Canon we have discussions as to the writing of the New 
Testament Scriptures. Moreover, we have such MSS. of the 
Scriptures as the Chester Beatty Papyri, which go back to a 
very early date. The Scillitan Martyrs, even though they 
were poor people, possessed copies of the Pauline writings 
at an early date. 

Even so, in the midst of all this, Justin can be curiously 
inaccurate and vague in his use of the New Testament. 
Some suppose that he used a harmony. In his letter to 
Carpanus Eusebius said that Ammonius wrote a harmony 
like Tatian, while in Die Abendmahlsfrage in ihrer geschicht- 
liche Entwicklung, K. Goetz says, “ In dieser Zeit des festeren 
Zusammenschlusses des N.T. Kanons war zu derartigen 
Ausgleiche der verschiedenen N.T. Uberlieferungen der 
starkste Antrieb vorhanden.” Justin may have made such 
a harmony in his own mind or written one to use. This 
may be the explanation of his vague quotations, as it is of 
those we make nowadays, even though we know the Gospels 
so well, 

Finally, the question of the canonicity of the New Testa- 
ment at any period has to be decided. S. Paul in I Tim. 
v, 18 quotes from the words of Jesus as though they were 
canonical scripture. In Barn. IV, 14, we find a Gospel 
quotation introduced by the usual formula for a quotation 
from a canonical source. In a.p. 177 in c. 32 of his work 
Athenagoras of Athens uses the same formula for quotations 
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from the New and the Old Testaments. This is about the 
time when Tatian and Heracleon and Irenzus were writing, 
when the Scillitan martyrdoms took place, when the Mura- 
torianum was written. Not much later, Melito of Sardis 

wrote of 7 7aAaa duaOyKn, which implies a d:aOynn Kawy. At 
this period, when the Gnostics were bringing out their secret 
traditions and apocryphal gospels, the Catholic Church had 
to consolidate its apostolic heritage. So we see, as Dob- 
schiitz says.in Probleme d. a.Z., p. 115, that at this period 
we find “statt Herr, die Evangelien; statt Apostel, deren 

Briefe; statt des Geistes, der Buchstabe.”’ This was, how- 

ever, the final stage of a long history of gradual canonisation. 
The first Christian writings were ordinary letters or histories 
or sermons. Gradually the Church selected some, and these 
gradually gained the position of canonical writings. It 
might therefore be possible to quote these writings before 
they reached a position of full canonicity with little respect. 
This is what we often find. Afterwards it is evident that 
the canonical writings are so studied and read that their 
‘words and ideas permeate Christian writing, even if they are 
not explicitly quoted. 

If we now examine the Didache chapter by chapter, it will 
be seen how great a portion of its language, if not of its 
subject-matter, is founded upon the New Testament 
Scriptures. We will first deal with chapters VI-XVI, as so 

much of the ‘‘ Two Ways ”’ is derived from Barnabas, and 
the problems there are slightly different. 

Didache, chapter VI. 

i. dpa pH Tis ce tAavyHon amo TavTns THs 6d00 Tis 
drdayqs. 

Matt. xxiv, 4. Bdrémere uy Tis buds TAavHoN. 
I John iii, 7. rexvia, wndels mAavdtw buds. 
II Pet. ii, 15. KataAelmovres ed0etav Odov émAavyOnoav. 

ii. ef pev yap Svvacar Baordcat dAov tov Cvyov rob 
Kuplov TéAcLos €o7. 

Matt. xi, 29, 30. dpare rov Luydv pou ef’ buds . . . 
Acts Xv, 10,11. vév odv ri meipdlere Tov Oedv, émiBetvar 

luyov emt tov Tpaxnrov Tv palynTav .. . 
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Matt. v, 48. éceobe odv tpeis réAevon . . . XIX, 21. Ei | 

Oddeus TéXetos cfvas . . . 

Phil. iii, 15. dc01 ody TéAevou . . 

ii. ef 8° od Sdvacat, 6 SUvyn, TOOTO ToleL. 

A similar double standard is found in I Cor. vii. 

iii. mepi 5€ rHs Bpdoews .. . dd 5€ Tob EldwdoBdTov 
Alav mpocexe. 

I Cor. viii, 4. rept 8€ ris Bpdoews obv TAv cidwAobdrwv. | 
The Didache does not, however, follow Paul’s | 

teaching. 
Acts xv, 28,29. d0€ yap 76 ‘Ayiw Ivetpare Kat piv | 

pndev mréov emribecbar duiv Bapos mAnv tov endv- 
ayKes Tovtwv, améxecbar eldwrofdTwr Kal atpatos | 
Kal mvukt@v Kat mopvetas. Cf. Acts xxi, 25. 

lii. Aatpeia ydp éote Oedv vexpav. 
I Thess. i, 9. Kal 7@s ezeotpéate mpos tov Beov amo - 

TOV ciowrAwv, Sovdretew Bed CHvre kai adnfw. 

In this chapter it will be seen that the greater part of it | 
in subject-matter and language may be derived from) 
the New Testament. The use of II Pet. 1, 15 in VI, I 

may be doubtful, but a sufficiently probable source may be 
found in the Didache’s own reference to a “‘ Way of Life” 
and to “ Teaching ” combined with Matt. xxiv, 4 and I John | 

ili, 7. 

Did., chapter VII. 

i. mept d€ rod Banticpartos. 
I Cor. vii, 1. epi d€ dv éeyparate pou, vii, 25, Vili, 

Lode rete 

TAUTA TAVTO MPOELTOVTES, Bantiocate ets TO 

dvoma Tob maTpos Kal Tod viod Kal Tod aylov 
mvevpatos ev voaTt COvte. 

Matt. xxviii, I9, 20. aopevOévtes obv pabyrevoate 
TavTa, TO ebvn, Pazrrilovres attovs eis 76 dvopia TOO 
Ilatpds kal rot Yiod Kai rob ‘Ayiov IIvevpatos, 
duddoKovtes avtovs TNpEv TAVTO 6oa evererAdunv 

dptv. 
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John iv, HO; tas Kal EOWKEV GV Got vdwp Cav . . . 700ev 

ovv €xets TO VOwp TO Lav... 

John vii, 38. orapol . . . vdatos Cévtos. 

iii. Matt. xxviii, I9. 
Compare the title of the Didache: Aday7 Kupiov dia 

TOV dWoEKA aTOOTOAWY Tots Ebveow. 

In this chapter we may note that the Didache derives its 
baptismal formula from the end of Matthew, and that it  , 
considers its “‘ Two Ways ”’ to be the pre-baptismal instruc- 
tion which the Lord ordered the Eleven! to give to the 
Gentiles. Its title and formula are evidently derived from 
this Gospel. ‘“ Running water ”’ is ordered for baptism in 
the Canons of Hippolytus and the Egyptian Church Order, 
and a parallel is found in the Szbyllines. The source in the 
Didache may be the Johannine passages. The Trinitarian 
formula used here is not usedin IX, 5. Itissaid to be later 
than “to be baptised into the name of the Lord”’ which 
may be the Pauline formula. The pre-baptismal fast was 
the universal custom from the time of Justin onwards. To 
order others to join in is less usual. 

Did., chapter VIII. 

i. At S€ vnoretar tudv py €oTwoav peta TaV 
UTOKPLTOD. 

Matt. vi, 16. “Orav d€ vyoretnre, pn yivecbe, ws ot 
dmoKkpital, oxvOpwrot: 

e A \ , buets d€ vnotevoaTe. 
Se : s 

Mark ii, 20. éAevoovrar 5é Ayepar orav amapOHR am’ “ 
an , A / A 

avTta@v 6 vudios, Kal TOTE vnoTEevGoVOW eV EKEelvyn TH 
¢€ , pepe: 

TAPATKEVHV. 

Matt. xxvii, 62; Mark xv, 42; Luke xxili, 54; John 
xix, I4, 31, 42 of the Preparation for the Pass- 
over. 

In Mark xv, 42 mapacKevy 6 €ore mpoodbBatay 

1 The reference in Matthew is, of course, to the Eleve 
“ Twelve ’”’ is always what Paul refers to, and Twelve Ap 
ideal of the Apocalypse. So the Didache can be called th¢ 
Twelve Apostles. 
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ii. pnde mpooedxe abe Ws ot bmoKpiral. 

Matt. vi, 5. Kal drav mpocedynabe ovK éaeobe ws ot 

jmoKpitat. 

GAN? ds exéAevoev 6 KUptos ev TO edayyedio 

adTob ovTwW Tpocedxeabe. 
Matt. vi, 9. ovrws odv mpocedyeobe tpeis. 

Didache. Matt. vi, 9-13 

Ilarep pay, 6 ev T@ otvpav@, Ilarep Pav, 6 ev Tots ovpavots, 

ayacOnre TO Ovo"d TOU ayracOnra TO OVOLLa TOU, 
eNérw 1) Baorcia gov, eAbérw 7 Baorcia gov: 
yern jroo TO edna gov ws yer Ojro TO BeAnpd cou ws 
év ovpav@ Kat emt vis’ TOV ev ovpave, Kal emt yas” TOV 
diprov pav TOV €movavov dpTov 7pav TOV émovavov 
dos 7 jply OnLEpov, Kal ages dos mpi O7nLEpov" Kal ages 
jpty THY dperdry UV, jpy Ta dpednpara 7pav, 
ws Kal Tpets dplewev To ts ws Kal types aprjKapev Tots 
dpeiderais 7 par, Kat #7) ddeirerats 1) 7pav- ka p27) 
eloeveyKns Has els eloeveyKns pas eis 
TELpAoHOv, aAAd pioar jas Tetpacpov, GAAa pica Huds 
amo Tob movynpod: a0 TOD Trovnpod. 

@ ~ ha e , \ e , > AY 

6Tt ood €oti % SUvapts Kat 7 Sd€a Els ToOvS 

al@vas. : 
Matt. vi, 13. In the doxology of the Lord’s prayer 

the Sahidic version alone has dvvayus Kai dd6€a 
without 7 Baoweia. 

Matt. xviii, 32. AodAe movnpé, maoav thv ddecdyv 
exelvnv a¢hkd oot. 

35. ovTw Kal 6 TATHpP ov oO €7roupavios 
, eon 2h Na Sug ae ¢ es) a 

Toujoe. viv, eav py adfnre Exaotos TH adeAd@ 
adTob amd TOv Kapdidv bdr. 

From the New Testament passages quoted above it will 
be evident whence the Didache has derived the greater part 
of itschapter VIII. It will be seen that the doxpirai of the 
ospels are a certain type of Jew, those of the Didache are 
Jews. The writer of the Didache knows from what he 

oing on around him that all Jews fast on Monday and 
, so he finds a reason for the Wednesday and 

istian fasts, which are compulsory among his com- 
Didache’s Lord’s Prayer is almost the same 
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-as that of Matthew. There are only three differences : 
Thv opetAny for Ta dfetAjuata ; €v TH ovpav® for ev tots odpavois ; 
adicwev for adyjxopev. The first and last of these are 
probably due to Matt. xviii, 32, 35, where similar matter 

occurs. Whence the Didache derives its command that 
the Lord’s Prayer must be said three times daily we cannot 
tell. It may be that the writer knows the three ‘‘ Canonical 
Hours ”’ and how the various times of prayer at the third, 
sixth and ninth hour are mentioned in Scripture, and so 
calls it an evangelical custom. Some say that here we have 
evidence of the Jewish origin of the Didache, the Lord’s 
Prayer being substituted for the ‘‘ Amidah” which is said 
three times daily. It is likely that the Didache was written 
at a time when the Canonical Hours were already known, 

as they are in Hippolytus’s Church Order, and the writer 
knows how often they occur in Scripture. That would be 
sufficient source for him. 

Did., chapter IX. 

i. wept d€ THs edyaptorias. 

Cl Did wy IS ee VIE Or 1 Coro vii 1, 25) Vilis 1, Si; 6. 

mept dé . . 

ii. mp@rov wept rob mornpiov. 
motypiov used in all accounts of the Last Supper. 

The order Cup-Bread is found in Luke xxii, 17 ff. 
(Western text); I Cor. x, 16. 

bmép THs aylas auméAov Aavetd rob matdds cov. 
John xv, 1. "Eyed ety 4 dyrredos 4) GAN Ow. 
Rev. v, 5. 7 pila AaBis. 
Matt. xxi. Parable of God’s vineyard. The Jews 

are God’s vineyard. 
Aaveltd 706 matdds cov... *Incot rob maids cov. 
Acts iv, 25. AaBid adds cov. 27. maida cov Inoodv. 

ili. wept 5€ tot KAdoparos. . 
KkAdopa used in Matt. xiv, 20, xv, 37; Mark vi, 43, 

viii, 8, 19,20; John vi, 12, 13; Luke ix, 17, all 

accounts of the Miraculous Feedings. 
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tmép THs Cwhs Kal yywocews. 

Cw and yrdous are the themes of John vi, xvii. 

iv. @omep Hv tottro TO KAdopa SiecKopmicpévov 
émdvw Tv dpéwyv Kal avvaxbev eyéveto ev, 
ottTw avvaxyOyntw cov % exKAnoia amo TOV 
TEpaTwv THS yHs els THY anv Bactrelav. 

John xi, 52. Kal ody brép Tob EOvous pdvov, aAN’ iva Kat 
7a. TEKva TOO Meod Ta SveckopmLapEeva ouvayayn Ets EV. 

Matt. xxiv, 31. Kal émovvd€ovat tods éexAeKrovs adrod 

ex TOV Tecodpwy aveuwv am dKpwv obpavdv ews 
aKkpav avTav. 

Matt. xviii, 12. A reference to the sheep wandering 
él Ta, Opn. 

A A \ , ” € x A Vv. kal yap mept tovTov etpynKkev 6 KUptos. My 
d@Te TO aytov Tots Kvat. 

se ~ A / Matt. vii, 6. M7 d@7e 70 dyov Tots Kvot. 

Though it is said that this chapter is derived from Jewish 
prayers, it will be seen that much is found in the New 
Testament. €w7 and yvdos are not found in John, but the 
verbs are found there. What the “ Holy Vine of David ”’ 
is we cannot tell; it is not made clear in the Didache, which 

probably quotes the New Testament without explaining it. 
In section v the forbidding of communion to anyone except 
the baptised is a more than evangelical law, but it may 
be derived from the Pauline demand that we must partake 
of the elements worthily. .We may note that we have in 
Did. IX, 5 0f Barricbévres eis 6vopa Kupiov, as we do in Rom. 
vi, 3 and Acts viii, 16. 

Did., chapter X. 

i. Mera S€ 76 eumAnobjvac. 
John vi, 12. ds 8€ everAjobyaav. 

I Cor. xi, 25. woatrws Kal Td moripiov peta TO 
deumvijoar. 

pes e A A € li 

ll. Umep TOO aylov dvdmatds Gov ob KaTeacKkHvwoas 
> Cal ~ ev Tats Kapdiats Ua. 
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John xvii, 26. éyvwpica adrois 76 vod cov. Cf. John 
Xvli, passim and in O.T. Deut. xii, 11, “. 
shall choose to cause his name to dwell there.” 

John i, 14. Kat 6 Adyos . . . eoxnjvwcev ev hiv. 
bméep THs yvwoews Kal mloTews Kal aOavacias. 

II Tim. i, 10. ¢wricavtos € CwHv Kal adbapoiav Sa 
Tob evayyediov. . 

lil. ov, S€o070Ta TavToKpaTop, exTLoas Ta TaVTA 
EVEKEV TOD OVOM"ATOS Gov. 

Acts iv, 24. Aéemota, od 6 moijcas tov odpavov Kat 
THY yhv Kal THY OdAacoay Kal mavTa Ta év avdTois. 

Rev. vi, 10... . 6 deamdtys 6 dytos Kal aAnOwwos. 

Rev. iv, II. 67 ov eKTLoas TO TAVTO. 

Eph. ii, 9. @€@ 7 ta mavra Krioarte. 
Rev. i, 8, iv,8,etc. mavroxpdtwp, and in II Cor. vi. 18. 

Rom. i. 5. dep tod dvdpuatos adroo. John xii. 28, 
“Father, glorify thy name.” 

tpodnv Te Kal moTtov €dmKas Tots avOpwmmots 
eis amoAavowy iva aot edxyaptoTnowotr. 

I Tim. vi, 17. GA emi 0e@ TH mapexyovte jytvy mavra 

mAovoiws eis amdXdavow. 
I Tim. iv, 4. 67 wav xriopa Meod Kadov, . . . peta 

evyaptotias AapBavopevov. 
I Tim. iv, 3. .. . améyeo8ar Bowydrwv a 6 Veds Exticev 

els petaAnypw peta edyapiotias Tois moots. 

npty dé exapiow mvevpatiKny Tpodyv Kat ToTOV 
Kal Cwrv aiwviov. 

I Cor. x, 3, 4. mwavres 70. adto BodSpa mvevpaticov 
épayov, Kal mavTes TO adTO TOMA TVEVLATLKOV ETLOV. 

John vi, 54. 6 tpwywr pov THY odpKa Kal Tivwy ov TO 
aiwa exer Cwv aidwov. Cf. John vi, passim. re 
Bread of Life. 

iv. mpo mavrwv edxyaptotobpmev cot, ore Suvaros ef. 
Luke i, 49. émoinod pou peydda 6 duvaros. 

v. pvyioOnrs, KUpte, THS exKAnolas cov, Tod pioac- 
Bat adTyyv amo TavTos Tovnpod Kal TeACLBoat 
avrTny év TH ayamn cov, kal cvvatov adTHy amo 
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TOV TEecodpwv avéuwv, THY aytacbetoar, ets 
THv onv Baotdeiav, Hv Hroiwacas avr. 

Cf. Matt. xxiv, 31 on IX, 4 above. 
ptvoacbat adtiyv amo TmavTos Tovypod. 

The Lord’s Prayer. John xvii, 15. ov« eépwrd wa 
dpns adrovs ex Tob Kdopov aGAd’ iva typyons ek Tod 
Trovnpou. 

Kal TeAet@oar adTyy ev TH aya Gov. 
John xvii, 23. wa dou rereActwpevor eis ev. 
I John iv, 18. 6 d€ doBovpevos od tereActwrar ev TH 

aydrn. 
Heb. x, 1. Sacrifices od dvvavtat tods mpocepyopevous 

Tederoat. 

THV aytacbetoar. 

Heb. x, 10. & & OeAjuate yracpévor eopev Sia ris 
mpoogopas Tod awuatos, ’Incod Xpiotod. 

Eph. v, 26, wa adriy (rHv éxxdAnoiav) ayudon .. . 
els THY Bactrelav Hv HTroipacas atbTH. 

Matt. xxv, 34. K«Anpovopjoare riv Arowacpevyy byiv 
Baoureiav. 

Heb. xi, 16. #rotpace yap (6 beds) adrots méduv. 

vi. €AGerw yxdpis Kal mapeAPérw 6 Kdapos odTOS. 
I Cor. vii, 31. mapdyer yap To oyqua rob Kéopov Tovrov. 

‘Qoavva 7H Oe@ Aaveis. 

Matt. xxi, 9, 15 and parallel passages. ‘Qoawd 7 vid 
AaBis. 

et tis dytds eativ, epxyécdw. et Tis odK att, 
HeTavocitw’ papav abd. 

I Cor. xvi, 22. «i tus od pide? tov Kupuov, Arw avdbepa. 
Mapav aa. 

anv. 
I Cor. xiv, 16. eet dav eddoyis mvevpare . . . mds 

OS a nN \ A aA 
Epel TO apn emt TY 92) evyaploria. 

Vii. tots 8€ mpodytats emitpéemete edyaptorety dca 
O€Aovowr. ee é 

I Cor. xiv, 16; cf. above. , 
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Acts xiii, I, 2. "Hoap d€ ev ’Avrioyeia . . . mpodtjrat 

Kat dwddoKado. . . . Aeitoupyovvrwy dé abtav TH 
Kupiw . . 

These two chapters, IX and X, will be more fully dis- 
cussed when we come to the question of the Didache’s agape 
and eucharist. It may, however, be pointed out here that, 

although it is said that these chapters are derived from 
Jewish prayers, there are numerous parallels with passages 
found in the New Testament. What is especially noticeable 
are the reminiscences of the Johannine writings, of Hebrews 
and Ephesians. Greiff is alone in thinking that “ John ”’ 
made use of the Didache.1_- Those who think the Didache 
was written c. A.D. 100, about the same time as the Fourth 

Gospel, hold that the similarity of language implies one 
place of origin for both works. It is not likely, however, 
that the Didache was written at Ephesus. Since the Didache 
uses so much of the rest of the New Testament, it is probable 
that it uses the Johannine writings here. 

Did., chapter XI. 

i,ii. “Os dv odv eAOdv SiddEn tyads TabTa TavrTa 
A / v4 > / ie aN ) A b} A 

Ta mpoeipnpeva, SéEaabe adtov' éav de adTos 

6 SiddoKkwy otrpadets S1ddoKy dAAnY Sidaxnv 

eis TO Katadtoa, p17 avdtTob aKkovonte. 
w~ A A / > wn 

II John, 9, 10. was 6 mpodywv Kat pn pévwy ev TH 
wa ~ lot ” ¢ vA > a 

diudayh Tob Xpiorod @eov odK exer’ O pevwr Ev TH 
~ if By 

SiSayH, oOTOS Kal TOV TAaTEepa Kal TOV ViOV EXEL EL TIS 
aA AY , 

pyerau mpos vpds, Kal tavryv THY didayny od péper, 
A Vd ~ 

py AapBavere avrov ets oiKiav, Kal yaipew adT@ pr 

A€yere. 

Katadtoar. 

Gal. ii, 18. «f yap & karéAvoa tabra médw oikodopd. 

Sééacbe adrov ws KUptov. 

Matt. x, 40. 6 dexdpevos duds ene Séxerar. 

II John 10. See above. 

John xiii, 20. 6 AapBdvev édv twa Téppw eye AapBaver. 

1 Das dlteste Pascharituale, etc., Johannine Studies. 
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wes ‘ A \ oe , \ ~ 
111. TIE Pl de TWV aTrooToAwy Kat Tpodyntav. 

Eph. ii, 20. em 7® OepeAiw radv dmoorddAwy Kat 
mpopntav, 

\ \ / ~ > / 

KaTQA TO doypa TOV evayyediov. 

Cf. Matt. x, when Twelve were sent out, and parallel 
passages ; Luke x, when the Seventy were sent 

out. 

-. ~ A > , > / ‘ ¢€ ~ f iv. mas 5€ amdatodos epxdpevos mpos tyads SexOnTw 
ws KUpLoS. 

Matt. x, 40; cf. above. 

v. od pevet dé <ei w7)> Huepav play, etc. 

vi. e€epxdpevos S€ 6 amdatoAos pydev AapBaverw ef 
1 aptov, €ws ob adrAvcbA. eav dé apyvprov 
aith, pevdompodyrns éeortt. 

Matt. x, 9. py KrHocabe ypuady pndé dpyvpov . . . and 

parallel passages. 
Matt. vii, 15. ... pevdompodytav .. . €owlev eiar 

AvKo. dpTrayes. 

Vil. Kal mdvra mpodyrnv AadrodvTa év mvedpare od 
meipadcete ovd€ Staxpiveite: aoa yap duap- 
tia adeOnoetar, atrn Sé % dpapria od« 
ageOrnoerac. 

Matt. xii, 31. 68a rodro Adyw suiv, méca dpuapria 
kat PAracgdypia ddeOjoetar trois dvOpdmous: % Sé 
70d Ivevpatos BAacdypia odk adebjoera. 

I Cor. xiv, 29. mpodiras 8¢ Sv0 % pets Aadclrwoar, 
Kal ot dAdou Siakpwéerwoayr. 

I John iv, I. pa mavti mvedpatt morevere, aAdAd 
Soxiudlere Ta TvevpaTa. 

I Thess. v, 20, 21. mpodnytetas pi) e€ovbevetre, mdvra 
doxiudlere. 

Vill. od mG@s S€ 6 AaAdy ev mvevpare Tpogpytns eativ, 
add’ é€av éxn tods tpdmovs Kuplov. amo ody 
TOV tTpoTwv yvwobjcetar 6 pevdorpodyrys 
Kal 6 mpodyrns. 

Matt. xii, 33. €« ydp rod Kapmod 76 dév8pov ywoaoxerar. 
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Matt. vil, 16. dno t&év Kaprav abrdv émyvdcecbe 
Ady avrous. 

iX. Kal mas mpopy7 ns: opilwy Tpdme lav €v mvevpare 
od payerat am’ adris, et 8€ unye pevdompo- 
PHnTHS €oTl, 

II Pet. ii, 13. evrpuddvres ev tats daydmas adrav 
ovvevwYovpevot Duty. 

Jude 12. ob7ot ciow of év tats dydrats budv omaAdses, 
OVVEVWYOULLEVOL. 

I Cor. xiv; see on Did. X,.7. 
Tpdmela for ayday as we hear of “ serving tables ” 

in Acts vi. 

X. was b€ mpodyrns. SiddoKwy tiv adynberav, ef & 
d1ddoKet od Tovet, pevdorpodyrns €ort. 

Matt. v, 19. és éav ody Avon pilav TeV evroAdv TovTwV 
Kat didd€n otrw . . . ds 8 dv roujon Kal diddy. 

Matt. xxiii, 3. A€yovor yap Kal od Trovodar. 

Xl. els puoTHpioyvy KoopLKoOV. 
Eph. v, 31, of marriage and Church, 70 pvornpiov 

TobTO péya €oriv. 

xii. Gf Did. X1)6: 
Asking for money for others, compare Paul and 

Barnabas collecting to relieve famine foretold by 
Agabus. 

Did., chapter XII. 

i. was 5é 6 epxdpevos ev dvopmate Kupiov dexOyTw. 
Mark xiii, 6. Many shallcomein myname... and 

lead many astray. 
Matt. xxi, 9 and parallels edAoynévos 6 epyduevos ev 

ovopatt kupiovu. 

John v, 43. I came in the name of my father and ye 
received me not; but if anyone else comes in his 

own name, him ye will receive. 
Matt. xviii, 5; Mark ix, 37; Luke iv, 48. 6s dv &v rv 

mardtwv TovTwy SéEynTat emi TH dvopaTti pov... 
III John 10. Avozpedrjs odk émiddxetar Has. 
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Soxtpadoavtes adrov yuvwaeabe .. . 
II John 7,8. Many deceivers have gone out into the 

world . . . look to yourselves that ye lose not 
the things which we have wrought. 

avveow yap. é€ere Seay Kai aprorepav. 
II Cor. vi,7. 81a rv dtAwy Tis SiKaocdyyns THv SeEvav 

Kal apiorepov. 
Col. i, 9. wa mAnpwhfre ... ev mdon aodia Kal 

OUVEGEL TIVEVPLATLK}. 

ili. éepyaléodw kai dayétw. 
II Thess. iii,10. e¢t res od OdAer epydleabar, pyde 

eobiéTw. | 

iv. xptotiaves. 
Occurs in Acts xi, 26, xxvi, 28; I Pet. iv, 16. 

Did., chapter XIII. 

i. dEtds Cote. THS TPOPHS avTod. 
Matt. x, 10. dé&vos yap 6 épydrns tis Tpodhs adrod. 
Luke x, 7. puobod. 
I Tim. v, 17, 18. Quotes Matt. and I Cor. ix, 9. 

i. mpodnryns. ii. deddcKados found in Acts xiii, I, 
quoted above on Did. x, 7. 

These three chapters of the Didache are more fully 
discussed in the chapter on the ministry in the Didache. It 
will be seen that they make use of a great deal of the New 
Testament. There are not so many reminiscences of the 
language of the New Testament, but it will be pointed out 
later how much of the subject-matter is derived from the 
New Testament. We may note especially that Jude is the 
probable source of Did. XI, 9, and that the smaller Johannine 
epistles are employed. 

Did., chapter XIV. 

i. KaTa KUpLaKyy. 
Rev. i, 10. & TH Kupiakh jepa. 
ouvaxdévres KAdoaTte apTov. 

Acts xx, 7. ev d€ TH pid t&v caBBdtwr, ovvnypévwv 
quav KAdoat aptov. 
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mpoeEomorAoynodpevoe TA TapamTampata bdr, 
omws Kalapa % Ovoia buav 7. 

Matt. v, 23, 24. édv obv mpoaddpns 7d Sdpov cov emi rd 
Ovovacrypiov, KaKket pvnobis drt 6 adeAdds cov 
exe TL KaTa God, ddes exet TO SMpov aov eumpocbev 
Tod Qvovacrnpiov, Kal vmaye, mpOrov diadAdyyOe 
T@ AdeAPH aov, Kal tote EAD@v mpdadepe TO SHpdv 
Gov. 

James v, 16. eopuodroyetobe adAjAots Tas daprtias. 

ii. This section is certainly derived from Matt. v, 23, 24, 
and from Matt. xviii, 15 ff.,esp. éav d€ Kai ris éxxAnatas 
mapakovon €oTw co womrep 6 eOviKos Kal 6 TeAwWVNs. 

This chapter XIV of the Didache is almost completely 
derived from the New Testament, and from the one passage 
in the Old Testament, Malachii, 11, 14. In the chapter on 
the Didache’s eucharist it will be shown how it would be 
possible for the writer to have learnt from Biblical sources 
that the eucharist is a @vota. 

Did., chapter XV. 

i. yetporovncate ovv. 
Acts xiv, 23. yelpotovncavres dé adtois mpeoBurépous. 

é€miakomous Kal Stakdvous. 
In I Tim. iii no reference is found to zpeoBurepou, only 

to émioxomot Kal didKovot. 
In Tit. i, Titus is to set up mpeoBurépous of a certain 

type, Se? yap tov éicxomov . . . elvat. 

In Phil. i, 1, Paul addresses himself to the bishops and 
deacons. Sars 

adirapytpous, SeSoxipacpevous. 
adiAdpyupos of bishop in I Tim. 111, 3. 
I Tim. iii, 10, of deacons, Kat ob7ot 5€é Soxwysalécbwoay. 

aéiovs Tod Kupiov. 
Matt. x, 37, 38. ovdK dort pov ats. 

mpaets. 

Bishop in I Tim. iii, 3, must be eave. 
Nevroupylav trav mpogynt@v Kai Sidackddrwv. 

Cf. Acts xiii, 1, 2, quoted on Did. X, 7. 
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ii. of reTuunpevor Dwav. | 

I Tim. v, 17. of Kadds mpoeor@res mpeoBirepor Sumdifjs 
tins a€vovcdwaoar. 

py omeplonte. 
Heb. xiii, 7. Mvnpovevere t&v jyoupévw byav. 
I Thess. v, 12. €idSévar rods Kom@vras ev dyiv Kal 

mpovorapevous tucav ev Kupi@d . . . 
ae ii, 15. pendeis cov mrepippoveitw. 

"Edéyxere de GAA AoUs pen ev opyh, aAd’ ev e(pqvn 
Ws éxeTe ev TO edayyedio. Kal mavrt 
aoroxotvTt Kata Tob Etépov pndets Aadeitw 
pndé map’ budv axovétw, Ews ob peTtavojnon. 

Matt. v, 22-6, quoted above. 

Matt. xvili, 15-35. 
I Tim. v, 20. tods dpaptavovras évaimov mdavTwv 

édeyye ss 
II Tim. iv, 2. €deyéov, émitiwnoov, mapaxdAecov ev 

maon paKpoOupia Kai dday7. 
Tit. i, 9. iva duvares 7 kat rapakaretv ev 7H SidacKkaXia 

Th vyvawovon Kat Tods avTivdyovtas eAdyyxeww. 

The most noticeable thing in this chapter is the use made 

of Matthew and of the Pastoral Epistles. The whole of the 
chapter could be derived from these sources. 

Did., chapter XVI. 

i. ypnyopetre brep THs Cwis tudv. of Adyvor Sav 
py oBecbntwoar, Kat ai dadves tudv py 
exAvéacbwoav, adrdAa yiveobe Erotpot: od yap 
otdate TV wpav é€v H 6 KUpLos AuUdv 
” épxeTa. 

Matt. xxiv, 42. ypnyopeire obv, ote odK oldaTe mola 
NMEpa. 6 KUpLos Budv epyeTar. 

Luke xii, 35. "“Eorwoav tydv ai dadves mepteCwopevar, 
Kat of A¥xVoL KaLOpEVOL. 

Luke xii, 40. \ ort % wpa ov Soxeite 6 vids TOO 
Matt. xxiv, 44. avOpamov epyerau. 
Matt. xxv, 13. ypnyopetre ody 6rt odk OldaTe THY HLEpay 

ovd€ THY Wpav. 
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ee 

ii. €v 71@ é€oxdtw Kkatp@. Barnabas has avouw Kaipd. 
I Thess. v, I. epi d€ t&v xpdvwv Kal TOV Kaipdv. 

