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PREFACE

- l *HE addition of one more item to the literature
which has gathered round the famous Oxyrhyn-

chus Saprugs f’?fi;e;za»;; not, in itself, need any apology;

for large as that literature is, it has not solved all the
problems whic i% the papyrus fragments present, nor has
it exhausted all the possibilities of text-reconstruction
and interpretation. But inasmuch as | have no pass.
port admitting me to the realms of theology, my
mmtrusion into what appears to be a theological province
demands explanation. From one point of view, indeed,
the Sayings seem to fall well within the demesne of
heology, but from another to lie on the vague border
and which parts theological from ancient literature
in its broadest sense. I need hardly say that I prefer
the latter. In this little study, therefore, I have
ecarded the fragments as remains of early Christian
literature rather than as a theological document: the
distinction, if fine, is real, and may serve to deliver
me from the charge of exercising myself in great
matters which are too high for me.

To multiply restorations of fragmentary texts is
a process of doubtful benefit. Owing to accident my
reconstructed text was drawn up before I had seen
and weighed the restorations suggested by others;
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and though later study bas led me considerabl
modify my first draft, it has not prevented me

Vot
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retaining certain supplements which take a new direc-
tion, |
.
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g
hat | have done so is due, | hope, neither to

J fondness &

1 my own offspring nor to per
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love of novelty, but (if T may say so) to a feeling that
the right track had not yet been found.

In the Introduction and Commentary I have tried
not only to bring forward fresh considerations bearing
upon the problems involved, but also to represent and
consider the judements of previous editors, This part
of my work was begun in 1912 and continued during
intervals of leisure in the following eighteen months.
of treatment which recent revision has not, I fear,
wholly eliminated.

For an editor to express obligations is often to
accuse the guiltless of complicity. While, therefore,
[ cannot leave unspoken my very deep indebtedness
to Professor J. I, Bethune Baker for much help and
encouragement, [ must add that ] alone am responsible
for my extravagances and my faults. With the late
M. Jean Maspero 1 had the privilege of discussing
many points relating to the Sayings, and it is to his
memory therefore that I dedicate this little book.

I have to thank the Council of the Egypt Explora-
tion Fund for permitting me to re-edit the fragments
found by Professors Grenfell and Hunt under the
auspices of that Society. [ should also like to express
my sincere gratitude to the Reader of the Cambridge
University Press for the very great pains with which
he has read my proofs, thereby saving me from a very
formidable list of errors and imperfect references,

H. G E. W.
CAMERIDGE,
July 551920,
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THE TEXT OF THE PAPYRI

{Quyriynciius Papyri 654)
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THE RESTORED TEXT!
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1 The restorations are not here distingnished.  The parallel clauses
are as far as possible indicated by the arrangement,
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holes in the area {:ﬁ ‘J}a text do
ite formidable lacunae; but while
¥ wwible throughout, the writing on the
s yecto 15 zu%;bzd or faded and far %f;:«m distinct.
verers concluded that the zerso (which bears
i %‘%’i“.‘;.fté’*fﬁ by a later hand, at the top right-
e text) came uppermost in the book, “since
i was usual fo f{;ﬁ%&”’é"‘ the right-hand pages of a“book.”
from a codex of Sophocles® also shows the verso
crmost: the perse indeed must necessarily come upper-
st as often as the 7ecfo where a codex consists in gatherings
of sheets once folded.  Grenfell and Hunt advance another
reason for their conclusion which is surely decisive. The
ibe has filed out the ends of his short lines on the
werse with the <:*%wmzz:iz‘f-*y 7+ this device is intended to
E\:{s the cuter edge <§ %:mf imt even ihwuﬂhom 3ust as

out s;i'zg}z:%:: E%z'ﬁa{z:z; with pieces of conventional ornament.  On
the reclo no such device is used, surely because this side was
undermost and the ends of the lines being next the inner
lge (and so less conspicuous) did not need such filling out.
This conclusion has been disputed by Batiffol®, who argues
that it was usual to number the last page of cach quire in a
=x and zii'i‘zzzi‘ the papyrus is, therefore, the last leaf of the
re of a codex, the recfo lying uppermost.  He
igged left edge of the werso has reached its
wge it was the outer edge and so

0
cleventh o

1 to wear, and that the slip of papyrus gummed along
left border of the recfo (which the discoverers explain as

o, 123) treats the 1o not as a numerzal, but as ¢

?,{ \X{yi ;

e RO,
o
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KXl INTRODUCTION

18 mistakes are found, but the second of these has been

correcied.

Fach Saying is introduced by the formula Aéyer Tnoots?,
and the regular use of this together with the codex form,
the use of practically no abbreviations other than Biblical,
prove the papyrus to be a fragment of a literary work and
not a sevies of notes or jottings for temporary use.

yo3 the same two scholars resumed work at Osxy-
s and found a second papyrus containing five further
ngs of Jesus preceded by a Prologue®  The new fragment
éss; ut of aroll, *z44 m. high by "o78 m. wide, and, as it stands,
i5 ecasily legible throughout. The entire right-hand side of
the column has been lost, so that only one half of each of
the 42 lines it contains has been preserved.  Moreover,
after 1. 31 the beginnings of the lines also have been
destroyed, the lacunae increasing as we descend until in
I. 42 only two characters remain. These Sayings are written
upon the werso of the roll, the recfo being occupied by
a land-survey list in a cursive hand which belongs to the
end of the sccond or early part of the third century a.D.
The hand of the zerse is “an upright, informal uncial of
medium size,” not so fine as that of the f{ragment found 1n
1847, but clear and well-formed, which the discoverers assign
to the middle or end of the third century. A date later
than 300 a.n. 18 regarded as most unlikely by them®  The
new papyrus (hereafter referred to as 654) is therefore nearly
contemporary with the “ Logia-fragment,” which is assigned
to an carlier decade in the third century.

