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ing an tlustrative commentary (whick will be puab-

I wri
lished next Januavy) npon the Gospel according to Matthew,
I had to quote those fragments of the Gospel according to
the Helbrews which answer to Math, vio 11 and xxit. 33,

3

This involved some notice of that work, +
opinion about it was by no meang uvnanimous, L
make a full examination of ibin an appendix. The apper
howaver, soon became very awkwardly long, and was more-
over entirely out of character with the nature of my com-
termined o put it forth vs a separate

mentary 5 so that 1 de
book.

No apologies need be made for doing this. Hilge
edition shows that even in Germany the subject is far from
worked out; while the passage of *twenty-six lin
Professor Westcott’s Canon of the New Tostament which pur-
ports to present thoe opinions of antigquity
Gospel, and which has been reprinted without change twice
if not three times since the appearance of Hilgenfeld’s e
shows that in England even Hilgenfeld is all but unknown.

I have aimed at accuracy and logical method, and have
uo excuses to make if T have fallen short of these aims.  As
regards completeness, I have not indeed spent
ransacking the entire body of early Christian fié‘%z wabure, or

even Syriae literature, in seavceh of

w

ahout this lost

»

n

andiseo

* See Appendiz 4, ¢ Prof. Westcott's Statement of the Fxternal

Tvidence.
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O carry maé those
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Lorewords. N

nfully anxious to state nothing as

bias, and bave been pe

probable which was not so, and nothing as certain which

dy probable. Nor can T see what other dedue-

ible to make from the evidence before me.
é

G

ospel according to the Hebrews, or of

sslations of it, should ever he recovered
o from the recoveries of the las gt forty vears,
y no meaus oub of the question—my hypothesis might be
blown to the winds., Bub I do not see how any other hypo-

thesis was nearly so probable on the ev idence presented by

the existing Ira

ragments taken m cor 3%;;;9%@031 with the exist~

>

ing ev iéiww of ancient writers,

§ E‘:ﬁm;f{% had much help from the thivty-three pages
spfeld in E%";zz,.g;s:}i{;ﬁ'zﬁz,zs; Ti“%’l {’;}f his

His exe

for '%;2‘:;(;& most part L{ a;im;‘,;i 15 '{z;;‘é'»& {53.@3&;'&:1@%}.;;@ of *zém , E’;‘Eﬁ@
3 s 4

almost everywhere a form of narrative em
that of i?zéf Greek Matthew, but his reasons seern to me in

t degree fanciful.  There is no approach to syste-

"*;»'é;’»}i’iﬁé‘i.,g. anal

M. | A
Judgemont

and the impetuosity of

which afirms™ that the Gospel aceording to the

to those who are ’.E}y..l,'@"‘éﬁi'é‘ii"z4’~‘“’,’i£§2§:3}:;}j the origi

B

¢ punctum Archimedis’

AnON

al Gospels the long sought

is characteristic of the entire work., Bub I have had from 16

L:g} in many ways which I might not have got, at
ithout great trouble, from other sources, and I record

the above criticisms only that those who cannol compare
%éw bwo x}zi-’{}'rl%::é; may zmi; 81 “i me of much

&
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1oaccording to the Helbrows” iy the name of o
have

Gospel of which only some thirty kunown fragments
come down to our day. It is my object to gather and exan
the statements and g}aamwu% of ancient writers about this
fost Gospel ; to arvange, tranglate, and illustrate its frag
ments 3 lastly, to an,z/.ig*%{z» f,he internal evidence pre sented ‘?;3-“
the f&;‘;_‘zsgi,;?ma,ziﬁ%,, and, comparing 1t with the external evidence,
t0 see whether it enables us to shape any likely ifig}"{}(}ﬁ}{“im
as to the chavacter and origin of the work to which they be-
longed.

Tt

*Ipexapvs is the frst extant writer who vefors to the
Gospel according to the Hebrews. To make his "(-“f%”i*f"’?k”‘ﬁ
intelligible it is needful fixst o swy that the es %;:‘?} Chuorch b
Lieved NI}%%EWW to have written his Gospel in ¢ §../:f§;z.m%"“‘

A.gn, pupil of Poly-
A living in 107

Born and eduneated Z*r Asin about 120
carp and Papias, mad ishop of Liyon in 177,
suppoesed to have been roartyred in 202

t The real Hebrow bad long beeu a doead speech, but the name

wag commonly given o Syro-Chaldaic, or Aramsaic-—as it is now
genorally termed. Thus, in Acts xxi. 40 and xxii. 2, Panl is said to
‘ spoken to the people *in the IHebrew tongne, and Jerome,

speaks of the Clospel according to the Hebrews as @ wrib
indecd inn the Chaldee and Syriac langnage, bat with Hebrow letters
{(Dial. adp. Pelag. 1ib, 11, '}3 f"i%ﬁ‘&’v}l{“’{“ !’“‘5 kg of it s x&“.@r’ii%‘-@z‘; i the
Hebrow language” (Cowan, @ Isal lib, iv.—on I, xi. 2},

£

ALl
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wibten

have

m&i h Papias, [ ¢ { M the
Zzz%ﬁi DO One 8y i;};;:%,i; 1% was

{%féms@% Introduction, 1iv.