€oxdTy 7wepa common in John. 
eoxatat yuepor Acts ii, 17, II Tim. iii, 1, James v, 3. 

iii. €v yap tats €oxdtats yuepats mANOvVOHncovTar 
ot wevdompodjtrar Kat ot ¢0opets, Kal 
otpagdynoovTat Ta mpdoBata ets AVKous, Kal 7 
ayann oTpadnoetat eis piaos. 

Matt. xxiv, II, 12. Kal woAdoi pevdorpodfrar éyep67- 
govrat, Kat mAavycovot moXdXovs: Kal Suda 7d 
TAnIuvOAvar THY Gavopiay puynoetar 7 aydryn Tov 
TOMO. 

Matt. xxiv, 10. Kal tore oxavdadtabjoovrat 7oAAol, Kat 
ddAjAovs trapadwcovor, Kal puojcovow aAArjdovs. 

Matt. vii, 15. mpooéyere amo rev pevdorrpodnTar, otrwes 
Epyovrar mpos buds ev evdvpuaor mpoBdtwr, écwbev 
dé elou AVKOL ApTrayes. 

iv. adéavovons yap THs avopias pronoovow GAAr- 
Aovs Kal SumEovot kal mapadwaovat, Kal T6TE 
pavyoetat 6 KoopoTAavys ws vids Beod, Kat 
ToupoeL oOnpeta Kal répata, Kal » yq 
mapadoOnaerat eis xetpas adtodb, Kal moinoes 
abéuita, & ovdéTOTE yéyovev e& aidvos. 

Matt. xxiv, 10, quoted above. 

Xxiv, 12, quoted above. 

XXiv, 24. éyepOjcovrar yap yevddypioro. Kal 
pevdormpog¢frat, Kat dwaovor onueta peydAa Kat 
tépata, worTe TAavfoa, ef Svvardv, Tods éxreK- 

Tous. 
Ii Thess. ii, 8, 9. Kal tore amoxadug¢Ojcerat 6 dvopos, 

év 6 Kupios avedet TH mvevdpare Tod orduatos adbrod. 
Kal Katapynoer TH emupaveia THs Tapovalas abtod ob 
€oTw 7) mapovola Kat’ evepyetav Tob Latava ev macy 
Suvdper Kal onpelois Kat Tépacr PevSous, Kal ev don 
anarn adiKtas Tots aroAvpévors. 

Rev. xiii, 2. kal eSwev adt@ 6 Spdkwv tiv dvvayw 
adrod, Kai Tov Opdvov abrod, Kat e€ovoiav peyaAnv. 

Rev. xiii, 13. Kal moet onpeta peyara.. 
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II Thess. ii, 11. évépyevav mAdvys 
II John 7. odAoi mAdvou e€HADov eis TOV KdapOV. 

v. tore HEew% Krlots TOV avOpwamwy eis THY TUpwoL 
rhs Soxipacias, kat oxavdadtcOnaovrat moAAot 
Kat amoAobvrat, of dé bropetvavtes €v TH TiaTEL 
adtav cwinaovrat bm adtob Tod KaTabéuaros. 

Matt. xxiv, 10, quoted above. 
I Cor. iii, 13-15. % yap 7wéepa SyAdoe, Sr. ev srupi 

dmrokad’mrera Kal ExdoTov TO épyov Gmoidv €oTL, 
To Trip abro Soxysdoet. adros d€ awhyceTar, ovTw 
S€ ws dia rupds. 

Gal. iii, 13. °Emuardpatos mds 6 Kpepdpevos emt 
Evrov. Xpiords jpas eényopacev ex THs KaTdpas 
TOD voLov yevopevos bTép Hudv KaTapa. 

Matt. xxiv, 13, x,22; Mark xiii,13. 6 5€ dopetvas eis 

tédos, odTOs wOhaeTa. 
Rom. i, 17; Habakkuk ii, 4. 6 d€ dtkavos ex miorews 

Cyoerat. 
4 \ / , A a ~ > , 

vi. kal tote davycetat TA onpeta THS adAnOetas. 
mp@tov onpetov exmetdcews ev odpavea, elra 

onpetov dwvis odAmiyyos, Kal Td Tpitov 

avdoTacis vekpOv. 
Ss ai , , 4 A A 

Matt. xxiv, 30, 31. Kal Tore davyoerat TO onpetov TOU 
A A ~ A \ viod Tob avOpustrov ev TH odpav@ Kal tote Kdyovrar 

méoat ai dural THs yas, Kal dpovrar Tov vidov Tov 
avOpustrou epydpevov emt tTHv vedeAdv tod odpavod 

\ ry tA \ / a \ > A 

peta Suvdpews Kat SdEns modAs. Kal amooredet 
‘ > / ~ a Tovs ayyéAous adrod peta aodAmuyyos dwvis weyaAns, 
\ aA A Kal émovvdgovat Tovs eKAeKTovs avTod é€k TAY TEO- 

4, ~ aA odpwv avepwy, am akpwv ovpavav ews dxkpwv adbrav. 
a NS AS a Q7/ / < > A I Cor. xv, 23,24. €xaoros d€ év TO idiw Tdypart: amrapyy 

, Ww e ~ ~ ~ Xpwordés, Emerta of trod Xpiorod ev tH mapovoia 
9 ~ t nN aX eo r) } a \ Av , avtod, elra to TéAos, Stav Trapadidot THY BactAciav 
~ ~ A T@ Oc@ kai warp, 6rav katapyjon .. . 

I Thess. iv, 16. dre adros 6 Kupios ev keAcvopart, ev pwr 
> te \ lot apxayyéAov, Kal ev odAmuyyt cod, KaraByoerau 
+3 b) ~ \ a am ovpavod: Kat ot vexpot ev XpioT@ avacryicovrat 
T™pQ@Tov. 
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vii. An Old Testament quotation. A partial Resur- 
rection is found in I Thessalonians quoted 
above. 

Vili. tére deta 6 Kdopos Tov KUpLov €pXOpevov 
eTdvw Tov vedeAdy TOO odpavod. 

Matt. xxiv, 30; Mark xiii, 26; Luke xxi, 27. dovrat 
Tov viov Tob avOpwrov éepxyopevov emt trav vededa@v 
Tod ovpavod (ev vedéAas Mark, ev vedéAn Luke). 

It will be clearly seen that the Didache’s Apocalypse is 
founded on that in Matt. xxiv, enriched from various New 

Testament sources, from Barnabas and from the Old Testa- 
ment. It is very evident that here the writer is merely 
following the custom of all apocalyptic writers, of stringing 
together old materials in a new form. Canon Streeter 
acknowledges the fact that the Didache is here founded 
chiefly on Matthew. The other borrowings from the New 
Testament appear to me quite as certain. If, then, Didache 

_ XVI is an artificially compiled apocalypse there is no need 
to refuse to admit that something has been borrowed from 
Barnabas. 

In chapter IIIa we have seen how the Didache employs 
the “ Two Ways” of Barnabas, and how at times he alters 
Barnabas in order to obtain a quotation or reminiscence of 
the New Testament. At present, then, we need only refer 

to passages where the Didache makes these alterations from 
knowledge of the New Testament or where it adds to 
Barnabas. 

Title. Avday7 Kvpiov 81a Tv SHbdeKa atoaToAwy Tots 
éOveauv. 

cf. Matt. xxviii, g and 20 quoted above on Did. 
St oe 

I. i. 6801 8¥0 elol, pla ris Cwis Kal ula Tob Oavdrov, 
Siadopa S€ 7oAAy petakd Tdv So ddav. 

Barnabas has not got the “‘ Ways of Life and Death.” 
The Didache probably derives them from 

Matt. vii, 13, 14. 1 680s 7 dmdyovoa eis THv ama@Acav 
. . . 7 680s %) drrdyovaa, eis THY Cw. 
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lee ~ /, , 

I. ii. ap@rov adyamjoets Tov Geov Tov ToLnoarTa Ge, 

SevtTepov Tov TANGLOV Gov Ws GEeauTOV. 
oe F ; 

Matt. xxii, 37-39; Mark xii, 29, 31. dyamjoeis Kuptov 
\ / ? Ld a yf ~ A > 5X lol 

tov @edv cov ev 6An TH Kapdia aod Kat ev OAN TH 
~ ~ € 

poy cov Kal év dAn TH Siavoig cov. avdryn €oTw 7 
/ 7 > , z A ¢ , 5) ae 

peyddn Kal mpwrn evtoAj. Sevtépa de opota avry 

’Ayamijoets Tov mAnaiov Gov ws GeavTov. 

Matthew and Mark are approximately the same, Luke 

goes straight on from the love of God with kat tov 7Ayotov 

cov ws oeavtév. Barnabas omits the second half of the 
“ double duty.” 

The Golden Rule. See the beginning of this chapter. 

I. iii. Quoted and compared with Justin and the New 
Testament at the beginning of Chapter IVc. 

I. iv. Quoted and compared with the Gospels in the 
same place as Did. I, iii. 

anéxov TOV capkikO@v kal cwpatiK@y éemiOvptav. 

I Pet. ii, 11. "Ayamnrot, mapaxardd . . . aréxecbar tav 

capKkikav embuudv, aitwes otpatevovrar Kata THs 

puxfis. 
Tit. ii, 12. wa dpvnodpevar tiv aoéBevav Kal Tas Koo- 

puuKas emiOvplas cwdpdvws Kal diKaiws Kat edaeBds 
Chowpev. . 

I. v. Quoted on pp. 52 ff. and compared with Hermas 
and the New Testament. 

II. vii. Quoted on p. 37 and compared with Barnabas 
and Jude. 

Did., chapter III, 1-6. 

This is almost certainly an extract from some other 
writing quoted by Clement of Alexandria as Scripture. 

All other cases where the Didache alters Barnabas are 
referred to above, and it will there be seen how much of the 

New Testament the Didache seems to know in this part of 
his writing. 

The writer of the Didache has not only filled his work with 
verbal reminiscences of the New Testament, but often he 
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refers to the Gospel or to 4 évrodj. In Did. VIII, 2 he says, 
(mpocetyeobe) cis exédevoey 6 KUpios év TH edayyeAlw adrtod, 
followed by the Lord’s Prayer in almost exactly the same 
form as is found in Matthew. In XI, 3 we are told to act 
kata 760 Sdéypya Tob edayyeAiov with regard to apostles and 
prophets, a probable reference to the words of our Lord in 
sending out the Twelve and the Seventy, as the subsequent 
material shows. In XV, 3 it is said édéyyere . . . cis exere 
ev T@ evayyeAiw, a probable reference to Matt. xviii, 15-35 
and v, 22-6. In XV, 4 the writer says, ras S€ edyds dudv 
Kal TOS eXenpoovvas Kat TAOS Tas mpagers ouTw Tounoarte, ws 

€xere ev TH edayyediw Tod Kupiov iuav. In IX, 5 the words 
of Jesus as given by Matthew are introduced by kal yap epi 
rovrov eipnkev 6 K¥pios. In I, 5, XIII, 7 we hear of 7) evroAy, 
the meaning of which has been discussed already. 

We may first of all notice that the Didache uses the word 
evayyédov in the singular, and some have thought that this 
implies that the writer knew only one Gospel, either the 
formless ora! Gospel or else one written Gospel current in 

his own district, either one of our four canonical Gospels or 
some other, such as the Gospel according to the Hebrews. 
This does not, however, follow. Irenzeus, who certainly 

knew all four canonical Gospels, says, rtetpdpopdov to 
_ evayyéduov. The Ps. Cyprianic adv. Aleatores says, “‘ The Lord 
says in the Gospel,’’ and this document was certainly written 
when all four Gospels were current and well known. Jacquier 
says in his Nouveau Testament dans I’Eglise Chrétienne, 
““ Remarquons aussi que chez les premiers écrivains chrétiens 
il est toujours parlé de I’Evangile au singulier, ce qui ne 
prouve pas qu’ils n’ont connu qu’un seul évangile.”” To-day 
we say that it is the Gospel according to Mark, not Mark’s 
Gospel. We also know the fourfold Gospel, and yet say, 
“The Gospel says.”’ It proves nothing, then, that the 
Didache only uses edayyéAvov in the singular. 

In his Geschichte des Neutestmentlichen Kanons, Leipoldt 

refers to the Didache’s use of ws éyere €v TO edayyediw, 
and says that here we see a sign of the retreat of the per- 
sonality of Jesus behind the words spoken by Him, which he 
considers to be the mark of canonicity of “ Scripture’”’ in 
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its Jewish sense. Warfield, in Biblia Sacra, says that in 

Did. III, 8, IV, 1, 13, VI, 1, 2, there is unmistakably con- 

tained ‘‘ something very like a doctrine of sacred scripture.”’ 

We have seen that in the first three of these five passages 

Barnabas is the real author, in VI, 1 and 2 the Didache’s 

writer is the true source. In these passages there is stressed 
a command that the words and teaching must not be 
tampered with. Barnabas quotes a passage from the 
New Testament introduced by the words ws yéypamrat, 
and it is impossible to see any source of this passage except 
the canonical Gospel according to S. Matthew. Barnabas 
is an Egyptian writing and, with Leipoldt, we must acknow- 
ledge that Egypt supplies us with our first evidence for the 
use of the New Testament as Holy Scripture, for it was there 
that the first commentators and textual critics were found. 

_ Sabatier thought that the lack of exact quotations in the 
Didache meant that the Didache was written before any of 
the New Testament was written. However, Clement of 

Rome quotes from the New Testament only three times, 
but it is evident that he knows Hebrews and I Corinthians. 
Hermas quotes from one book only, that of Eldad and 
Modad, which is in neither the New nor the Old Testament. 

Ignatius does not quote, he merely echoes and exaggerates 
the language of Pauland John. Westcott says of Polycarp’s 
Epistle to the Philippians that it contains “ far more refer- 
ences to the New Testament than any other work of the first 
age, and still, with one exception, all the phrases which he 
borrows are interwoven into the texture of his letter without 
any sign of quotation.” Irenzus is the first to quote 
exactly and by name from the New Testament, and even 

after his time free and loose quotations from the New 
Testament Scriptures are common. 

In his Bible Reading in the Early Church, Harnack shows 
what interest there was in the words of the Scriptures. He 
refers to what Acts tells us of the Jewish converts at Bercea 
searching the Scriptures, he tells us how Melito composed a 
book of extracts from the Old Testament. Clement of 
Rome said, ‘‘ Ye know the Holy Scriptures,” while Barnabas 

commanded his people to read “‘ seeking out what the Lord 
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commands us.” Marcion, Ptolemy and Flora, Barnabas 

himself and many others, Catholic and Gnostic, were so 
steeped in the Old Testament that its conflict with the 
Church’s teaching immediately raised questionings. In the 
face of this evidence it is very peculiar that the Didache 
quotes so little from the Old Testament and has so few 
reminiscences of its language. Moreover, we have seen that 
the Didache is free with those quotations which he makes 
from the Old Testament. He is not out, like Barnabas, to 

prove anything from the Old Testament, so he alters and 
adapts freely. It will be seen in his use of Isa. Ixvi, 2 that 
he moulds the exact quotation from Barnabas into an 
evangelical context. 
When the writer comes to the New Testament, he is just 

as free with his quotations, and the Didache is as full of 
“reminiscences ”’ as is Polycarp’s Epistle. There is no need 
to presume that he has different Gospels or Epistles from 
ours. Harnack saw how Matthew and Luke are combined 
in the Didache, so he explains this by saying, “‘ dass der 
Verfasser der Didache unter dem ‘ Evangelium des Herrn ’ 
ein aus dem Lucas-Ev. bereichertes Matthaus-Evangelium 
vorausgesetzt und benutzt hat.”’ Krawutzcky thought that 
the quotations in the Didache are from the Gospel according 

to the Hebrews, since the Didache and this Gospel are both 
Ebionite in doctrine. Others seek an explanation in sup- 
posing that the writer knew Q, which underlies the First 
and Third Gospels, or the lost Hebrew Logia, which Papias 
tells us that Matthew wrote. None of these hypotheses are 
necessary. There is no evidence for a single one of them. 
All that it is necessary to suppose is that the Didache knows 
the four Gospels and, like Tatian, makes a harmony of them. 

It uses Matthew chiefly, the most popular gospel, and Luke 
and John, for, as we have seen, he uses John in chapters [X 
and X. Mark is, as usual, omitted. There is little there to 

use, not found in the other Gospels. It is also natural to 
see in the reminiscences of all the other New Testament 
writings mentioned in our analysis of the work a sign that 
the Didache knew nearly all of our New Testament, not as 
“oral tradition,’ but as written documents. Arnold, in 
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Zeitschrift fiir Kirchenrecht, 1885, says that “ Clement of 
Rome tries to make Old Testament phrases his own, while 
the Didache lives in them.’”’ It would be possible to accept 
this if we replaced ‘‘Old”’ by ‘‘ New.” The Didache 
certainly is filled with the life and thought of the New 
Testament. 

_ This will explain many of the problems of the Didache. . 
In histories of the ministry and of the eucharist we are told 
that the New Testament must be judged in the light of the 
Didache, it being assumed that the Didache is the earliest 
and clearest extra-canonical document to deal with these 
matters. If, however, the Didache is a compilation of 
apostolical teaching derived from Barnabas, Hermas, the 
New Testament and certain other writings, it will be seen that 
the Didache cannot be used to explain these sources. Rather 
the New Testament should be used to explain the Didache. 
We have seen that from a literary point of view about the 

last quarter of the second century is the date when the 
Didache was written. It was also about this period when 
the New Testament Canon began to emerge and take its 
place as the weapon of the Church in the hands of Irenzus 
against the Gnostics, apostolic scriptures being placed 
alongside of apostolic creeds, apostolic episcopacy and 
apostolic order. The stress was on “ apostolical,” and there 
was a beginning of the writing of history. The Mura- 
torianum dealt with the origins of New Testament books. 
Hegesippus had already travelled widely to seek out the 
“successions ”’ of the various churches. At the turn of the 
century Julius Africanus wrote a history which was used 
by Eusebius, in which he himself made use of the Royal 
Archives of Edessa. The Paschal Controversy between 
Rome and the East meant a turning to tradition to see what 
apostles could be appealed to by each side in support of 
their case. At such a period it would naturally be evident 
what contrast there was between the Church as portrayed 
in the New Testament and as it existed in contemporary 
fact. Two references in Tertullian will show this clearly. 
At the beginning of his De Jejunio, Tertullian claims that in 
his book he will deal only with what is laid down by Scripture 
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and by the tradition of the Fathers. He adds, however, the 

“ stationes ’ and the Paschal fast. In his De Corona, III, 

he says, ‘‘Dehinc ter mergitamur amplius aliquid re- 
spondentes quam Dominus in Evangelio determinat.” A 
little before this time Melito of Sardis wrote a collection of 
proof texts for a layman from the Law and the Prophets 
concerning Christ, which implies that not only the clergy 
but also the ordinary people were interested in Scripture. 
Cyprian, too, at a later date, wrote a collection of quciatons 
from both Testaments for “ tirones.”’ 

With the New Testament existing as a whole in the Church, 
it might have been possible for a historical or antiquarian 
mind to construct on the lines of the Didache a picture of 
the primitive Church. The Leucian Acts, the Epistula 
Apostolorum, and the Gospel of Peter and other such anti- 

quarian writings use the Scriptures, but ascribe to the 
Apostolic Church the customs of their own time. Pro- 
fessor Burkitt may have been correct in his theory of 
an antiquarian interest aroused about A.D. 200, when 
James’s Chair was found at Jerusalem (Eus., H.E. VII, 
19, 32, 39) and- the statue of the “ Woman with the 
Issue of Blood,” but it is -not likely that the Didache 
is a reconstruction with no other motive. The Didache 

_ seems to me to be an attempt to express in New Testament 
language what is common to the New Testament and other 
“apostolic writings ’’ and to the Church at the end of the 
second century, especially, as we shall see, to the Montanist 
movement. 

This will explain many of the problems of the Didache. 
It will explain the prayers of Did. LX and X, which are for 
use at the agape or eucharist and are constructed from New 
Testament prayers. It will explain the “ triad” of apostle, 
prophet and teacher found in Did. XI-XIII and elsewhere 
found only in the New Testament. Here we can see why 
the prophet is so honoured, while apostle and teacher are 
shadowy creatures, for the prophet was honoured in the 

1 Cf. Streeter, P.C., p. 147: ‘‘ The use of the word ‘apostle’ may also 
be in part an intentional archaism . . . it would be appropriate so to 
phrase their injunctions as to make them seem to cover the circumstances 
of the Apostolic Age as well as those of the latter part of the century.” 
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Church, but apostle and teacher, though honoured in the 
New Testament, had disappeared later. In chapter VIII 
the Didache orders the Wednesday and Friday fast, a late 
custom, using New Testament language in a twisted way. 
In chapter VII the ‘“ primitive baptism ”’ is combined with 
the “‘ rabbinic ’’ discussion as to sorts of water to be used, 

with permission of clinical baptism and with the use of the 
Trinitarian formula. All of this is due to a desire to find 
in the New Testament as much as possible about baptism, 
and then to expand it as much as possible. No mention can 
be found in the New Testament of the universal baptismal 
unction and so the Didache has to omit it. This explana- 
tion of the Didache gives us a reason why some things are 
introduced and some admitted. It also explains some of 
the contradictions of the Didache. The New Testament has 
both “ baptised into the name of the Father and of the Son 
and of the Holy Ghost’ and “of the Lord,” so has the 
Didache. The New Testament has the order cup-bread at 
the eucharist and bread-cup, so has the Didache. The New 
Testament orders that prophets be judged and also can be 
construed to say that the spirit of the prophets is not to be 
judged. So the Didache can contradict itself. This is, 
indeed, the only explanation which will make sense of the 
Didache—namely, that it is an attempt to express in extracts 
from and in the language of apostolic writings the tenets of 
a certain group in the Church. We might say that it tries 
to show the apostolic origin of the beliefs of this sect. 

In two places the Didache gives a novel exegesis of certain 
New Testament texts, in its use of the command “‘ Give not 
that which is holy to dogs” and of the passage about the 
sin against the Holy Ghost. This latter passage is nowhere 
else used of prophets and of the attitude of the people to 
them. In Eus., H.E. V, xviii, 8, Apollonius, while attack- 
ing Montanism, quotes Matt. xii, 33. The Didache refers 
to this passage, which is part of the paragraph on sinning 
against the Holy Ghost. This may be a Montanist exegesis 
of the passage. In its use of Matt. vii, 6 applied to the 
elements at the eucharist or agape the Didache is alone among 
anti-Nicene writings. 
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In Lehre der zwélf Apostel, 1889, Rieks says that there is 
.in the Didache evidence of a knowledge of Matthew, Luke, 

Acts, Revelation, Romans, Ephesians, I, II Corinthians, 

Colossians, Philippians, Thessalonians, I, II and III John, 
I and II Peter. Muralt stated his opinion in the Revue de 
Théologie et-de Philosophie in 1884 that the Didache contains 
reminiscences of all the books of the New Testament, quoted 
“ textuellement,’’ except Philemon, I Thessalonians, Jude 

and III John. It would be safe, I think, to say that the 

Didache is based on the whole of our New Testament, with 

the possible exception of the very late II Peter and the 
unimportant Mark and Philemon. This will give us little 
evidence of the date of the Didache, except that it must have 
been written comparatively late, when all these documents 
were well known and widely circulated, but it does give us 
some idea of the object of its writer and his methods. 
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THE INTEGRITY OF THE DIDACHE 

It has seemed best to postpone the discussion of the integrity 
of the Didache until now as it will be seen that several 
points have already emerged and must now be brought 
together. It has been evident that every part of the Didache 
was known at a very early time, and that the Didache all 
through is derived from the same sources; but, even so, the 

integrity of the work has been seriously questioned. It has 
been suggested that Did. I, 30-II, 1 and III, 1-6 were not 
parts of the original Didache, that Did. I-V, VI-XV and 

XVI were three separate documents, later combined together. 
Evidence has been sought in the Stichometry of Nice- 

phorus. There the Didache is said to consist of two hundred 
orixot. In Bryennius’s MS. the Didache takes up 203 lines. 
Bryennius thought that this meant that the lines of his MS. 
were the oriyo of Bryennius, and that his Didache was the 
document referred to by Nicephorus. In the Scottish Church 
Review, 1884, Cotterill thought that the closeness of the 
numbers of lines in the MS. and of the oriyo. in Nicephorus 
was suspicious. He thought that the Didache must be a 
forgery written later than the time of Nicephorus and “‘ made 
to measure,’ as it were. Others have thought that the two 
hundred oriyou of Nicephorus would represent Didache I-VI 
and XVI, omitting I, 30-II, 1, others that it represents the 

whole Didache with this one omission. Nothing can, how- 
ever, be deduced from Nicephorus’s statement, for if we 

suppose that the oriyos was a line of constant length, the 
proportions in Nicephorus between the various works we 
know well are hopelessly inaccurate. If a oriyos is some- 
thing variable, then we cannot make any calculations. 

It is also suggested that when Athanasius says that the 
Didache is useful for the instruction of catechumens, he can 
only refer to the moral teaching of the ‘‘ Two Ways.” We 

I20 
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are also told that he quotes from Hermas’s Shepherd as 
though it did not contain the Vzsions.1_ Thus his two semi- 
canonical documents were both mutilated. This is not 
true, however, at any rate of the Didache, for in the De 

Virginitate he quotes Did. IX. 
Athanasius certainly knew the whole Didache, and it is 

probable that the Latin Didache and the Apostolic Church 
Order did also. As we have shown, the Afostolic Church 
Order has a reminiscence of the prayers of Didache IX and 
X and the Ps. Cyprianic adv. Aleatores quotes Did. XIV. 
Rufinus and Jerome refer to “ Due Vie”’ only, and it is 
certain that if this refers to the Latin Didache, it refers only 
to Did. I-V, our De Doctrina. It is very probable that the 
latter part of the Didache, with its out-of-date Church order 
of doubtful orthodoxy, would soon be omitted, especially 

if the object of the translator or adapter were to make a 
homily, as is the case with the Latin Didache and the 
Panegyric of Schnudt. The second half of the Didache is so 
well attested in the various versions and extracts, and there 

is absolute certainty that it is the Didache’s “‘ Two Ways ”’ 
which is used in the other documents referred to in the 
chapters on the text and literary relationships of the Didache, 
that we must assume that those who use only the “ Two 
Ways” do so not because they know the “ Two Ways” 
only, but because they appreciate these chapters only, and 
not the Church order. They prefer the Didache’s ‘‘ Two 
Ways ”’ to Barnabas’s because of its better order and superior 
arrangement. 

The literary evidence for the authenticity of Didache I, 
3b-II, 1 has been demonstrated above. In the case of 
III, 1-6, too, although the style is different from that of the 

rest of the ‘‘ Two Ways” and although the Oxyrhynchus 
Papyrus‘marks a division between II, 7 and III, 1, the use 
of this passage in the other documents using the “ Two 
Ways” makes it certain that this too is an authentic part 
of the original Didache. Canon Streeter holds that this 
sarly attestation does not in any way prove the authenticity 
of the ‘‘ Interpolation.”” On pages 29, 33, 40, etc., we have 

1 Cf. p. 67 supra, where the Michigan Papyrus of Hermas is referred to. 
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referred to his main arguments in favour of his theory that 
Did. I, 30-II, 1 is an interpolation. To support his theory 
he makes use in the Primitive Church, Appendix C, and in 
J.Th.S., 1936, of an analogy. The end of the Gospel of 

_ §S. Mark is, we know, spurious, being founded on the Gospels 

of Matthew, Luke and John, the writers of which used the true 

Mark. The spurious ending was, however, accepted as 
authentic from the time of Irenzeus. Similarly, says Streeter, 
the “Interpolation” in the Didache was accepted as 
authentic as early as the time of the Oxyrhynchus Papyrus 
and the Apostolic Constitutions, but it is evidently spurious, 
for it is based on Hermas and Barnabas, which are not used 

elsewhere by the Didache. Matthew and Luke do not 
know the end of Mark, nor do the Latin Didache, the 

Apostolic Church Order or Schnudi know the “ Interpolation.” 
This analogy is a very great support for Canon Streeter’s 
theory. A passage could be accepted as authentic at a very 
early date and yet not be authentic. However, there are 
one or two matters which to my mind weaken the support : 
(x) the sources of the end of Mark are different from those of 
the rest of the Gospel, while the sources of the “‘ Interpola- 

tion’ are, I think, those of the rest of the Didache, (2) the 
style of the end of Mark differs from that of the rest of the 
Gospel, while the style of the Didache is uniform, and (3) 
there is evidence for the existence of the “ Interpolation ” 
at the time of the Didascalia. Moreover, whatever 

support this analogy may give, it is useless, for Canon 
Streeter does not consider that the later documents which 

use the Didache not only may, but certainly did have reasons 
for omitting the “ Interpolation,’ as we have already seen. 
Even when they omit, they sometimes incidentally betray 
knowledge of the passage. 

These two things seem to me to prove beyond doubt that 
the Didache as we have it in Bryennius’s MS. is a unity just 
as it was written by its original author. The reasons are 
that the sources of the Didache are the same throughout, 
and that the language of the Didache is the same throughout. 
To this may be added the fact that the spirit of the Didache 
is the same all through. 



THE INTEGRITY OF THE DIDACHE 123 

There is no need to go again through the question of 
the sources of the Didache. This has been sufficiently dealt 
with in the chapters on the literary history of the Didache 
and the relationship between the Didache and the New 
Testament. It may seem that the Didache uses Barnabas 
more in I-V than in VI-XVI, that the Johannine writings 
and Acts are used more in IX and X than elsewhere, that the 

evidence for the use of Justin and Hermas is chiefly found 
in the “ Interpolation.’’ This is true, but we must admit 
that the ‘“‘more’’ and the “ chiefly’ are not the same as 
“only.’’ The Didache does use these writings elsewhere. 
In each part of his writings he seems to take a main source, 
with which he combines material from other sources. He 
uses one document as a basis, altering it with quotations 
from and reminiscences of other documents. The influence of 
the whole of the New Testament, especially of the First and 
Third Gospels and of the Pauline writings, is all-pervasive, 

and is found in the whole Didache. 
In connection with this question of the sources of the 

Didache and also with the question of the spirit found in 
the whole work, we may briefly discuss how “‘ Jewish ’’ the 
Didache really is. Harnack omitted Did. I, 3b-II, 1 and 
various other passages of the “Two Ways,’’ and made a 
Jewish ‘“‘ Two Ways.”’ C. Taylor made not only a Jewish 
“Two Ways,’’ but he said that the Didache’s baptism was a 
very slightly Christianised Jewish proselyte baptism, that 
its prayers were founded on prayers used in Jewish family 
meals, that apostle and prophet were honoured in the 
synagogues, that the Didache’s apocalypse was only vaguely 
Christian. He said that the Didache was a Jewish docu- 
ment slightly Christianised, for example by the addition of 
the threefold formula in baptism, by the altering of the two 
weekly fast days, and so on. Others have followed Taylor, 
and suppose that the Didache is a document embodying the 
practices of a Jewish synagogue lately turned Christian, 
which keeps its old ways and only adapts them to Christian 
ways very slightly. 

To these arguments are added the argument from the 
quotations from the Rabbinic writings and from such works 

I 
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as the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs and the Sibylline 
Oracles. The evidence for the knowledge of these writings 
in the Didache, is, however, very slight, and is to my mind 
negligible. It seems that the Didache knows nothing of 
Jewish literature that would not be known by the whole 
Christian Church. If it knows the Greek writings like the © 
Testaments and the Ovac. Sib., which is not certain, it is 

because these documents in many versions have been 
Christianised. I deny that the Didache has any knowledge 
of any Rabbinic writing or of any of the esoteric customs of 
the Jews. Barnabas has, but the Didache certainly has not. 

The Didache is said to show many of the characteristics 
of the Jewish mind. R. D. Middleton, in J.Th.S., 1935, 
tells us that the Rabbis had favourite devices to aid the 
memory of their followers. They had numerical divisions 
in their writings, five of this and that, and so on. He says 

that the Didache is divided into three sections, the ‘‘ Two 

Ways,’ the Means for following the Way of Life, Sundry 
. Instructions and Warnings. That is very true. It is also 
true that the prayers in Did. 1X and X are regularly arranged 
and have a very artificial appearance. It is true that in 
Did. III, 1-6 there is a very formally arranged ‘‘ Hedge of 
the Christian Law.’’ This arrangement was, however, taken 

over by the Didache with the passage from the original. 
It is also true that in chapter VII there is a distinction 
“more rabbinico ’’ as to how one may be baptised and with 
what sort of water. R. D. Middleton is, however, wrong in 

supposing that for these reasons a Jewish Christian who knew 
the Rabbis must have written the Didache. The use of 
these “‘memoria technica’’ is found in the Proverbial 
literature of the Old Testament and in the Gospel according . 
to Matthew. By means of these they would enter the 
Christian Church at large. Moreover, they are not, and never 
were, the private property of Rabbinic Judaism. Mnemonic 
devices are used all over the world. 