For o discussion of this formula see below, § 9.

he discoverers in Qxyrdynchis Papyri, Vol 1v, as

tess deta 1}} in Lim Lw}pt }a‘}ﬁiﬂlclﬂui} Fund’'s Vew

I have
v Dy Swete, as the latfer scems to misrepresent the

borrowed the term Prologue in preference

0 i%ai.mdmi ton fron

character of the opening ive lines.
3 For this section see Ox, Fap. 19, pp. 1L
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presence of a Frolog

of a literary work”

§ 2. THE OXYRHY

The results of the preceding s
as follows : (1) both 1 and 654 arc frag
works, (2) both were written during the

s carlier half,

-

probably in its
coverers to be the earlier by a few

Did these two fragments belony
course they do not come from §§

a codex and 654 from a roll;




oo document.  Now I is numbered 1o and

cleventh leaf of a codex: it contains eight

he oceasional occurrence of longer
second and fifth i 654, we may con-
cach leal of the codex to which

avings : more than fifty Sayings
cded 1, whic

MIOreover, nea d not

the codex, and the Collection which
heen a large one. The same may
hich 654 15 a Tragment, {or the

loeue which would be un-

a work of some length; and the

y on the back of a document which s likely to
call further that both
o and are approximately of

i

o long one'. When we r

we have a good case for treating them
e Collection. Internal evidence

se¢ of Aéye Tnoobs absolutely, as a

i s unique—though this argu-

nt remaing of any formal collection of Sayings

v relation of both to the canonical
icies and

¥

s

istinet traces of the
: i seneral level of
development, and the colouring 18

nd in pure style there is the same

parallelistie form of the Sayings in X 1s not

sent 1 B4, this means no more than that
the com

siter of the Collection

!

hittle pa

Jistic matter ; and as
one, il not two, Sayings in 054 are

gsedd in detail.




INTRODUCTTON XXV

gs IV and V). Stmilarly the presence

ing V {and probably in Saying 113, and the

Sayings i 654 are due to purely

causes. Here the compiler of the Collection might
srmmiatio utterances, here longer Sayings whict

needed somoething of a cont

SR S
aceidenial

find short epy

to bring out their moeaning,

eetirrel would wish to melude both alike in his % Treasury,
&

All our evic
the supposition that 654 1s the first part of a liter

nee then, so far as it goes, distinetly {

tion of Sayings, to which I also belonged.

ture, or is it but one example of a numerous class? The
answer to this question must obviously determine the stand-
wd this document.  And first we

point from which we v
must remember that Collections of noteworthy Sayings are
by no means unknown in literature generally.  The Jews
preserved the Sayings of their famous doctors in the Talmud
and later in the Collection known as Firke Abots ; and since
Jewish colonies were to be found in many parts of Egypt, and
Tewish influence was necessarily strong in the early Christian
period, it is not impossible that the Oxyrhynchus Collection
was formed, directly or indirectly, after a Hebraic
But 1t is not necessary to assume this. The Egyptian also
was naturally inclined to form Collections of Sayings, re-
cording in aphoristic form the virtues and teaching of famous
men ; and the dpophthcgmata Patrum® has come down to us
as a remarkable fruit of this tendency, while the Precepts of
Plak-lofep® 1s partly preserved to us as a somewhat similar

model

P Lock and Sanday, Do Leclures, p. 48,
: the alphabetic recension see Migne's /7

On the origin and date of this and other
of Pailadins, 1, pp. 208

stians, pp. e2adl. To the same




NXV INTRODUCTION

monument from the Dynastic Period.  Weneed not therefore
go outside Lgypt to ind the origin of such Literature.

The discoverers have suggested that the Oxyrhynchus Col-
lection may well have been but one of many such works and
cite the Logra of Matthew and the Logie Kyriaka on which
Papias commented as other examples of Collections of

Sayings, though they regard the possibility of a connection
hetween either of these and the document found by them as
entirely remote.  What, then, was the nature of the two works

ved.