A.D., says of the
§e tﬁz‘xi‘; {5?;‘(3‘ pel only

¢ about 180
‘é ‘éimi *“i%i

as in é&l’iz%ﬁ}aiiﬁ.‘-y Wi gi:g}fjkfﬂﬂfi{}&;(j ‘%;0
tence at the fime ‘@@‘5‘1@3} Trenncus
Trenaecus again speaks of the

sspel only "\xzm,}z is according to

15 B 2 b
ST i aiww clear, therefor, that he believed

ok when we come to the evidenee of

wy s n
g6 O aura

od that
spel,

lenged this belief. Most German critics are
Aifﬁ‘s;?.s{}!f‘ English writers of mark are
arks of my own from a neuiral standpoint
B, ¢ 3’;’*;‘1;@2&% and Matthew)

relio quod est secunduom Matthasum

s-Jibionel etenim, co Bvangelio
acim olo utentes, ex illo ipso convineuntur
de Domino.  Marcion autem, id guod est
wdens, ex Ins quae adhne secvantor penesy
1 80 %um exgistentern Deun ostenditur (g do, Haer,
%%z{ Iibionites, vging that Clospel only which

0 "\xEr\,ii;savw Care convicted from that %‘f:za*} (lospel of

aboub f‘%m Lord., Marcion again, z:%%z%if 1 13‘55-%;

L

WS
ahig according

edition to be a §.3§d»:.«§’}§iié§iﬁi’i€%’" ags ixmig %h{} only iw ng {zmi




Lrenacus.,  Clement of Alevandrie.  Origen. 3

the Gospel according to the Hebrews to be of _
authorship, and, as he nowhere says that Tatthes wrote two
““‘30?\&%, buth, on the other hand, expresely limits the number
sennine Gospels bo four, he must have vegarded it as one

WOr 34 with the present Matthow.

# OrEMENT OF ALEXANDRIA wribes—

trona, exhorting vs, By, o ”‘*E&}a’v ol

AF

thee,” supposing this the first step ¢ ul
: b aceording to the 5

just as in the Gospel
that é?*-i'i"éz Wmary
shall rest”” The
of ?> YPeiT f.;f;:z

SAYH {:é{ﬁf;éé. {’fifzq

r that ¢ the ‘”‘;}%M
avan i corts
he opposite conclusion,’ goes on Lhage-*
m lic. mood, wpooierar] the € -%‘fa:hf nel
m? ere the Saviour 'Eﬁ.aim 1 sa

ik, took me by one a;‘ I1
ot ;gmngsffms e 3{?{}“ ?:sf Wil

o ‘é’i?f ¢ (i

wme wp ol

doubt how the Holy

san he mother of §§;z‘ﬁw ";{:stai zEN RO WOTS
it is not hard to interpret.  For, if he t :ﬁ 1at
ghe Tather in the heavens is his [1.e. Christs

1t is evident thab so far as Trven:

uob a corrupled Matthew, Ab %;Esgfx same thme wo o
is’m* acus or those from whom he drew his uforma
move of the Ebionite Gospel than that the Fhion
vos averred it to bo the {w«}wi aceording to Matthew.

€ Died about 21318 an,

Tabrne & dpyn 70 Oavpdons va mpdyparay ¢ UNarwy & Oz

ng knew the Ebionthe

mjrg Ayen, val Marllag év oruic Uepudomese wapavor * Qalparoy wi
mt{)étfm,’ Babusy roiroy wpiroy rije trivava yvooewe vroriliperoe’ 0!
i v wall Efpalove Tiayyelip 70 Bavpdmas Bavhetoe S wdypenrin
et & fusdeboue [iv lovarafoerad’ (Strow. 1. 9y, The Traditions
of Matihins would seemn to be the swme asg the Gospel atiributed to
that Apostle.

Wrote 22684 a0




to the Felbrews.

e “brother of Christ” falls
on ‘573{% race of .‘;m&@‘;& "i‘:s‘z‘ié; z‘{iw' on those

f go entitled
that the H s%} %}m it @im*zz?{i \iw
are ’i’;m} things to be observed.
doy O

£ any one a dmita "
“wzmmi 18 ;m»& which according to

;;g‘};*zarzzfz mar implies that the G ospel in ques-

»d by some people—these people being pre-

n the eirele of those whom Origen wis a&éz*%w
L 3” that Origen upholds and harmonizes to his
st peculiar phrase in the most peculiar

i 1o Gospel necording to the Hebrews which has
Vil io us ¢ and the conclusion is that either he was
%;e:; admit that Gospel himself, or it was admitted by
sple that e did not like either to disagree
» pass it by in silence.
w‘izzim* also incorporates in Origen’s
att. xix. an extract from the CGospel ac-
brews, with the following prefix—< 1t i
ol which is ealled “according to the
over, anyone is pleased to take that not as
Ezz;fi ag throwing light on the guestion before
he formuln of quotations from Seripture is used
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Origesr. Luscouns. 5
—¢ it ig written 75 bub o veservation is permilted to anyone

who doubts the authority of the work.

This prefix, and the quotstion which follows 1t, are ‘iléé’{;?
however, in our Greek text of Origen, and may therefor be
due, if not to the Latin translator, at least to some Greek
reader who inseribed them on the margin of his copy, whence
the translator rendered them, supposing that they belonged
to his author’s text,

But, if it be true, as we shall gee Jer
Glospel according to the Hebrews “is often use
we ave strongly impelled to accept the passage as genuine.