If one supposed the Didache to be Jewish, it would be 
necessary to suppose that Did. I, 30-II, 1, which is so 
Christian, and Did. XV, where Greek émicxomor and Sidkovou 
are found and Hebrew presbyters omitted, are additions to 
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the original Didache. This is not correct. The Didache 
is Judaic in tone and didactic in manner, and this is found 
in every part of it. Christianity is the offspring of Judaism; 
the Lord was a Jew, Paul was a Jew, presumably the 
whole of the Twelve were Jews. Therefore the whole of 
Christianity,.the words of our Lord, the Lord’s Prayer; the 
Pauline Epistles, the Johannine writings—all must be 
Judaic in some form or other. In Das Judenchristentum im 
ersten und zweiten Jahrhundert Hoennicke points out how 

' widespread was the Jewish influence in Christianity. It is 
almost impossible to suppose that there was a special 

_ Jewish Christian Church and Gentile Christian Church 
_ sharply divided from one another. There was no sharp 
_ division. The Jewish spirit pervaded every part to a greater 
_ or less extent. The Didache knows and uses Paul, Matthew | 

and James. It may be like James, but it is also like parts 
of Clement of Alexandria’s Pedagogos. Moreover, as we 

_ have seen, the Didache is an attempt to express in New 
_ Testament and apostolic language the teaching of a part of 
_the Church. The Judaism of the New Testament and 
Barnabas would naturally show through. 
Though the Didache cannot be said to be specially Jewish 

or any such thing, yet its didactic tone common to the whole 
work is a sign of its unity. In its “‘ moralia’’ and “‘ ecclesi- 
astica,’’ there is the same attitude on the part of the writer, 
the same signs of a didactic compiler. This is surely a sign 
of unity of authorship. 

The most convincing proof of the unity of the Didache is 
seen in the unity of the language used throughout the 
Didache. He continually refers to the same passages ‘in 
the Scrivtures, and in the same way he continually uses the 
same word or phrase. He seems to have favourite words 
and favourite passages in the New Testament. In this 
connection we must remember that the Didache is a com- 
pilation of material derived from various sources. The 
work of a compiler is seen in the alterations made to this 
material and in the links. In such cases even the smallest 
signs of similarity of language are important. 

The following are some of the chief examples of phrases 
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used in various parts of the Didache with little or no 

variation. 

SiSovat Kata THY EVTOARY : 
I, 5. paxdptos 6 di80ds Kata Tv evToAyy. 

XIII, 5. édv ourtay movgs, tiv dmapyiv AaBav Sos Kara 

Thy evToAny. 
XIII, 7... . AaBav riv amrapyyv, ds dv cou dd&y, dos 

Kata THY EVTOAnY. 

ev T@ evayyedrin, 
VIII, 2. GA’ ds éxédevoev 6 Kdpios ev TH edayyeAiw 

avtob, ovTw Tpocedyeabe. 

XV, 4. ... mdoas tds mpdfers otTw moujoate, ws 
” > ~ > fs ~ / e ~ éyere ev TO edayyediw Tod Kupiov Nuav. 

XV 2). / > > - ¢ ” ? ~ > Ab , 3. €dAdpyeTe . . . ev eipyvn ws ExeTe ev TH evayyediw. 
XI \ \ r) , ~ > rb A / 

3. .. . Kata TO Odypa TOD edayyeAlov OVTW TOLnGATE. 

meplt ToUTOV €ipynTat. 
I, 6. dAdAa Kal mepi TovTou Sé eipyTar. 
IX, 5. Kal yap wept tovrov cipnKev 6 KUptos. 
XVI, 7. 0d mdvtwr S€ GdN’ ws eppébn. 
XIV, 3. atrn yap eorw 7 pyBetoa do Kupiov. 

TéAetos. 
I, 4. orpépov adr kal tiv dAAnv, Kai €on TéActos. 
VI, 2. «¢ pev yap dSvvacar Bacrdca dAov tov Cvyov tod 

Kupiod TéAetos Eon. 
X,5. pryoOnrr, Kvpue, ths é€xxdnoias gov, Tod... 

TeAeroat adTiy ev TH aya cov. 
XVI, 2. ... eav py) &v TH Coydtm Kaip@ TeAciwO Fre. 

dvvacbat, duvatos, etc. 

I, 4... . pa) amairer odd€ yap dtvaca. 
VI, 2. ed pev yap d¥vaca Baotdoa . . . ei S’ od dvvacat, 

6 Svvn, TobTo Tote. 
VII, 4... . mpovnorevodtw ... Kal et tives aAdot 

dvvavrac. 
X, 4. mpd mdvrwv edyaprorobuev cor, Ste Suvaros ef. 
XII, 2. .. . Bonbetre adra, daov dvvacbe. 

Ws KUpLos. 
IV, I. .. . Teyjoes dé adrov ws Kipiov. 
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XI, 2. .. . ddéacbe adrov ds Ktpuov. 
XI, 4. .. . dmdatodos . . . SexOrjrw cbs Kdpios. 

e€opodoyobpar. 

IV, 14. &v exxAnota eLoporoyjon 7a maparrwpard cov. 
XIV, 1. ovvaybévres . . . mpoeEopodoynodpevor Ta mapa- 

TTWOMATA DULOV. 

TLLaV. 

IV, I. tiyynoes . . . dbs Kvpiov. 
XV, 2. adroi ydp eiow of rerysnuevor buav. 

mAavar. 

VI, 1. dpa pH tis ce mAavyon amo tadrns THs 6506 THs 
dLdayfs. 

XVI, 4. Kat tore davjcerat 6 KooporAarijs. 

d1dayx%. 
I, 3. rovrwv 8€ TOv Adywr 7 SiSayy eorw adrn. 
VI, 1. See above. 

XI, 2. av b€adros . . . dvddoxn ddAnv Sidayyv. 

mept Oe. 
VI, 3. wept dé rHs Bpdicews. 
VII, I. wept dé rob Barricparos. 
IX, I. epi 5€ ris edyapiorias. 
XI, 3. mepi dé trav amooroAwy Kal mpodnTav. 

amo TOO movnpod. 

III, 1. dedye amo mavros movnpod. 
V, 2. puodeinre amo TovTwY anavTwr. 

VIII, 2. adda picat Huds ad Tob movnpod. 
X, 5. prnoOnri, Kvpre, ths exxAnoias cov, Tob piaacBat 

avTiV amo TaVvTOs Trovnpod. 

dedoxtpacpevos, adAnbivds. 
XI, 11. ads dé rpodyrns SedoKxipacpevos adnfues. 

XV,I. ... Kal ddnbets Kat deSoxysacpevovs. 

ovvayw. 
IV, 14. &v exxAnata eoporoynon. 
IX, 4... . ov7w ovvaxyOynrw cov 7 exKAngia. 
X,5. Kat ovvatov adryy ... 
XIV, 1. .. . ovvaybévtes KAdoate dptov. 
XVI, 2. muKvads dé ovvaxOyjcebe. 
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pOopeis. 
V,2. Oopets mAdopartos Geod. 
XVI, 3... . wAnOuvOjcovrar ot pevdorpodfrar Kai of 

P0opets. 

These are only a few examples of the way in which the 
Didache continually picks up recurring words and phrases. 
The vocabulary of the writer seems to be curiously limited, 
and the signs of his authorship are evident in every part of 
the work. The language is that of the Koine, there being 
only three peculiarities, ovria in XIII, 5, which is found in 
Stephanus and Photius, and not elsewhere, tynrAddfadpos, 
which is found only in Did. III, 3 and the parallel passage 
of the Apostolic Church Order. ypiotéuropos was thought 
to be unusual in being used before the fourth century, but 
it has been found to occur in a fragment of Hippolytus on 
Ruth. 

It seems evident that the Didache is a compilation, the 
work of one man of marked character. His hand is visible 
in the common sources that he uses, the common spirit of 
his writing and the common language which he employs. 
It is impossible to cut up the Didache into sections in any 
place. It is an indivisible whole. To omit the Christian 
passages, and so to make it Jewish, is an arbitrary and quite 
unjustifiable proceeding. To say that an interpolator may 
have copied the surroundings and inserted phrases from the 
original into his interpolation is to make an unjustifiable 
assumption, for it is not possible then to distinguish between 
interpolation and original. It must be admitted that what- 
ever doubts have been cast upon the authenticity of much 
of the Didache, these doubts are groundless. There is no 
reason for refusing to accept any part of it as the authentic 
work of a compiler who composed this summary of apostolic 
teaching from the New Testament and other “ apostolic ” 
works after the time of Justin and before the time of the 
composition of the Didascalia. 
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VI 

THE HISTORICAL SETTING OF THE DIDACHE 

WHEN the Didache was first published in 1883, criticism of 
it followed a natural course, and attempts were made to find 
a historical setting for it. _Bryennius found in it attacks on 
Antinomianism and Montanism, Krawutzcky found traces 
of Ebionitism, while Hilgenfeld found Montanist inter- 
polations in an anti-Montanist original. This was the 
correct procedure, to fit the Didache into the known frame- 
work of early Church History, but the Didache was the one 
major discovery in early Christian history, and tiaturally it 
became the “ spoiled child of criticism,’’ as Bigg describes it. 
Its early date was exaggerated, and the results of a super- 
ficial study of the document were accepted as true and 
stressed by those whose purpose was to demolish traditional 
Christianity by postulating a primitive eucharist like that 
supposed to be described in Didache IX and X and a primi- 

_ tive “ charismatic ”’ ministry like that inferred from Didache 
XI-XIII. Harnack, Charles Taylor, Rendel Harris, Canon 

Streeter and Sabatier alike find no traces in the writing of 
any controversy of the early Church. To them the Didache 
is chiefly interesting because of the state of development of 
the ministry of which it gives evidence, especially with regard 
to the relations between “ charismatics ’’ and bishops and 
deacons. They therefore tended to date it early, and this 
coloured their view of the literary relationships between the 
Didache, Barnabas, Hermas and the New Testament. They 
thought they saw in the “ Two Ways ”’ a slightly “‘ Christian- 
ised’ Jewish pamphlet, in chapters IX, X and XIV a 
primitive pre-Catholic eucharist still closely connected with 
the “‘ Kiddush,” in chapters XI-XV a lack of ministerial 
organisation, due to the great dignity of the spiritually 
gifted prophets, while in the whole they found a preoccupa- 

129 
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tion with ethics and a lack of interest in dogma, to them a 
mark of primitive Christianity. Let us leave on one side 
their opinions, and see what traces we may find in the 
Didache of the controversies over Christological problems, 
over Gnosticism, over the relations between Christianity and 
Judaism, and lastly- over Montanism. We will discuss 
elsewhere the Didache’s ministry and chapters IX, X and 
XIV. 

We may first of all put on one side two opinions, those of 
Cotterill and Long. The former, writing in the Scottish 
Church Review in 1884, said that the Didache was of later 
date than Book VII of the Apostolic Constitutions and 
Nicephorus’s Stichometry. He thought that some writer 
composed it making the number of lines in the manuscript 
agree with the number of ottyo. in the Stichometry. The 
latter, writing in the Baptist Quarterly Review, put the 
Didache at a later date than A.C. VII and the so-called 
“Epitome,” of which it is an adaptation, and thought it was 
connected with the Paulicians. This was a heretical sect of 
the seventh century, which influenced the Iconoclast Em- 
peror Leo III. They hated Judaism; they favoured an 
“adoptionist ”’ Christology; they desired a religion without 
sacraments, a spiritual religion; they avoided the word 
“priest ”’ and had prophets, apostles and teachers. They 
were definitely a retrogressive sect, influenced by the spirit 
of the Manicheans. Unfortunately we cannot support the 
point of view that the Didache is later than the A fostolic 
Constitutions or even than the Didascalia. 

In the same way we cannot accept Bigg’s view. He sees 
in the Didache a fourth-century forgery, its date of origin 
being betrayed by the word ypioréumopos. This, he said, 

was first used in the Arian controversy by Athanasius and 
the interpolator of the Ignatian Letters. We now know that 
it was used by Hippolytus. 

In the matter of Christology the Didache is quite neutral. 
The sparsity of references to Jesus is the reason for this. 
The normal trinitarian formula is ordered for baptism in 
chapter VII. In chapter IX Jesus and David are given the 
same description, mats @eod. In chapter X Jesus is called 
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the God? of David. In the use of the Trinitarian formula, 
whether Matt. xxviii be an addition to the Gospel or not, it 
is of very early date, and the Didache is not dated by its 
use of the formula. Moreover, the Didache agrees with the 
New Testament in using the Trinitarian formula in chapter 
VII and Bamribévres cis dvoua xvpiov in chapter IX, 5, | 
just as Matt. xxviii, 19 uses the former, while Acts ii, 38, 
Gal. iii, 27, etc., use the latter. Whichever was the earlier 
formula “into the name of Christ ” or “ of the Trinity,” it 
does not affect the Didache. Chapter IX seems to give a 
low opinion of Christ, chapter X a very high one. In the 

use of waits Geod for David and Jesus the Didache agrees with 
Acts Iv, 25, 27, where we read “‘ by the mouth of our father 

David thy servant,” ‘against thy holy Servant Jesus.” 
In describing Jesus as God of David, we may have an echo 
of our Lord’s debates in the Gospels concerning the Psalm, 
“ The Lord said unto my Lord,” where it is said, ‘‘ David 
himself calleth him Lord; and whence is he his son? ” 

Barn. xii, 10-11 refers to the same matter in the words: 

“Since therefore they are going to say that the Christ is 
David’s son, David himself prophesies, fearing and under- 
standing the error of the sinners, ‘ The Lord said to my Lord,’ 

etc.” We know that Adamantius discussed the matter, 
_and that Tatian is said to have forbidden the title ‘‘ Son of 

David.” Thus nothing that the Didache says is connected 
with any of the controversies concerning Christ. The 
historical figure of our Lord may be absent, but it could not 
but be otherwise in the “‘ Teaching of the Lord.”” The words 
of the Lord and His Gospel decide everything—almsgiving, 
prayer, fasting, baptism. The Didache does not differ from 
any Christian moral teaching or Church Order of any date in 
this lack of doctrinal interest in Christ. It is timeless in 
this, except that the phrase ‘“‘ Hosannah to the God of David”’ 
may link it with Tatian and Adamantius. The doxologies 
of the Didache, like all pre-Arian es give us no hint 

2 Dhe Coptic reads ° ‘ House of David.’ Ct. Origen, Select., im Ps. vit. 
Cnrioevs dé aOTepov TavToOV eat olkos bad Kat vids dad, Kal et en Tavrov €or, 

Twapriyrat 70 Kata paTOatov ypadikds. Odevdov € exeu Hrot Ols TO olk@ Sad HTOU TO 
utd dat. Thus the Coptic, the only other version of this chapter, is assim1- 
lated to an Egyptian form of Matt. xxi, 9 and 15. 
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of the writer’s Christology. The only peculiarity is the 
omission of kingdom in the doxology of the Lord’s prayer. 
This is only found elsewhere in the Sahidic version of the 
New Testament. 

Bryennius finds an attack on Aetaerian Gnostics in the 
Didache in its references to those who turn and give another 
teaching in order to destroy these things. The same might 
be found in chapter VI’s opening words, “‘ See that no one 
make thee err from this way of teaching,” with its resem- 
blance to the warnings in the Johannine Epistles against 
false teachers. The “ Two Ways” also attack magic and 
witchcraft—things so often attributed to Gnostics by Epi- 
phanius and Hippolytus. Chapter IV, 13 forbids any ad- 
dition to the “‘ Teaching.” This is thought to be an attack 
on Gnostic forgeries. All these things, with the insistence 
on a strict code of morals, lead Bryennius to suppose that the 
Didache attacks those who say that to the perfect Gnostic 
morals are a matter of indifference. There are, however, some 

things in the Didache which might be called Gnostic. éAevos 
is a favourite word of the writer and of the Gnostics: It 
occurs in Did. I, 4, VI, 2, and the verb reAevdw occurs else- 

where. There is evidence of a double standard in VI, 2. 

The Didache seems to be more Gnostic than the Gnostics in 
its spiritualising of the eucharist, if chapters [IX and X be 
the eucharist, and in those chapters occur the Gnostic 
watchwords ziorms, yv@ows, abavacia. The Didache may 

seem to attack and support Gnostics in these matters, but in 
none of these need Gnostics be referred to. False teachers 
are found in the Pauline Epistles, Gospel Apocalypse, 
Johannine Epistles and Apocalypse before true Gnosticism 
appeared. Magic and witchcraft were popular in pagan as 
well as Gnostic circles. Others besides Gnostics forged 
scriptures, including some Montanists. 7éAewos may have 
been used by the Gnostics, but it is used in the New Testament 
by Matthew, Paul and James. There is evidence of a double 
standard not only in Gnosticism, but also in Montanism, 

where a prophecy of Montanus! says that some shine a | 
hundred times more than the sun in the resurrection, some 

1 Epiphanius, Panarion, 48, 10. 
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a hundred times more than the moon. aloris, yvdous and 
téevos are not only Gnostic words, they are found in the 
New Testament, in Ignatius and Clement of Alexandria. 
The Didache may spiritualise in chapters IX and X, but it is 
not certain that the eucharist is there referred to, and at any 
rate John can spiritualise a eucharist discourse in John vi 
or the Last Supper in John xili-xvii. Thus the Didache has 
nothing whatsoever to say concerning the problems con- 
nected with Gnosticism. 

Historians of the type of Lietzmann find in the earliest 
years of the Church that Christianity was Judaism with the 
addition of one special characteristic, knowledge of the 
person of the Messiah. This Jewish legacy to Christianity 
was, as Harnack expressed it, cast aside or covered over by 
the acute Hellenisation of the Church. The Church is said 
to have taken over the moral code, customs, organisation, 

doctrines and future hopes of Judaism with very little 
organisation. The moral code of Judaism was accepted by 
Christ and deepened by His appeal to the motive rather than 
to the act. Christ merely gave a broad outline, which the 
Apostles like Matthew or James filled out from Jewish 
sources. One of these Jewish sources is found by C. Taylor 
and others in the ‘““ Two Ways” of the Didache, omitting 
T, 3-II, 1. Many of the directions here may be found in 

Jewish documents such as the Testaments of the Twelve 
Patriarchs, the Sibylline Oracles, etc. Chapter III, 1-6 seems 

to be a Rabbinic “‘ Hedge of the Law.” Chapter IV, i seems 
to be a parallel of Pirké Aboth IV, 6, “ Let the honour of thy 
comrade be as the honour you pay-your teacher, and of your 

teacher as of God.”’ Chapter IV, 2 is very like the saying in 

Pirké Aboth, ‘“‘ Let your house be the place of the reunion 

of the wise. Disdain not the dust of their feet and gather 

their words with eagerness.” Were it not for the fact that 

the ‘“‘ Two Ways ” is found in Barnabas and has been shown 

to be that writer’s own composition, so much of it being 

derived from the New Testament, it might seem as though 

the writer of the Didache is employing Rabbinic sources. 

Nowhere, however, does he alter Barnabas and use a Rabbinic 

source. Dalman says, “As to the Jewish origin of the 
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‘Two Ways,’ I have, however, grave doubts. It could 
hardly have been intended for the instruction of Proselytes.”’ 
The judgment of so great a Hebrew scholar cannot be easily 
set aside. Itissaid that Christianity adopted Jewish customs 
such as proselyte baptism, fasting, prayers, the Sabbath, 
family meals and circumcision. Traces of all these, their 
Jewish origin only thinly covered, are, we are told, found 
in the Didache. The baptism of the Didache, although the 
discussion concerning the water is “‘ more rabbinico,”’ is, 

however, Christian, and there is no trace of the Jewish 
circumcision. Fasting is twice a week, like Jewish fasting, 
but it is on Wednesday and Friday, not Monday and Thurs- 
day. The connection here with Judaism is an artificial 
one. The Christian fasts are of comparatively late origin. 
The Christian practice of saying the Lord’s Prayer three 
times a day may be like the Jewish command to say the 
Shemoneh Esreh three times a day, but the Lord’s Prayer is 
definitely of Christian origin. The prayers given for the 
meal of chapters IX and X are very like those of the Jewish 
Kiddush, as are those in A.C. VII, 34-38, but it seems more 

likely that they are an artificial composition from New 
Testament sources, and that the parallels with Jewish graces 
are accidental. As it is likely that the agape is here described, 

_ it-is not necessary to suppose that we have here a eucharist 
very close to its source, the Jewish family meal which was 
used so often by Christ, especially at the Last Supper. That 
the Christian organisation was moulded on the Jewish 
synagogue is very likely, but the Didache is very un-Jewish 
in the absence of presbyters from among its officers. Apostles, 
prophets and teachers seem to have been honoured by Jews, 
but so they were by-other peoples of early times. Christian- 
ity took over Jewish doctrines, monotheism and a belief in 
a Messiah: these are found in the Didache, but with no 

Rabbinic peculiarities. Christianity took over Jewish 
apocalyptic. The Didache has a commonplace apocalypse 
in chapter XVI, drawn from the common stock of JenGe 
and Christian apocalypses. 

Thus the Didache shows, like any Christian writing of any 
period, the Jewish origin of Christianity, but it shows no 
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special knowledge of Rabbinic writings or Jewish customs. 
Its knowledge of Judaism is in no way greater than that of 
any other Christian writer. There is no need to suppose the 
writer lived at a time when Jews and Christians were living 
in very close contact and attending the same synagogue. 
There is nothing specially Judaic in the spirit of the writing. 
It does not partake of the legalism attacked by S. Paul. It 
may be a code, but so is the Epistle of James. It may bea 
rudimentary Church order, but so is I Corinthians. It does 
not show any signs of the heresies of the sects like the Ebion- 
ites. In fact, though so many critics have been eager to 
show the Didache to be the composition of a Jewish Christian, 
of a Christian living before Church and synagogue finally 
separated or of a Judaising heretic, there is no evidence in 
the writing for any of these things. So far as its knowledge 
of Judaism and its partaking in the Jewish legacy to Chris- 
tianity is concerned, the Didache is quite timeless. 

Hilgenfeld, Bryennius and others found traces of Montan- 
ism or anti-Montanist propaganda in the Didache, especially 
in the prominence given to prophets there.( Harnack and 
others thought that in the Didache was to be seen a primitive 
threefold charismatic ministry, and so tended to set the 
Didache in the context of the primitive spiritual effervescence 
of the Church, not of the Montanist revival. Canon Streeter 
admits the possibility that the writer may have been a 
Montanist + with a taste for archaism, but thought it 
impossible that a heretical document could have had the 
great influence of the Didache. He tries to number the 
Didache among those documents written at the end of the first 
or beginning of the second centuries which show the stan- 
dardisation of organisation of the church from the primitive 
variety to universal episcopacy wrought by the influence of 
great prophets and organisers. The matter has been com- 
plicated by those who try to see in Montanism a return to a 

1 Cf. P.C.,284. ‘‘That a later writer of Montanist proclivities should have 
admired, and desired to depict as primitive, the state of things reflected in 
the Didache is possible, there are no limits to the idiosyncrasy of individ- 
uals in any age. What is incredible is that, had he done so, his work— 
running so absolutely counter as it does to the ideals and tendencies of the 
time—should at once have secured such wide influence and prestige.” 
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primitive Church Order, not a new creation, a thing with 

which Tertullian would never agree. The new prophecy was 
an extension of the Gospel, not a return to apostolic con- 
ditions, for the Apostles never received the Paraclete. W. 
Knox, for example, says, ‘‘ It is probable that the Montanists 
in fact followed fairly closely the fashion of the Apostolic 
period, their fault lying in their attempt to persist in prophecy 
after it had ceased to be of value and to use it as a means of 
obtaining fresh revelations, rather than in any actual differ- 
ence in the form their prophecies took.” 

The history of Montanism is so wrapped in obscurity that 
before deciding whether the Didache has any connection 
with it, it would be profitable to see what various early 
writers wrote about it. Hippolytus (Phil. VIII, 19) says 
that the Phrygian heretics are followers of the prophets 
Priscilla, Maximillaand Montanus. These have written many 
books. Their followers pretend that in these three the 
Paraclete speaks with greater power than Christ. They 
confess God the Father Creator of all things, just as the 
Church does, and they hold the same opinion about Christ 
as the Gospels. They have, however, made innovations 
about fasts and feasts and xerophagie and raphanophagie. 
Some of them are also Neetians, believing that Father and 
Son are one and the same person. Pseudo-Tertullian (adv. 
Omnes Hereses, 7) has the same difficulty. There are two 
classes of Cataphrygians, which have a common error and 
differ in one matter. Their common error is to believe that ‘ 
the Apostles did not receive the Paraclete, but that Montanus _ 
did, and that he gave more and better and greater advice 
than Christ. The two sects differ in that one holds the cor- 
rect belief regarding the Trinity, while one is Sabellian. 
Irenzeus and the Christians of Gaul, we know from Eusebius, 
H.E. V, 3, sent letters to Eleutherius at Rome expressing a 
edAaBi Kal dpbodogordrny Kpiow concerning the Phrygian here- 
tics which seems to imply that they did not categorically 
condemn them. Ireneus! also and Eusebius? are very 
severe in their attacks on Gaius and the Alogoi, who, from a 

1 Adv. Her. III, 11, 9. 
*H.E. TL,25, Il, 315 Vi, 20, 
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radical opposition of the Montanists, refuse to accept the 
Johannine writings which prophesy the coming of the Para- 
clete. Origen (tn Titum V, 291) discusses the question whether 
the Montanists are heretics or schismatics and, in a passage 

_ quoted in Cramer’s Catena on Corintmians, p. 279, 3 ff. on 
I Cor. xiv, 34, his only attack on the Montanists is on their 

_ allowing women to prophesy. Firmilian, the correspondent 
_ of Cyprian, only refused to accept Montanist baptism because 
of their wrong belief with regard to the Spirit and the 
prophets. 

All these opinions show how contemporaries viewed the 
early stages of the Montanist movement. There was great 
difficulty in finding any fault in Montanism except the too 
great honour paid to the prophets. Tertullian, both before 
and after he became a Montanist, was most orthodox. Asa 

Montanist he fiercely attacked Praxeas and Marcion. He 
was attracted by the sternness of Montanism in morals and 
its formulation of an ethical code. The utterances of the 

_ prophets gave him fixed rules to work upon, not vague out- 
lines. Labriolle, La Crise Montamiste, p. 463, says that 

' though Tertullian became a Montanist, he retained his 
Creed, his faith in the Scriptures without reserve, his theory 
of the apostolic nature of the churches guaranteed by the 

_ episcopal succession, his theory of prescription, and the 
ordinary practices of Christian piety. In the de Jejunio 
Tertullian employs prophetic utterances to confirm or rectify 
non-scriptural customs. He attacked Callistus for his 
mitigation of the rules for re-admission to the Church after 
sin, and denied to bishops the right to pardon grave sins 
(de Pudicitia), but he still allows the bishop the right to 
interpret the will of God and readmit a man to the Church in 

/ cases of minor sins. The “ new prophecy ”’ chiefly affected 
Tertullian in his opinions about the nature of the soul, the 

rules of fasting, the veiling of virgins, the re-marriage of 
widows and such matters. In his hand the words of the , 
prophets were used for orthodoxy. Thus in Adv. Praxean 8 
we read, “ Protulit enim sermonem Deus, quemadmodum 
etiam paracletus docet, sicut radix fruticem et fons fluvium 
et sol radium.” Tertullian, the Montanist, does not change 
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any of his beliefs about the eucharist or baptism or the 
agape. He does not replace the threefold ministry of bishop, 
priest and deacon by the prophets. He does not show any 
sign of having apocryphal books like that ascribed to Themi- 
son or those which Caius! and the Muratorian Canon? 
say the Montanists *composed, though he ascribes great 
honour to the utterances of the prophets. In one place in 
Diekamp’s Doctrina patrum de incarnatione verbi (p. 306), 
there is a quotation Movravod é« tév @dév, which seems to 
imply a collection of Montanus’s prophecies, which may 
mean that the Montanists had their own special scriptures. 

Tertullian accepted Montanism, while a Roman Pope was 
favourable till Praxeas, by appealing to the unfavourable 
opinions of two previous Popes, persuaded him to change his 
views. Dionysius of Alexandria was not certain whether 
Montanist baptism was to be accepted or not. Cyprian, says 
Jerome, Ep. 84, 2, used Tertullian, a Montanist, though “‘Mon- 

tanum cum eo Maximillamque non sequitur.”’ Augustine tells 
us that he persuaded the Tertullianists in Carthage to reunite 
with the Church. Finally, the Church used the Acts of SS. 
Perpetua and Felicitas, which were probably edited by Tertul- 
lian and supplied with a Montanist beginning and end. The 
opening “‘ Itaque et nos qui sicut prophetias ita et visiones 
novas pariter repromissas et agnoscimus et honoramus, ceter- 
asque virtutes Spiritus Sancti ad instrumentum ecclesie depu- 
tamus,”’ is changed in the Greek to ‘Hpeis 5€ oirwes rpodnretas 
Kal opdceis Kawas dexducba Kal emvywadcKopev Kal TYyLdmev 
maoas Tas Suvdwers TOO ayiov mvevuaTos, ws yopnyel TH ayta 
exxAnoia, which shows how the Greek translator tried to get 
rid of the Montanist flavour. Even if the Martyrs with their 
visions were not Montanists, Tertullian claimed them for 

such. Thus the Church was at first in very great difficulties, 
as to the measures to be taken against the Phrygian heresy, 
and that may explain the bitterness of fourth-century and 
later writers. 

Eusebius uses many early sources in his attack on Mon- 
Sy EUS fhe. Wile 20m 3 
2 “ Arsinoi autem seu valentini vel metiades nihil in totum recipemus 

qui etiam novi psalmorum librum marcioni conscripserunt una cum 
basilide assionem catafrycum constitutorem.” 
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- tanism in H.E. V, 3, 16-19. The anonymous author quoted 
in chapter XVI attacks the ecstatic nature of Montanist 
prophecy, and the lack of Montanist martyrs, for even if 
there were any in prison, the true Christian martyrs would 
not recognise them; he sneers at the ends of the prophets 
who died like other heretics, one being killed while trying to 

| fly in the air, and he laughs at the fact that Maximilla, the 

_ last of the three great prophets, said that after her there 
would come the end of the world. That has not happened, 

| hesays. Moreover, he says, after Maximilla there have been 

no prophets in the Montanist sect, but Christ said that the 
| prophetic gift shall be in all the Church till the final coming. 
Apollonius, quoted in chapter XVIII, attacks the new fasts, 
the Avoets yduwv and the payment of money to the prophets, 

» and above all he judges the prophetesses by their lives and 
rakes up allsorts of scandals about them. Thusin Eusebius 
there is little serious criticism of Montanism, and this is the 

case with the later writers. Epiphanius’s ! chief points are 
_ that the Montanists allow women to prophesy and preach, 
and that they prophesy in an ecstatic condition. He com- 
plains that Maximilla prophesied that after her there would 
be no more prophets, but the end of the world would come, 
which was false, and, if there were no more prophets when 
Christ said there would be prophets till the end of the world, 

_ then she must have been a false prophet herself. He holds 
_that Montanism does not agree with Scripture in forbidding 
second marriages. He says that the Montanists contradict 
Christ in the prophecy, 7 Adyets tov drEép avOpwrov owldpevor; 
Adpuper yap, Pyar, 6 Sixavos drEp Tov HAvov ExatovramAactova, ot 5é 

_ puxpot ev bpiv owldpevor Adpupovow éExatovtamAaciova brep TH 
ceAjvyv, when Christ said the righteous shall shine as the sun. 
He holds that they are wrong in saying that in Montanus 

was 6 Oeds 6 mavToKpatwp Kataywopevos ev avOpwmm. Finally, 
says Epiphanius, Maximilla refutes herself when she says, 
“Do not listen to me, listen to Christ.” 

The attacks of Eusebius and Epiphanius are not very 
decisive. It is the same with Philaster of Brescia (H@r. 49). 
He says, ‘“‘Isti prophetas et legem accipiunt, patrem et 

1 Panarion har. 48. 

K 
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filium et spiritum confitentur, carnis surrectionem expectant 
que et catholica ecclesia predicat.’’ Their fault lies in 
their assumption that the fullness of the Spirit dwelt not in 
the Apostles, but in the three Montanist prophets. They 
also err in that they baptise the dead, “‘ publice mysteria 
celebrant,’’ and call Pepuza the new Jerusalem. Here we 
find for the first time the slander repeated elsewhere that 
the Montanists in their eucharist drench the bread in the 
blood of a murdered child. Didymus (de Trinitate III, 41) 
says the Montanists are in error in three matters: they are 
Sabellians, for Montanus said, "Eyo eiys 6 marnp Kat 6 vids 
kat 6 trapdKdAntos; they say Montanus received the per- 
fection of the Paraclete; they associate women with 
Montanus as prophets. The Dialogue published by Frick 
between the Catholic and the Montanist, perhaps the work 
of Didymus, deals with these same matters and with the 
question of ecstatic prophecy. 