rred to, and were they in their general structure and scope
sumilar to z}m Oxyrhynchus C ‘ollcction ? In this connection
Dr Lock? has remarked that in the first and second centuries
the term My or 1 Ay with ®eot, or rov Kvplov, or Kupiaxd
added, generally scems to mean either the Old Testament
or the whole Gospel message, while the combination Ay
‘Inyood is never found : accordingly be suggested (in 1897)
that the true title of the Oxyrhynchus Collection was Adyou
“Inerobt—a brilliant conjecture which was confirmed by the
discovery of 654. But Papias® in his notice of Mark’s Gospel
and Matthew's Zogia scems to equate Adyor and Adysa, though
the latter term, no doubt, bas the fuller meaning “ Zuspired
Savings.” 1 therefore %:é,kz: Aoy and Adyoe alike to mean
“Sayings.” The passage is very important for an investiga-
tion of the nature of the Zogia of Matthew and the Logia
Kyrinka: it may here be quoted in full, kai 7006" o mpeo-
Birepos iheyer Mdpkos pév épuarevrys Lérpov yeroperos ooa
ép E"’?}gi{;i"{f'if{fmf f.if{g;eﬁf.ﬁ*; g’}fpf.‘u?{us:g o 5&5;!?"{'& rdfer 1o Vo TOV
Npwvob 5 hexlévro 9 >;7~§;;f;{«{§é*s“§'fz' olTe 'y&;; NKOVOEY  TOD
Kupion, oire wopmrodoilinoer abr@, Torepor O€, ws édmy, Térpaw:
s wpds ras ypelas dmoretto Tas didnokalins, AN ovx G Ep
U'??l"?’flff(‘;l;’ ’}’”a’gi” Ki*ﬁi(ﬂé’(gif’ ”f?“()if}iggfe'}’{)&" A}\(;”‘/w?f (.ziﬁé"?"é: {}1’}8%}’ ’k}!}k&f}‘fﬁlf"

3
&Eu;m:w oW fvin }fpaggfxés wrg fxwérg&f?;;x()zftt)afsf Evos ’}/51{3 ém;n;};ﬁ-

Y Two Lectures, p ‘5{3}
4 Por Mryogse “mz} ing’ {in our sense} cp. Matth, xv 12,
8 oap. Busebius 24 £ 11, 3. 15, 20,
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it arose from the use of the < Hebrew dialect " (Marbaios pev
otr Efpalde Siadécre T Aoy GVreraaTo EV'.L avmw}f{t}/aw}],
Hppajrevaer O adrh ws Yotraro éaoros). When we recall that
Papias is commenting on Sayings of the Lord we can hardly
doubt the reason for this comparison between the two works
as gwrrafeas Aoyor: he is choosing the Zog/a of Matthew as
the subject of his Commentary® and explaining why he pre-
ferred this work to Mark’s Gospel. The remark ypuprevoer
8 adra vs yolvare ékaoros is accounted for by the fact that
Papias proposcs to give épunvefar of his own: he implies, of
course, that this interpretation had hitherto been ill done and
that his own would be authoritative. The Zogia of Matthew
and the Adyw Kupard on which Papias commented are there-
fore, on this view, one and the same.

This identification is also made by Kirsopp Lake on
different grounds® It is known that the Commentary of
Papias was in five books, and Sir John Hawkins has pointed
out? that the First Gospel shows signs of an underlying
document divided into five “percks” or chapters, the ends
of which appear in Matth. vii 28, x1 1, xiil §3, XIX 1, XXV 1—
roughly in the form xai éyévero dre éréheoer Inaods Tovs Adyovs
rovrovs.... Presumably the underlying document is the
Logia of Matthew, a fact which would account for the other-
wise difficult ascription of the First Gospel to Matthew,

The Zogie of Matthew and the Logia Kyriaka resolve
themselves on  this argument into , the non-Marcan
source of the First and Third Gospels. Now though
there may be some disagreement as to the exact shape and

' Papias clearly worked on the basis of an accepted document and
grouped his real material round those passages which it seemed to
supplement and explain,  Compare Papias’ own words cuykaraTdiat
rais éppypelass, and the account of Eusebius (470 £. 111, 39. 11) kel EXha
3¢ 6 avrds Godr éx Toapaddoews dypdgov. waparéfeiTar, fvas v Twas
ropafords Tol owrRpos K7

Y Hibbers Jorrnal, 111, pp. 337-8.

P Hovae Synopticae, 131-5.
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details of Q, its general form and nature s <

%

sisted in t%m ourses and parables, with some short Say

and, apparently, brief narrative connections. This is a docu-
ment totally different from the (:‘K}’%%'}}”?Ii’;i%i?:% Collection
which is a sertes of short, independent S §“;i5i*w a%f‘ﬁ%(*%‘ any
connections either of parrative or {(apparently) of subject.
sor Lake? has indeed suggested a connection i?%-’fi’%%i.ﬁ{,&.

Profes:
the Oxyrhynchus Sayings and Q by an analysis of Lu/ SRS
He points out that in the clause fra érmyrgs mept ow xary-
Xi0ns Adyor oy dorddiewr, the word xergyyfys has a tech-
nical sound, and asks: can these Aéyor be a series of Sayings
used for the instruction of converts which Luke is providing
with a historical framework ? If so, of Adyou is equivalent to
() and was used by Luke directly, while the First Gospel is
based upon a recension known as Aoywe—the Matthaean
Leogia of Papias. But there is no need to suppose Luke
means more by Adyor here than “matters,” “subjects ”—even
if xaryxnbns be given its full technical sense; and i any
case the Q of Luke like the Q of Matthew (supposing thers
to have used different recensions) must still have been totally
unlike the Oxyrhynchus Collection.

The Zogie of Matthew, then, together with its equivalents
and semi-equivalents cannot—so far as our evidence enables
us to judge—have been in any sense analogous to the
Oxyrhynchus Sayings.