O1e

vs, that the

»

b by 0%*;4;‘@1’1;

t Bosenros (Feel. Higt, 111, 25) mentions first the recog-
nised hooks of the New Testament ; then those which were
disputed, but recognised by most peeple; aud, lastly, those
that were spurious. He goes on as follows— And nowadays
some have reckoned among these the Gospel according fo
the Hebrews, which they of the Hebrews that have received
the Christ love beyond any other.’§ This implies (i) that
this Gospel was the accepted te &'i?}@{}i{ of the Jewish U %zw»
ians in g;;‘e:nm“}%” {33 ) that its genuineness had only lately been
questioned 3 (iil.) that only a minority counted ;é} spurions.

Tn c. 27 of the same book ¢, speaking of that division of
the Ebionites which did not reject the divinity of Jesus, he
says that, ‘using that Gospel alone which is called {he
Gospel zs-f"fs:(}%;*c{-iszg to the Hebrews, they took small nccount of

the rest.” | From the context it looks as if he was borrowing
from and ax;mmizzw OF COPIeC ting Trenaeus. q

lsewhere (Theophan. iv. 12) he says—* Lhe cause, i-géi’:"}“éﬁ%
for, of the divisions of goul that came fo pass in Emw
Himself tanght, as we have found 1 ; 1
existing among the Jews in the Hebves

5

tem god ad manifestationem propositae quacstionis (Migne’s ed. vol.
i 12945,

Ty
«§A i’
, 5 5 5 Y
s {«,-; EEORUL TG »&'ﬁ?; "34\’&.{,5,3 g
g‘ 7 gy . »
}’f JELE, } ;ffi}ki(}'?‘{i }f’;; ESEY D TUY

; 5 ¢ = ¢ P
;§ gt:ff;/wfwm CE pinveg T cudd
Aovw by a}nmz;; srosudire Aoyor,

q See Addenda,



of the fé?zs.:.i.é%z:séz&

both Clement and Origen had
t Tiusebius was bishop of
v ciby (collected by his friend

s Gogpel, as Jerome tells
bly suppose that their quo-
fx}{% mmé and that, had it be
phal production, 13;{, wouldl have

SERS NS

s that Hree

s oub of the Gospel according to the .fs.sigi’;?’{ii’ 5
’ md particularly out of the Hebrew lan-
the W(”’}*k% of . SIppus were iskz,@z.a extant,
,f;:z%'w bing himself, we cnn hardly suspect
And uunless it be so we have

vess than Irenaseus,  For we

<
[
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aida, not being ar
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Euschius (Hegesippus . Papras). 7

know him to have been a ripe theologian ab least as enrly as

170 4.0., and Eusebius says that he lived “in the fivst suc-
cession to the Apestles,” || which would place lis birth ab the
very beginning of the century. ¥ Being himself a Jewish
Christian, he would be fully aa:,gufmimc} with the book he

quoted.

Tusebins also mentions Parras in connexion with this
Gospel. < Eusebiug,” says the author of Suyp *-isafaéz al Re
Ligion (4th ed. i. 421), “informs us that Papilas narrated
from the Gospel according to the Hebrews a story “**w“;z,m;mw
a woman aceused before the Lord of many sing
statemwent needs to be qualified : what Eusebius g%% say is
as follows. After mentioning certain stories relat ><fi
Papias, ho writes ** ¢ The same historian adds other incidents
as having come to him from nuwritben tradition—Dboth some
unknown parables of the Saviour and teachings of his, and
certain obher things of a more fabulous character it . .
he also transfers to his own work other accounts, by
gz“igm satd Aristion, of the Lord’s discourses, and fradifions «
the Tlder John,  And, now that T have referred the %s”zgiwﬁ
to iht se, I must perforce add to these veports of his

R

7oy #o s ) o 7 ¥ N o EN % .
O yhowrros int vig wpwryg vy Amwegrddwy yerduerog Lwdoy i
Fleel 31, 233,

¥

Fle is said to have died in the reign of Comimadus,
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me capecting the mil
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suppose that he distingunishes ii e é?:{i'i:}z:ﬂ{:ﬂiz ¢ " element from ¢ the wn.
known parables and teackings of 1
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| accordinge fo e

7?2/ mentioned a tradition which he has
mz;‘ BAME Coneerning E‘%ﬁi“‘i vk the writer of the
as then gives Papiag’s very sober accounts
atthew, adds thab Ew gquoted passages from
le of Jolhn and the First of Peter, and then
published also another relation of a woman
w%‘sw sing  before i%}@ Eg(m?ﬁ which {the {amjn?
i’f{v"}; cws contains.’
,. vy that Papias quoted the story from
s ;g;é:{%ﬁ, '§;m, w;gé i%m& be told a story which it contains.
g not say “which the Gospel according to the
yrews also contains,” and ab any rate it is cleay that a
rere found was at least as old as the time of & mant
o ean hardly have written lofer than 140 a.p., and was
inely told by that man as aunthentic.
vill be seen that in the above passage Huasebius men-
the Gospel according to the Hebrews immediately after
onical books. He may, however, be only giving a
*the Dleroture, whether seriptural or not, with which
wppeared to be acquainted, ag contrasted with the
tradition” from which he drew so largely. Still
is case we might have expected him o imply some
) n thig Gospel and the cononical books had
s spurious.  But that he did not so look on
mind clear enough from other passages given