Later attacks all followed these various lines, with the 
addition at times of a charge of Judaising. For example, 
Sozomenes VII, 18, 5-6, 12, says that the Montanists 
observe the Sabbath and are Quartodecimans. In Ps. 
Chrys. VII Sermon on Easter it is said, ddAn alpeots 4 tev 
Movranoréy iris 890ev perv amodverau 76 peta "lovSatwwv mroveiv. 
The catholic writers and the various anti-heretical imperial 
laws all combined to put down the Montanists. The attacks 
were directed at the peculiarities of the sect in connection 
with prophecy, fasting, Church orders and apocalyptic and 
in its tendency towards Christological heresy. Apparently 
the Montanists split into various sects, for we hear from 
Pseudo-Tertullian of those with a catholic or Sabellian 
belief concerning the Trinity, from Epiphanius, Panarion 
49, we hear of Quintillianists, and from Philaster we hear 
of Ascodragite and other such peculiar sects. In fact, all 
through there is considerable confusion concerning the 
Montanists. 

Now, if we are to consider what connection the Didache 
has with Montanism, we must consider its rules concerning 
fasting, its apocalypse and its chapters on prophets and the 
ministry. These are the chief matters. Other subsidiary 
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matters are of less importance. First with regard to fasting, 
it will be seen from the table on page 145 that in the time 
of Tertullian the only compulsory fasts among Catholics 
were the two days before Easter. Synods or individual 
bishops might order others. The Station Days, Wednesday 
and Friday, were quite voluntary, and then fasting lasted 

- only till three o’clock in the afternoon. Irenzus, Dionysius 
of Alexandria and Hippolytus’s Church Order are our 
evidence .for this. Neither know any general fast except 
that before Easter. In the Didascalia we seem to find the 
Wednesday and Friday fast first being made compulsory. 
The author there is very careful to point out the reasons 
for these fasts. From the table it will be seen how the 
Montanist fasts are all compulsory, and how the Wednesday 
and Friday fasts are prolonged till evening. Thus Ter- 
tullian, de Jej. I, says, ‘“‘ nove prophetiz recusantur non 
quod alium Deum predicent Montanus et Priscilla et 
Maximilla, nec quod Jesum Christum solvant, nec quod 
aliquam fidei aut spei regulam evertant, sed quod plane 
doceant szepius jejunare quam nubere, quod jejunia propria 
custodiamus, quod stationes plerumque in vesperam pro- 
ducamus.’’ Hippolytus, Philosophoumena VIII, 19 says, Kat- 
viLovat S€ vnoretas Kal éoptas Kal Enpodayias Kal pagavodayias 
ddoKovtes 070 TOV yuvaiwv dedLddyOar,and X, 25, vnoretas Kaas 

Kal mapaddgous opilovtes. Eusebius, H. £. V, 18, 2 says of 

Montanus, 6 Sddéas Avoets ydpwv, 6 vyoreias vopoberHaoas. 
Now, in the Didache fasting is mentioned three times, 
chapter I, 3, ‘‘ Fast for those that persecute you,’’ VII, 4, 
“And before the baptism let the baptiser and him who is 
to be baptised fast, and any others who are able. And 
thou shalt bid him who is to be baptised to fast one or two 

- days before,’ and VIII, 1, “ Let not your fasts be with the 
hypocrites, for they fast on Mondays and Thursdays, but 
do you fast.on Wednesdays and Fridays.’’ The first two 
of these cases we have discussed elsewhere, the last we 

must consider now. We must notice that there is no 

mention of the fast finishing before evening, nor of the fast 

being voluntary. ‘ It is compulsory, and it is for the whole | 
1 Adapted from Labriolle La Crise Montaniste. 
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duration of the day. If, then, the Didache is written after 

the Shepherd of Hermas and before the Didascalia, which 

seems to innovate in its compulsory Wednesday and Friday 

fasts, then it must be contemporary with Irenzus, Hippo- 
lytus and Tertullian; who know only one Catholic com- 
pulsory fast—that before Easter. Does it not seem, then, 

that the Didache here betrays a Montanist origin? We 
may notice that the writer finds reason for the Wednesday 
and Friday fast in Matt. vi, 16 and that Labriolle says of 
Tertullian’s de Jejunio that he searched in the Scriptures for 
‘la préfiguration ou le spécimen de toutes les particularités 
de_ses jefines.”’ 

The Didache’s ministry has been so much employed in 
the battles over the charismatic ministry and the history of 
the threefold episcopal system that it has been necessary to 
devote a separate chapter to the discussion of the relations 
between the Didache and Montanism and other movements 
in this matter. We may just summarise our findings now. 
In Montanism alone in the early Church can there be found 
an order of prophets, well paid and highly honoured. Their 
very high position made it necessary to guard against 

Jimpostors. They did not supersede the more usual Catholic 
ministry of bishop, priest and deacon, but acted alongside 
it. This is what we find in the Didache. Presbyter is 
omitted and apostle! and teacher are added, the last two 
being very vague figures. The reason for this is that the 
Didache, while putting forward the Montanist system, is 

supporting it wherever possible from the New Testament — 
or supposed apostolic writings. In the New Testament, in 
I Cor. xii and Eph. iv, there occur the three classes. of 
apostle, prophet and teacher, so the first and last are added 
in the Didache. In the passages from the Pastoral Epistles, 
employed in Did. XV to give the qualifications of bishop 
and deacon presbyter does not occur, or seems to be identified 
with bishop, so it is omitted here. The Didache’s 
ministry can only be that of the Montanists. 

The Apocalyptic chapter of the Didache does not show 
the peculiarity of Montanist apocalypses, the identification 

1 Cf. supra, p. 117, where Streeter is referred to. 
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of Pepuza with the site of the new Jerusalem which shall 
come down from Heaven. It is vivid, like all early Christian 
apocalypses, and, like nearly all apocalypses, it is an arti- 
ficial catena of New Testament and other passages. In 
6 KooporAavyis Volkmar sees Bar Cochba, who, according to 

Justin, Apol. I, 31, instituted a persecution of Christians. 

Krawutzcky refers b2’ atroé rod xatabéuaros to the “ cursed 
place,’ the Temple at Jerusalem, to which the Ebionites 
turned when praying. There are, however, other more 
likely interpretations of the phrase. There are no peculi- 
arities in this chapter, Volkmar’s xoopomAavjs being an 
apocalyptic commonplace. All is derived from the New 
Testament and Barnabas. We must not, however, deny 

its possible connection with Montanism, for in the passages 
quoted from Tertullian, de Jej. I, and Philaster, it will be 
seen that the Montanists claimed that their apocalyptic 
hopes and belief in the Resurrection were quite catholic. 

In two other ways the Didache may be connected with 
Montanism. First of all, we are told by Miltiades (Eus., H.E. 
V, 22) that Themiso the Montanist dared, in imitation of the 
Apostle, to write a Catholic epistle. That, along with the 
passages quoted above from Caius and the Muratorian 

_ Canon, may be an explanation of how the Didache came to 
be written. Secondly, in the prophecy quoted from Epiphan- 
ius above it is said that there is evidence of a double standard, 

the dikavos shall shine a hundred times more brightly than 
the sun, the puxpds a hundred times more brightly than the 
moon. The Didache’s favourite word is réAewos (I, 4, VI, 2), 

and in the latter passage is evidence of a double standard. 
“Tf you can bear the whole yoke, you shall be perfect, but 
if not, do what you can.”’ 

Various opinions have been quoted above concerning the . 
Judaising of the Montanist movement. The Didache does 
not mention anything with regard to the Passover or the 
Sabbath, but critics have always stressed its Jewish tone. 
This is nothing more than its very formal character as a 
code, a thing which Tertullian, the Catholic or Montanist, 

would have admired. We can therefore find no evidence 
in this matter to prove the Montanist origin of the Didache. 
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Finally, Labriolle quotes a sentence from the Kyjpuyya 
Ilerpob, obdév drep ypadiis Aéyowev. This, he says, might 
well be taken as a motto of early Montanism, and it is 
certainly the motto of the writer of the Didache who uses 
Scripture, the prophetic Shepherd of Hermas and the 
“apostolic ’’ Epistle of Barnabas. It may be objected that 
a Montanist would follow Tertullian 1 and refuse to have any- 
thing to do with the ‘‘ Shepherd of the adulterers ’’ because 
of its laxity in forgiving mortal sins, but, as Armitage 
Robinson has shown, the Passio Perpetue et Felicitatis 
shows many traces of knowledge of the Shepherd, and 
Tertullian is the probable editor of this work. Tertullian’s 
hatred of the work of Hermas may well have been a 
peculiarity of his. 

The Didache can only be the product of the early Mon- 
tanist movement. This rose in the fourth quarter of the 
second century, and thus the Didache may well be its child, 

for we have seen that for literary reasons it is later than 
the work of Hermas and before the Didascalia. Montanism 
spread quickly over the greater part of the Christian world, 
and so did the Didache. Its Montanism is the more 
respectable form of that heresy, and, as Cyprian used 
Tertullian, so later writers could use the Didache. It is 

an attempt to express Montanism in apostolic terms, not 
to prove that Montanism is primitive Christianity. The 
Didache’s ministry may be like that of the medieval Wal- 
denses or the nineteenth-century Irvingites, the Didache 
and the founders of these sects having the New Testament 
for a source, but the Didache is an attempt to find justi- 
fication for an existing order, not to found a new order to 
copy a supposed historical original. The Didache shows 
how respectable and apostolic Montanism could be. Ter- 
tullian did the same. Perhaps both omit the excesses that 
turned Catholics against the New Prophecy, but the ministry 
and fasts of the Didache prove its source. No trace of any 
other historical movement or event can be found in it 
except the movement towards the selection of a New 
Testament Canon anda realisation of the Church Order and 

1 De Ovatione, 16. 
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Teaching expressed in the Canon, and perhaps an echo of 
Tatian’s difficulty concerning the use of the title ‘‘ Son of 
David.’’ The Didache can only be set comfortably in the 
context of the early stages of the Montanist movement. 

except for Saturdays 
and Sundays 

Days. Montanists. Catholics. References. 

Dies determinatos... Compulsory | Tertullian, de 
solos legitimos, Matthew Jejumo, II, 
1xor5 XIV 

Good Friday and Holy 
Saturday 

Good Friday \ Tert. de Orat- 
tone, XIX 

Time of Christ’s burialand | Compulsory Mert. de: fej. 
Eve of Easter X, XIV 

At the bishop’s orders, Compulsory | Tert. de Jej. 
ex aliqua soilicitudinis ‘ XIII . 
ecclesiz causa 

Certain days agreed upon | Compulsory tr de fej. I, 
XIII 

Station days, Wednesdays Voluntary | Tert. de Jej. 
and Fridays till 3 XIII, II, X 
o’clock; cf. Acts iii, I. 

Station days, Wednesdays | Compulsory Voluntary | Tert. de Jej. 
and Fridays till evening XIV, X 

| 

Certain Saturdays Voluntary | Tert. de Je. 
XIV 

From bread and water Voluntary | Tert. de Je. 
according to their wish. XIII 

Fortnight of Xerophagia, | Compulsory bait de fej: 



VII 

THE DIDACHE AND THE MINISTRY 
‘ THE position of the Didache as the “ spoilt child of criti- 

cism ” is well shown in the importance ascribed to it in 
accounts of the history of the ministry and the eucharist. 
It is with the first of these we must deal now. 

The appearance of the Didache in 1883 synchronised with 
the works of Hatch and Lightfoot on the ministry. O. 
Linton, in his thesis Das Problem der Urkirche in der neueren 

Forschung, devotes his first chapter to ‘“‘ Die herrschende 
Lehre der 80er Jahre und ihre Probleme.” Some sort of 
consensus seems to have been arrived at then as to the 
origins of the historic ministry of the Church. This was 
best expressed by J. B. Lightfoot in his note appended to 
his edition of the Epistle to the Philippians. According to 
this theory the ministry of the Church was evolved by the 
needs of the primitive local autonomous congregation. The 
disappearance of the apostolate, of the Twelve and others, 
left the churches without leadership. Democratic control 
led to a collegiate government by a band of bishops or 
presbyters and deacons. Quarrels among these and in- 
creasing financial and judicial business led to the need for 
a monarchical episcopate, which would be realised in some 
outstanding personality, and perhaps perpetuated in his 
successors. Ordination would be a later addition, election 
being the only original means of setting up officers. 

The marks of this theory are (a) an insistence on the 
local autonomy of each church, (0) a desire to find democracy 
and collegiate government everywhere, (c) a theory of the 
evolution of the ministry as a result of the administrative 
needs of the various communities and (d) a hatred of any 
hierarchical character in the ministry, hierarchy being due 
to the work of later men like Ignatius or Cyprian. It also 
revived the opinion held by Theodore of Mopsuestia, Jerome, 

146 
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John Chrysostom, the Egyptian Church Order, the Canons of 
Hippolytus and others that originally presbyter and bishop 
were the same person. Thus Jerome in Epist. ad Tit. I, 
I5-I9 says, “Idem presbyter qui episcopus et antequam 
diaboli instinctu studia in religione fierent communi pres- 
byterorum .consilio gubernantur ecclesiz.’’ Ambrosiaster 
on Eph. iv, 11-12 says, “ Primi presbyteri episcopi appel- 
labantur.”” The Canons of Hippolytus give the same ordina- 
tion prayer for bishop and presbyter, and the prayer for the 
ordination of a presbyter in the Egyptian Church Order 
seems to be an addition. All of these early scholars retain 
what Lightfoot rejects, an ordination, and an ordaining 
episcopacy which does not coincide with the college of 
presbyter-bishops. Lightfoot and others saw in Acts vi, 
the account of the appointment of the Seven, the origin of 
the diaconate. Presbyters and episcopi were officers 
appointed on the model of Jewish synagogues and Greek 
clubs. 

Hatch, in his Bampton Lectures on the ministry, where 

he used much Jewish and Hellenistic evidence, only added 
to Lightfoot’s theory in his contention that presbyter and 
episcopos were not different titles for the same officers. 
He held that the Jewish and Greek origin of these two words 
.denoted a different sphere of activity. 

Harnack was very struck with Hatch’s work, and brought 
out a German edition with additional notes. When the 
Didache first appeared he quickly produced a learned 
edition of it with notes in Texte und Untersuchungen, in which 
he expanded Hatch’s theories. Hatch had seen in the 
presbyters and bishops two classes of ministers. To these 
origina! two Harnack added several more. He now put 
forward a patriarchal organisation, dividing the community 
into mpeoBvrepor and vedrepou, an administrative organisation 
with ézicKxomo: and éidKovor, an aristocratic organisation by 
which ascetics and celibates were highly honoured, and a 
spiritual organisation by which those endowed with special 
spiritual gifts controlled the community. He found evidence 
of all of these, except the second, in the Didache. Episcopoi 
and diaconoi are found in chapter XV. They are to be 
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appointed (yewporovijaare obv éavtois) by the community ; they 
are to have qualities to fit them for the control of finance 
and perhaps for judicial work (d¢iAapydpous, mpacis and 
dAnbets). The aristocratic division is found in chapter VI, 
where we hear of the réAevor, who can bear the whole yoke 
of the Lord, and of others who do what they can. Those 
with spiritual gifts, the so-called ‘ charismatics ” (an, 
artificial word), are found in chapters XI, XIII. They 

are apostles, prophets and teachers. They are, it seems, 
wandering missionaries, but they can settle down. They 
are not to ask for money and must work for their living, 
but they are worthy of their food and must be kept. 
Prophets, above all, must receive the first-fruits of the 

community. Rules are given to distinguish the true from 
the false prophet, but these spiritual people are beyond 
the criticism of the laity. Prophets may celebrate the 
service described in chapters IX and X. At it they may 
edyapiorety doa BéAovow. Finally the émioxorot Kai dudKovor 
dpiv Aecroupyotor tiv Aevtoupyiav THv mpodyTAyv Kai SdacKkdrwv. 

Harnack considered that all of these classes except the 
didkovor and émioxomo: were dignitaries of the whole Church, 

while the bishops and deacons were officers of the local 
Church. He thus found the unifying principle which the 
theory of Hatch and Lightfoot lacked. He thought he saw 
in the spiritual organisation, with its prophets, apostles and 
teachers, a threefold ministry of divine origin. This, 

however, disappeared when the spiritual fervour of the early 
Church calmed down. Then the local officers, the bishops 
and deacons, usurped the functions formerly performed by 
the charismatics. This change-over is shown us in the 
Didache. Presbyters and bishops were not the same people, 
but the bishops would most likely be chosen from among 
the presbyters. The monarchical episcopate was later 
evolved from the collegiate administrative system, when 
apostles and prophets had disappeared. 

Harnack’s theories have not been much altered since his 
_ time. The replacement of the so-called charismatic ministry 

' by a local episcopal system still.forms the chief point in 
histories of the origin of the ministry. Streeter may have 



attacked Harnack’s formal system and stressed much more 
the variety in the early Church. He may have attributed 
much more significance to great characters like Ignatius or 
James or John of Ephesus, but Harnack’s influence never- 

theless remains. Other additions may have been made. 
There may -be a theory that the administrative officers of 
‘the early Church were one class at first, which divided up 
later into controlling and serving classes, émioxomo. and 
dudkovot. The Didache, which demands the same qualifica- 
tions for both offices, may be evidence of this. It may 
be that the prophet settled in a local church became the 
first monarchical bishop, as for example Ignatius of Antioch, 
who boasted of his visions, or the seer John of Ephesus. 
Sohm, in his book Das Wesen und Ursprung des Katholizmus, 
may hold that any organisation is a violation of the 
spirituality of Christianity, but once the violation has begun, he 
gives an ordinary account of the development of the ministry. 

Since in all of this theorising the Didache has had great 
influence, either directly or indirectly, let us consider what the 
Didache really says, and also what other evidence can be found 
for the existence of such a state of affairs as Harnack deduces 
from the Didache. (i) In Did. IV, 1 the reader is told to 
remember day and night him that preacheth the word of 
God and to honour him as the Lord, d@ev yap 7 Kupidtns 
Aadretrat, exe? KUpids €orw. This is derived with the rest of the 
“Two Ways” from Barn. XIX, g, 10, and ultimately from 
Heb. xili, 7. “Honour him as the Lord” will be an 
addition from the words of Christ in Matt. x, 40. (ii) In 
chapter VII with regard to baptism, in chapter XIV with 
regard to the Sunday xAdous dprod, in chapters IX and X 1-6 
with regard to the meal described there, whether it be the 
eucharist or the agape, there is no mention of any minister. 
This is of no great importance. An early commentator 
could say, as Hilary did, that at first anyone might baptise 
in order that the Church might grow quickly. This was a 
natural deduction from the New Testament. There, as 

here, no ministers are mentioned as being in charge of the 
celebration of the eucharist or of the administration of 
baptism. . 
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(iii) When we come to chapter XV, 1-2, we hear of 
bishops and deacons. It says, “Appoint therefore for 
yourselves bishops and deacons worthy of the Lord, meek 
men, no lovers of money, truthful and approved, for they 
also minister to you the ministry of the prophets and 
teachers. Therefore do not despise them, for they are your 
honourable men together with the prophets and teachers.” 
The “therefore ’’ probably refers to chapter XIV, where 
are described the Sunday eucharist and the disciplinary 
measures necessary to ensure that there may be no strife 
in the community to sully the pure sacrifice. These officers, 
we see, have something to do with money matters, and are 
less likely to receive their due reward of honour in com- 
parison with the more attractive prophets and teachers, 
though they perform the same Ae:roupyia. 

The qualifications demanded in men who are to be 
appointed to these offices are very similar to those in the 
Pastoral Epistles, especially in I Tim. iii and Titus i. In 
the first of these cases presbyter does not occur, in the 
second it is evident that the presbyter and bishop are the 
same person. In Timothy, too, a¢iAdpyupos and Sedoxipao- 
pévos occur, as here. 

There has been a very great deal of discussion over the 
word yeuporovycate. In the time of the Constitutions of the 
A postles it meant “‘ ordain,” so the compiler, when adapting 
the Didache here, used instead mpoyetpicacbe with the meaning 
“appoint.” In the New Testament, in Acts xiv, 23, the word 
isused. There we read (Paul and Barnabas) yetporovijaavres Sé 
abrois mpeoBurépous kat’ exxAnotay, mpocevédpevor were VNOTELOV, 
mapélevto abrods 7H Kupiw eis év memorevdkercav. There the 
word probably means “appoint,” as it does in II Cor. 
Vill, 19, xetporovnbels ind trav éxkAnodv ovvéxSnuos Hudv, 
etc. This is its meaning also in Ign., ad Phil. X, 1, ad 
Smyrn. XI, 2, ad Polyc. VII, 2. In Apost. Canon. I, 
in A. C. VI, 17, VII, 46, VIII, 4, 5, and Ps. Clem. ad Jac. 
II, and in most later writers it means “ ordain,” having 
taken the meaning of éiBeois yeupdv in the Pastoral Epistles. 
In the New Testament the Seven are ordained by the 
Apostles, Paul and Barnabas by the prophets and teachers 
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at Antioch, Timothy by Paul. Timothy was told to lay 
hands suddenly on no one. We are not told in Acts xiv, 23 

whether Paul and Barnabas ordained the presbyters. 
Similarly here, if xetporovioare means elect or appoint, we 
have only the popular choice mentioned, not the ordination. 
This choice was stressed by the Egyptian Church Order, its 
necessity was urged by Cyprian, it made Augustine and 
Ambrose bishops against their will. Do the Acts in xiv, 23 
in the case of presbyters and the Didache in the case of 
bishops and deacons require no ordination? Some hold that 
in Acts Paul and Barnabas chose men pointed out by God 
by their spiritual gifts, and so no extra endowment with 
the spirit in ordination was needed. This does not seem to 
be the point of view of Clement in I Clem. XL-XLIV. For 

him the authority of the minister depends not on his 
spiritual gifts, but on his due appointment by the apostles. 
This must, I think, be the implication of Acts xiv, 23, where 

the apostles appointed, and presumably ordained, the pres- 
_ byters. In Did. XV, derived as it is from the Pastorals 
where Timothy ordains, it is peculiar that no ordination is 
mentioned. It may, however, be implied as a recognised 
thing, and the Didache seems to be addressed not to the 
clergy, but to the people. 

The chief difficulty of the chapter is the statement that 
the bishops and deacons perform the Aceiroupyia of the 
prophets and teachers. 

(iv) In chapters X,7, XI, and XIII we hear of apostles, 
prophets and teachers. The apostles of XI, 3-6 are not 
the Twelve. This is no difficulty. Tertullian called the 
Seventy ‘‘ apostles,” to Clement of Alexandria Barnabas 
was always an apostle, in Romans xvi, 7 we hear of Androni- 
cus.and Junias émionuor ev trois dmoorddos. Paul himself 
claimed to be an apostle. In I Cor. xv, 7 we hear of an 
appearance of the risen Christ to the Twelve, then to all 
the Apostles. In II Cor. x-xiii we hear of false apostles. 

If there were other apostles than the Twelve, such a claim 

would be possible, but not otherwise. An apostle in the 

Didache is to be received as the Lord; he is to stay in any 

one place no more than two days at the most. If he stays 
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longer he is a false prophet. If he asks for money he is a 
false prophet, and when he leaves a house he is to take 
only enough food to last him till he reaches his night’s 
lodging. 

The apostle in the, Didache is indeed a lay figure. He 
occurs only in these few sentences and in the title. He is 
given pre-eminence above the prophet and teacher, but 
nothing is said about him. He cannot settle in any place. 
When we come to the prophet, the situation is very different. 
The prophet is an object of very real interest to the writer 
of the Didache. He may dispense with the prayers of 
Did. IX and X and is allowed to edyapioretv doa OAc. To 
test or examine a prophet speaking in the Spirit is a sin 
against the Holy Ghost which, according to Matt. xii, 31, 
cannot be forgiven. However, a prophet must have the 
behaviour of the Lord. Not everyone who speaks in the 
spirit is a prophet. If one orders a meal in the spirit, he 
must not eat of it. If he does, he is a false prophet. A 
prophet’s teaching and his life must correspond. In some 
cases a prophet is not to be followed by the people. This 
is when he is zrowv eis pvoTHptov KoopiKov exKAnatas, p17) didao- 
kwv d€ movetv. Of this enigmatic passage there are more 
explanations than commentators. We will discuss it in a 
note later. The prophet may ask for money to be given 
to others who are in want, but not to himself. In chapter 
XIII it is said that a prophet, if he is true and wants to 
settle among you, is worthy of his food, a quotation from 
Matt. x, 10 which is also quoted in I Cor. ix, 13, 14 and 
I Tim. v, 17, 18. Therefore, says the Didache, you must 

take your first-fruits and give them to the prophets, for 
they are your high priests, but if there is no prophet, they 
must be given to the poor. There is thus real evidence of. 
an interest in the prophet in the Didache. It is at times 
rather incoherent—for example, a prophet must not be 
tested, and yet he is to be judged by his ways, he is to be 
followed when, he teaches, but not when he is zrodv els pvo- 
THhpLov KoopiKOV THS ekkAnoias. Harnack’s statement that a 
prophet is a wandering minister is an assumption. Chap. 
XII of the Didache, which is an insertion in, the account of 
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the prophets, déals with wandering Christians, and the 
apostle is a wandering missionary. The teacher and the 
prophet, we are told, may settle down, so perhaps 
the assumption is a just one. 

| With the teacher the Didache is as little concerned as 

_ with the apostle. He is mentioned in XIII, 2 and XV, 1 
and 2 only. In the first case it is said: “ Likewise a true 
teacher is himself worthy, like the workman, of his food ’’; 

in the second the Ae:rovpyia of prophets and teachers is 
mentioned; in the third prophets and teachers are said to 
be the honourable men within the community. 

The Didache thus has a trinity of apostle, prophet and 
teacher. The three classes are described, but never named 

together. We hear of apostles and prophets in Did. XI, 3, 
of prophets and teachers in XV, 1-2. It has been thought 
that these three classes were different from the bishops and 
deacons, in being ministers of the whole Church and endowed 

_ with a special spiritual charisma, and so are called the 
. “charismatic ministry.’’ Finding the three here, it was 

natural to look elsewhere to see where they occur. In the 
New Testament there are two special places, I Cor. xii, 28 
and Eph. iv, 11. In the first we read: ‘‘ God has set some 

‘in the church, first apostles, secondly prophets, thirdly 
teachers, then miracles, then gifts of healing, helps, govern- 
ments, divers kinds of tongues.’ In the second case it is 
said that “‘ Christ gave some to be apostles; and some 
prophets; and some evangelists; and some pastors and 
teachers for the perfecting of the saints.’’ In each of these 
cases we see a divine origin ascribed to the various classes. 
In the first of these apostle, prophet and teacher are dis- 
tinguished from the others by being arranged numerically, 
“first, second, third,’’ and by the use of personal titles and 
not of abstract nouns. In the second case the order is 
disturbed: now evangelists and pastors come between 
prophets and teachers. In only two other cases does any- 
thing like this list occur again. In Ps. Clem. Homily XI, 35 
we are told that the teaching of an apostle, a prophet or a 
teacher must agree with that of James. In the Martyrdom 
of Polycarp, chapter XVI, we do not get a list like this, 
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but there is a curious parallel in the description of Polycarp 
as an ‘‘ apostolic and prophetic teacher.”’ 

Two of the three often occur together. For example, in 
Acts xiii, I there are prophets and teachers at Antioch, in 
Hermas, Sim. IX, xv, 4 we hear of the forty prophets and 

teachers of the preaching of the Son of God and in Ps. 
Clement I, de Virg. XI, 4, 10 we hear of the same two. In 
I Tim. ii, 7, Paul describes himself as kfpv€ Kai amdorodos, 
SuSdoxados ebvav. In Hermas, Vis. III, v, I is a list of 

apostles and bishops and teachers and deacons, four of the 
Didache’s five. In Hermas Sim. IX, xvi, 5 the forty 

prophets and teachers of Sim. IX, xv, 4 have become 
apostles and teachers. In Clem. Alex., Stvom. I, vii, 6, 

103, apostles and teachers are mentioned together. 
These are the only cases in which all three of the Didache’s 

three classes are mentioned together, and in not many 
other cases do any two often occur together. Outside the 
New Testament, we see, the three occur together only once, 

in Ps. Clement. It is in Acts xiii, 11 that prophets and 
teachers are said to be Aevtoupyoéyres at Antioch. “‘ Apostles 
and prophets ” is a phrase found twice in the New Testament 
in Luke xi, 49 and Rev. xviii, 20. 

There is plenty of evidence for the existence of apostles, 
prophets and teachers. Apostles, of course, are mentioned 

often with honour in the New Testament by Paul and the 
Apocalypse. We find them oftenin Hermas. They appoint 
their successors in Clement of Rome. There is no need to 
question the existence of apostles, but they seem to have 
disappeared early, and the Didache is very little interested 
in them. Wandering evangelists, the nearest equivalent of 
apostles, seem, according to Eusebius, to have disappeared 

with Panteznus, and he was a survival of an older order. 

Teachers are found in Acts, in Paul and in Hermas. Poly- 
carp was a “ teacher,” so was Origen, over whose ordination 
at Cesarea there was such discussion. In the Passio Per- 
petue Aspasius was a “ presbyter doctor,” like the “ teaching 
presbyters ’’ of I Tim. v, 17, who deserve a double reward. 

1 Philastrius, Her. 49, says of the Montanists, “et separant se a 
catholica ecclesia propter illos suos pseudoprophetas et falsos doctores.”’ 
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Harnack saw in the “lector” of the Church Orders the 
charismatic teacher of the Didache, whose position above 
or below the deacon and subdeacon varies in the Orders. 
It is highest in the Apostolic Church Order. The prophet, 
of course, was an object of great honour to Paul in I Corin- 
thians, and_to the Church in the Apocalypse and in the 
persons of Agabus and the four daughters of Philip the 
Deacon. Hermas was a prophet, and we find prophets 
sitting on a bench like a regularly constituted order in Her- 
mas, Vis. III, 1, 8, 9. In the Apostolic Church Order one 

of three presbyteresses has to wait for visions. Ignatius 
was proud of his position as a prophet. Polycarp was a 
prophetic teacher. John who wore the zéradov and wrote 
the Apocalypse was a prophet (Eus., H.E. V, 24). Celsus, 
we know, met prophets in Palestine, but Origen knew of 
none then alive. Irenzus (Her. II, 32, 4) said, od« éorw 
dpiOpov eimetv TOV xaptopdtwyv dv Kara mavTos Tob Kdéopov 7 
exkAnata wapa Peob AaBotoa . . . emiredct, pnré eLarratdoa, pyre 
eEapyupilopevn. Justin (Dial. 88) says, Kat map’ ypiv gorw 
iSetv Kat Onretas Kai dpoevas amo Tob Ilvevpatos Tod Aeod yapio- 
para €yovras. The anonymous writer in Eus., H.£. V, 17, 4 
says, Seiv yap elvar ro mpodytixoy xdpiopa. ev mdon TH exKAnota 
peéxpe THS TeXelas mapovatas 6 amoatodos agéwot. Prophets 

existed as late as the time of the ‘“‘ Testamentum Domini.” 

False prophets are mentioned in the New Testament, in 

Hermas, in Justin, Dial. 82, Tertullian, de Prescr. IV, and 

Athanas. in Matt. VII, 15. Melito, we are told in Eus., 

H.E. IV, 26, 2, wrote books Iepi modireias Kat mpodnrar, 

in which we may imagine rules were given for distinguishing 
| between true and false prophets. 

All of these references give us evidence for the exist- 

ence in the Church of apostles, of prophetic gifts and of 

teachers, but they do not give us any evidence of the exist- 

ence of a threefold charismatic ministry, wandering and 

preaching, settling down and well paid like that which 

Harnack and others find in the Didache. Harnack may be 

right in seeing in the lector and the exorcist of the Church 

Orders and in those with gifts of healing ‘“ charismatics ” 

absorbed into the ministry after the local officers had 
L 
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usurped the place of apostle, prophet and teacher. The 
high place of the teacher in the catechetical school at 
Alexandria may be a reminiscence of the charismatic order of 
teachers. It may be possible to see in Hermas the great 
influence of the prophets overshadowing the settled ministry 
of bishops and deacons. Streeter sees in Ignatius and John 
of Ephesus prophets who by their outstanding ability and 
influence have won for themselves the position of mon- 
archical bishops. Ignatius saw that unity under one leader 
had been the salvation of the Church of Antioch, and, 

being himself a neurotic visionary, he shows in his letters 
a monomania for episcopacy, which he tries to persuade 
other churches to accept in place of other systems. The 
chief fault, however, in all of these theories is that the 
critics start with an assumption that the early Church 
cannot have been in any respect the same in A.D. 100 as it 
was in A.D. 250. The greater number of such critics have 
built up upon the Didache alone their imposing edifice of 
a history of the ministry. The only foundation they have 
for their formal system of a charismatic ministry is the 
Didache and chance references in other writings. Even 
for Canon Streeter’s theory of a great variety of charis- 
matic, presbyterian and episcopalian ministries the keystone 
of the system is the Didache. Except for the Didache, there 
is no reference in any Catholic writing to prophets as high 
priests and as well-paid officers. Only Paul joins together 
prophet, apostle and teacher, and only then as three classes 
of Christians who have a duty to perform to the Church 

for which they are fitted by a gift from God, but who have 
not a position in the Church which entitles them to the 
material support of the Church. Modern criticism has 
shown us how fluid and varied ‘was early Christianity; its 
character, its writings, its doctrines, perhaps its organisation 
varied from place to place according to the genius of its 
followers. We do not go as far as Sohm, with his anti- 
thesis of spirit and law, but we may well refuse the rigid 
classification of spiritual gifts into the classes of the charis- 
matic ministry which Harnack and his followers would like 
to base upon the Didache. What, then, is the reason for 
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_ the Didache’s peculiar position in this matter, in its three- 

' fold series of paid apostles, prophets and teachers? Before 
_ we deal with that, we will just examine the question of the 
' Didache’s twofold ministry of bishops and deacons. 