Is it possible to discern behind the Synoptic Gospels and
behind, or independent of, Q a primitive Collection of
Sayings which 1s comparable to that of Oxyrhynchus? Eém
theory that in the earliest days of Christianity there existec
a Collection of Sayings was enthusiastically championed by
Dr Rendel Harris® after the publication of 1, was accepted
and advanced a stage by Professor Lake® after the appear-

Y Hibhert Journal, 111, p.o 337
2 Contemp. Kev. 1897, p. 346
¥ Hitbert Journal, 113, pp. 332
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ANCe : 6554; and hias even found a follower In D Harnack!
s this document with Q). Harris pointed out
ed by St Paul?, Clement of Rome, and
fyearp with an introductory formula which varies but
and considered that the constancy
\etive formula is used indicates that it

wherever

with which this dist
is borrowed from a © €:>§I cetion of Sayings. The passages in

are as follows

(1) Ads xx 35 Sei. . pmrovetery Tor AGY YOV TOU KUpLOV
!;‘54;’%5% Gre ahiros eimer K.TA

*; } (f 44 fufiz’ wil g‘fa}kw‘ru ;iapu}pcn» TV }\oyfg;z TOL

Kupiov is;mn; ols EAdAoer BddoKwy rielkaay kal pakpofupiar:

OVTWS YO glrer K.T.A.
(3) fd. xivy pvjalinre rov Adyor Iyoov ToU ruplov ROV
chme yap: KA

{4) Polycarp, ad Philipp. 1 prygpov ctortes 0% o elmev o

Fa

ixz§25(?% t‘kif.’il{fﬂ(}}i’ K;T,;Xe

Since, however, Polycarp appears to have borrowed
hoth formula and agraphon from Clement, St Paul and
Clement of Rome stand alone as authorities for this
formula.  Professor Lake? claims that in the Prologue of
654 we have another example of this citation-formula and
one which by its position at the head of a series of Sayings

vindicates Harris' theory in the most striking way. And
indeed at first sight the words obrot ot Aoyor...ols E\dAnoer
Iyoobs...kal dver seem to lie very near to the introduction

ased by Paul and Clement. Closer examination does

not confirm this. In St Paul and m Clement ot €imey
) :xs;zi} 15 é’i%%‘i‘l}*fﬁ c:;_chxegcztiiz of ol Adywa, whereas

N

L, pps 188-g.
sion {but without formula) in 1 Cor. xili 2
gy pelwrrivey (cf, Maith. xsi 21).

WA AR

Py T we

s Jesoral, 18 334
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Of ¢ sages (8) alone introduces an agraphon (pre-
"%,‘Eiéii?iifg‘ overl fsas%ui in this connection), and if we are to
maintwin that the “formula? is still derived from a Collec-
tion, we must be equally prepared to maintain the proba-
bility that our Lord (as in 3, 5 and 6) and the angels at the
Sepulchre (as in 2) would be represented as quoting a
ciiation-formula from a Collection ; we must explain why
Luke uses it in (1) as part of his ordinary narrative, and
why Peter in (4) uses it to preface a Saving which he
anbers to have heard himself from Jesus. Are we,
y, to infer from (7) that there was also a Collection of
Sayings of the Apostles introduced by the same formula?
The example quoted from Epiphanius gives the key to the
whole matter. Formula and citation are there borrowed
from Acts xx 35, and we have already seen that Polycarp
borrows the formula (with an agraphon) from Clement of
Rome. The form of citation is solemn and impressive and,
45 we have said, once it had taken root, it would spread
widely. It is by no means unlikely that Luke—who has no
less than five examples—was the first to make it current
coin; but in its origin it seems to be merely a natural
homiletic expression. May it not be that Luke learnt it
from St Paul himself, not at Ephesus alone, but in the
general course of his preaching, absorbed it into his own
literary stock, and so passed it on to other writers?  We
conclude, then, that the citation-formula of Taul and
Clement cannot be Mz‘% to be evidence for the existence

of a Collection of Sayings—much less of a Collection
analogous in type to ‘i%,z@ Oxyrhynchus Sayings of Jesus.
Lastly, can we discern such a primitive Collection in the
two sources of the Synoptic Gospels, Mark and Q7 The
second of these contained a number of Sayings which are
short, epigrammatic, and often parallelistic in form: ZLuke
vi a7l and Marth. v 13 may be mentioned as special
repositorics of such Sayings. These Jogor are exactly what
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we should expect to find in a primitive Collection. Lo many
ases they are quite arbitrarily introduced without conte
{,md in others owe their grouping to an editor’s .;gf'z;@m;;

after oderals. The probability that these isolated th}sv(;é
are derived from a Collection s greatly strengthened when
we turn to the second Gospel. Mark shows o decided
msi ity to the historie present ; yet in ch. v we find a
series of Savings-—of which the first two (02 2123 2 el
rq-25) have smh a verbal u;zzisui;esm and the ffsz,?f"wi:}i';e;?% DALY
(¢ 2629 and zo-32) though linked by their common
subject (the kingdom of Heaven), cannot well have beer
uttered on a single occasion—preceded in each case by %i% c
formula kai &heye’. Now this formula “he used to say "
“he was saying 7 s precisely that used to introduce zazgi;;ﬁﬁw
mentary Sayings of Jewish Rabbis in such a work as the
Pirie Abot/ from which Dr Burney? quotes as an example
“ Hillel said...He used to say....” In the corresponding
Lucan passage (Lwke viii 16-18) these remarkable intro-
ductions have been improved away, ‘While, therefore, we
are far from possessing complete proof, the character of the
isolated Sayings and the Marcan use of the formula Kol
{\eye make 1t probable that here at last we have traces o
primitive Collection which was used by Mark and by the
compiler of ( or, as we may say, by Matthew in compiling

X

32

his Logia.