X

¥

follows lusebius in point of date.
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Dot Rev, for Aug. 1875, shows that tho
wn Paseale who states that P Apias was mar-
i i Irom the

stion and the ';'%"% {

1 6 he iz called the companio
Hise 3 bim before Polycary, Big
;é;;l/i; .E,:v{;z “was probably born about 4. D,
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Lusebins (Papirs).  Lopiphanius. g;

sippus he ‘was of Jewish birth, and, like Clement,
n, and Busebiug, he had spent muoch time in Pales-

Epiphanius, then, speaking of the Nuzarenes, says,
§“And they bhave the Gospel aecording to Matthew, very full,
in Hebrew. For assuredly this is still kepb among thew, as
it was af outset written, in Hebrew letters. Bub I do not
know whether, |[at the same time, they have taken away the
genealogies from Abrabam to Christ.” It will be shown
‘m and En from the writings of Jerome that the N&.&mmc
nsed the (ospel according to the Hebrews, that this was

written {ehrew lotters, and that it was rvegarded by

.

in b
“very many’ or “most’ (plerique) as according to Matther.

Epiphanius fancied that the genealogies might be want-
ing, because he had found them absent from Hbionite coples,
and it is not ereditable to him that at his see of Salamis in
s takee the 1‘<>zzm<> of getting information on

Cyprus he did not
this point from his friends in Syria.

It is elear that, if he had ever seen a Nazarene copy of
the Gospel according to the Hebrews, he had not examined
it properly, and his evidence must be taken as mere hearsay.
$till i is the hearsay of & man who must have heard the
N azarene Giospel many times spoken of in the countries in
which his life was spent, and who was so bitter a foe to

P
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Kad, alse’ T hey too ” (Jike the Ebionites) would of course
sted to render * And T do net know
,’ bab wat o amwi mean

2

- of foven’ in this case: Madvig's

dtxpr Rprorod mmw‘ws {Haer, x
YequIve xui avrol. T was temp
whether they have cven
biel be %ff%zf:v 1
2 and Winer
obed in o note by Dr. M cof his 1877 edi-
1y doos indeed reckon nmong é%e T aif' wak in i‘f%z,gz: New

"f') {iésfx i, 4
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by (for example, : 0 Fph,
Foven 2\3 spesk of,” although it can be 3}‘1?*:{:}1?& sed by ‘\,w wach as

to sp ; 3§~ roob ¢ not only to take partin and wibtness,



O e Gospel according to fhe HHebivw

soctarians that he wonld not have failed to remember and
I ing which he had heard to its prejudice.

ol

s on to ;«;;;g {zi& <zi {Em Thionites: © Aud these too ve-
' Malthew s for this they too, as
rvinthinns, use to the vxehwiaza
‘. ey call it according to the Hebrews,”
bo tell iE; frut %1 ?}f””m% Mutthew alone in the New é‘m(»«»
nant set both the exposition and preacling of the Gospel in
He };*w m}?“’ii{b and Hebrew characters.” *

’ Em oocs off aba tangent into a long story of a
h, who found in alibra vy € the Glospel eecord-
Joki wz;-nz«gi;meai from Greek into Eifkié ew speech, and
¢ ? ¢ zi’”i“? ni ff}n Aposties—nevertheless after these reading also
+ to Matthew, which was an original Hebrew
,'a* then observes that he has been led into this
the mention of Matthew's Gospel, and comes
: of the Ebionites,

%Em ’{*3&‘)%3 ;’z%%?zm';ﬁ’%; Em Efgm%w s;}f i;;w@ bm‘;i*‘%* of

0EIve ‘ﬁg;g.zé;i 4

aluo the |

never for a 3‘%:’;{}::;;12-;&3;;& g;{i *m%w 'u“i vy ‘Em% i“?w ﬁf FOSPE 5 a,aaﬁmdmggg
to the Hebrows was o tr &.migi.ﬁ{m from the Greck,

It ig in connexion with these two passages that we shall
find it most convenient to consider the question of the lan-

Rai ¢ X%?E{u iy wat abroi v vard Marbuior Edayyilwr: rolry

witp kel avrol, G¢ kol ol gari ,iwgwﬁw pe E’viz;gié}f}:zz’ %;w'?‘m Jii.

s

Ry 3
Fonhabor &6 adrd © rurd ‘Ei‘;{;uf’ﬂvg;; Se va dAnli Eoriv elweiv dre Mar-

Hatog pdvog Ffpdiert xai petineic ’}fpu;z;uwmr ¢ a7 mm»gg muf}zghg

wro Thy b ebayyeiov Exlealy Te val mjpuypa (Heer. xxx. 8).

o PN o % RS .
To var ?wm oy Bl }/"}féz\t{ii’ o BAldGdog sie TE 5}55("&{5{{ ﬁ';ﬁm:rg;;f
¢ o wal vag oy Awnosrohar Hpdlew, vo gy GANG rud

"";g}fum; dlee by ix TovT@y mft,‘r{zw {(Hoer, sxx.
fing ¢hosc v is kepl only in the Codex Mar-
7 years older than any other known M, of
ted by Dindorf. Al
srov, Cthe Hobres A acoording 1o

ant’ was supposed to mean genealogical < tree”
3 yowever of which no other example wag known
o of Greek hiferatnve.

been thorvoughly coll

o o
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Lpiphanins . Language of his Ebionile Gospel. 1

cuage of Tpiphanius’s Ebionite Gospel according to the
'iiﬁ hrows,

In two passages which will be hereafter quoted, Epipha-
niug scems to 'h*m’i two readings of the Ebionite Gospel as
if they were ¢ (}}:*z*upm&m of a Greek text. This may be ex-
pﬁammi by supposing either that mehdmm forgot himself
to bo quoting from an Aramaie text, and not a Greek one, or
that the Tbionites used a Greek translation gide by side with
the Aramaie,

Hilgenfeld and Prof. Westcott however overlook, or at
least disregard these possibilitics, and rush to the conclusion
that the Ebionite Gospel was simply a Greek one.  IHilgen-
fold, in addition, brings forward two very curious arguments
in favour of this view.