It has been said that the New Testament, Hermas, 

I Clement and the Didache are the only evidence we have 
' for the existence of a twofold ministry of presbyter-bishops 
/ and deacons. Attempts have been made to show that the 
' early history of the Church of Alexandria shows us a similar 

state of affairs in the persistence of collegiate government 
for many years there in Alexandria after it had disappeared 
elsewhere. It is said that at one time the college of pres- 
- byters chose a bishop from among themselves and ordained 
‘him. The whole history of the Alexandrine Church is, 
' however, so wrapped in obscurity that nothing can be 
deduced from it with regard to the history of the ministry. 

' Ignatius, too, though so enthusiastic an advocate of mon- 
episcopacy, is said to have recognised the government of 
‘the Roman Church by a college of presbyters. We have 
| put aside for ever the legend of the gathering of the Apostles 
at Jerusalem to set up the various patriarchates, metro- 
politan bishoprics and bishoprics, ordaining officers for each 
area, and, as a result, there comes the problem of the origin 

' of that episcopacy which was for many centuries the uni- 
versal method of ecclesiastical government, and which was 
found in all Christendom, with the possible exception of 

_ Alexandria, at the latest by A.D. 150, when Hegesippus 
could make his lists of bishops of the various sees. Light- 
' foot and the historians of his time saw in evolution the 
clue to this puzzle; the struggles within a college of pres- 

_byters would demand the emergence of a dictator, a bishop. 
' Streeter would see the solution in the personality of great 
men like Ignatius or John of Ephesus, who would by their 

| very personality gain control of a Church. Neither of these 
two solutions gives any conclusive reason for the universal 

emergence of one form of Church Order within a very short 
. period. 

What real evidence is there for a collegiate form of 
' government? There are those early commentators men- 

' 
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tioned above who saw the identity of bishop and presbyter 
in the New Testament writings, from whom came the 
resulting theory in the Roman Catholic Church to-day that 
the three Holy Orders are priest, deacon and subdeacon. 
This was primarily due to the struggle in the time of Jerome 
in which the deacons tried to gain power greater than that 
of the priests. Before the parochial system arose the priests 
were in a very peculiar position. In the New Testament 
we hear of presbyter-bishops at Ephesus in Acts xx, 17 and | 
28, of presbyters set up by Paul and Barnabas in the 
Churches of the first missionary journey (Acts xiv, 23), of | 
the Seven at Jerusalem (Acts vi) always later called | 
“deacons,” of presbyters and apostles and of presbyters at 
Jerusalem (Acts xi, 30, xv, 6, etc.). To Philippi Paul 
writes to the bishops and deacons. In the Pastorals we 
hear of presbyter-bishops and deacons. The problem in 
the New Testament is, however, complicated by the exist- 
ence of Paul and other Apostles, of John the Elder, who 
writes his letters to the Elect Lady and to Gaius, of Timothy 
and Titus. Timothy and Titus are told to ordain, Paul set 
up presbyters, the Apostles ordained the Seven, John speaks 
like one who rules. When we come to Clement and Hermas 
we find the same thing. Thereis in J Clement considerable 
evidence of collegiate government at Rome and Corinth. 
There is no mention of a single bishop at either place, and 
the strife at Corinth over the elders, which was the occasion 

of the letter, would have been almost impossible in a Church 
ruled by a single bishop. We must, however, remember 
the passage in I Clement XL—XLIV, with its reference to 
the Apostles setting up officers and arranging for the con- 
tinuance of the system they had started. This honour 
ascribed to the Apostles is a difficulty in any theory of a 
presbyterian ministry at Rome and Corinth, and so is the} 
position of Clement himself. In Hermas he seems to have 
had a very special position, for one copy of the Shepherd 
is to be given to him for communication to other churches. 
The universal ascription of J Clement to him shows that he 
must have held some position of special authority. Simi- 
larly in Hermas there is a great deal of evidence for a pres- | 

> 
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| byterian system at Rome and for a charismatic ministry 
struggling with the presbyters and deacons, but we must 
remember that Clement was in some special position when 
the first part of the book was written and that the Mura- 
torian Canon tells us that Pius was bishop at Rome when 
the book was finally completed. It is not likely that a 
Roman document like the Muratorianum would err over so 
recent a period as the episcopacy of Pius. 

Thus, whatever the explanation of the transition from 
the ministry of the time of the Apostles to the episcopal 
system, it does not seem that outside the Didache there is 
any evidence for a movement which included the disappear- 
ance of a universal threefold charismatic ministry and the 
emergence from a local twofold ministry of the fully-fledged 
threefold episcopal system. The Didache could be a docu- 
ment showing the transition just taking place, the sole 
survivor of the literature of this transitional period. This 
may be so, but such an assumption demands the wrenching 
from its true meaning of the evidence of other documents 
we now possess. If the Didache does not come from some 
church outside what we know of the Catholic Church, then 

it does not fit into the pattern of early Christianity pre- 
sented to us by other documents of fairly well-known 
authorship and origin. Moreover, we have seen that the 
date of origin demanded for the Didache by the relationship 
between the Didache and Hermas, Barnabas and the 

Didascalia is comparatively late in the second century. If 
that be true, it is unlikely that a primitive state of affairs 
would last to such a period in any part of the Church. 
Commuinications then were very good. Hegesippus travelled 
all over the Christian world, the Christians of Gaul write 

to Rome. Rome wrote to Corinth, Dionysius of Corinth to 

many churches, Clement of Alexandria travelled to South 
Italy, Marcion came from Pontus to Rome, Justin and 

Tatian had visited Rome. At that time we know of the 
state of the greater part of the Church from well-authenti- 
cated sources. Synods, we learn from Tertullian, were held 
in Greece and could order special days of fasting. They 
were held in Asia to discuss the problem of Montanism. 
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In these circumstances it is difficult to see where, in Catholic 

, 

/ | 
| 
| 

} 

circles, such a system as the Didache describes could be in | 
existence, especially as the wandering ministry demands a 
fairly widespread area in which to operate. We are told 
that the Didache may be using an old document here | 
describing more primitive conditions. It might be possible | 
for that to be the case with regard to the prayers of Did. IX _ 
and X, but not with regard to the ministry. It is not likely | 
that the Didache was giving just a historical picture: There 
was some idea of history at this time but it was usually 
history with a purpose. Prof. Burkitt thought that it 
was at this time that there arose an interest in antiquities. 
He pointed to the reference to James’s chair in Eus., 
H.E. VII, 19, 32, 30. Julius Africanus and Hegesippus 
were writing or had written their histories, but they 
were little more than chronological tables. Tertullian 
could see some difference between the Church of the time 
of the Apostles and that of his own time, for he said that 
the words used in baptism were a little more than the 
Apostles actually ordered. This period was the period 
when the Canon was first emerging, the time when Ammonius 
and Tatian would need to make their harmonies, when 

Irenzeus stressed the fourfold character of the Gospels. It 
was also the time when the various Leucian Acts, the Apocry- 
phal Acts of the various apostles, were written. There was, 
it seems, an interest in history, but it was always an interest 
with a practical end. The Scriptures were used for the 
practical purpose of building up the Church and strengthen- 
ing existing doctrines and customs. The apocryphal acts 
were used to teach gnostic or ascetic doctrines and prac- 
tices. It would be curious, then, to find in the Didache the 

only unpractical historical document of no practical interest 
for contemporary readers except to give a useless historical 
reconstruction. The Didache must therefore have a reason 
for its existence and there must be some reason for the 
peculiarities of its ministry. ‘ 
We must first see what these are. They are: (i) a three- 

fold paid ministry of apostle, prophet and teacher, of which 
the second only is an object of any interest to the writer 
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(the prophets can settle in the community ; they can dis- 
pense with the prayers of Did. [IX and X and ecdyaporety 
doa Oédovow ; they receive the first-fruits of the community) ; 
(ii) a twofold ministry of bishops and deacons, of whose 
ordination we are not informed, and who in some way are 
substitutes for the prophets and teachers. 

It is no use finding explanations of these peculiarities in 
the ministries of the Eustathians, Paulicians, Waldensians 
or Irvingites. The date of the Didache makes this im- 
possible, and the Didache is certainly no forgery of any 
date, whether medieval or modern. There is too much real 
evidence for its existence as a real document of the early 
Church. Now, two people who put the Didache at an early 
date connect it indirectly with Montanism. One of these 
two is Rendel Harris, who says, ‘“‘ And in fact the New 

Testament, read in the light of the Teaching says this very 
thing: it comes down to meet Montanism by showing the 
sense that is to be attached to the primitive apostolate and 
prophetic order.’’ Leaving aside the phrase ‘‘ Read in the 
light of the Teaching,’’ which raises the Didache to a posi- 
tion of unnecessary importance, we see that Rendel Harris 
considers that the Didache, in its charismatic ministry, 

- points out the features of New Testament Christianity which 
Montanism successfully revived. Knox, in the passage 
quoted above, from his St. Paul and the Church of Jerusalem, 
says that Montanism must have followed fairly closely the 
fashion of the Apostolic period and that the Teaching gives 
“a surprisingly probable account’’ of the primitive non- 
Pauline communities. 

In these opinions there is one assumption, that Montanism 
represents an anachronistic survival, or an antiquarian 
revival of primitive Christianity. This the Montanists did 
not themselves believe, and Labriolle, the historian of Mon- 

tanism, rejected this point of view. The early Church of 
the New Testament period seems never to have considered 
prophets, apostles and teachers to be a fixed ministry to 
be paid by the community. Paul may quote the saying 
that a “‘ labourer is worthy of his hire’’ in connection with 
the apostle or teacher, but never with the prophet. Mon- 
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tanists claimed that Montanism was an extension of, not 

a revival of, the New Testament Church. 
It has been thought that the Didache is unfavourable to 

Montanism because it gives rules for discerning between 
good and bad prophets, and because it orders bishops and 
deacons to be set up. It is therefore said that this 
anti-Montanist document shows how Montanism was an 
exaggerated form of ordinary Christianity which at some 
time had these prophets who were not to be questioned by 
the people. There are two mistakes here. The Montanist 
prophets seem sometimes to have been limited to three, 
to Montanus, Priscilla and Maximilla. Maximilla prophesied 
that after her there would be no further prophet, a state- 
ment which is ridiculed in Eusebius and Epiphanius. At 
first the movement seems to have been limited in its prophets 
to these three, and only later to have become the enthusi- 
astic revivalist sect we imagine it to be. Tertullian does 
admit other prophets. He accepts the visions of Per- 
petua and Saturus, of the sister who saw a disembodied 
soul and announced its material character. We are told of 
Theodotus in Eus.,H.E. V, xvi, 14, who seems to have been one 

of the Montanist prophets, and died when he fell after trying 
to fly in the air. The belief that Montanus received the 
fullness of the Paraclete must have been a bar to the accept- 
ance of too many prophets. There is a tombstone, the 
inscription of which is quoted in Labriolle, La Crise Mon- 

taniste, which has the Trinity ‘‘ Father, Son and Montanus.”’ 

If, then, the number of prophets were limited, there would 

be no reason why the Montanists should not require rules 
for distinguishing between good and bad prophets, especially 
when we see how the sect quickly broke up into Tascodragites 
and Quintillianists and so on. We only know the Catholic 
writers who classed all prophets remotely connected with 
Montanism as “false prophets.’’ We do not know the 
interior divisions of the movement, though Tertullian does 
speak in his adv. Marcionem of false prophets. 

The second mistake is to say that the Montanists sus- 
pended the historical threefold ministry and replaced it by 
the ministry of prophets. Later the law books of the 
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fourth, fifth and sixth centuries tell us of Montanist bishops, 

priests and deacons. Lietzmann in his history of the Early 
Church, vol. II, page 200, says, ‘‘ Es ist also nicht richtig, 
wenn mann den Montanismus wesentlich als eine Reaction 
der urchristliche Geistestrager gegen das sich entfallende 
Amt wertet : er hat die Gemeindeleitung durch die bekann- 
ten “Wahlamten’ der Episcopen, Presbyter und Diakonen 
mitgemacht oder gedenfalls spater angenommen, ohne darin 
einen Abfall von seinen Grundsatzen zu sehen.’’ Lietzmann 
is right. In none of the early evidence concerning Montanism 
do we find any reference to peculiarities in connection with 
the ministry except the payment of those who proclaim the 
Gospel. In the Passio Perpetua, for example, which, 

if not originally Montanist, is accepted by Tertullian as 
such, we read in chapter III of Tertius and Pomponius, 
“benedicti diaconi.’”’ In chapter XIII we read, “Et 
exivimus et vidimus ante fores Optatum episcopum ad 
dexteram et Aspasium presbyterum doctorem ad sinistram.”’ 
These two are addressed in these words, ‘“‘ Non tu es papa 
noster et tu presbyter.’ In the same chapter we read, 
“ Dixerunt illis angeli: ‘Sinite illos refrigerent; et si 
quas habetis inter vos dissensiones dimittite vobis invicem,’ 
et conturbaverunt eos. Et dixerunt Optato: ‘Corrige 
plebem tuam, quia sic ad te conveniunt quasi de circo 
redeuntes et de factionibus certantes,’’’ Tertullian in his 
de Pudicitia attacks the ‘ Pontifex maximus’’ for his 
edictum, ‘“‘Ego et meechie et fornicationis delicta peni- 
tentia functis dimitto.’’ He refuses permission to the 
bishops to pardon grave offences, but he says in the same 
treatise, chapter XVII, “‘ Quod si clementiam Dei ignoran- 
tibus adhuc et infidelibus competit, utique et peenitentia ad 
se clementiam invitat, salva illa penitentiz specie post 
fidem que aut levioribus delictis veniam ab episcopo con- 
sequi poterit aut majoribus et irremissibilibus a Deo solo.”’ 
As Labriolle says, Tertullian after he became Montanist still 
retained his faith in the bishops as the legitimate rulers of 
the Church and as ‘‘ agents exécutifs des officia discipline.”’ 
Ambrosiaster, Comm. in Ep. I, ad Tim. III, says that “’ Cata- 

phryge erroris occasionem captantes propter quod post 
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diaconos mulieres alloquitur (1.e. Paul) etiam ipsas diaconas 
ordinari debere vana presumptione defendunt.’’ Similarly 
Epiphanius, Panarion, XLIX, says of the Quintillianists, 
€miokomot te Tap avtois yuvaikes Kal mpeoBTepot yuvaiKes 
Kat Ta GAAa. The Codex Theodosianus XVI, v. 34, speaks of 

‘““Eunomiane superstitionis Clerici seu Montaniste.’’ The 
Codex Justianus I, v. 20, refers to rév Kadovpéevwv adrav 
TATpLapYwV Kal KoWWaV 7 emiaKdTTwY 7) TpeaBuTepwr 7) SiaKovey 
} dAAwv KAnpikav. Jerome, in his Epist. 41, says, ‘‘ Apud nos 
apostolorum locum episcopi tenent; apud eos episcopus 
tertius est. Habent enim primos de Pepusa Phrygiz 
patriarchas, secundos quos appellant cenonos, atque ita in 
tertium, id est peene ultimum, gradum episcopi devolvuntur.”’ 
In Augustine we hear of Tertullianist presbyters. 

Thus in Montanism we find the usual ministry of the 
Church, at first perhaps in the background, and finally com- 
bined with special officers called patriarchs and “‘ cenones.”’ 
It is probable that when Montanism first arose there were 
only the three chief orders in the Catholic Church with no 
patriarchs and metropolitans. These arose later, and the 
Montanists imitated them with their patriarchs at Pepusa 
and their “cenones.”’ It cannot be that at first the Mon- 
tanists rejected the episcopal system. Tertullian did not, 
nor did the martyrs Perpetua and Felicitas and their friends. 
It would not be likely that a schismatic body would welcome 
back into its midst things which it had rejected when it 
first broke with the main body of the Church. Moreover, 
no one till the time of Ambrosiaster and Epiphanius attacks 
the Montanists for any peculiarity in their ministry, and 
then only for their admission of women to Holy Orders and 
for their two peculiar higher ranks. Had there been any 
peculiarity before it would have been seized upon, for those 
who attacked Montanism found only too few points which 
they could reasonably brand as errors in the doctrines of 
the sect: 

Thus it is no argument against the Didache’s connection 
with Montanism that it gives rules to distinguish good from 
bad prophets nor that it has a ministry of bishops and 
deacons. Montanism alone honoured a prophet and paid 
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him as well as does the Didache and could be said to have 
a ministry of prophets. It becomes necessary, however, to 
explain (a) why the Didache has apostles and teachers as 
well as prophets, and (b) why it has no presbyters. It is 
simpler to deal with the second of these questions first. 

(0) Though the Didache is a Montanist document, it 
deals with the Church Order in an archaistic way. It pro- 
fesses to be the Apostles’ version of our Lord’s teaching to 
the Gentiles, and in order to give some appearance of truth 
to the title the writer, as we have seen, compiles the Didache 

from various apostolic sources. Chief among these is the 
New Testament. There, as we saw above, only the Pastorals 

give us any hint of what sort of man is required for a 
bishop or deacon. In the Didache they are to be zpaeis, 
adidapytpous, adyOeis and Sedoxusacuévovs and déiovs rob 
xupiov. InI Tim. III, the bishop must be adiAdpyupos, as the 
deacon must be od« aicypoxepdyjs. The bishop must be émueuxijs, 
apaxyos and pt) wAnKrys, which resembles the zpacis of the 
Didache. The officers of the Didache must be SeSoxinacpeévor, 
the deacons Timothy has to Soxipaler. ddAnfets and aétous 
Tob Kupiod is a good summary of the other qualifications 
demanded by the Pastoral Epistles. The reference to the 

~ ministry of prophets and teachers is certainly derived from 
Acts xiii, where prophets and teachers were Ae:toupyodvtes 
at Antioch, and in I Tim. iii we are told that the bishop 
must be éidaxrixds. That the bishops and deacons must 
not be despised may be a way of expressing what is said in 
Hebrews xiii, 7, ‘‘ Remember your leaders who spake unto 

you the word of God,”’ and I Thess. v, 12, epwrdpev dé buds 
eldévat Tods KoTL@VTas ev Duiv Kal mpotoTapevous tudv ev Kupiw 
Kal vovbetobvras byds, Kal Hyeta0ar adrovs brepeKrepioaod ev 
ayarn Sua To épyov adtdv. The retiunuéevor of the Didache 
may be derived from these passages and be like the 7yovpevoe 
of Hebrews. This command, too, would be only natural 

when addressed to Montanists, who honoured prophets so 
highly and attacked Catholic bishops so vigorously for their 
refusal to accept the ‘‘ New Prophecy.” 

The Didache uses the New Testament in order to frame 
its regulations concerning the ministry, and we find in the 
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New Testament two classes, presbyter-bishops and deacons. 
The chief source of the Didache is I Tim. iii, in which pres- 
byters are not mentioned, and so we find merely bishops 
and deacons in Did. XV. This does not mean that the 
Didache knows only a presbyterian form of Church govern- 
ment, for it is supposed to be the words of the Apostles and 
in I Clem. XL-XLIX the Apostles seem to have been con- 
sidered bishops. Tertullian considers the bishops as the 
successors of the Apostles, and so does Ireneus. Hippo- 
lytus’s Church Order, according to the Verona Fragments 
in the prayer for the ordination of a bishop, expresses the 
same opinion. The Didache, then, for all its seeming 

primitive presbyterianism, may well be an archaising method 
of describing the threefold ministry of Montanist times, if 

the writer is in any way trying to carry out what the title 
of the work professes to be—namely, the Apostles’ teaching 
for the Gentiles. 

(a) The same explanation may solve the problem of the 
occurrence in chapters X, 7, XI and XIII of the Didache 
of apostles and teachers alongside the Montanist prophets. 
We have seen that apostles, prophets and teachers occur in 
I Cor. xii, 28, that apostles, prophets, evangelists and teachers 

occur in Eph. iv, 11. Prophets and teachers occur in Acts 
xiii ministering at Antioch, apostles and prophets will be 
sent by Wisdom we are told in Luke xi, 49, they are the 
foundations of the Church we are told in Eph. ii, 20, to 
them is revealed the mystery of Christ we are told in Eph. 
ili, 5, they are mentioned in Rev. xviii, 20. If, then, the 

writer of the Didache saw these three together in the New 
Testament, if he honoured the prophet very highly and knew 
of honour due to apostles and teachers, would he not add 
regulations concerning apostles and teachers, even though 
in a very cursory manner, when dealing with his main theme, 
with prophets, in order to conform to the New Testament ? 
This is what we find in these chapters in the Didache. 
All the material, almost without exception, is derived from 

the New Testament. Thus the permission in Did. X, 7 
for the prophets to give thanks as much as they will is 
probably derived from I Cor. xiv, 16, where we hear of 

oe 

| 
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blessing (edAoyetv) in the spirit. Montanist prophets were 
freed from most regulations. I Cor. xiv allows them to 
“bless,” so here they may edyapioretv as much as they will. 
As we have seen elsewhere the Didache likes to change 
the words of the source it uses, so it employs not eddoyeiv, 
but edyapioreiy here. 

When we come to Did. XI, 1 and 2, the probable source is 
the Johannine literature, especially II Johng, 10. «aradtoat 
is probably used consciously as a contrast to the Pauline 
word oixodopeiv, the two words occurring together in Gal. 
uu, 18. The command to “receive him as the Lord”’ is 
probably derived from II John 10; ‘“ Do not receive him 
into your house,” from John xiii, 20, ‘‘ Whosoever receives 

the man I send receives me,” _and from Matt. x, 40, ‘‘ He 
that receives you receives me.’ 

= The doypa TOU evayyeAtou of Did. XI, 3 is probably the 

speech of our Lord in sending out the Twelve and the 
Seventy in Matt. x, Luke ix and x, combined with other 
New Testament material. Thus the saying that an apostle 
is to be received as the Lord is from Matt. x, 4o. The 
command that he should not stay in one place more than a 
day or two contradicts the Pauline practice, but it may 
be derived from the Matthean order that an apostle must 
stay in one house till he leaves the town, and that would 
only be for a short time, as the End was so close. According 
to Matthew the Twelve were to have no money or property, 
for they are “ like a labourer, worthy of their food’’ (Matt. x, 
10), and according to Luke the Seventy are to have no 
money, but to eat what is set before them in the house 
where they lodge (Luke x, 8). So here the apostle is not 
to ask for money, but to receive food only. An apostle 
who breaks these regulations is not a false apostle, but a 
false prophet. evdardarodos occurs in the New Testament 
only in II Cor. xi, 13, while pevdorpodrrys occurs often. 

The apostle of the Didache, for all his eminence, is a very 
unreal figure. We are told nothing about him, nor are we 
about the teacher, except that he is worthy of his food, is 
one of the reryuqpevor of the community and performs a 
Aevroupyia. This last is, of course, derived from Acts xiii, I 
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and from the Aevrovpyia of prophets and teachers there 
mentioned. We have mentioned the teaching presbyter 
of I Timothy who deserves a double reward, and in the same 
book it is said that those who are employed in spreading 
the Gospel should live by the Gospel. These passages, 
combined with the universal honour paid to teachers, may 
be the source of the regulations here. 

The descriptions of apostles and teachers in the Didache 
are very vague. They are derived from the New Testa- 
ment, which itself is vague, and they deal with figures of 
-whom there are none contemporary with the writer. When 
we come to the prophet it is different. The regulations 
are derived from the New Testament and are often contra- 
dictory, but they deal with someone in whom the writer 
is vitally interested, as if prophets were a contemporary 
problem. It is very easy to see the sources of these chapters. 
Did. XI, 7 contradicts I Cor. xiv, 29, I John iv, 1 and I Thess. 
v, 21. In the first of these Paul tells the Corinthians to let 

two or three prophets speak and the rest to test them 
(dvaxpwvérwoav) ; in the second John says, “ Do not believe 
every spirit, but test the spirits, if they are of God”; in 
the third Paul says, “Quench not the spirit, despise not 
prophesyings, but test all.’ The Didache may, in the 
interests of Montanism, intend to contradict these passages. 
It may support itself by saying that of dAXor of I Cor. xiv, 
29 means “ the rest of the prophets,’’ who may test, and 
not the laity. Moreover, the early chapters of I Corinthians 

_say that the things of the spirit are beyond comprehension 
(I Cor. ii, 6-16). I Thess. v, 20 says, “‘ Quench not the 
Holy Spirit, despise not prophesyings,’’ and this may be 
used to support the Didache’s contention that prophets 
are not to be tried (zewpdéfew) or tested (Staxpivew). The 
second half of this section—that to test the prophets is to 
sin against the Holy Spirit and this cannot be forgiven— 
is derived from Matt. xii, 31. Only here is this difficult 
saying of Christ used in this sense, though Epiphanius uses 
it concerning the Alogoi, who, from fear of accepting false 
prophets, accepted none, and so rejected the Johannine 
writings with their promise of the Paraclete. Did. XI, 8 
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contradicts the previous section, in that we are told that not 
all who speak in spirit are prophets, unless they have the 
behaviour of the Lord. By their ways the true and the 
false prophets are distinguished. This is derived probably 
from Matt. xii, 33 and Matt. vii, 16, in both of which cases 
there are references to the spirit or to prophets. A some- 
what similar distinction is made in I John iv, 1-6. Apol- 
lonius in Eus., H.E. V, xviii, 8 refers to Matt. xii, 33 and 

Matt. vii, 16 in connection with the false prophets of 
Montanism. Did. XI, 9 is not so clear in meaning. It 
reads, ‘‘ And no prophet who orders a meal in spirit shall 
eat of it: otherwise he is a false prophet.’’ The Greek 
of the first half is, kat ms apodyrns dpilwy tpamelav ev 
mvevpat. od dayetar an’ adris. In the MS. we have 6 pilwyv. 
Gordon conjectured 6 pefwv, a Homeric word for sacrifice, 
which is not very likely to be the true reading. The Coptic 
reads, ‘‘ Who putteth a table down,” the Ethiopic, ‘““ Who 

orders a table,’’ so that dpi{wv is probably the true reading. 
The derivation of this is very likely II Pet. 11, 13 or Jude 12, 
with the references to those “ revelling in their love-feasts, 
while they feast with you ”’ and to those “ who are hidden 
rocks in your love-feasts when they feast with you.” These 
are false teachers and prophets. ctpdzefav is put here in 

‘the place of dydan, for we have the rpdmeCar of the meals 
for widows in Acts vi, 2 and the tpdzeCa of the Lord and 
of devils in I Cor. x, 21. The writer of the Didache likes to 

replace words in his quotations with words from other 
parts of the New Testament. Did. XI, 10 is very like section 

8, and it is derived from Matt. v, 19 and Matt. xxiii, 13. 
In the first of these, as here, there is a reference to teach- 

ing. There is on page 173 a special note on Did. XI, 11, 
and it will be sufficient here to refer to the pvarjpuov péya of 
Eph. v, 32. Did. XI, 12 forbids a prophet to ask for money. 
In Eus., H.E. V, xviii, 4, it is said, “‘ Does not all Scripture 

seem to you to forbid a prophet from receiving gifts and 
money,” and K. Lake says this is a reference to the Didache. 
This is not likely, for it is more likely that Apollonius, when 
attacking Montanism, as quoted by Eusebius, and the 
Didache refer to the same parts of the New Testament. 
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The covetousness of the false teachers of II Peter and Jude, 

the ravenous nature of the false prophets of Matt. vii, 15, | 

the covetousness of the false teachers of the Pastorals— 
all these things give the writer of the Didache a reason 
for forbidding prophets to ask for money. 

Chapter XII of the Didache deals with travelling Christians | 
and is an insertion in the account of the ministry. Its con- | 
tacts with the New Testament have been dealt with elsewhere. 

Chapter XIII, except for one section, deals with the pay- 
ment of prophets.1. They are to be given the first-fruits — 
of the community. The one section is the second which 
says, ‘‘ Likewise a true teacher is himself worthy, like the 

workman, of his food.” This is derived probably from 
Matt. x, 10 and I Tim. 17, 18. In the former the worker, 

the apostle, is worthy of his food, in the second the teach- 
ing presbyter deserves a double reward. The permission 
accorded to a prophet or a teacher to settle down in a com- 
munity and be supported by the Church is derived probably 
from Acts xili, I and 2, with its reference to prophets and 
teachers at Antioch, and from I Cor. ix, 14, “‘ So the Lord 

appointed that those who proclaim the Gospel should live 
from the Gospel.’’ Paul claimed the right for himself and 
other apostles to be supported by the contributions of the 
faithful, but in II Thess. i1i he commands that all Christians 

must be workers, not beggars. 
Did. XIII, 3-7 arranges for the payment of prophets by 

the contributions of first-fruits, and if there is no prophet, 
for the gift of the first-fruits to the poor. The chapter 
contains two difficulties, (a) the statement that the prophets 
are your high-priests dpyvepets, and (b) the command that the 
first-fruits of money and clothes must be taken as seems best 
to you, and given according to the commandment. With 
regard to the first of these difficulties, there seems to be no 
parallel, unless A.C. II, 25 supplies one. There it is said that 
the bishops, the Christian high-priests, are prophets and 
mediators to the people. A source of the statement in the 
Didache and the Apostolic Constitutions may be found in 

1 We may note that the translator of the Georgian replaces prophets by 
“ theologi.’”” He knows of no well-paid prophets. - 



THE DIDACHE AND THE MINISTRY 171 

Exod. vii, I where Aaron, the great high-priest, is to be the 

prophet, or mouthpiece, of Moses. A. Robinson in J.TH.S., 
Vol. XXXV, finds the source of the statement in John xi, 51, 

where it is said that Caiaphas prophesied ‘ being high- 
priest that year.’”’ He thinks that Caiaphas’s prophecy is 
employed in Did. IX, 4. This is possible, though not very 
probable. Acts xiii, where we hear of prophets Aevroupyoivres, 
and I Cor. xiv, 16, where we hear of a evAoyia in the spirit, 

may be the source, especially when the eucharist has been 
called a sacrifice through the words of Mal. i, 11, 14 being 
applied to it. All of these things may have contributed to 
persuade the Montanist author of the Didache to call the 
prophets 1 he honours so much “ your high-priest.’”’ Then 
he would follow Paul’s words in I Cor. ix, 13, 14, that those 

who serve the altar share with the altar and that the Lord 
ordained that those who preach the Gospel should live by 
the Gospel. Thus it would be natural to apply tothe prophets 
the Old Testament rules concerning first-fruits and Paul’s 
reference to the Lord who é:éra&e would be the reason for the 
use of the word évroAy. 

This is all that the Didache has concerning the ministry. 
It can be seen that the greater part of the wording and of the 
various regulations are derived from the New Testament, 
but that the things described are not the things of the New 
Testament. There are only presbyter-bishops and deacons 
because the New Testament has only these, but the Apostles, 
whose teaching the Didache is, can be considered the real 
bishops. The literary date of the Didache is against any 
chance of a twofold ministry existing at the time it was 

written. Similarly apostles, prophets and teachers are 

described because Paul talks of all these, but only the 

prophet is a living person here, the others have only been 

added to conform to the New Testament. Though New 

Testament descriptions, words and phrases are used, the 

paid prophet receiving the first-fruits as his due and not as 

1 We are told that the Eustathians paid their first-fruits to ascetics. 

They were a conservative and retrogressive sect. This is said to be a 

practice parallel to the practice of the Didache, but the ascetics do not 

receive the first-fruits as their salary to which they have a right as do the 

prophets of the Didache. 
M : 
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alms is not a New Testament person. The prophet paid : 
and beyond criticism is a Montanist, and not a primitive 
figure. Apollonius in Eus., H.E. V, xviii, referred to by 
Jerome, de Vir. III, XL, attacks the Montanists who pro- 

vided salaries for those who preach the doctrine of Mon-_ 
tanus, whose prophetesses received gold and silver and | 
expensive clothes, whose prophets have taken gifts. Mon- 
tanist prophets were well paid and highly honoured. They 
and the bishops and deacons could be said to do the same | 
work, especially with regard to pardoning. Apollonius 
asks, “‘ Does the prophet absolve the martyr of robbery? ” 
Tertullian apparently allows the Bishops in de Pud. XVIII, 
17 to pardon small faults, but elsewhere reserves the right 
of pardoning to those who have received the Paraclete. 
There would be in Montanism, too, a tendency to under- 
esteem the local authorities, the bishops and deacons. 
Perpetua, Felicitas and their companions did not, but 

others would when they compared the humdrum bishops 
with the marvellous prophets. 