Assuming for purposes of argument that i s primitive
Collection is now proved to have existed, wimt are we to
say of its relation to the Oxyrhynchus Col lection ?  First,
the Bgyptian example is not derived from the primitive
document : it is based-—as we shall see—on the Gospels
and, indeed, contains elements which are obviously later
than anything in either Matthew or Luke, nor could we well

t Should v, 216, {'3 and 11 be included o this series?

1
E z...;z.?é.’..gx and Sandnyv, e Lecluver, Poog7-  DEC MS0D L RYIOL

[ LY
N
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imagine the Oxyrhynchus Collection to be arec ension i the
light of later thonght and more developed theology of such
a primitive Collection, Can we then regard these Collec-
tions as two links in a chain, and suppose that the inter-
vening links—a greater or less number of mi%z Collections

~have been lost to us?  In that case . Oxyrbynchus
Sayings would he, at least mdivectly, zz;eg;}d{zéiz;ﬁ<§ after the

primitive Collection, and the new matter in them, where
not z_i‘ézsz}w’z**z’hﬁy of later date, would acquire a very

sghly claim o historie m But this is itmprobabic: a
number Oi (“ollections covering the period from the carliest
days of Christianity «could bhardly have perished without
leaving other traces and without the slightest  literary
notice!, Tt is far more likely that the Oxyrhynchus Collec-
tion was made at a time when the primitive Collection
had been absorbed into the Synoptic Gospels and utterly
forgotten, by some person familiar with the Jewish and
Feyptian practice of treasuring up the pregnant Sayings of
famous teachers. So regarded, it would be but an uncon-
seious revival of the primitive Christian Collection, and its
srue model would be Jewish or Egyptian. '

§ 4. RELATION TO THE CANONICAL GOSPELS,

The most hasty glance at the text of the two Oxyrhy nchus
fragments 1s sufficient to show that ¢ he Collection stood in
intimate, but somewhat peculiar, relation to the C ‘anonical
Gospels. I the nature of this relation can be determined,
certaning

w

we shall have achieved a distinct step towards as
the pwmwz of the Sayings in Christian literature and thei
date, and, it may be, we shall find in our hands a clue to
thelr origm.

In the first place we can say positively that the Sayings
are not extracts from the Canonical Gospels. Some of the

i Unless indeed Ayorin Zude i 4 be a reference; though Luke scems
1o derive all his Zesed from Mark or from Q.
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Sayings are completely new s others; indesd
or szi;i}zzz‘ of the Gospels very nearly at cortanm

with such differences as preclude not only
raction but even of loose citation.

LS

What connection, then, if

tronn and the
In the Prolos

from John

rhivnchus Collee

appears to be a direct citation

its position to the compiler of the {'Twé&fégizé{‘;i’;? and ther

stands quite apart from the Sayings th
the two fragments do not contain a ?'ﬁ%i%é%’f‘f
can be regarded as derived either from the
or from any other Johannine work. And
(I. 20) T have ventured on a conjecture

near to a passage in the First Epistle of 5t John, 1 do
not suppose that the restoration—should it ever be vindi-
—was derived either dire ziav or - indirectly from !

cated
work: so impressive a dictum as “we abide in Him

in us” cannot have appeared for the first time in St John's
Gospel, but (historicity apart) must have its roots in ve
early times; and T do not see why the Oxyrhynchus
lection may not have been indebted to the same
(whether traditional or documentary) as St John, or to
some nearly related source. At the same
influence 1s éi%’ziz&ctiy traceable in the Eiziyimg&

iéW*;i{‘iﬁx’ ﬂfgzg}%%mg i‘m)zzu it nes {E not i?m*a;: C
insist upon, the doctrine of Pre-existence, a doctrine whi
is quite foreign to the Synoptics: perhaps, too, the m:
philosophy of the latter part of Saying 1T (so far
extant) is also to be accounted Johannine. Mo

ous are expressions and phrases whi
of the Johannine period. Harnack
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Saying V1I (Logion 1Ty 6 xéopos is used in its Johannine
sense of all that is foreign and must remain foreign to the
Christian, and if in the same Saying Sfreafor Tdv warépa can
be paralleled in 5t Matthew, the Synoptic use of the phrase
is altogether exceptional while in St John it is normal. In
Saying VIII (Logion 11T) év sapk wpfivae not only indicates
a Johanunine doctrine, but verbally also is characteristic of
the same movement. (Dr Sanday compares 1 Zom. iil 16
{ Joknivz; 2 Jokn 7.) The use of dupav similarly betrays
Johannine influence; but if the view expressed in the Com-
mentary is right, and therc is some sort of a literary debt
{0 Isaiah, it marks incipient rather than fully developed
Johannism. Finally, Saying X (Logion V), though apparently
connected with Matthew so far as form is concerned, 1s
Johannine in spirit (cf. fokn xiv 18; xvi 32).