The first Ttranslate in full : < For Le [Epiphanius] has in-
deed called their Gospel “according to Matthew ” and
“according to the Hebrews,” but he has not reported that
it was written in Flebrew. And so, beside that more ancient
and Hebrow (or Aramaic) Gospel of Matthew, he has borne
witness also to a Greek Gospel called “according bo Matthew ”
and “according to the Hebrews,” though of later age.
Hegesippus seems z‘z%‘z%&i‘;{iy to have mentioned a Greek version
of the Gospel of the Hebrews; for Fusebius has reported
that he adduced some things “from the Gospel aecording fto
the Hebrews and the Syrine,” ie. from the same Gospel in
Greek and Syriac (or Aramaic).”]

Nothing ean be weaker than this mode of inference. To
be consistent, I ﬁf}*@}zf}km. should have applied his argument
from silence of Fpiphanins to the Nazarene Gospel
V 8 %m; told us that the Lbionite Gospel was called

i

soliam appellavit gnidem xard Marlaior of
1? i shraice seripbum esse non tradidit,  itaqoe
hael svan-

praeter %3 w? 12;?1@;7;%{2 s ef hebratcum (vel avamaenmm) Matt
5’5 3;

i evangelum dictum secundum
Hineotn ob secondum Hebracos, serioris de@m aobatis, testatus

‘ bracorum evan
videtuy, quem e ore rob wall

E81) %hi&i*iifm iﬁ:i;lﬂ Fritoy

versum F gelinm iam Hegesip pus e

]
ugmmw’ Mf{é}'}%,v ov xul 7ob

Sumarad, Le. ox codem evangelio, greco eb syriaco (vel aramaeo),
nonnulla profulisge Buse Dins (radidit—N. T. eatra Can, Recept,

iy, |

7.
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Hebrews” 3 he has not told us that the
8004 §§m{%: therefor he “has borne

H

Fortunately we have the plain

7 that

£2

itnoss of Jerome that it wes

The deduction from Fusebins must fare equally ill. It
involves three assumptions-—(1.) that ¢ the Syriae” means ‘ the
Syriac Gospel”; (1) that, although both the Ebionite and
‘he Nazarene Gospels were called ¢ according to the Hebrews,’
Eugebius limited the name to the former, which, being (ac-
cording to Hilgenfeld) in Greek, had the less right to it;
o this  Greek ¢ Gospel {weoy{%x;;g to the
s oned in i;h;v ee other p nces by Busebius, he
twice of a separate Aramaic Gospel (Hilgenfeld’s
: Y which he deser &%% as ‘the Gospel existing among
the Jews in the Hebrew langunage,” and ¢ the Gospel which is
come to us in Hebrew characters,” neither taking the trouble
to tell his veaders by what name this other Gospel was
known, nor to give them the explanation needed to prevent
them from confounding the twol

We shall hear by and by from Jerome that the Tbionites
used the o Arvamaic Gospel as the Nazarenes. But, even
if we were able to explain away his definite statement, the

2%

a

ence from Epiphanius would be that the Ebionite Gospel
1 %;,mmw Tle has said that the Nazarenes ¢ have the
to T%fi R zichs‘zm&'fwﬁ very full, in Hebrew. For
;rw{% apmong them, as it was first
1 He has gone straight from the
Nazarvones to ‘%iﬁ.é}iii’%}iﬁfﬁ% whose founder, he says, bad held
Ezw ssz.z‘zz{z <:%_‘g>:z%fsfﬁ_{;:f';;as:*,3’<' “And ’%‘-”%}Gf»;e?» ‘m(}j he has written, ® receive

.« . And they call it
cbireves,’ ’i‘»() i'e;*s}? the truth because Mat-
Sovens mz‘z‘ w% ’xwi%; i%m o ;znm;{;fi mnj

i vgzyi

wecording
and i.‘z;iib then i %;;‘&{f}.‘“%j{.‘fffé o the

¢ {}é;%y@i wag in ¢ Hebrew,’

many words ¢

i

4 from the tenor of his narra-

sfman (Hoer, wxx, 1),

epes v ) g
IR 4 s‘?(;‘.é(}'éil TOVTIHRY




Fopiphanius : Language of his Lbionite Gospel. 13

Let us go on to what else Tpiphanius bas to say a&;mzi
the Ebhionite Gospel. A little further on he tells us that <in
their Gospel according to Matthew as ib is named, vet nob
euntively wmp%@im but if{}?}f@:};}'z@(é and docked-—and they call
it {%“%w'" Hebrew [Gospel]-—it is contained that{ »m«m-ami he
j{syaéi*&,m&a to quote what was clearly the Preface to their Gos-
pel, which the reader will find ab the beginning of the Frag-
ments.