In the Didache there is nothing that is contrary to Mon- 
tanism, for they would have rules to distinguish true from 
false prophets, they had an ordinary ministry of bishop, 
priest and deacon, and paid their prophets, who, if true, 
were beyond criticism. The Montanists, as Labriolle says 
quoting the Kypuyya Tezpod, claimed that odSev drep ypadhs 

Aéyowev. The writer therefore described and supported the 
ministerial chapters of the Didache with New Testament 
quotations, and this is what causes the confusion of these 
chapters. The New Testament is full of chance references | 
to various ministers and classes which the Didache brings 
together and applies to something different from what the 
New Testament knew. Rendel Harris is absolutely wrong | 
when he says that the New Testament should be read in the 
light of the Didache, for then it comes down to meet 
Montanism by showing what sense is to be attached to the 
primitive apostolic and prophetic order. The Didache is | 
Montanism dressed up in an ill-fitting New Testament garb. 
It is New Testament material not clarified, but twisted and 
perverted to suit Montanism, to whose prophetic order have 

| 
| 
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been added teachers, for teachers are universally honoured, 
and especially in the New Testament, and apostles, for there 
were apostles in the New Testament, and they are those 
whose teaching the Didache claims to be. 

ADDITIONAL NOTE 

Didache XI, 11. 

nas de mpogyrns Sedoxipacpevos, dAnOwos, ToLdv els pvaTpuov 
KOOpWUKOV EKKANOlas, 7) SLddoKWY S€ ToLEiV, daa adTos Troet, ov 
Kpiljnoerat ef budv: peta Dod yap exer THY Kplow. waadTws 
yap eToinoay Kal ot apyator mpodyrar. 

VERSIONS. Ethiopic: . . . who acts in the assembly of 
men and acts unlawfully shall not be judged by you, for 
his judgment is from God; because thus did the ancient 
prophets. 

Georgian: adds “‘ of Christ’ after éxxAyotas, and “ then”’ 
- before od KpiOyjoerat. 

Coptic, according to Homer: Every prophet true they 
having proved these which he teacheth and as he doeth 
mystery of a tradition according to good order in the 
Church they are not giving judgment against him among 
you: but his judgment is being with God: thus also they 
‘were doing, the prophets of the times. 

According to Schmidt, Z.N.2.W., 1925, p. 99, ‘?Der 
lehrt und bezeugt eine weltliche (koopixds) Uberlieferung 
in der Kirche.” 

The Greek text is therefore almost certainly correct. 
No emendations are likely to be correct. The Ethiopic 
merely paraphrases the Greek to escape any difficulties. 
The Georgian literally translates the Greek. The Coptic 
is more likely to read as Schmidt translates it, not as Horner 
does. Horner seems to suppose that the Coptic reads 
xdopuov for koopixdv. We may note that the Coptic and the 
Ethiopic omit the clause pr didoKcwy dé moveiv doa adros 
FTOLEL. 

This seems to be one of the places where the writer writes 
something for himself, and does not take it from his source. 
In all cases of this there is difficulty. Compare, for example, 
‘and you will have no enemy ”’ in Did. I, 3, odd€ yap dvvacat 
in Did. I, 4, d0ev yap 7 Kupidtyns Aadetrat, exet KUpids eoTW 
in Did. IV, 1. There are numerous explanations of these 
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passages, and there are even more of Did. XI, 11. A few 
are set out here :— 

In the Oxford Herald: a sacrament for use in this life. 
Rieks : for a worldly secret (in connection with celibacy). 
Volkmar: in Bezug auf die Ehefrau als das Abbild der 

mit der himmlischen Herrn vereinten Kirche. 
Hilgenfeld: omnis propheta verax probatus qui per 

mysterium facit ecclesias cosmicorum vel gentilium neque 
vero eas disciplinam paracleti severam docet .. . 

Harnack: agens respectu mysterii terreni_ ecclesize 
scilicet matrimonio abstinens. 

Krawutzcky: Wenn er in bezug auf die Ehe etwas | 
Weltliches und doch in der Kirche etwas Geheimnissvolles 
ist, fiir seine Person starke Dinge leistet (durch Verheirathung 
und Wiederverheirathung). 

Wiinsche: der Versammlungen zu einen Geheimniss von 
der Welt macht. 

Bonnet Mauret: exercant son corps en vue du mystére 
terrestre de l’Eglise sans imposer aux autres ses pratiques 
ascétiques. 

In the case of Hilgenfeld there are two emendations 
proposed, pay for mov and koopuxdv for Kocpikov. He 

supposes it to be a Montanist statement. The “ worldly ”’ 
are the psychici who do not accept the Paraclete. Petersen 
wants to read xéopuov, as does Horner in the Coptic. In 
view of the text supported by the versions, neither of these _ 
emendations is likely to be correct. 

The first problem presented is the case of éxxdAnoaias, 
whether it is the genitive depending on pvorypiov or the 
accusative depending on zo.dv. Hilgenfeld and Wiinsche, 
it will be seen, take the latter view. The versions generally | 
read “‘ in the Church.” 

The second problem is the pvorrjpiov Koopixdv. Hilgen- 
feld and Harnack and Bonnet-Mauret, it will be seen, think 
this refers to ascetic practices, undertaken because of the 
relationship between Christ and His Church. Krawutzcky 
and others think it refers to marriages like that of Hosea 
undertaken to express this relationship. C. Taylor refers | 
to the use of images, as for example the Brazen Serpent 
used by Moses. 

On the whole it seems that symbolic actions must be 
referred to. Ireneus says (Her. IV, 20, 2), ‘““ Non solum 
autem per visiones que videbantur et per sermones que 
preconabantur sed et in operationibus usus est prophetis 
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» ut per eos prefiguraret et premonstraret futura. Id quod 
a prophetis typice per operationem factum est ostendit 
apostolus vere factum in Ecclesia a Christo.’’ Such acts 

_ are those of Jeremiah, who buried the linen girdle and broke 
_ the pot, of Ezekiel, who shaved himself, of Hosea with his 

marriages, of Agabus, who bound himself. Such acts 
which must not be followed by the community would be 

_ those of doubtful propriety with reference to the mysterious 
relationship between Christ and the Church. Paul, in 
Eph. v, discusses human marriage and the marriage between 
Christ and the Church, and says that this is a great mystery. 
The Acts of Peter and Paul ig refer to something like this. 
There it is said, womep ex ths mAcupas Tod >Adap 7) Eva otrws 
Kal €k THs mAcupas TOO yptoTod extiobn 7% ’ExKkAnoia. Origen 

_ im Gen. III seems to support Harnack, “ Verum ecclesia 
_ Christi gratia ejus qui pro se crucifixus est roborata non 
- solum ab illicitis nefandisque cubilibus verum etiam a 

concessis et licitis temperat, tamquam iam virgo sponsa 
Christi castis et pudicis virginibus floret, quibus testamen- 

tum eternum in eorum circumcisa carne servatur.”’ 
_ Similarly Justin, Dzal. 134, applies this idea to the story 

of Jacob’s two wives. C. Taylor supports his view by 
quoting Barn. XII with the discussion there of the prophetic 
meaning of the Brazen Serpent and Justin, Dial. 94, where 
it is said of the brazen serpent hung on the tree, pvaorrpiov 
dua, TOUTOU Ws TPOePNHY EKT}|PVGGE. 

' pvoripiov means either a symbolic action or a mysterious 
truth, according as one construes éxkAyolas as the object 
of zov or the genitive of apposition with pvorrprov. 
Either meaning is possible. That the genitive is likely 
to be correct may be seen from Rom. xvi, 25-6, where the 
Church is a pvoryjprov. 

Koopukds is used in the New Testament of the earthly 
sanctuary contrasted with the heavenly pattern in Heb. 
ix, 1 and of earthly lusts in Tit. ii, 12. It is thus contrasted 
with the “‘ heavenly,” and might be more likely to mean 
here worldly but symbolic actions. In classical Greek it 
means “ universal,” and so here may mean the universal 
and mysterious truths of the Church. 

Kpiljoerar ef... This is a New Testament usage 
found in Acts xxv, 9 and I Cor. vi, 1-6. “The ancient 
prophets.” These words may, and are more likely to refer 

to prophets of the Old Testament than to such figures as 

Agabus, though both classes may be in the writer's mind. 

Hilgenfeld and Harnack think primitive Christian prophets 
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are referred to, most commentators refer the passage to the | 
Old Testament and specially to Hosea, whose marital relation- | 
ships were not to be a model to be copied. 

The general sense of the passage can easily be seen, | 
the performance by prophets when under the influence of : 

’ | the Spirit of outrageous actions of symbolic meaning is | 
not to be condemned, nor are the actions to be copied by | 
lay folk. The exact meaning of the various words is not | 
very certain. It is not likely that the practice of asceticism _ 
can be referred to, for that was usually to be copied, not | 
otherwise, in all Christian circles, and especially among the | 
Montanists. The order of the words makes it more natural _ 
to construe éxxAyoias with pvorjpiov, and so to think of the 
wonderful mysterious Church, an object of awe to the world, | 
mysteriously joined to Christ as a bride. This seems the 
most likely mystery to be referred to, though the New 
Testament talks of the mystery of the Last Day in I Cor. — 
XV, 51, of the mystery of Godliness in I Tim. iii, 16, of Evil 
and so on. This way, however, xoopixds does not retain 
its normal ecclesiastical meaning. These difficulties cannot 
be solved with any degree of finality, but they do not seem 
to affect the general sense, which is comparatively clear. 
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THE DIDACHE, THE AGAPE AND THE EUCHARIST 

THE problems raised by chapters IX, X and XIV of the 
Didache are as great as those raised by the chapters XI, 
XIII and XV, which deal with the ministry, and the position 

assigned to the Didache in discussions of the history of the 
eucharist because of these chapters is one of great importance, 
as it is in the case of the history of the ministry. For 
example, Spitta and Schweitzer say, ‘‘ Eine Abendmahls- 

auffasung nur dann Wert habe, wenn sie das Wesen hat 
der urchristlichen Feier wie es besonders in der Didache 
geschildert sei.” 

First of all we must see what the Didache has to say on } 
Christian meals, whether they are the eucharist or the/ 
agape. Chapter IX starts with the words zept dé ris edyap- 
worias, and consists of three prayers and a rubric. The 
first prayer is zrepl rod morypiov, and is a thanksgiving to God 

for the Vine of David tod zraidés cov made known through 
Jesus tod madds cov. It concludes with the doxology, coi 7 
dd€a eis tods ai@vas. The second prayer is wept tod KkAdopa- 
ros, and concludes with the same doxology. It is a thanks- 
giving for the life and knowledge made known to us through \ 
Jesus 706 maiSds cov. The last prayer is one for the Church, 
that it may be gathered together from the ends of the earth 
into the Kingdom, as the grain which composes the bread 
was gathered together after being scattered over the moun- 
tains. The doxology of this prayer is, dre cof éorw 1 ddéa 
Kal % Svvapus Sia *Inood Xpiorod eis rods aidvas. The rubric 
which closes the chapter forbids anyone to eat or drink of 
your eucharist except he be baptised. This is supported 
by a quotation from Matt. vii. 6, “ Give not that which is 
holy to the dogs.” 

The form of chapter X is very similar to this. It con- 

sists of a thanksgiving to be made after “ you are filled,” 
177 
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consisting of three prayers, ending with practically the same 
doxologies as the three prayers of chapter IX. The first 
prayer gives thanks to God for the holy name which thou 
hast made to dwell in our hearts and for the knowledge, faith 
and immortality made known to us through Jesus 6 zrais gov. 
The second gives thanks to God, who created all things for 
His Name’s sake and who gave men food and drink, for the 
spiritual food and drink and eternal light given through His 
mais. Above all, God is thanked because He is mighty. 
The third prayer, as in chapter IX, is a prayer for the 
Church, that it may be delivered from evil, perfected in God’s 
love and gathered together in holiness from the four winds 
into the Kingdom prepared for it. After these prayers come 
the following two sections: ‘ ‘ Let grace come and let this 
world pass away. Hosannah to the God of David. If any 
man be holy, let him come! if anyman be not, let him repent : 
Maran atha, Amen.’ But suffer the prophets to give thanks 
as they will.” 

In chapter XI of the Didache one sentence may refer to 
the agape or the eucharist. That is Did. XI, 9, which reads, 
“And no prophet who defines a table in a spirit shall eat of 
it: otherwise he is a false prophet.’’ If this is a reference 
to the heretics of Jude “ wallowing in their love-feasts,’’ as. 
we held above, then we have here in a prophet dpilwv 
tpdmelav a reference to the agape. 

Chapter XIV deals with the Sunday gatherings for the 
eucharistic Breaking of the Bread. This is to be preceded 
by confession of sins in order that ‘‘ your sacrifice (@vcia) 
may be pure.” No one who has a quarrel with his neighbour 
may join in the meeting till they be reconciled, for otherwise 
the sacrifice would be defiled. The chapter ends with the 
application to the sacrifice of the eucharist of the prophecy 
of Mal. i, 11, 14: “ ‘In every place and time offer me a 
pure sacrifice, for I am a great king,’ saith the Lord, ‘ and 
my name is wonderful among the heathen.’ ” 

_ The first two words of Did. XV are XELpOTOVHTATE OvV. 
Bishops and deacons, then, are to be elected either in order 
to celebrate the eucharist or to settle the disputes of the 
community. 
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We have seen elsewhere how much of his material the 
writer of the Didache has derived from the New Testament. 
It will be seen that a good deal of these chapters may come 
from the same source. In connection with Christian meals 
the New Testament uses the words kAdows dprov, Seimvov 

Kuptakov, evyaptor® and edAoya. These occur in accounts of 
the Miraculous Feedings, in the early chapters of Acts, in 
I Cor. x and xi, and in the accounts of the Last Supper. 
The Didache uses kAdoate dprov in chapter XIV, edyapiord 

_and evyapioria, and no other word. The order cup-bread at 
the beginning of chapter IX is found in I Cor. x and in the. 
supposed Western Text of Luke xxii. The usual order of 
bread-cup occurs in Did. IX, 5 and a similar change is found 
in I Cor.x and xi. The use of the word zorrjpiov for the wine 
is found in the New Testament accounts of the Last Supper 
and in I Cor. x. The mdrep judy of the prayer over the 
cup is found in the Lord’s Prayer, and Jesus is the true Vine 
in John xv, 1 and Rev. v, 5, besides in the Old Testament 

passages concerning the Messiah or Israel as the Vine of 
David. Jesus and David are given the title mats cod in 
Acts iv, 24-30, the only New Testament passage in which 
the Messiah and the Patriarch are both given this title, a 

passage, too, used again in chapter X of the Didache. 
yvwpilw is a word often used by S. Paul and S$. John. 
Thus the greater part of this prayer could have been derived 
from the New Testament, and it is the same with the 

prayer over the bread. «xAdoya is used in the plural in the 
accounts of the Miraculous Feedings, but only here and in 
Hippolytus is it used again. (w1).cal yvdors, for which gifts 
thanks are given in this prayer, are the themes of John vi 
and xvii, since they are the gifts brought by Jesus. The 
prayer of Did. IX, 4 for the unity of the Church and its 
gathering into the Kingdom could easily be composed by 
one who knew Matt. xviii, 12, with the reference to the 

wandering sheep upon the mountains, John x, 16, with the 
reference to one flock and one shepherd, John xvii, 21, 

where Jesus prays that all may be one, I Cor. x, 17, where it 
is said we are all one bread and one body, and Col. 1, 13, 

where Paul says we have been saved out of the world into 
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the Kingdom of God. (In Matt. xxiv, 31 it is said that the 

elect shall be gathered together from one end of the heavens 

to the other, from the four winds.) John xi, 52 is in the mind 

of the writer here. Caiaphas had said that Jesus must die, 

one man for the whole people. This, S. John says, was a 

prophecy, for Jesus was to die that all the children of God 

scattered abroad should be gathered together. A. Robinson 

thinks the words dA\d dpyepeds @v Tod eviavtod éxetvou 

mpoegyjrevoey . . . are the Didache’s authority for saying 

in Did. XIII that “the prophets are your high-priests.” 
John xi, 52 may be in the mind of the writer of the Didache 
in this prayer, but that it is the authority for Did. XIII 
is not so certain. (in the last section of Did. IX there is an 
explicit quotation of Matt. vii, 6. The application of this 
to eucharist or agape is not a common thing in ante-Nicene 

times. That “tables” must be “‘ hedged” can be easily 
deduced from I Cor. xi.) 
The greater part of Did. IX could well be derived from the 

New New Testament, and it is the same with Did. X. eumdnobjvae 
is difficult to explain, but it is a word used in the Johannine 
account of the Feeding of the Multitude, and that is the 
only account of that event which uses edyapiorety and not 
evAoyetv. For the writer’s reference to the manifestation of 
God’s name through Jesus we need no other source than 
John xvii, 6, “I have revealed thy name to men.” catacxnvdw 

is used in the Old Testament with the ‘“‘ Name of God,” and 

may be parallel here to oxnvéw which is used of the “‘ Logos ”’ 
in the Prologue to the Fourth Gospel. dé@avacia, used in 
Did. X, 2, occurs three times only in the New Testament, but 

a¢bapoia occurs in II Tim. i, 10 in a very similar way to 
afavacia here. There Jesus Christ is said to be the person 
who revealed life and incorruptibility to men. Of the 
words of Did. X, 3 d€o70ra occurs in Acts iv, 24, wavroxpdatop 
in II Cor. vi, 18 and the Apocalypse. ‘‘ Thou createdst all 
things” is a statement parallel not only to many in the 
Apocrypha (e.g. Wisdom i, 14) but also to that in Eph. iii, 9, 
“God who created all things,” in Rev. iv, 11, ‘‘ for thou didst 

create all things,” and again in Acts iv, 24, “ Lord, thou art 

he who made . . . and all things in them.” The statement 
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that the creation is ‘‘ because of thy name ”’ is an Old Testa- 
ment phrase, but it may be derived from John xui, 28 or 
Rom. i, 5. The Didache is like I Tim. iv, 2-4, vi, 17, when 
it says that God gives men food and drink for their enjoy- 
ment that they may thank him, and, like John vi, 53-4, 
Xvli, 2-3, it speaks of spiritual food and drink which gives 
abundant and eternal life. Irenzus IV, 18, 5 and Justin, 
Apol. I, 66, have the same idea, but there is no necessary 

connection between the Didache and these writings. The 
New Testament is a sufficiently probable common source. 
In Did. X, 4 occurs the word Svvarés. This and its verb 
dvvacbar are favourite expressions of the writer. It is used 
of God in Luke i, 49. In Ps. Ixxxviii, 9 occurs the sentence 
duvatds <i, Kvpve. The prayer of Did. X, 5 is derived chiefly 
from the High-Priestly Prayer of John xvii, with various 
alterations and additions: tod picacba adbrjyv amo mavtos 
mrovnpod is derived probably from the Lord’s Prayer and from 
John xvii, 15, where Jesus prays that the disciples may be 
protected from the evil. Kai reAcwBoar adrny ev TH ayarn cod 

may be derived from John xvii, 23, where Jesus prays that 
they may be made perfect into one, from I John iv, 18, where 
it is said that he who fears is not made perfect in love, and 

from Heb. x, 1, where it is said that earthly sacrifices cannot 

make perfect the worshippers. «ai avvagov adr amo TOV Rass 
Teood pu avéuwv is derived from Matt. xxiv, 31, where the 
elect, it is said, will be gathered together from the four winds 
into the Kingdom. 7H aytacbeioar i is used_of the Church i in 

Heb. x, 10, “ sanctified by the offering-of-Christ,”’ and of the 
Church as the bride of Christ in Eph. v, 25-6, where it is 

probably used with reference to Jewish ceremonies in con- 
nection with betrothal, the title of which is ‘“‘ Kiddushin.”’ 

That the Kingdom into which the Church is to be gathered is 
already prepared we may deduce from Matt. xxv, 34, “ In- 
herit the Kingdom prepared for you,’ and from Heb. xi, 16, 
where it is said that God has prepared a city for the saints. 
The various exclamations of Did. X, 6 seem to be derived 

from the New Testament; the first is perhaps from I Cor. 
Vii , 31, wapdyer yap TO oxjpa Too Koopov TovTov. The second 
is certainly from Matt. xxi, 9,15. We have noted elsewhere 
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the alteration made by the Didache, “‘ the God” of David 

and the reading attested by Origen, ‘‘ the house.” The 
third and fourth are from I Cor. xvi, 22, et tis od diAct Tov 

Kupwov rw dvdbeua. papav 404. The “Amen” is probably 
derived from I Cor, xiv, 6, where there is a reference to 

prophets and to blessing in the Spirit and to edyapuoria. This 
would give us the clue to Did. X, 7 and the transition to the 
chapters on apostles and prophets and teachers. 
We have already noted that the reference in Did. XI, 9 

to a prophet dpilwy tpamelay may be a reference to the 
agape and derived from the epistle of Jude. 
(Chapter XIV of the Didache appears to be derived from 

New Testament material also.) That the Breaking of Bread 
was an apostolic custom we know from Acts ii, 42, that such 
gatherings took place on Sunday we know from the fact that 
Paul preached at Troas at a eucharist on Sunday, the story 
of which is in Acts xx, 7, while the name “‘ Lord’s Day ” is 
applied to the first day of the week in Rev. i, 10. The 
Didache calls the eucharist a sacrifice. This might be 

deduced from I Cor. ix, 13, where it is said that those who 
serve altars are said to share with the altar, and so that 

Christian preachers are to live from the Gospel, from I Cor. x, 

18, where Christian and Pagan sacrificial meals are compared, 

or from Heb. xiii, 10, where it is said, ‘‘ We have an altar from 

which they who serve the tabernacle may not eat.’ Moreover, 
the Malachi prophecy ofa pure sacrifice was early applied to the 
eucharist, and so the eucharist would quickly gain that title, 
though in the New Testament @voia has only a metaphorical 
meaning. Thecommandthat quarrels should be settledsothat 
the sacrifice may be pure is certainly derived from Matt. v, 23-4 
and James v, 16 and perhaps Matt. xviii, 15-35. The first 

of these passages alone in the New Testament employs the 
word diaAAdoow used here. It talks of sacrifices too. Our 
Lord means Jewish sacrifices, but the Didache transfers the 
passage to Christian offerings. James talks of efouodrdynats. 
The Didache uses the word zpocEopodoynodpevor, this being a 
drag Aeyduevov, but it is probably derived from James. 

Whatever it is that the Didache describes, and whatever 
is the source of the subject-matter—whether it be con- 
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temporary affairs or history—it is at any rate evident that 
the wording which the Didache uses is drawn from the New 
Testament. This dates the Didache as the work of a time 
when the New Testament was highly honoured, but beyond 
that it gives no further evidence. We must first decide what 
the Didache describes and when such meals were customary 
in the Church. 

The first of these questions is a very debatable point. The 
following solutions are possible: (i) that the Didache describes ' 
in chapters IX, X and XIV the eucharist, (ii) in IX and X 
the agape and eucharist and in XIV the eucharist, (iii) in [X 
and X the agape and in XIV the eucharist, (iv) in IX and X 
private house-eucharists and in XIV the public Sunday 
eucharist, (v) in IX, X and XIV the Christian ceremonial 
meals when agape and eucharist are still one undivided / 
liturgy. Lietzmann, Harnack, Duchesne, Spitta and Batiffol 

are supporters of the first of these points of view, Zahn, 
Weizsacker and others of the second, Ladeuze and Sabatier 
of the third, Drews, Baumstark and von der Goltz of the 
fourth. The last is always at the back of the mind of those 
Protestant scholars who try to put the Didache at an early 
date. The names quoted are merely a selection of the 
numerous scholars who have tried to solve the problem of 

_ these chapters. 
One general matter helps to solve the question, and that 

is the very bare and austere character of the Didache. We 
have seen that in employing the “‘ Two Ways ”’ section of 
Barnabas, the author carefully rearranges the ill-ordered 
material of Barnabas and prunes the flowing style of that, 

author. The Didache is carefully arranged and expressed 

with great economy of words. This is very easily seen where 
we have the source of the Didache clearly before us. We 
may, I think, assume that this is the case all through the 
work. It is evident in the chapters on baptism, prayer and 
fasting and on the apocalyptic hopes of the Church. The 

author takes one subject at a time and deals with it 

thoroughly: the ‘‘ Way of Life,” the “ Way of Death,” 
-, food, baptism and so on. In the latter half of the book each 
4 subject is introduced by a heading probably copied from the 



184 . THE RIDDLE OF THE DIDACHE 

headings of the various sections of I Cor., wepi 5€ ris Bpdcews, 
’ mept 5€ rob Bamrioparos, etc. Once he has dealt with a 
subject he does not recur to it. It is not likely, then, that 

in the case of chapters IX and X and XIV he would deal 
with the same subject,twice. Ifin chapter XIV the Sunday 
eucharist is spoken of, then in chapters [X and X something 
else is described, whether it be the private house-eucharist 
of Baumstark, Drews and von der Goltz, or the agape. 

This point has tended to be forgotten or obscured, or its 
importance is outweighed by other criteria. Chapters IX 
and(X) begin with the words zepi 5€ ris edyapiorias, and end 
with the words that the prophets are to be allowed to 
edyaptotety doa OéAovew. Taking these words at their face 
value, we must admit that a “ eucharistic ’’ service is here 

described, whether that name be reserved for the liturgical 
mass or some other ceremony. Moreover, the Didache has 
_very many places in which there is a peculiar resemblance to 
Jewish liturgical meals such as the Kiddush, which were 
the true source of the Christian eucharist. If, then, we 

place the Didache at any early date, we may say that the 
Didache shows the half-way house between the Jewish 

Kiddush and the developed Christian eucharistic liturgy. 
If chapters IX and X deal with the eucharist, the following 

difficulties are pressing: (a) the lack of any sacramental 
language, (0) the lack of any reference to the body and blood 
of Jesus or to the redemptive power of the Cross, (c) the lack 
of any connection with the Last Supper, (d) the order cup- 
bread in chapter IX, (e) the use of the term xAdoya, (f) the 
use of the term eumAnofjvar at the beginning of chapter X 
and (g) the exclamations at the end of chapter X, which 
seem to show that the eucharist has not yet taken place. 
Whatever view we take as to the subject of these two 
chapters, the following difficulties occur : the Judaic and yet 
Johannine flavour of the prayers, the similarity between 
chapters IX and X, and the omission of any reference to 
ministers except for the command that prophets may give 
thanks as they wish and for the odv at the beginning of 
chapter XV. 

The Johannine language causes no difficulty except to 

| 
| 

| 

. 
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_ those who would consider the Didache as a very early docu- 
ment. Greiff apparently expresses the opinion in his Das 
alteste Pascharituale der Kirche, Did. 1-10, und das Johannes- 

evangelium that the Didache is prior to the Johannine 
writings and the source or model of them. Others think that 
“ John” and the Didache draw upon a common source, the 
liturgy of their own district, a liturgy founded on the Jewish 
ritual at family meals. Middleton, in J.Th.S., 1935, p. 259, 
holds that as the Didache uses as its source Barnabas, 

Hermas, the New Testament and the lost source of Did. III, 

I-6, so it uses Jewish prayers and models itself on Rabbinic 
‘teaching. He sees this in the two sets of three prayers, and 
in the regular forms of these prayers and of the whole Didache 
which, he says, are very like the set numerical divisions used 

to aid memory in Rabbinic literature. For the actual 
prayers of the Didache and the order cup-bread, von der 
Goltz, Lietzmann and Middleton turn to the Kiddush, in 
which there is a prayer over the fruit of the vine and thanks 
to God for bringing forth bread from the earth. This, it is 
said, is like Did. IX, 1-3. Did IX, 4, the prayer for the 

gathering together of the Church, is, we are told, derived 
from the Amidah, “‘ Sound the great trumpet for our free- 
dom, and lift up the ensign to gather together our exiles, and 

* gather us together from the four ends of the earth. Blessed 
art thou, O Lord, who gatherest together the banished of thy 
people Israel.’”” The Amidah, we know, was said three times 
daily (cf. Berakoth, IV, 1), and this is said to be the source of 

the command in Did. VIII, 3 that the Lord’s Prayer should 
be said three times daily. Chapter X of the Didache is said 

to be derived from the Birkath Ha-Mazon, rearranged to 

‘make it parallel to Did. 1X. The use of the word eumAnobvar 
‘is in this case due to the fact that the Jews found the origin 

of Grace after Meat in Deut. viii, 10, ““ And thou shalt eat 

and be full and thou shalt bless the Lord thy God for the 

good land which he hath given thee.” The Didache is 

supposed to use the Birkath Ha-Mazon’s first three bene- 

dictions in the order II, I, III. The fourth was added after 

the final collapse of Bar-Cochba in A.D. 135. The prayers of 

the Didache do not use this, and so the Didache is said to be 
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earlier in date than that year, unless the Messianic cries, 
“ Hosannah to the God of David .. . Maran atha”’ are 
derived from, “‘ O, make us worthy of the days of the Messiah, 
and of the life of the world to come.”’ The actual contact | 

_, between the Didache, chapter X, and the prayers of Birkath | 
‘ Ha-Mazon appears to me to be slight. The first section of | 

the Didache gives thanks for God’s name made to dwell in | 
our hearts and for knowledge, faith and immortality, the 

second of the Benedictions thanks God for the good land, the 
Torah, life and food given to God’s people. The second of 
the Didache’s thanksgivings is for the creation, for spiritual 
and material food and drink, the first of the Jewish graces is 

for the goodness, grace and mercy of God. The last of the 
Didache’s prayers in chapter X is for the Church and the 
Kingdom, the third of the Jewish graces is a prayer for the 
Jewish people, Temple and Dynasty. 
‘The spiritual language of the Didache is said to be parallel 

with the language of the Jewish Graces, specific references to 
the Holy Land and the Temple being replaced with references 
to the spiritual kingdom and the inward Temple of the Spirit. 
The very references to yrats, fwy, etc. could be derived, 
according to Lietzmann and others, from Jewish prayers, 
especially from prayers like those said to be embedded in 
A.C. VII, 32 ff., cf. especially A.C. VII, 33, 4, where mores 
and yvdous occur together. 

_ The Jewish prayers, too, could be varied, and we are told 
that the Didache’s could be varied by the prophets. R. 

. Simeon b. Nathaniel and R. Eliezer said that freedom was 
permitted in the recitation of the Amidah. In the Kiddush, 
too, there were no set ministers. Usually the head of the 
house said the prayers, but guests of distinction could take 
his place. It seems, then, that Jewish customs explain much 
that we find in the Didache, especially as the Didache varies 
as to the order cup-bread or bread-cup just as the Rabbis 
did. 

The question, however, remains, which is the most likely 
source of the Didache, the Rabbis or the New Testament, and 
was there ever such a Christian eucharist as the Didache 
describes in chapters IX and X?. Lietzmann would say that. 

) 
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the Didache describes here the earliest form of eucharist. 