A fairly definite conclusion may be drawn from these
facts: Johannine influence is distinctly present, though
definite dependence on any of the Johannine works or
literary use of any of them is not likely. Nor is this ten-
dency a vital element in the Sayings, but belongs to their
colouring rather than to their substance. On a genecral view
we might say that the Sayings were formed at a period
when Johannism was already in the air but still nascent
and undeveloped, or if we hold that Johannine thought is
essentially the product of one master mind, that they were
shaped in a locality which lay back from the stream and
was only reached by ripples of Johannine thought.

The relation of the Sayings is therefore with the Synoptics'.
OFf these, Mark may be dismissed at once. There 18 1O
Saying which finds a parallel in Mark alone, none whose
phrascology is distinetively that of the second Gospel. But
with Matthew and with Luke the Sayings are very intimately
connected. The first clause of Saying I recalls {yreire «ai

! The relations of the Sayings to the Synoptics are discussed in detail
in the Comunentary on cach Saying.
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the Sayings are nowhere in literary dependence on the
JTohannine books.

§ 5. THE NATURE OF THE COLLECTION.

Three main views have been formulated as to the nature
and origin of the Oxyrhynchus Sayings. First, they have
been thought to constitute a genuine and independent Col-
lection ; that is, a Collection of Sayings hitherto current
orally and by tradition independently of written documents.
On another explanation the Sayings, while containing a
large element of accretion due to the mind of their editor
(or, perhaps, gathered in the course of tradition), spring
altimately from the Canon. Others regard the Collection
as a thesaurus derived from one or more of the uncanonical
Gospels.

The first view is based by the discoverers upon two main
arguments. (1) “The primitive cast and setting of the
Sayings, the absence of any consistent tendency in favour
of any particular sect, the wide divergence in the familiar
Sayings from the text of the Gospels, the striking character
of those which are new, combine to separate the fragment [1]
from the Apocryphal literature of the middle and latter half
of the second century and to refer it back to a period when
the Canonical Gospels had not yet reached their pre-eminent
position’.” (2) The reference to St Thomas in the Prologue
of 654 as the authority for the Sayings makes it impossible
to believe that the Collection could have been derived from
an apocryphal Gospel: such a fraud would have been de-
tected at once”.

That the Sayings are in some sense primitive 1s, of course,
true; but the epithet is relative, and though the Sayings are
undoubtedly primitive as compared with apocryphal litera-
ture generally, they are as certainly not primitive when

Y Adryes Tyaov, p.oi0. 2O, Pap. v, p.oib.
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the Gospels had created, he considers that direct literary
ase of the Canonical books is not probable™

This view can be accepted as it stands except in so far
as it denies the direct literary dependence of the Sayings
upon the Gospels. The question has alrcady been counsidered
generally in the section on the Relation to the Canonical
Gospels, and the particular instances of dependence are
esamined in detail in the Commentary: we need only
repeat here that literary dependence seems to be the only
explanation which will meet the double fact that the corre-
spondences, when they occur, arc very close and often
extend even to minute points, as in Saying VI (Logion I,
and that the divergencies are clearly intentional and cal-
culated either to give a new direction to the Sayings, or
(apparently) to adapt it to a new context.

We are now reduced to a choice between two alternatives.
fither the Collection is entirely spurious and is a literary
invention by a writer of the early second century who set
himself to invent Sayings and made some use of Synoptic
materials in order to make his work seem genuine ; or the
Collection is a Treasury of Sayings culled from one or more
of the Apocryphal Gospels.  The evidence which supports
the sccond alternative excludes the former.  Now in an
independent Collection (whether spurious or genuine) cach
Saying must be complete i itself and will reveal no traces
of a context: in a Collection of extracts, however, some
Sayings may be quite self-contained, but others may be
expected to show signs of the context from which they have
been torn.  The Oxyrhynchus Sayings seem to show such
signs of extraction, Saying 1 is, of course, complete in
itself, though we know from Clement of Alexandna that
it was actually an extract (sce Commentary). The second
is too mufilated to admit of absolute certainty, but the
question “Who are they who draw us?” postulates a

YOA ctlope 41,
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rebuke,  The remainder of the Sayings are quite neutral s
but the instances in which the loss of a context is more or
less clearly indicated are sufficient to create a very strong
presumption that the Oxyrhynchus Sayings are in fact

exiracts.

§6. RELATION TO THE APOCRYPHAL GOSPELS.

In the preceding section I have shown reason for believing
that the Sayings are extracts ; and as they cannot have been
derived from the Canonical Gospels, their only possible
source is one or more of the Apocryphal Gospels. In this
conneetion Dr M. R. James has suggested that we probably
have to do with more than a single source and that several
Gospels may have been laid under contribution’; but the
definite homogeneity of the Sayings alike in style, In
method of composition, and in level of thought is fatal
1o this view which can, indeed, rank as little more than
a gucss without further precision as to what the plural
Gospels were,

It would, perhaps, be generally conceded by those critics
who regard the Sayings as extracts that only threc of the
various sources which have been suggested any longer have
a serious claim to consideration—the Gospel of Thomas, and
the Gospels according to the Lgyptians and the Hebrews®,