At the end of it he goes on as follows, without the least
break-—1 ¢ “And John began bapbizing, and there came out
anto him Pharisees and were baptized, and all Jerusalem.
And John had raiment of camel’s imz and a leathern girdle
about his loinsg, and hig food [wus] wild honey, whereof the
taste was of the manna, like o ;sf.&.t, §m{u}9’ with oil Vethat
forsooth %E%} may pervert the account of the truth into false-
hood, and in place of “locusts 7 [drpldwy, akiidin] may pub
“ gakes [dyrpidas, egkiidas] [made] w ith honey.””” §

On this Hilgenfeld says ¢ It 1s clear that the Gospel of
thie Fbionites was written at the first in Greek 75 | Prof.
Westeott (Introduction, 466, note 2) that ‘the variation
shows that the Gospel was in Greelr ;7 and My, Dodd (Suying:
aseribed to our Lovd, 78, note 88) %:?%mé they put #yepicas for
@117{}{,61@5’5

This view of the meaning of Epiphanius seems fo me
just doubtful. In the Greek text of Matthew the word

By rg oy wup’ avrole Bvayyedig vara Marlaioy dropalopéve,
ovy dhgp & rAypeordig, AN 3’5;‘(}35%1}15;%} kal  frpwrnplac b
Bypuicey S8 rabre LAAGTEL ';u;» prrur fre g0, (Heer. gxx, 185,

T The Greek s given in a note to Fragment 5. Hilgenfeld ve.
proves Dindorf for edi Bt eyérero Twarie ¢ And John began.””’
He says that it should be wul gyévero Tuwdrye Cand—** John began,””’
eonmecting “and P with the words it 1s contained that’ which in.
troduce the Preface.  Buot aftor so long an intervening quotation as

the Preface a longer connecting link would have been used for
clearness—such as ¢ and then it says.” We shall s K06 MOTeayer that
this ¢ and’ seems to have a connexion with Matb ti 1

& In the passage which he has just quoted he gives the word as
¢ {}EZ " nob *honey.  'This variation is explained in & note to Fr, 5,
| Ebionacormm evangelinm primitug gracee seriptum esse apparet

o’ S

( ;‘fié’_’% ,
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.ii%’iézféi.?jii‘} %’;%x;‘z:i‘; One ?mw WiLs m& tituted By
. and not one word for another word. Yeb I confess
ﬁmzs% ing that the latter interprefation is the more

re guoted in the note to %3‘& “3 he accuses

having »

v\ ;;,1}3 bub the two letbers p and 5.
@év w, and we must either belie
’:‘3;2%:%;{%{?, quotations as il they
el according

2%

o z‘ﬁ‘%‘%%t{*&ﬁ"" 1t b
as we Emﬁw i;é f%‘i ﬂw ’? §21¢>z;1’§a s pub é’f}“mﬁ{? lenothy
» ab which Iipi-

phanius wrote.

vius goes on to say < And the beginning of their
it that It eame \’i}s::» pass in the days of He
Taea there came John baptizing a baptism of
w;sm%a;sm, in the Jordan river; who was suid to be of the
family of Amron ’mw ;}23< st, wm of Zacharias nnd Llisabet,
And i..f?fi men eame oub to him.”  And after much more it
adds that “when %’310 'g‘zemp’éa had been baptized 7’ t—the rest
.

of the g notation will be fouad under Fr. 7.
.E._;ezz%z&m_ziﬁ wesently quotes the beginning of th

Y O
{35

Fpiphauivs ©was ulberly destitute of er
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Lpiphanius : Begtunings to lus Ebiontte Gospel. 15

Gospel again with some variations: ¢ It came to passin the
days of Herod King of Judaes, {izmphm being high pri iest,
me one John by name, baptizing a %ng; tigm in the

%_;z,gé..;éz,{/ ¢
river Jordan,” and so on.’

As Prof. Westeoth says, ©a comparison of the two quota-
tions illustrates the carelessness of Epiphanius’ (Infroduction,
466).  Anyone must see moreover that, if there were only
one Ebionite version of the Gospel *wmrclmw to the Hebrews
and the above were the beginning of it, no room is left for
© passage E}f*fésr ¢ quoted bs ?;;gg\; waniug ¢ and John begun
baptizing &e)

Tt is clear that diffevent copies of the Tibionite Gospel had
different beginnings; but it by no means follows that there
were different versions of the body of it

It is indeed easy to give an explanation of these different
beginnings. Those of the Nuzaraeo-libionite body who de-
nied to Jesus a Divine birth, and rejected the first two chap-
ters of Matthew, found themselves left with a narrative
answering to Math, 11l 1, ¢ And § in those &m@f This had
to be z%%ém’% , beeause ¢ those days’ would have no antece-
dent. ,vz?&w{)zﬁz_zzg;ys some omitted them altogether—their
copies commenced | ¢ And John began baptizing,” the con-
junction being retained, apparently, as a link between the
& Preface and the Gospel proper. Others altered ¢ those days”’
into ‘the (fi:ﬁ%;ys of Herod the King of Judaea,” wrongly imagin-
ing the days in question to be those of E&@}“O{E and Avchelaus
(Matt, i. 22}? instead of those of the dwelling at Nazareth
(Matt. ii. 23): at the same time, in order to give a more
important form to the beginning of the docked @@')%g}éi some
added a further specification of time, ¢ Caiaphas being high
priest,” some a fuller notice of John—¢who was said to be
of the family of Aaron the priest, i;;ise son of Zacharias and
Elisabet.