Now, it is certain that. the Christian. _eucharist_is not an 

adaptation. of the Jewish Passover. All the distinctive 
marks of the Jewish feast are absent. It seems certain, too, 
that the celebration of the eucharist does not depend only 
on the Last Supper, but on what Christ did many times 
before, perhaps at the Miraculous Feedings, perhaps at his 
ordinary meals with his disciples. This is likely when we 
look at the story of the journey to Emmaus, for it is unlikely 
that the two disciples were at the Last Supper. That 
Supper was probably the last of a series, and was given a 

_ special significance by Christ in view of his approaching 
Crucifixion. It may be that the Lord used there the ordinary 

_ words used at Jewish family meals, adding the special 
Words of Institution, and that the disciples continued to use 

these prayers, which we find preserved in the Didache, a 
| relic of very early times. In Luke, in the supposed Western 
_ Text of Luke xxii, 15-20 as reconstructed by omitting vv. 19 
_ and 20, there is no reference to the Institution, nor is there in 

ohn’s account of the Last Supper, c. xili-xvii. Mark 
and Matthew do not command a continuance of the rite, 
but Paul, in I Cor. xi, our earliest account of the Last Supper, 
does. Only the liturgy of Addai and Mari does omit the 
Words of Institution, and there it may have been said, but 
was not written down owing to the very sacred character of 
the words. Cyril of Jerusalem, in his Catachests Mystagogica 
V, does not recount the words, but that does not mean that. 

his diturgy does not contain them. Except in t the Didache 
the reference to the Last Supper and to Calvary i is universal 
in the eucharist. Lietzmann may say that it is not the main 
point in Hippolytus’s Church Order, where the only thought 

is thanksgiving for redemption through Christ, nor in 

Serapion, where the chief thought is the offering of bread 

and wine which is considered in a prayer after the prayer of 

Consecration as parallel to the offering by Christ of his Body 

and Blood. It has been thought that Gregory the Great, 

Ep. IX, 12 aliter 26, was of the opinion that the Apostles 

consecrated the eucharist by saying the Lord’s Prayer. His 

words are, ‘‘Orationem autem Dominicam idcirco mox 

N 
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| 
post precem dicimus quia mos apostolorum fuit ut ad ipsam | 
solummodo orationem oblationis hostiam consecrarent ; et | 

valde mihi inconveniens visum est ut precem quam} 
scholasticus composuerat super oblationem diceremus et} 
ipsam traditionem quam Redemptor noster composuit non | 
diceremus.’’ There is no Lord’s Prayer, we may note, in| 
Hippolytus’s eucharist in A.C. Book VIII. It is likely that | 
‘ipsa solummodo oratio,’’ by which the Apostles consecrated, , 
was not the Lord’s Prayer but a prayer of consecration. 
Though the Didache is so like the Jewish origins of the 

Christian eucharist, it still remains out of the line of develop- 
ment. Struckmann, in Die Gegenwart Christi, would see | 
in the reference to the vine of David a reference to the blood 
of Christ, a real presence in the elements, and thus would find 

in the Didache something to bring it into line with the. 
ordinary eucharist of history. Origen in Hom. Vl in Jud. 2 
says, ‘“‘verae vitis qui ascendit de radice David sanguine 
inebriemur.”’ In the Apoc. Baruch we read, “‘ Hinc revelabi-- 
tur principatus Messiz mei qui similis est fonti et viti.” 
Clement, Q.D.S. 29, says, ‘“‘ He who pours the wine of the. 
vine of David into our wounded souls.’’ Origen might 
support Struckmann, but the Afocalypse of Baruch and | 
Clement give a more spiritual meaning to the phrase. If we 
follow Struckmann there is an almost intolerable tautology 
in “‘ the vine of David, 7.e., the Messiah, made known through 

Jesus.’’? What the solution of this is we cannot tell. Per- 

haps the vine of David is Israel,.or the Church, as the Old 

Testament uses such phrases of Israel. There is, however, 

no idea of a “‘real presence’’ in the Didache, even of a 
spiritualised one. The prayer ‘‘ Maran-atha’’ of X, 6 is 

not a realisation of the presence of Christ, but an apocalyptic. 
prayer. It may be possible for it to mean: ‘‘ The Lord has 
come,’’ but here it is a prayer in its context of apocalyptic 
cries. The apocryphal Acts and Clementine Homilies may 
spiritualise the eucharist, they may support communion 
in one kind or a communion of bread and water, Clement of 

Alexandria may try to find an underlying spiritual meaning 
of the eucharist, but all realise and say what the eucharist 
actually is. For example, in Acta Thome (Wright, p. 290) 
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we read, “‘ And after they had been baptised and were come 
-up, he brought bread and the mingled cup, and spake a 
blessing over it and said, ‘Thy Holy Body, which was 

- a. ha 

crucified for our sake, we eat, and Thy life-giving Blood, 
which was shed for our sake, we drink. Let Thy Body be to 
us for life, and Thy Blood for the remission of sins.’ 

The Didache seems to be in the same line as Serapion if \ 
chapters IX and X are prayers for the eucharist, the offering 

_ of bread and wine and the reception of spiritual gifts from } 
God being the chief thoughts. The absence of the Sanctus 
is of no importance. This is almost universal in Christian 
_ liturgies, but is not found in Hippolytus. In his eucharistic 
' liturgy there is a complete absence of all those references to 
| Jewish history which make the Clementine liturgy so tedious. 
When we first find the Sanctus in Christian literature in I 
Clement XXXIV it is a part of the general Christian prayers, 
not necessarily of the eucharist. Lietzmann thinks that the 

_ Jewish references were first used in the form of eucharist of 
which Serapion was an example and were then inserted into 

' the Hippolytean form. The Didache would represent a form 
of eucharist previous to this insertion. A similar addition is 

_ seen in the taking over of the “ Gloria in excelsis ’’ from the 
morning prayers into the eucharistic liturgy. 

In the Didache in chapters IX and X no ministers are 
required for the ceremony described. It is said that the 
early ministers of the Church were administrative officers 
and not liturgical ministers. There was, it is said, con- 
siderable freedom in early times as to who should celebrate 
the eucharist. The Jewish Kiddush was conducted by the 
head of the house or by any celebrated guest. In Acts xiii 
we hear of prophets and teachers Aevroupyobyres and in I Cor. 
xiv, 16 there is a reference to men “ blessing (edAoyetv) in 
spirit,” to whose evdyapioria the ordinary person says 
“amen.” In Justin Martyr’s Apology, however, the 
President conducts the eucharist, and in Ignatius there must 

be no eucharist or love-feast without the bishop. In J 
Clement XLIV there is a reference to those presbyter- 
bishops who have ministered to the flock of Christ and 
offered the gifts of their episcopacy. In the Church Orders 
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it is said that a visiting bishop may be offered the right to} 
bless the Cup. This is probably not the eucharistic cup, but} 
that at the agape. Thus in early Christian literature there} 
is always some special officer for the celebration of the! 
eucharist, and it is usually the bishop or presbyter. In the| 
New Testament the words Acrroupyia, evroyia, OF edyapioria | 

seem not to be fixed in meaning, so that we cannot deduce! 
anything from the passages of Acts and I Corinthians referred| 
to above. 

There is nothing unusual in the permission granted at the! 
end of chapter X of the Didache for deviation from the| 
exact words of the prayer. In the Sahidic version of; 
Hippolytus we read, “‘ It is not altogether necessary for him. 
to recite the same words which we said before, as if learning’ 
to say them by heart in his thanksgiving to God: but 
according to the ability of each one he is to pray. If indeed 
he is able to pray sufficiently well with a grand prayer, then 
it is good. But if also he should pray and recite a prayer in| 
(due) measure, no one may forbid him, only let him pray 
being sound in orthodoxy.” Duchesne said that great 
freedom was allowed in the recitation of the Roman liturgy 
as late as the sixth century. Justin, too, says that the 
President offers prayer at the eucharist according to his 
ability. There is no necessity, then, to derive this right of 
deviation from the fixed forms from Jewish sources. It 
seems to be a prerogative of the ministers of the liturgy who 
possessed the spirit, and not only of prophets, as the Didache 
seems to imply. 
We are always told that the prayers of Did. [IX and X are 

_prayers for use before and after the communion and that they 
are strictly parallel. There are three prayers in each chap- 
ter, the first two in each three having the doxology coi 7 
dd€a eis rods aidvas, the last é71 cod eorw 7 ddéa Kai 7 S8vapus 
dia *“Inoot Xpiotob «is tovs ai@vas. Moreover, we are told 
that the subject-matter of the prayers in each chapter is 
parallel. This is so in the case of the third prayer, which is 
in each case for the Church, but von der Goltz and others 

have shown that some manipulation is necessary if true 
parallelism is to be obtained between the two chapters. 
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| Did. X, 4, “ Before all things we thank thee because thou art 
] powerful, ” tends to disturb the symmetry. Moreover, the 
, various clauses of Did. X, 6 and IX, 5 fit with very great 
' difficulty into the scheme. If the communion takes place 
' before chapter .X, why the cry, “If any is holy, let him 
| come’”’? Some have seen in Did. X, 6 a collection of cries 

_ to be used at any convenient time in the service, others see 
here a collection of first lines of psalms or hymns to be sung. 
Some people see in the various prayers of Did. IX and X two 
parallel sets of prayers which are alternatives. This would 
explain why they are so nearly parallel. Then the rubrics 
-and cries of Did. IX, 5 and X, 6, 7 would be put where 
they are merely for convenience. 
_ Perhaps the use of these prayers in later writings may tell 
us what the writers who knew the Didache at an early date 
thought that chapters IX and X referredto. The adaptation 

of the Didache found in the Apostolic Church Order knows 
Did. X, 3, but only uses the reference to spiritual food and 

drink generally. What use the Coptic made of the chapters 
we do not know. We only have the ending of them. The 
Georgic version is a mere general translation with no attempt 
to solve the difficulties of the Didache. Book VII of the 
Apostolic Constitutions, of course, uses Did. [IX and X, and 

considers it to be a eucharist which is here described. It 
alters the chapters, however, beyond all recognition. 
Similarly Serapion thought that the Didache was referring to 
the eucharist here, for in his recital of the Words of Institu- 
tion, between the words over the bread and the wine, he 

adds, ‘‘ And as this bread had been scattered on the top of 
the mountains and gathered together came to be one, so also 
gather thy holy Church out of every nation and every 
country and every city and village and house and make one 
living catholic church.” This is certainly derived from the 
Didache, and is used as part of a eucharistic prayer. The 
same clause is, however, used in the grace to be used by 

nuns found in Athanasius, de Virginitate, 13. There itis a 

grace at a common meal, and so perhaps Athanasius, if he 

is the writer of the de Virginitate, as seems probable, thought 

that Did. IX and X referred to common meals or agapes, A 
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similar thought occurs in Irenzeus, Cyprian, Hippolytus, the 
litany at the beginning of the mass of the faithful in the | 
Clementine liturgy, the intercession of the liturgy of S. Mark, | 
the Gallican liturgy, Henry VIII’s Ten Articles, Zwingli and | 
Luther. In Hippolytus the epiclesis in the Latin version of | 
the liturgy reads, ‘“‘ We beseech thee that thou wouldst | 
send thy Holy Spirit upon the oblation of thy holy church, | 
and gathering them together into one, give to all thy faithful | 
who partake thereof, unto fulfilment with thy Holy Spirit | 
for the confirmation of faith in truth, that we may praise | 
and glorify thee through thy Servant Jesus Christ.”’ Irenzeus, | 
Haer. III, 18, 1 reads, ‘‘ Sicut enim de arido tritico massa 

una fieri non potest sine humore, neque unus panis, ita nec 
nos multi unum fieri in Christo Jesu poteramus sine aqua 
quae de celo est.”” Cyprian reads in Ep. 63, “ Sic vero 
calix Domini non est aqua sola aut vinum solum nisi utrum-_ 
que sibi misceatur, quomodo nec corpus Domini potest esse 
farina sola aut aqua sola nisi utrumque adunatum fuerit et 
copulatum et panis unius compage solidatum; quo et ipso 
sacramento populus noster ostenditur adunatus, ut quemad- 
modum grana multa in unum collecta et commolita et com- 
mixta panem unum faciunt, sic in Christo, qui est panis 
celestis unum sciamus esse corpus cui coniunctus est noster 
numerus et adunatus.” It can be seen that Irenzus, 
Cyprian and Hippolytus omit the eschatological flavour of . 
the Didache and the reference to the mountains. It is 
therefore more likely that Hippolytus, Cyprian and others 
follow Ireneus, while Serapion, Athanasius and John Chrysos- 
tom, who has a “ grace” similar to that in de Virginitate, 

follow the Didache, and that Irenzeus and the Didache are 

independent of one another. From the occurrence of this 
prayer_in later writers nothing can be deduced as to the 
ceremonies described by the Didache, for Serapion and_A.C. 

VII use it of the eucharist, Athanasius and John Chrysostom 
of the agape, nor can the reference to corn being sown on the 
mountains be used as a proof that the prayer was not written 
_in_Egypt, where corn is sown on the plains, but in 
Syria, where cornfields were on the mountain side, for 

A.C. VII omits the reference to the mountains and is a 
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Syrian document, while the Egyptian Serapion keeps the 
reference. 

It will be convenient to sum up our results so far and to 
draw what conclusions we can. It has been shown that the 
prayers of Did. IX and X have a general resemblance to 
certain Jewish prayers used in the Kiddush and Shemoneh 
Esreh. It is thought that this is because the Didache shows 
us a Jewish Kiddush in the process of being developed into a 
Christian eucharist. The resemblances in the Didache 
prayers to the Jewish prayers are, however, very general and 
very slight. They are by no means striking enough for us 
to suppose that the Didache took these prayers and made 
them Christian. Moreover, the Didache..does_not mention 

in chapters IX and X anything which is usually mentioned 
in connection with the Christian eucharist, and the absence 
of references to ministers is peculiar, to say the least, in sub- 
apostolic writings. The absence of the Sanctus and the 
freedom to improvise are no sign that we are not dealing 
with the eucharist, but, even though we may consider that 
the Didache spiritualises the eucharist, it is so complete a 
spiritualisation that it outdoes even the gnostic and apocry- 
phal Acts. Later writers who use these chapters are not 
unanimous that the Didache is referring to the eucharist, 
even though the heading to chapter IX is zrepi 5€ rs edxapio- 
tias. We may well, then, be allowed to hold the view that 
in Did. IX and X something else is described other than the 
eucharist of Did. XIV, especially as great confusion arises if 
we consider that the eucharist is found in chapters [X and 

X. The so-called symmetry is a difficulty, for it is not so 
great as is supposed, and yet chapters IX and X are very 
much alike. They may be alternatives, like the “ doublets ” 
in Mark, the feeding of the Four Thousand and the Five 
Thousand, etc. Moreover, there is no example in early 
Christian liturgies of a long thanksgiving prayer to be said 
after the communion. One solution to this has been 
proposed, that the Didache in IX and X gives private 
prayers to ‘be used at the eucharist. The Didache is, how- 
ever, a Church directory, and not a book of private devotions. 
The heading to the chapters is addressed to the congregation, 
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not to the individual, and the permission accorded to the 
prophets alone to give thanks as much as they will is 
ridiculous if private prayers are meant. 

There is great difficulty in supposing that anything but 
the eucharist is implied, even though the Didache omits all 
reference. to the Last Supper and to the offering and to 

y% Redemption in chapters IX and X, because the beginning of 
the chapter IX says zepi Se ris edyapiorias and chapter X 
opens with — d€ TO eparhnoDiivat otTws evyapiorioare and 

\ closes with edyapioretv doa Oédovew. Drews, Baumstark and 
others therefore, though they recognise that the Didache. 
describes something different in chapters. IX and X from 
what it does in chapter XIV, say that the two sorts of 
_eucharist are mentioned, one taking place in private houses 
on weekdays, the other the ceremonial Sunday celebrations. 
In Acts ii, 46 we read that the disciples were xA@vres Kat’ 
oltxov.dprov. This seems somewhat different from the Sunday 

celebration at Troas described in Acts xx. Ignatius all 
through his epistles is striving for episcopal supremacy. The 
critics mentioned above say that if episcopal supervision of 
the eucharist had been customary at that time Ignatius 
would not have to strive for it. Actually, they say, Ignatius 
is trying to introduce something new, for he is trying to 
mould together the congregations in the various houses 
(cf. the church in the house of Prisca and Aquila in Rom. 
xvi, 4) into one church in each town. In order to do that, 
he makes the rule that _no_eucharist or agape is to be cele- 
brated without the bishop. They find further evidence of 
the continued existence of such private house eucharists in 
a canon at the Council of Laodicea and a letter of Basil of 
Cesarea (Ep. 63), where some sort of irregular eucharist 
conducted by unauthorised ministers in private dwellings, 
especially in monastic cells, is attacked. This is probably 
an example of monastic arrogance, a thing very prominent 
in the fourth and fifth centuries, and is not necessarily a 
sign of the continuance of an old custom of private house 
eucharists. If the Christian eucharist is derived from the 
Jewish kiddush, we might find there the two forms, that in 
private houses on ordinary days and in the Synagogue on 
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special days. Except for Acts ii, 46 we find little to suggest 
any such eucharists as Drews demands in early Christian 
times. Justin knows only the great Sunday celebration,.so 
does Ignatius. In fact, there seems to have been no decrease 
in the number of celebrations from the earliest times, but 
rather an increase. At first, and for many years, there was 
the weekly celebration. Private reservation seems to have 
enabled daily communion, as we learn from Tertullian (de 
Orat. 19, ad Ux. II, 5, etc.) and Cyprian (de Lapsis 26. Here 
the sacrament is kept in an ‘“‘arca’’). There seems to have 
been no idea of such eucharists as Drews demands at any 

invention of those writers who. want Did. IX and X to be.a 
eucharist, as it is so like the Jewish meals, and yet see that 
it cannot be the same_as Did. XIV’s Sunday KAdows dprov. 

One other argument is used to support the point of view \ 
that Did. IX and X describes the eucharist, and that is 
that the Didache follows the plan of most of the early \, 
Church Orders, baptism, prayers, eucharist, preceded by an 
account of the prebaptismal catechesis, so far as moral 
conduct is concerned, and followed by an account of the / 
Christian ministry. This would join Did. I-VI and VII-X 
closely together, and XI-XV would be another section, and 
XVI the last. This would explain why in IX and X and 
XIV the same subjects were dealt with. The one is the 
baptismal eucharist, the second the ordinary Sunday 

eucharist. Granted that in the Church Order of Hippolytus 
and the Canons of Hippolytus and other such documents 
the account of baptism follows rules as to the admission of 
candidates and is followed by an account of confirmation 

_ and the eucharist, the Didache does not keep very closely 
to this plan. It gives no creed to be learnt and said by the 
candidate, there is no confirmation, and at the baptismal 
eucharist there is no milk and honey. The prayers of 
chapter VIII and the rules about fasting break into the 
scheme, although the Lord’s Prayer could be said to be the 

prayer of the newly baptised, which they say crying “ Abba, 
Father,’’ when the Spirit comes in confirmation. There 

is, moreover, no evidence of a break in the Didache at the 
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end of chapter X, nor does there seem to be any idea in 
chapter XIV that the writer is dealing with the same thing 
_as in chapters IX and X from a different point of view. _ All 

sixteen chapters of the Didache are one whole, moulded 
together by the compiler. It cannot be divided as those who 
say that chapters I-X are the baptismal catechesis, baptism, 
and baptismal eucharist would like. Greiff tries to see this 
plan in the Didache and St. John’s Gospel and fails. See- 
berg, in his Katechismus der Urchristenheit, tries to prove that 

the Didache is an example of the primitive Christian tézov 
dudayys Of Rom. vi, 17, stereotyped in form and parallel to 
the forms of doctrinal teaching gradually moulded into the 
form of the old Roman creed. The Didache does not, 
however, fit into any mould, just as its prayers in chapters 
IX and X do not fit into the mould of the Jewish Kiddush. 
There seem to have been no fixed forms in early Christianity, 
and those who find them there ascribe to the Church a 
greater fixity of form than ever existed there. It is not 
necessary that chapters IX and X of the Didache should 
describe the eucharist merely because they follow the chapters 
on baptism and prayer. 

The word edyapuoria is used in Did. IX and X, kdAdoare 
dprov in Did. XIV. In the New Testament edyapiorad is 
used interchangeably with e«dAoyé for “ blessing,’’ for 
thanksgiving over food in the accounts of the. Miraculous 
Feedings, the Last Supper and the Journey to Emmaus. It 

is used, too, of Paul on the ship, when he broke bread and 
blessed it (Acts xxvii, 35). Paul speaks of the cup of bless- 
ing in I Cor. x, 16 of the eucharistic cup... In Ignatius the 
word edyapioria is used of the rite as a regular name, though 
from Smyrn. VIII it seems that edyapuoria and ayamy are 
names of the same.rite. In Justin, Afol. LXV and LXVII, 
ebyapioT® is used of the prayers at the eucharist and the 
elements are said to be edyapioria. From the third century 
onwards edxapioria was used, not of the whole service, but of 
the special eucharistic prayer and of the elements, though 
after Augustine it was not used much till medieval times. 
On the whole, it seems that edxapioT® and edAoya were used 
in the New Testament of any form of thanksgiving (Rom. 
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xiv, 6; I Tim. iv, 3, 1), and especially with regard.to the 

blessing of food, and that later it was used almost always 
Fol theveucharist) Is it possible, then, that in the Didache by 
edyapioria anything but the eucharist can be meant? I 
think it can. The Didache uses the New Testament, but it 
often likes to change its quotations, and likes to draw on 
as many sources as possible. In chapter XIV it uses the 
phrase «Adcare dprov and @voia of the eucharist; in chapter 
XI it speaks of the prophet dpilwv tpdamelav, a probable 
reference to the agape; what, then, can it use of the agape 
if it does not want to use the ordinary word? In John vi 
there is the account of the feeding of the Multitude, from 
which, as we saw, much of the language of Did. IX and X 
could be derived. edyapior is used there.of.Christ. Could 
not that be said to be an agape, and could not the Didache 
therefore use edyapioria of the agape? K. Goetz tries to 
distinguish between the edAoyia of an agape and the edya- 

' ptoria of the eucharist. He would thus distinguish I Cor. x 
from I Cor. xi as agape and eucharist. We may note that 
in the Hippolytean agape the bread was eddoyia and not 
edyapiotia. There was not, however, such precision of lan- 
guage in early times. The confusion in the use of the 
words did not come at a late date, when the early history 
of the agape had been forgotten, but at an early one, when 
John can add a eucharistic discourse in John vi to the 
account cf an agape and can use the edyapiord of the Last 
Supper in the account of a Miraculous Feeding, where the 
other evangelists use edAoyd. It would be quite possible, 
it seems to me, for a writer with the peculiarities of the 
writer of the Didache to use the Johannine word here and 
to use edyapioria of the agape, especially when blessings said 
over our food usually are.“ thanksgivings.”’ 
When the writer of the Apostolic Constitutions turned the \ 

ninth and tenth chapters of the Didache into a eucharist he 
changed éumAnoOjver into pwerdAnyis—a natural change, for 
the worshippers did not eat their fill of the eucharistic ele- 

we 
“A 

ments, at any rate at the time of the Afostolic Constitutions. 
In the Didache there are three possibilities—(a) éumAnoOfvat 
may be used in a metaphorical sense, (b) it may mean, as 
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Wiinsche said, “ at the completion | of the service ”’ or (c) it 
may mean a literal eati eating one’s fill at a meal, eee it be 

x the eucharist and agape combined or agape alone. Clement 
of Alexandria, Eclog. 14, may suggest a metaphorical mean- 
ing. Clement says there, pakdptoe of mewdvres Kal dupavres 

Ti ‘Suxaoatynv Tob Oeob, obrou yap éeumdnobyjcovra. Batif- 
fol denied the existence of primitive Christian love-feasts 
and held that the eucharist was from the beginning “ un 
semblant de répas.”’ Naturally he would see a meta- 
phorical meaning here. The Canons of Hippolytus and 
Tertullian would support a literal interpretation of the word. 
The Canons say of the agape, ‘‘ Edant bibantque ad satieta- 
tem.” Tertullian says in his Apology, c. XX XIX, again of 
the agape, “Ita saturantur ut. . * In 1 Cor zie 

it seems that Paul believes the eucharist to be.a-real_meal 
precede ed by. a sacramental blessing of bread and_wine. It 
is therefore quite probable that in the Didache the word 
éumdnoPfva should be taken literally, There is no support 
which can be found for Wiinsche’s translation. We may note 
that in John vi, 12 it is said of the crowd fed by Jesus 
ws dé everrAjoPnoar, used literally of a meal. Here alone in 
the Gospels is it so used. We may therefore take the 
word to mean literally “‘ after being filled,’ and must decide 

from other sources whether the Didache is talking of the 
eucharist which is still a meal, of the eucharist and agape or 
of t the agape alone. 
We said that it is difficult to suppose that the Didache would 

deal with the same subject in two separate places, in chapters 
IX and X and XIV. There are also certain differences 
between the matter of the first two and of the other chap- 
ter. First of all, edyapiord) is never used in chapter XIV, 
though it is used in chapter IX and X quite often. KAdous 
dprov is the name there used. Secondly, no special day of. 
the week is appointed for the ceremony of chapters IX and © 
X, while Sunday is the day for that of chapter XIV. In 
chapter XIV the kAdous dptov is to be preceded by. confession 
of one’s sins and reconciliation with one’s neighbour. 
‘There is no such requirement in chapters IX and X. In 
chapter XIV the xAdots dprov is expressly named a Ovoia but 
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in chapters IX and X there is no reference whatever to 
any offering of any sort. Lastly, no ministers are named in 
chapters 1X and X as appointed to say the prayers and thanks- 
givings there set out, but prophets may give thanks as much 
as they will. In chapter XIV there is no mention of 
prophets, and the normal way to take the beginning of chapter 
_XV,_xewpotovijcare ov, would be to suppose that bishops 
“and deacons are to be appointed to celebrate the eucharist. 

Chapter XIV certainly (refers)to the Sunday eucharist, 
and it seems from this list of " differences that chapters [X 
and X refer to something different. Let us see what 
resemblances we can find there to the agape as it is described 
to us in Tertullian and the Church Orders and other early 
Christian writings. We shall, I think, find that the rite of 

Did. IX and X is very like their agape. 
The first point may seem very slight, but it is nevertheless 

very striking. In chapter XII of the Didache the word 
xpioréumopos was thought to be the first and only example 
of the use of this word before the fourth century, but it has 
been found that Hippolytus used it in his book on Ruth. 
Similarly, it has been said that the word «Adoya, used in Did. 
TX as a technical term for the bread of the eucharist, was an 

invention of the writer, used only by him. oryjpiov was 
used of the cup, not ofvos, so a word had to be invented to 

replace the usual dptos. So xAdoua was invented from the 
title xAdous dprov and from the plural of the word KAdopa, used 
in the accounts of the Miraculous Feedings of the. crumbs left 
over. Liddell and Scott give the word as very rarely used, 
but KAdopa occurs in the singular in the Church. Oxder_of 
Hippolytus according to the Coptic version. There it is 
said, ‘‘ But it is impossible for the bishop to fast except on 
the day when all the people will fast. For it will happen, 
that someone wishes to take some (food) to the church, and 
it is impossible for him to be denied: and having broken the 
bread he shall certainly taste the bread; and eating it with 
other believers with him, let them take from the hand of the 

bishop one piece of a loaf before that each one breaks his own 

bread. For this is a blessing, and it is not a thanksgiving 

like the Body of the Lord.” Thus Hippolytus used xAaoya, 
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and he used it of the broken bread of the agape, for here, 

though he does not say so explicitly, he is describing an agape. 
Another point mentioned above was that there is no 

example in early eucharistic liturgies of a long post-com- 
munion prayer such as there is in the Didache if chapter X 
is said after the communion. Tertullian, in Afology 
XXXIX, says of the agape “atque oratio convivium 
dirimit.””’ Thus Tertullian’s Lord’s Supper ended with 
prayer, as does the rite of Did. IX and X. 

The Church Order of Hippolytus, the Canons of Hippolytus 
and Tertullian are our chief authorities for the form of the 
agape, and they agree to a large extent. According to 
Tertullian the meal began with prayer to God and with 
washing of the hands. Then followed the meal. After that 
hymns were sung to God and the ceremony closed with 
prayers. In the Church Order of Hippolytus we read that a 
bishop, priest or deacon may preside at the Lord’s Supper 
and bless the bread. All are to listen to the leader and obey 
him. “‘ It is right for all before they drink to take a cup and 
give thanks over it,’’ so that the president does not bless the 
cup. The Lord’s Supper may still be held even if there are 
no clergy there, but then there can be no edAoyia. Cate- 
chumens are not to sit down at the feast, but they are given 
the bread of exorcism and a cup. At the conclusion of the 
account of the agape it is said, ‘‘ Further, let each one eat 
with giving of thanks in the name of God.’’ Generally the 
meal was given by someone to the general congregation, 
but there were such meals for widows only, who would be 
specially invited. In the Canons of Hippolytus 164-185 
there are very similar regulations for the Lord’s Supper. 
Here there seem to be two sorts of agape, one the ordinary 
Lord’s Supper, the other the avdpvnats “ pro iis qui defuncti 
sunt,’’ which is to be preceded by the consumption by the 
people of the “‘mystery.’’ According to Achelis, the first 
of these takes place on Sunday afternoon at the time of the 
lighting of the lamps, the second only on weekdays. The 
bishop or one of the clergy is to preside and bless the bread, 
but in their absence the meal can still take place, for all will 
break bread themselves, though without any eddoyia. At 

t 
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the end of the meal “‘ psalmos recitent antequam recedant.”’ 
Catechumens may not take part in the meal, but are given 
bread over which a prayer has been said. 

Lietzmann sees in the agapes of the two Hippolytean 
Church Orders the original form of the Kiddush type of 
Christian eucharist which still exists alongside of the 
developed ‘‘ Mass.’’ It is significant that no ministers are 
specially needed for the meal, though they are needed if 
bread is to be blessed and distributed. The fact that the 
guests may say the thanksgiving over their own cups points 
very much to the Jewish Kiddush, where this often took place. 
Lietzmann may not be right in saying that the Hippolytean 
agape is a fossilised primitive eucharist, but it certainly 
seems to be a continuation of an early custom. Batiffol is 
certainly wrong in denying the existence of the primitive | 
agape, and Vélker is wrong in ascribing the origin of the 
agape to the struggie between Catholicism and the Gnostics. 
There is no time when we see the agape rising in importance. 
It tended to decline all the time. For instance, it seems to 

have declined from the common meal 4 of I Cor. xi to the 
feast given in charity by the rich in Hippolytus. At the 
Council of Laodicea agapes were forbidden on Sunday, and 

_ it was also forbidden to eat in church. Finally the agape 
was forbidden and died out in all parts of the Church. 

The agape shows a history of continuous decline. The 
problem remains whether the agape and the eucharist are 
descendants of the one original Christian religious meal. 
That would be Lietzmann’s point of view. It used to be 
thought that originally the eucharist was followed by the 
agape. Then the two were separated because of the dis- 
orders attacked by S. Paul at Corinth and because Sunday 

_was a working day and a long morning service could not be 
held, and there was started the early morning sacrament 

and the evening meal.. This seems to be what we find in 

1 The Ethiopic text of Hippolytus gives us the account of a true supper 
of the congregation taking place when the lamps are lighted. The deacon’s 
prayer as he lights the lamp is, “‘ We give thee thanks, O God, . . . because 
thou hast enlightened us by the revealing of the incorruptible light.” 
There the cup is mentioned first and the bread afterwards, though they 
seem to be consumed after the supper. This meal is in addition to the 
ordinary feast given by the rich and seems very like Did. 1X and X. — 
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Pliny, Justin Martyr and all writers after that time, though 
in Africa till quite a late period it seems that the rule of fasting — 
communion was relaxed on Maundy Thursday and the 
eucharist was joined with the agape in the evening in order 
to imitate the Last Supper. Some now hold the view that 
the blessing of the bread began the meal and the blessing — 
of the cup closed it, for we read in S. Paul, “‘ Likewise after 

supper he took the cup.’’ Whatever be our point of view 
as to the original relation of the eucharist and agape—and — 
my own is that they were joined, agape following eucharist— 
yet the division must have taken place by the time of Pliny 
and of Justin at the latest. The evidence in Ignatius, 
Smyrn. VIII, that eucharist and agape are the same thing, 
is not too certain. The passage reads, “‘ Let that be con- | 
sidered a valid eucharist which is celebrated by the bishop, 

or by one whom he appoints. . . . It is not lawful either to 
baptise or to hold an agape without the bishop, but whatever | 
he approve, this is also pleasing to God, that everything | 
which you can do may be secure and valid.’’ Agape may 
here mean the eucharist and agape joined, but, as Pliny and 
Ignatius seem to be contemporary, this is not too certain. 
We may be certain that, if the Didache is later in date than 
Barnabas, Hermas and perhaps Justin, it does not know the 
eucharist and agape as one meal. Did. IX and X describes 
the agape, Did. XIV the eucharist. 

The various clauses and rubrics of Did. IX, 5, X, 6, 7 now 

fall into place, and Did. XI, 9 becomes a reference back to 

the agape of the two chapters IX and X. We saw that 
Catechumens were not allowed to eat of the edAoyia at the 
agape, and so here they may not partake of the edyapuoria. 
Only those who are baptised may do so. The cries of 
Did. X, 6 may well be the beginnings of the hymns men- 
tioned by Tertullian in his Apology or of the psalms mentioned 
in the Canons of Hippolytus. The demand that anyone who 
is not holy should repent before he comes seems not to be 
an invitation to repent before Communion, misplaced here, 
but an apocalyptic cry that all should repent in readiness 
for the coming kingdom. The reference in Did. X, 7 to 
prophets may be due to the fact that Montanists allowed 
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more freedom of speech at the agape than did Hippolytus, 
although even he says that the bishop may ask anyone to 
speak. The writer found the greater part of his material 
for these chapters in the New Testament, and this per- 

mission he found granted to prophets in Acts xiii, 1 and 2, 
where prophets and teachers were ministering, and in the 
discussions of I Cor. xiv, where we hear of prophets blessing 
in the spirit and prophesying at what seem to be Corinthian 
religious meals. ; 

This seems to me the correct explanation of Did. IX and 
X, that the writer there composes prayers for use at the 
agape from New Testament material. It does not seem 
likely that a writer of the time of the Didache would turn 
to Rabbinic sources for his prayers if he were writing about 
the eucharist. The agreements with the Jewish prayers are 
vague, general and fortuitous. They are due to the essential 
Jewish character of so much of Christianity. Nor does the 
Didache draw on any collection of prayers of Jewish origin 
used in Christian worship. These prayers seem to occur 
here only and to be found nowhere else. As we have 
shown, the Didache is a unity, and the same common style 
runs through all the book. All that is not explained in these 

chapters from the agape is explained from the New Testa- 
ment, the order cup-bread, bread-cup from I Cor. x and xi, 
and so on. 