A connection between the Sayings and the Gospel of
Themas is somewhat favourably regarded by the discoverers®
for the twofold reason that in the Prologue the Sayings are
attributed to Thomas, and that the Saying ““the Kingdom
of Heaven is within you” is thought to have occurred in

U Coptemnp, Review, 18g7, pe 1587,
? Zahn's view that the Ebionite Gospel was the source of the Sayings

would be very plausible (compare Saying VII with the agraphos quoted
by Epiphanias in Haer. XXX, 16) were it not that the Christolegy of
that Gospel is irreconcilable with that of Saying X,

P Qwel Pap. vy, pp. 1810,
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irreconcilable with those of the Sayings which they recall,
that they can be regarded as no more than reminiscences
due directly or indirectly to the Saymngs or to their source
no exercise of ingenuity can make it seem even possible
that Saying VI (Logion 11I), for example, took the place
in the original Gospel of the Saying' viv kaprodopelToray

1y od, kal Shemérocay ol TupAol T) kupdie.

The claim of the Gospel according to the Lgvplians 10 be
considered the source of the Sayings has been maintained
by Hamack? Badham, Taylor and others. Harnack 1s
satished that the Sayings are extracts, and that their source
was a Gospel of Synoptic type.  He goes on 1o indicate
that the citations® in the ‘ps.-Clementine Second Lpistie to the
Corinthians bear the same relation to the Synoptic Gospels
as do the Sayings in their well-defined dependence upon
Matthew and Luke. All this coincides with the view which
I had formed independently, save only in one particular.
Not only do ps.-Clement’s citations resemble the Sayings in
their relation to Matthew and Luke, but also in the peculiar
character of their divergencies from the Synoptic writers,
Perhaps the most notable of these citations is the following
(xii 2): éweparybeis yap adrds & kiplos vmwé rwoes mwére e
abrod 7 Bosikela, dreve drav €oTou T Sto &y, kal 10 €w ws TO
lrw, rai 1o dpoev perd Tis Bnhelos ovre dpoer ovre GijAv.

This Saying closely resembles the concluding part of a
fragment from the Gespel according o the Lgyptians quoted
by Clement of Alexandria (Sirem. 111, 9, 64) Sakdpy $nol:
l\lé}(pi rivos ol {i?f‘{;gﬂz)?’?(}& adrobavovvral ;,.,&wexpzfrtm) ) m?pmg*
Méxpis dv rikToow al yuraikes (7d. 111, 9 63) nAfov [yap]
karoldoar Ta pye ris Oghelos. (zd. 11, 9, 66) Koalds ovv

&) ¥ S » g 2N
dmolyoa ) Tekobou ;.. .opeiferal Aéywr ¢ kiprose Haoay paye

v Fwang, Thom. A, vinl {ed. T ischendorfl).
& Qp. it pp. 26HL

& Preaschen, Andilegoment, pp. 32735

& See esp. Preuschien, po 32, no. 10.
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wére juiy dupuars éoew kai wite o€ dyépeba ; seems closely
related to the Clementine version®; but on the other, the
actual Saying Aéye. STav iStanabe kal pi aloxvbiTe...
betrays kinship with the Egyptian Gospel.

(iii) Again, ps.-Clement has the clause: “and that which
s without as that which is within”—a clause which the
[igyptian Gospel omits. This omission can only be explained
(as I belicve) on Resch’s theory® as deliberate in order to
give a purely Encratite meaning to a Saying whose original
significance” was that the kingdom of God will come when
all differences and barriers are broken down.

In view of these divergencies the conclusion that the
Clementine version is not only not to be identified with that
of the Egyptian Gospel but stands at least two stages above
it, scems inevitable. Hamack’s argument that the ps.-Cle-
mentine citations were derived from the Egyptian Gospel®
rested solely upon the assumed identity of the Clementine
with the Egyptian version : if this may now be taken as dis-
proved, his attribution of the Sayings to the LEgyptian Gospel
on the grounds already stated must fall to the ground.

We may add the following considerations : (i) if the passage
in ii Clem. x11 2 were proved to be a loose citation of the
Lgyptian Gospel, this would not necessarily imply that all
the citations were from that source ; for apart from its con-
text the Saying is rather Pauline than Synoptic. (ii) Though
in view of their common quality the Sayings certainly conform
to one Zpe, this need not imply that they necessarily came
from one and the same document. The citation in 11 Clern.
v 2 may be referred on structural grounds to the Gospel

t Immediately before the citation ps.-Clem. says: émedy otk olSauey
riw uépay Tis émipavelas Tob Geol.

? Resch, op. cit, p. 202

$ For the elements in and interpretation of this Saying, cp. Resch,
op. cito gy AL

+ And, we may add, his theory of the Synoptic character of that Gospel.
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we may be sure that the Sayings are not derived from that
document, since it is there found in an extended and more
z'im“gffé(}g}es'gi form. Neither does it seem likely that Clement’s
blessing on “those who fast from the world” is directly
derived from our Saying. If Tam not mistaken in my inter-
pretation of Saying VII, Clement’s allegorical explanation of
the terms “Sabbath” and the “fast from the world” s

altogathe

g Ao d

iter than the sense in which they are used in the
saying : and, as I have argued in the Commentary, the
positive beatitude “ Blessed are they who fast from the
world” is probably a dircet quotation (whether from the
Egyptian Gospel or no), and is therefore not to be identified
with the converse form “ Unless ve fast the world, ye shall
not find the kingdom of God” of the Oxyrhynchus Saying.