T Byévero £y rais Hpépag rl‘fg‘n&;r}v Pamiéwe rije Tovduiag, €ni
apyepiwe Kardda, yA0¢ 7o Twdaryye :E;:?gza;‘*z, Bamvilwy Pawropa
pETarning £r TG WOTULG Topdds ’7;? gat v £5de (ffﬂ‘{;sx xxx, 14}

§ The received text omits “and,” but the best editors m%ri if.

I Bee above, p. 'Ef%

® Secabove, p. 13,
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wde by him, which some eall “ accords

a1 ean have written the Gospel aceordi
is out of the question. Irenaeus, who men
: .l...:%x doctrines, and was his younger contemporary,
kely to have been led to believe that the Ebionite
: the Gospel according to Matthew when it was
y w compilation made oub of four Gospels by Tatbian.
is 1b 11 that Clement of Alexandria, who quotes
n, would have cited one of his works as Seripture, not
frora the pen of a late heresiorch.  Duf
sesippus, o Jewish Christion hims a“»iﬁ who
lived 1 ¢in the first succession to the Apostles,” and died nob
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% Tatinn was o pupil of Justin Martyr, whose death is
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roJustin’s
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wd hy the latest investigator, Prof., Ilort, Aflt
th, but how long we do not know, he wenb to Syria, where he
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Fpiphanins (Tatir).  Ferome. 17

later than 192 a.p. and possibly as early as 180 a.p.,§ “ad-
duced some things’ from the Gospel according to the Hobrews,
is of itself proof enough that this cannot have been wrilten

by Tatian.

The learning of Juroar, hig long residence in Syria and
Palestine, and i?i{a fact that he hmi(@pmi the Gospel accord-

ing to the Hebrews and afterwards translated it nfo two
5&1{}*13‘1”(% vender his evidence of paramount importance. 1

&

2%}245,%,{ take his notices of the Go sospel in order of * Lime. |
(1} Writing in 387 A.D. upon Iiphes. v. 3, he s
also in the Ei@b} ew Gospel we read of the imr& spet it
his diseiples: saith he &)’
(2) Writing 'fii'}é;-z:fbsfizf m} A.p. upon Mic

ie. vit. 6, he

Mw 2 'W’i';ie b seems z’%ifﬁmﬁ%ﬁ f’(} h@ ‘iil&iii*‘i‘é&’f"{'}(}ﬁ z‘*';e‘fzz simm«xzéig .
NNNN seatood
‘§;§:;ii§ Sj}i)‘é’i.?ﬁéf% @é ,,E e mimi i:{} ém é-“‘;é-x X-@- mai <;§ {-m{i; m}& hag be-
leved the Gosgpel published according o the Hebrews which
we have lately translated, in which it is said in the person
of the Saviour, * Just now my mother, the Holy Spirit, took me
by one of wmy hairs,”” will not besitate to say that the Word of
God is sprong from the %}iré‘%., and that the soul, whick
the spouse of the Word, has for mother-in-lfaw ,
Spivit, who among the Hebrews ig called in the feminine
w:»*zdm‘ Rua)

P
y
s

§ Sece above, p. O,

¢ 1 bave ioifiam ed Clinton’s chronology of
) A finc
darome,

these writings of

& Ut in Hebraioo <'g'z'zi";<:§“ ©
diseipulos loguenten :

Byvangelio legimus

ingyatl,

4 ; § FY iy Sy
sl {{,='§»~zzs..s;.f i

FEHPUE £

E?w orlum esse (.E;:: cf;} irit, a;f-ie a.i,ﬂﬁ.ﬁ.ai.!?l? \i%%(!.»{.i

oerum Sanctum Spiitum, qui apud Hebracos genere dicity
fervaning fua (Conn, o Mich. 1ib. 1),

1
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rospel z:;zg‘:’;:‘t"ﬁf-”{fé}*f_;g‘ fo the Hebrews,

ought to be-

inks gv ople

Is0 }}ug g:mé who hfm;
f?&"‘*’i; of all the Kvange-
m’ﬁ { yrist in Jlfiddf,m in the Ei' shrew
2 and oh '“miem for the benefit of those of the cir-
cnmeision whe had belioved : who translated it into Greek 1s
not sufficiently ascertained. Furthermove, the Hebrew itself
preserved o ‘ii;f%;a'?f«% day in the library at Caesarea %&ii;ﬁ?ﬁs
hilus so diligently collected. 11

P by Nagarenes who use thiz volume in the m rian
ﬁm oen, m m}}g it. 1lIn ‘%ﬂ%zdz it is to be remar %.{:zzi
Tvangelist, either speaking in his own

PErson or in ;:;it;;i‘%: “}fig our Lord and Savi iour, makes use of the
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vhich testimonies are those two, Outof Tigypt hove 1 *f?fs'ﬂzf

wmip Son, and that ke shall be called Noazorene.

And in his account of James he speaks of it as {“the

oL which is called ““according to the He

brows,” and was
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sreek langu

Jately translated by me mmto
Latin, which also Origen often use

The statement that Orvigen freq zwzfi} quotes t
according to the Hebrews is most important., I
by name once only in his Greek fext, and once als
Latin translation of his Homilies on Mutthew. Jerowe, how-
ever, who was o devofed student of Origen and had transiated
his commentaries on the Song of Son 19,
'(-‘fi{zﬁ?ﬁ nd on Luke, can
o need to suppose that @1}% ,
were in ] ? ooks now lost, for his ¢
savings attributed by him to Jest
unknown : these will be given am
Possible Fragments’ (dppendie H

(4) Writing his Commentc
compares five passages
;;-%1;;\%;%:% with corresponding
In these instances he speals of
Matt i, 5 {;:ai(} as ™ “the Gosg

i It 38, however, worth noting
thiharw previons to ¢ xiiL 6 is lost
ences to the @'{jkiﬁ.%j}éi%}. accord
ation of the

AL
have contuined ref
en said, the Latin trangl

as has b
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the transiator found th
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ine fo it for o variation on the narrative of the
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Writing about 410 a.n. upon Is. xi. 2, he calls 1b
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Ferove,

Daptisn of Jesus, in illustration and confirmation of the pro-
phecy before him.