Chapter XIV-of the Didache presents-no problems.except 
the description of the eucharist as a sacrifice, In the New 
Testament we have noted how Paul, in I Cor. x and xi, 
speaks of the altar of demons and of God in connection with 
the. eucharist, but he speaks of a reasonable offering of 
praise in Rom. oy. Tn Heb. x 29 we have.a reference to 
the blood of the covenant which is not to be accounted 
unclean, while in Heb. xiii, 10 we are told that_we have an 
altar from which those who serve the tabernacle may not 
eat, but in Heb. xili, 15, 16 the sacrifices to God are praise 
and thanksgiving. Thus there is no identification in the 
New Testament of the eucharist with Christian sacrifices. 
The Christian sacrifice is the one offering of Christ on 
Calvary, and Christians only offer sacrifices in a spiritual. way. 

oO 
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In I Clem. XL-XLIV we have Jewish sacerdotal and 

™< 

sacrificial language applied to the Christian ministry, and in 

the reference to the offerings of the episcopacy a probable 

reference to the eucharist. Ignatius speaks of év @vovaor7j prov 

in referring to the Christian eucharist, but his language must 

be taken not in a materialistic, but a more spiritual way. 

For example, when he talks of the eucharist as ¢appakov 

é0avactas, he does not refer to the elements only, but to 

the whole rite. Justin uses Mal. i, 11, ‘‘ the pure offering,” | 

as a type of the eucharist, but he can also say in Dial, 117 

that the sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving is-all-that God 

_requires., Clement of Alexandria and Tertullian know of no 

material Christian offerings, only of offerings of praise and 
of self-sacrifice. 
Gin Irenzus’s time there was at the eucharist the offering 

by the people of material gifts from which the bread and 
wine were taken for use at the service) This was for him 
the people’s sacrifice, and this is the sacrifice in the liturgy 
of the Apostolic Constitutions and in other liturgies, whether 
it is a central part of the mass or placed in the “ missa 
catechumenorum.’’ This is the case in the Anglican Prayer 
for the Church Militant. Gn the Clementine Liturgy, before 

the epiclesis, we read, ‘‘ We offer to thee, our King and our 

God, according to his institution, this bread and this cup; 

giving thanks to thee through him that thou hast deemed us 
worthy to stand before thee and to perform our priestly 
ministry. .).."’ 

This sacrifice is the sacrifice of the people, but with 
Cyprian there came in the idea of the sacrifice wrought by 
the Holy Ghost through the priest, the sacrifice of the Body 
and Blood of Christ. He does not develop the idea, but 
considers it as part of the one offering of Christ on the 
Cross. (Origen and Ireneus think of the eucharistic sacrifice 
in this sense as symbolical of the continual offering in heaven, 
while Augustine and Ambrose think of the eucharist as a 
representation, a calling to mind, of the great sacrifice of 
Calvary.) They agree with modern Roman doctrine, and 
not with medieval and popular belief in the real sacrifice of 
Christ’s body on the altar which is of magical power in itself. 

} 
| 
; 
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The second Pfaffian fragment says, of rais Seurépais 
TaY atooToAwy SiaTtdéeot TapynKkoAovOnKdtes iaact, TOV KUpLOV 
véay tmpoogopav ev TH Kaw SiabyKn KabeornKévat KaTa TO 
Madaxtov tod mpod¢rrov: Adri a6 avatoAdv AAiov KtA. This 
was thought to be a fragment from Irenzus referring to the 
Didache, but it agrees with and certainly uses A.C. VIII, 
12, 39, 40, 3, and has been proved by Harnack (T.U. (1990) 
V,) to be a forgery by Pfaff himself. 

The writer of the Didache can deduce from the New 
Testament that the eucharist is a sacrifice, and can use the 
commonplace quotation from Malachi used by Justin, » 
Irenzus, Tertullian, etc., to prove this. What the @voia was 
to him we do not know, but it was probably, as in Irenzus, 
the people’s offering of bread and wine and of various other 
things... 

In A.C. VIII there is no reference to any confession ¥ 
before the eucharist, and A.C. VII omits such reference here 
when using this passage. Justin knows no confession before 
the eucharist. Irenzus often refers to efopuoddynots, of 
Cerdon in Hey JII, 4. 3, and of others in I, 13. 5 and 13. 7. 
In Haz IV, 18. 3 he says, “‘ Igitur non sacrificia sanctificant 
hominem sed conscientia ejus qui offert sanctificat sacrificia 

_ pura existens et prestat acceptare Deum quasi ab amico.”’ 
This is very much like Did. XIV, 2 and 3. The evident 
source ¢ of the Didache and of-Irenzus i is the Matthean passage , 
referred to above. 

In chapters IX, X and XIV of the Didache we have 
therefore a description of the agape and the eucharist of the 
time of the writer, expressed as far as possible in New Testa- 

ment language. It may be that much is left out, perhaps 
because no New Testament authority can be found for 
it. From what we have in the Didache it is clear that 
what is described is the agape and the eucharist of the second 
half of the second century..(We have seen elsewhere that , , 
the Didache is probably a Montanist work, but in the matter “ 
of the agape and eucharist there seem to have been no 
Montanistic peculiarities. } Dids.X%- 7 and. XI; 9: may be 
evidence of a revival in Montanist circles of the activity of 
prophets at the Christian meals, of which Paul gives evidence 
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for early times in I Cor. xiv, while Jude and II Pet. refer to 
prophets “‘ wallowing in your love-feasts.’’ In the Acts of 
Perpetua and Felicitas c. XVII we hear of an agape in prison, 
and Tertullian in his Catholic and Montanist writings refers 
to both agape and eucharist, with his chief description of 
the former in Ap. XXXIX. Nowhere are there any special | 
peculiarities due to his being a Montanist. It may be that 
the rigorism of the sect is shown in the demand of Did. XIV, 
2 for confession before communion. It is to be noticed that 
the Ps. Cyprianic adv. Aleatores, an African writing, quotes 
this, ‘“‘ Et in Doctrinis apostolorum : Si quis frater delinquit 
in ecclesia et non paret legi, hic nec colligatur, donec peni- 
tentiam agat, et non recipiatur ne inquinetur et inpediatur 
oratio vestra.’’ Thus in Africa, where Montanism was 

strong, this part of the Didache was known at an early 
date. (The Didache expresses in New Testament language 
the outline of agape and eucharist, not openly showing its 
own date or the source of its language, but sometimes indeed 
concealing the source by intentional alteration of its wording.) 

There is thus no need to employ the Didache as one of 
the chief links in the history of the eucharist. Chapters IX 
and X are not a Jewish liturgy turning into a Christian one. 
The Didache does not here show the one type of Christian 
eucharist, while Paul and Hippolytus show the other. 
Hippolytus, Serapion, A.C. VIII and others are not simple; 
they show different sides of the eucharist bound up in each 
one of them. It is not possible to say any one is pure 
commemoration, or offering, or communion, as Lietzmann 

tries to do. (The Didache can no longer be a touchstone to 
test the primitiveness of a eucharist by reference to Did. IX 
and X.) We cannot decide that the shortest reconstructed 
Western Text of Luke xxii is authentic, without those 

additions from Paul for the existence of which Justin gives 
us evidence, because the two short apocalyptic sayings over 
cup and bread remind us of the Didache. If Luke had Mark, — 
Paul and the early Church before him, it is very mysterious 
how he, or the compiler of the Western Text, could so far 
deviate from ordinary eucharistic language. Similarly, if, 
as we believe, the author of the Didache was writing at the 
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end of the second century and had the New Testament before 
him, it would be very peculiar if he made up a eucharist in 
the form of Did. IX and X, and more so if he went to Rab- 

binic writings for those prayers. It seems that in Did. XIV 
he gives apostolic teaching on the eucharist, in IX and X. 
he gives us eucharistic prayers for use as grace at common 
meals or agapes, modelled on the prayers of John xili-xvii 
_and on New Testament language. 



IX 

CONCLUSIONS 

Tue favourite gospel of the writer of the Didache is that 
according to S. Matthew, and that gospel ends with the 
following words of Christ, wopevévres obv pabnrevoare mavra 
7a €bvn, Bamrilovres adtovs cis Td dvopa tod Ilarpos Kat Tob 
Yiot Kat tod ‘Ayiov Ivedparos, diddoKxovtes adbtods tnpetv 
mavra boo. évereAdunv dpiv: Kat Sov, eyo pel” buddy eips macas 

Tas Tyepas Ews THs ovvredcias Tob aidvos. Another part of the 
New Testament much used by the writer of the Didache is 
the early part of the Acts of the Apostles, and in Acts ii, 41, 
42, we read, of pev obv dmodeEdpevor Tov Adyov adbtod €Bantic- 
Onoav: Kal mpoceréOnoav ev TH hucpa exeivn Yuyat woel 

TploxiAwa. AHoav dé mpookaprepobytes TH SidayH TOV atooTéAwy 
kal TH Kowwvia, TH KAdoe TOO dpTov Kat Tais mpocevyats. 
In these two passages we see how Christ told the Eleven to 
convey His teaching to the Gentiles and to baptise them. 
We see how the Apostles taught and baptised and organised 
the early Church. The titles of the Didache are, diday7) tdv 
dwWdexa adtooTéAwy and d.iday7) Kupiov dia TOV SwddeKxa atooTéAwy 
tots €Oveow. It consists of moral teaching, called évroAad in 
II, 1, of teaching about baptism, prayer, fasting, cAdous dptov, 
spiritual gifts and ministers. It seems evident that the two 
passages at the end of Matthew and beginning of Acts explain 
the title and form of the Didache. 

Writing in the Scottish Church Review in 1884 Birks said, 
“The book must either be an impious fabrication or an 
honest summary of the customs of the time at which it was 
written.’’ Birks was attacking Cotterill, who, in an article 

in the same journal, said, ‘‘It is assumed that there is 

nothing in the Didache which the writer has written with the 
express intent that it may bear out the ancient title which 
he has given to the work.’’ Potwin, in Biblia Sacra, 1884, 
p- 800, says that the quotations from the New Testament 
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found in the Didache “‘ indicate a writer whose mind is filled 
with New Testament ideas, but is not anxious, as a forger 
might well be, to reproduce the exact New Testament forms.”’ 
From these quotations it will be seen that early critics of 
the Didache thought that it was a forgery written late in 
date, pretending to be the work of the apostles, or else 
must be an accurate picture of a very primitive period of the 
history of the Church written by a contemporary. There 
could be no middle path. Burkitt and Armitage Robinson 
suggested another conclusion, that the Didache is the work 
of a person of an antiquarian frame of mind, writing towards 
the end of the second century, composing a picture of the 
apostolic teaching and Church Order from New Testament 
and apostolic writings. His method was that of the literary 
research student, his purpose antiquarian. The question 
is whether we must accept one of these alternatives or reject 
them all, or whether they can be combined. 

Let us first see what is the result of our examination of the 
problems of the Didache so far. We have seen that the 
Greek Didache as found in the MS. of Bryennius is the work 
of one man, that it has been translated and adapted by 
various people at various times and that extracts have been 

. madefromit at differentperiods. It was written later thanthe 
greater part of the New Testament, than Barnabas, Hermas 

and Justin, all of which it employs as sources. It was 
known to the writer of the Didascalia and later to numerous 
people in Asia and Syria and Egypt. In the West it was 
at first known as a whole to a few people, and then only the 
moral teaching was made use of, this being adapted to form 
a homily. The Didache is made up of numerous passages 
quoted from various writings, the New Testament, Barnabas, 

Hermas, Justin’s Apology, and the unknown source of Did. I, 
6 and III, 1-6. This is welded together to form a whole, 

the mind of the compiler being shown in the unity of language 
and spirit imposed by him on his material. The writer is 
evidently a Montanist of a very mild type, trying to express 
his churchmanship in as apostolic language as possible. He 
knows both agape and eucharist, both of which he values highly. 

This seems to leave little doubt as to the probable time 
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when the Didache was written. It is the work of a Montanist 
who lived before the time of the Didascalia. According to 
Labriolle, the first spark of Montanism was kindled in 
A.D. 172 so that the Didache must be the work of a writer of 
the last quarter of the second century or the first quarter of 
the third. This was the time of Hippolytus and Tertullian, 
and the Didache’s agape is like theirs. It is also the time 
when we found that ypiordusopos occurs outside the Didache 
for the only time before the fourth century, in the fragment 
of Hippolytus on Ruth. Tatian, too, had recently given up 
the use of the title ‘‘ Son of David’’ in his works, and the 

Didache replaces it by “‘ God of David.”’ 
Everything goes to prove that the Didache was written 

about the end of the second century A.D. This was the time 
when the Canon finally emerged, the reply of the Church to 
the single 1 gospels and the acts of the various apostles of the 
heretical sects, containing as it did the gospels of four 
apostles, Matthew and John, Peter and Paul. We are told 
that Irenzus was the commonplace defender of Catholicism 
against heresy, who had a mania for apostolicity. Others 
before and after had this mania. The Gospel according to 
the Hebrews was known as “ the Gospel of the Lord through 
the XII Apostles.” In Ignatius, Magn. VI, and Trallians 
III, x there are references to the ovvéSpiov dnoordAwy and 
avvdeopos amootéAwy. The Apostolic Church Order pro- 
fesses to be the actual words of the various apostles. The 
Didascalia is the ‘‘ Catholic Didascalia, that is teaching of 
the Twelve Holy Apostles and Disciples of our Saviour.” 
The A fostolic Constitutions are diatayal tv dyiwv amooréAwy 
dua KArjpevros. The Didache differs from all of these. 
There is no fictitious setting, no attempt to keep up the 
fiction that Christ and the Apostles are speaking. In all 
of these other writings some such attempt is made, though it 
is often quickly abandoned. The Didache is merely an 
attempt to write in apostolic language an account of the 
customs of the Montanists. 

1 This is the time when the Epistula Apostolovrum was written. 
‘‘ All the Apostles ”’ were contrasted with the single apostles appealed to 
by the various sects. 
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This absence of any attempt to keep up the fiction that 
the apostles are speaking is one reason why it has been 
held that the Didache is a true monument of apostolic 
Christianity. There is no high Christology in the Didache, 
so it has been held that a high Christology is a late develop- 
ment and the Didache is early. There is no open polemic 
with regard to any heresies, therefore the Didache must 
have been written before these arose. The Didache does 
not quote, giving chapter and verse, from the New Testa- 
ment, and therefore it was written before our New Testament 
had become well known. 

If one treats the Didache as a monument of the apostolic 
Church when apostle, prophet and teacher were still highly 
honoured as charismatic ministers, when there were no 

presbyters, and bishops and deacons were only local officers 
and despised, when agape and eucharist were combined 
and only distinguished from their origin, the Kiddush, with 
difficulty, it becomes difficult to accept, as Harnack and 

Bryennius did, the fact that the Didache is later than 
Barnabas and Hermas. When we see how in Pliny’s time 
the eucharist has become separated from the agape, how 
Ignatius knows of three classes of ministers only, bishop, 

. priest and deacon, how Clement of Rome can already have 
formulated some idea of a divine purpose behind the succes- 
sion of the ministry, it becomes increasingly difficult to find 
a time when such a picture as is usually drawn from the 
Didache could have been a portrait of the Church. One 
common solution of this difficulty is that Ignatius and others 
represent a well-developed Church, the Didache a backward 
district, but this will not explain much. To have a band 
of wandering ministers who are not allowed to settle any- 
where needs a large area, and such an area cannot be found. 

If we say that the Church Order fits the very early Church, 
then we must manipulate our arrangement of the relation- 

ships between the Didache and the other documents to suit 

our theory. There is usually this struggle, which do we 

accept as the deciding factor, the relationship between the 

Didache and the other Apostolic Fathers or the Church 

Order of the Didache? 
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In our discussion of the Didache’s ministry and agape 
and eucharist we quoted Spitta’s and Schweitzer’s claim 
that any picture of the early Church must agree with that 
presented by the Didache. This seems to me to be a very 
wrong method. The Didache should be made to fit into the 
picture that other documents present, not all be forced to 
conform with it. This is especially so in the case of the 
eucharist and the ministry. We have seen how the eucharist 
may be founded upon the Kiddush as adapted by our Lord, 
but the Didache does not give us a kiddush, and chapters 
IX and X probably portray an agape. The charismatic 
ministry which is thought to exist in the Didache and in so 
many other writings is but a figment of the historian’s 
imagination. The threeclasses of apostle, prophet and teacher 
are nowhere recognised grades of ministers. In Paul they 
are merely types of people blessed with spiritual gifts, in 
the Didache the prophet is an honoured and influential 
person in Montanist circles, apostles and teachers are lay 
figures introduced to make the Didache like the New Testa- 
ment. The Church Order of the Didache remains an 
isolated phenomenon and an insoluble problem so long as 
the only alternative solutions are ‘“‘ an impious forgery ”’ or 
“an accurate picture of contemporary conditions.” It is 
impossible to find when such conditions could have existed, 

and it is unlikely that a forger would have invented so 
anomalous a state of affairs. 

Greiff, and Seeberg in his Katechismus der Urchristenheit, 

have tried to prove that the Didache is an example of the 
primitive Christian ‘‘ Catechism.” In Rom. vi, 17 and 

Xvi, 17 Seeberg finds that Paul speaks of rvmov SSayfs and 
diday7yv. There must here be a reference to some such 
stereotyped form of teaching as the Didache, says Seeberg. 
Greiff thought that the Fourth Gospel was founded on the 
Didache, with its baptismal oration, baptism, post-baptismal 
prayers, first communion and ecclesiastical regulations, 
though it is difficult to follow him in finding this form in 
the Fourth Gospel. It is supposed that, as the faith of 
Christians crystallised into the credal forms, so the moral 
and ecclesiastical teaching was stereotyped in some such 



CONCLUSIONS 213 

form as that of the Didache. There are, however, difficulties 

here. The later Church Orders usually follow a set plan 
much like that of the Didache, but it is impossible to say 
whether this is traditional or the result of the work of 
Hippolytus, who wrote the first Church Order, and of the 
work of the author of the Didache. If the Didache is an 
example of this catechetical form, it becomes difficult to 

explain why its composer made use of other documents in 
writing his work. Moreover, Seeberg, Greiff and others 
have only one example of their so-called ‘‘ Primitive Cate- 
chism,” and they try to make Christianity too fixed and 
rigid a system by saying that this was the only form such a 
teaching could take. Christianity in its early stages was 
fluid, not stereotyped like this. 

In 1884 a writer in the Foreign Church Review said, ‘‘ A 
pious Christian at the end of the first century reading 
Acts ii, 42 undertook the task of setting forth in dramatic 
form what was this teaching of the apostles.’”’ He then 
went on to put forward a theory that our Didache is a later 
adaptation of this work. The present writer agrees with 
the critic of 1884 that the Didache is based on Acts ii, 42 
and Matt. xxviii, 19, 20, but it is not a work of the end of 

- the first century, and it tries to make the Christianity of 
the early Montanist movement agree with that of the New 
Testament by omitting what was common in his time, such 
as baptismal unction, but was not found in the New Testa- 
ment, or by adding such new things as the Wednesday and 
Friday fasts, for which an argument would be found in the 
New Testament. In order to do this he makes use of the ° 
New Testament in the same way that Hermas uses it. As 
Jacquier says of Hermas, “Il adapte les pensées et la 
langue des évangelistes 4 son propre but.”’ Warfield says 
of the Didache that, when the writer employs a “ studied 
compression of Matthew,” “if we conclude that all the 
divergences of the words from the form found in Matthew 
are such as the author would naturally make in adapting 
them to his purpose, there exists no reason why we may 
not refer them to Matthew as their source.” In place of 
Matthew we may here put “the New Testament,” and the 
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statement will still hold good, for the fact that the Didache 
does not quote from Mark, Galatians, Philemon and 
probably II Peter means very little. All of Mark is found 
in Matthew and Luke, and is more attractively set out there. 
The whole of Galatians is found in Romans. Philemon is 
an interesting personal letter, but contains no apostolic 
teaching. II Peter is a very late expansion of Jude. The 
omission of these books from the Didache’s New Testament 
means nothing. In the short compass of his book the writer 
uses the whole of the rest of the New Testament, which 

means that he knew all of the Canon with the possible 
exception of II Peter. He must have written, then, towards 

the end of the second century, not, as the writer in the 

Foreign Church Review says, “at the end of the first 
century.” 

Let us summarise what we think the writer of the Didache 
has done, and then see how it is affected by the later history 
of the work. Taking the title from Acts ii, 42 and Matt. 
XXVlll, I9, 20, the writer has first set out an example of 
apostolic moral teaching. He has taken the “‘ Two Ways ”’ 
from Barnabas, rearranged it, altered it to make it closer 

to the New Testament and added material from a harmony 
_of the New Testament made by Justin, from a prophetic 
expansion of material derived from James and the Sermon 
on the Mount made by Hermas, from an unknown apocryphal 
source treated as “ Scripture ”’ in Did. I, 6 and from a source 
which Clement of Alexandria called “Scripture.” In 
chapter VI we have New Testament teaching on eating idol 
meats and bearing the yoke of the Lord. In VII we have 
some teaching on baptism adapted from New Testament 
material. The same is done in chapter VIII about fasting 
and prayer. In IX and X are prayers for the ‘“‘ agape” 
made up from various New Testament prayers. In XI- 
XIII are regulations about Montanist prophets. Paul 
knows of apostles and teachers as well, so they are men- 
tioned here to make the prophets more “ apostolic,” but 
only in prophets can the writer be said to be interested. 
All the regulations are derived from our Lord’s words when ~ 
sending out the Twelve and the Seventy, from Paul, Jude 

. 

. 

. 
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and the Johannine writings. In chapter XIV we have 
New Testament teaching about the Sunday eucharist. In 
XV the writer of the Didache gives us regulations about 
ministers. Bishops and presbyters are the same people in 
the New Testament, so only bishops are mentioned here. 
The apostles were the first monarchical bishops, and the 
apostles are speaking, so that the first of the three “‘ orders ”’ 
is not mentioned. All the material is derived from the 
Pastorals, with various additions. In XVI is an apocalypse 
derived from Barnabas and the New Testament apocalypses. 
Ali this material in the Didache is “ apostolic,’”’ for Clement 
of Alexandria claimed that Barnabas was an apostle and 
one of the “‘ Seventy.’”’ Moreover, the writer of the Didache 
lets us into the secret of his work when in XV, 4 he says, 

Tas d€ edyas tudv Kal Tas eAenpwootvas Kal mdoas Tas mpagets 
ovTw ToMjaure, Ws éxeTe ev TH edayyeXlw Tod Kuplov judv. He 
apologises, as it were, for any omissions and says: “ I may 
have left out a lot but you can add to my work by going 
to the source whence I have drawn all my material, to the 
New Testament.” 

Now, the marks of the Didache are these. In I-V it 
gives a better-arranged form of the moral teaching of the 

_‘ Two Ways,” which is never out of date and in no way 
heretical. In VI-XV he gives a Church Order from which 
much is omitted because the New Testament does not talk 
about it, and in which the Montanist prophets and the 
Montanist all-day fast on Wednesday and Friday were not 
acceptable to catholics. The agape disappeared, and so the 
prayers were of not much use except to be adapted and used 
at the eucharist or for grace at meals. The title of bishop 
was used by the successors of the apostles, so that the 
ministry of chapter XV had to be expanded. It is easy to 
see now why the writer of A.C. VII alters the latter part 
of the Didache more than the earlier part, why A.C.O. and 
others, including the Latin, use only the moral code of 

I-V, why, though the Ps. Cyprianic adv. Aleatores knows 

Did. XIV, Serapion knows IX and X, and Athanasius 

knows IX and X, they never use these later chapters much. 

Chapters VI-XVI were known for many years; we have 
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seen how they were used; even the Fides Nicena and the 
Syntagma Doctrine seem to refer to them, but they were _ 
out of date and, though they were not evidently heretical, | 
they were suspect. There is no need to be surprised at | 
their continued existence. Tertullian was a Montanist, but 

Cyprian and Augustine used his works, and it was said of 
Cyprian that he could use Tertullian’s knowledge but did 
not follow him in his errors. Many other books which were 
written by moderate heretics still remained in the Church. 
It is therefore quite possible that Leo, “‘ notary and sinner,” 
and the Georgian translation could make use of the whole 
Didache for their pious exercises. 

The Didache was a work of the end of the second or 
beginning of the third century A.D. That much is certain 
from the literary relationships of the work, from its character 
as an apostolic work written when the Canon had finally 
emerged, and from the historical situation it reflects. Can 
we decide where it was written? There are three possible 
arguments: (@) from the doxology of the Lord’s Prayer in 
VIII, 2, (0) from the phrase “‘ scattered upon the mountains ” 
in IX, 4, and (c) from the later history of the work. With 
regard to (a) Westcott and Hort say that the origin of the 
doxology added to the Lord’s Prayer in many MSS. of the 
Gospels is due to the liturgical usage of Antioch. These 
doxologies first arose at Antioch, say Westcott and Hort, 
and, say others, the Didache is early, therefore it must be 
Antiochene. There is, however, only one New Testament 

authority which has the same doxology as the Didache’s, 
which is é6ru cod éorw % Svvayus Kal 4 Sdéa cis aidvas. Only 
the Sahidic version omits 1 BaowWela alone. One Old Latin © 
MS. of the New Testament, k, omits both 7% Baowreta and 
9 86a. The Sahidic version of the Gospels was made in the 
third or fourth centuries. The origin of the Didache’s and 

1 Canon Streeter says that if the Didache were the work of an archaising 
Montanist it could not have had the great influence which he attributes 
to it. This great influence is largely imaginary. The “‘ Two Ways ”’ 
was used a great deal, but only because it was a better edition of Barnabas’s 
work. The whole work may have been popular, but it was not influential. 
The form which later Church Orders took was not due to the influence 
et ae Didache but of Hippolytus’s almost contemporary Apostolic 
vadition. 
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the New Testament doxology which omits 7 BacwWeia may 
therefore be due to Egyptian, not Antiochene, liturgical 
influence. 

With regard to (6), it is said that in Egypt corn is never 
sown on the mountains, but only in the plain flooded by 
the Nile. In Syria corn is always sown upon the mountain- 
sides. Therefore the Didache must be a Syrian work. A 
Syrian work which employs the Didache, the Afostolic 
Constitutions, omits the phrase ‘‘ upon the mountains,” an 

Egyptian work, Serapion’s Prayer Book, retains it. If the 
prayers in chapters IX and X are traditional prayers used 
by the writer of the Didache, no argument as to the place 
of origin of the Didache can be derived from this phrase. 
They may be Antiochene prayers transported to Egypt, or 
vice versa. It is not likely that anyone writing an original 
prayer in an allegorical way such as this would use details 
unfamiliar to his readers, but if the prayer is a compilation 
from New Testament sources, this ‘‘ upon the mountains ”’ 
may be due to Matt. xviii, 12, where the lost sheep of the 
Church are wandering ‘“‘on the mountains.’”’ There is no 
evidence here for the place of origin of the Didache. 

The Didache is used first in the Syrian document, the 
Didascalia, next in two Egyptian documents, the A fostolic 
‘Church Order and Serapion, then it is used in Asia Minor and 
Egypt alike. Its chief sources are the Egyptian work, 
Barnabas, the Roman work, Hermas, and Justin, besides 

the New Testament. It also uses a work current in Egypt 
in Clement of Alexandria’s time. Hermas’s work soon 
spread over all the Church, and the Didache cannot be 
Roman. The choice here seems to be between Syria and 
Egypt, and there seems to be no very decisive factor except 

that the chief sources are Egyptian, the earliest use Syrian. 

The choice certainly lies between Syria and Egypt. The 

Didache was used quite soon in Africa, and probably reached 

there with the earliest Montanists from Asia. There was 

a continual coming and going between Africa and the East 

over the Montanist question and over the question of the 

re-baptism of heretics, when Cyprian and Firmilian had a 

long correspondence. The Didache was used in the West, 
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as we see from the Latin ‘“ Two Ways,” from Jerome and 
Rufinus’s references to the “‘ Two Ways,” and from the use 
of the ‘‘ Two Ways” by Rhineland preachers. The later 
chapters were known, too, as we see from the reference in 
Pseudo-Cyprian, but-it is certain that the Greek is the 
original, the Latin a translation, and that the Greek was 

written in Egypt or Syria. 
The Didache is Montanist. Where is it likely that it 

was written? We hear of Montanists in Asia, in Rome, 

where Hippolytus, the Muratorianum and Praxeas attacked 
them, in Africa, in Gaul, where Irenzus expressed a 

evAaBh Kal dpodofordrny opinion about them. In Egypt 
Origen had to decide whether they were schismatic or 
heretics, and Didymus wrote a dialogue between a Catholic 
and a Montanist.1 It seems that Montanism quickly spread 
over all the world, though its chief centres were in Asia and 
Africa. There is little here to decide where the Didache 
was written. I am inclined to say that it is an Egyptian 
work, but should feel more certain if there were more 

evidence of the existence of a Montanist community there. 
As Leipoldt says in Geschichte des Neutestamentlichen Kanons, 
Egypt was the place where the New Testament was first 
treated as Holy Scripture, and the Didache above all honours 
the New Testament in deed if not in word. 

There is no need to consider the theory of those who see 
in the Didache a work like James, the product of what 
Dobschiitz ? calls a Palestinian ‘‘ Dorfgemeinde,” where simple 
Jews have just turned Christian. The Didache cannot be 
the work of such a church, for it is highly artificial, it is a 
literary compilation, not an artless book of private devotion 
and simple ecclesiastical teaching. It is not likely either 
that Professor Burkitt was right in his opinion that James 
and the Didache are writings composed in an old-fashioned 
way by the new Gentile Church at Jerusalem, supposed to 
be old documents of the original apostolic Church there. 
The Gentile Church set out to find sights to show people 

1 Dionysius, too, discussed in Egypt whether Montanist baptism was 
to be accepted or not. 

2 Probleme d. a. Z. 
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when they came as pilgrims, not false antique writings to 
impress readers. The antiquarianism of the early Church 
was used to teach, not to interest. The Leucian Acts were 

written to inspire men to an ascetic life following the 
apostles’ legendary mode of life, not just to amuse. So 
the Didache was an artificial literary composition composed 
of apostolic material in apostolic language to teach men 
what the Montanist Church thought and how it conducted 
itself, to show how “ apostolic”’ it could be, though the 
Catholic Church, with all its claims to an apostolic creed, 
and ministry and scriptures and sacraments, attacked 
Montanism. 

The fate of the Didache at the hands of modern critics 
is due to its form and its contents. They noticed that it 
omitted a great deal that the New Testament omitted and 
that the Church of the second century treasured. They 
did not notice that it added what the New Testament did 
not know, as for example regulations about the water to 
be used at baptism and about Wednesday and Friday fasts. 
They noticed also that the New Testament was a time of 
spiritual fervour, and that the Didache was written at such 
a time too. They did not notice the difference, that the 
Didache is all for prophets and does not consider other 
spiritual gifts, while the New Testament only honours 
prophets among the other “spiritual people.” Blind to 
the differences between the Didache and the New Testa- 
ment, and keen-sighted where similarities were found, they 

did not consider that differences could be found and the 
similarities explained, but jumped straight to the con- 
clusion that the Didache must be primitive, and, as Schaff 
says in his Teaching of the Twelve Apostles, or, the Oldest 
Church Manual, everyone went to the Didache determined 
to find his pet theories proved by it. Above all, it sup- 
ported those who were in favour of prophets and “ charis- 
matic ”’ control of the Church. Hence its great popularity 
at the time when it was found. The Didache was, however, 
the ‘‘ spoilt child” of criticism, and could lead no one wrong. 
It was not seen that its differences from the New Testament 
were due to its late date, its similarities due to borrowing, 

P 
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until Armitage Robinson tried to prove that the Didache 
continually borrows from apostolic works. He thought of 
it as an antiquarian work with no purpose except to give 
an imaginary picture of New Testament conditions. This 
is a possible explanation, but it is more probable that it 
describes contemporary customs and has a useful object in 
view, though both are hidden in the case of Didache under 
an antiquarian form and concealed in the ascription of the 
work to the Apostles. This is, as we have seen, the true 

explanation of the Didache, that it gives in the form of a 
summary of apostolic teaching a description of what can 
be called “the apostolic element ”’ of Montanism, and that 
its purpose is the defence of the ““ New Prophecy.”’ 
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