(7) ?%’"‘i*i‘%‘%ﬁa«;; in 413 4.0, on Lzek, xviil. 7, he calls it ** “ the
Gospel wecording to the Hebrews which the Nazarencs are
wont to read,” and vefers o it, immediately after the € Apos-
” ity 7 of Pavl, as confirming the moral fujunc
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Fevome.  Swv olher Witlers. 27

i gener al that “‘ih@} veceive only the Gospel
the Tibionites,”** and afterwards, speaking of
Ehionites, that ‘they wuse only #he Gospel wecording fo
Matihew.” 11

B.epa,it at the beginning of the eighth centuary, does not
seeimn to have known any more of this €5~as%§§}§*§ than what he
learnt from Jerome, After speaking of Apoeryphal Gospels
he says ¢ Here it must be noted that the Gospel aecord
the IHelrews, as it is called, is not to be reckoned among
apocryphal but among ecclesiastical histories: for it sec med
good even to the very translator of Holy Seripture, Jerome,
to use very many evidences from ib, and to ’é‘;rz*;;;z;fz_asﬁ?.:‘z“ i
Latin and Greek lapnguage.” §y  The : 7
histories ave doubtless borrowed from our
Jerome,
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of apocryphal books, Credner, who has given much pRing
to these lists, argues, not without reason, that they ave
derived from some very much earlier Syviac authority, of
about the fifth century (Geschaclie de faff;s{);as 1847, pp. 100
seqd. .
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Not - The Gospel of the Twelve Apostles) 25

tng 398 a.p., says that many of the Gospels spoken of by
‘Emm remain, ‘which, puablished by diverse authors, have
been the etarting-points of diverse heresies; as is thatb
according to the Bgyptians, and Thomas, and Matthias, of
the Tw «.f;fix e Apostles also &e || Lastly, Teroraynacr, writ-
ing ab the bepinning of the “@’yﬁ»zz%ﬁ%’i century, speaks of the
Gospel inseribed ©of the Twelve) ¥

Lhis identification I cannot accept. Jerome does not
state that the Gospel according to the Hebrews was colled
“after (according to) the Apos stles,” he is only giving different
views 8 to its origin, and he expressly states ﬁmi & COWIMOoNn
opinion attributed it to Matthew, I anyone should fancy

'?;h:;;t “secundum Apostolos,” as compared with “duxta Hebracos’
and ¢ fuxte Matthaeum,’ 3;2“&@?1&»« that the title is be mg oiven,
he %‘;i%? find that Jerone elsewhere (Comam. on Micah vii. 6 and

o8, the (}1’>;é§<ii‘; b oot

Matt. vi. 11) ealls 1t also ¢ seeundum Hebrs

cclwm in the passaze before us ?3{ ing thervefor only to pre-
vent the awkwardness of three turfa’s so (1@ s¢ togrether, Wher
ever (four times) he expressly gives the nome of the Gospel 1t 18

a{mnz&}zwﬁ to the Hebrews’ (Comm. on Micah vii, 6, Matt,

vi. 11 and xxvii. 16, Cafal, Ser apt. Fieel., ander ¢ Incobus ;:
That Eo would speak of the ¢ Gospel of the Twelve Apostles’
in the preface to his comwmentary on Matthew, and twice in
that Commentary say that this same Gospel was € called”
¢ :zmx‘:m*&% ng to the Hebrews,” is most unlikely, Nor is it less
cely that he would twice in that Commentary (on Mat
i 5 mﬂ(; xii, 13) uphold the Matthaean origin of the Gospel
according to the Hehrews and yeb in the pm/& ce to the same
Commentary mention it as one of a number of Gospels “which,
having been published by diverse authors, have been the
bfééwfmwwmz% of diverse heresies.’

Of the remaining three authors, neither Ambrose nor
Theophylact, nor yet Origen, says o word o lead us to iden-
tify the {wo Gospels; Origen indeed onee, if not twice,
quotes the Gospel (m(%;r&ézw to the Hebrews by its usual
name, From the time of ire;&zzmmj who lived before Origen,
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Summary of Exlerial Lvidence.
and Nikephorus above-mentioned.” Nor were ils popular
claims to be looked on as an asuthentic Gospel coming from
Matthew challenged by a single ancient writer except
Theodore of Mopsuestin, who accused Jerome of ¢ having
forged an additional fifth Gospel, pretending that he had
found it in the bookeases of Tusebius of Palesine —a state-
ment which of course shows that he knew nothing whatever
of the Gospel aecording to the Hebrews,

I shall now give an annotated rendering of the Fragments,
after which, in Part ITL, T shall estimate the internal
evidence afforded by them, and shall consider whether the
external and internal evidence combine to render likely any
conelusion aboub the origin of this Gospel.

e, however, Adddenda,