Lastly, Mr Badham® finds that in “their seceming Gnosti-
cism, their asceticism, the country where this papyrus was
discovered, and, above all, some remarkable points of contact
with the 2%s#s Sephia and allied works, no other source
than the Egyptian Gospel seems possible” for the Sayings.
First of all we may dismiss the argument from the place of
origin : hitherto many Gospel fragments have been found in
Egypt but not one which can pretend to come from the
Gaospel acording fo lhe Fgyptions, a work which seems,
nde

d, never to have been so very popular in Egypt and
to have been the treasure of a sect rather than of a Church.
As to the ;zizééif.gzzf-:s:% asc

]

~eticism of the M‘igmo«% it 1s non-existent.
The fast towards the world of Saying VII means no more
than &?b*‘)ti mzm from sin as the thing symbolised in the
rite ing, and in Saying V fasting is regarded only as
one a:;z' s';}?;at “w:"}rz'?mé religious observances to be performed
sincerely and without ostentation, Finally, there is the Gnos-
ticism which Mr Badham sees in Saying 1 HI (Logion 111}
““ Christ refers back to the days of His flesh 1o a way which
distinctly implies some occasion between the Resurrection

4
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The change of subject in L 17 is no more significant than is
a new paragraph in the Canonical Gospels; and though it
may be argued that the general form of 1l 17-20 corre-
sponds 50 exactly to that of Saying V as to suggest that
that passage is merely one of a string of Sayings, this corre-
spondence proves nothing : it is more likely that Saying V
was extracted with its context because of its compact form
and because the context was necessary, than that 655 1s to
be regarded as a string of Sayings merely because one of
the Sayings it includes forms with its context an independent
paragraph cast in the same shape as the fifth Oxyrhynchus
Saying.

The fatal objection to Bartlet’s theory, however, lies in
another direction. In 654 we have the beginning of a
document stated in the Prologue to contain Sayings and
not a Gospel (Aéyou: contrast Mark i 1), and consisting in a
series of Sayings which exhibit only the loosest connection,
if any, with one another. Moreover, these Sayings are care-
fully marked off from one another not only by the intro-
ductory formula Aéye “Ingots, but also by the orthographic
coronis and paragraphus. In I, a fragment from a point
considerably further on in the same document, the critical
marks are indeed not found-—since 1 belongs to another
copy-—but the formula Aéye Tyoovs still introduces each
saying with that “ monotonous regularity ¥ which Dr Bartlet?
considers so improbable. The natural inference is that since
the introductory formula occurs regularly in these two widely
separated fragments, it occurred throughout the whole work.
Contrast this with the use of 655, At the end of the dis-
course (I 17) a saying is introduced by Aéye alone, while in
1. 41—the context is lost—the reproof of the Pharisees is
ntroduced by &eye. Such a use is quite normal in a
Gospel: equally certainly the regularly repeated Aéyer Tnoois
of 654 and 1 introducing disconnected apophthegms is

L Rev. of Theol. and Philos. 1, p. 16.
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that 655 is not to be associated with 654 and 1, and that
these latter are certainly not fragments of a Gospel.

We now come to Dr Bartlet’s theory of a twofold Gespel
according lo the Hebrews, the Alexandrine Gospel known to
Clement of Alexandria, and the Palestinian Gospel of Origen
and Jerome. This theory is built mainly upon the fact that,
although Clement of Alexandria knew no Aramaic, he uses
the Hebrew Gospel familiarly and as a document well
known to his readers’. 1t is therefore presumed that when
Clement deseribes a Gospel as xaf ‘Efpafovs, the term is
purely descriptive and means “the Gospel in use amongst
the Hebrews” as distinguished from the Gospel according o
the Lgyptians, that this was no other than that Gospel
according to the Twelve which Origen? pairs off with the
Eoyptian Gospel, and cannot be the Gospel known to
Jerome, since Jerome never shows knowledge of Saying 1
and would not have translated the Aramaic Gospel in Greek
had a translation already existed.

This argument cannot, 1 think, possibly be maintained.
The qualifications «af ‘Efpalovs and xar’ Alyvmriovs are
obviously correlative and can have arisen nowhere e¢lse
than in Alexandria, so that we can surely infer that the
Hebrew Gospel was current, at least in Aramaic, in the city
of Clement. Bartlet seems to attach a territorial sense® to
these qualifications: it seems much more likely that they
have a sectarian significance, that Alyvrriow are not really
Lgyptians but Jews of Alexandria who had dropped their
own tongue and adopted the language and something of
the philosophic culture of their adopted home?, and that
‘I fipoioe are the more scrupulous Jews of Alexandria who
refused to be absorbed by local influences. The position

Uln Strem. v, 14, 66 Clement quotes Saying I, referring to it as éxetva.

& Hom. in Lue. 1 (Preaschen, p.o1).

3 As does Harnack, Aliche. 2322, 11, 1, ps 630.

“Th sspond exactly to the "Tovdator.. ol karowolyres

Abyvwron of Acts 3 s-11.
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of merely provincial validity—a supposition which would
carry with it the gradual disappearance of the early Greek
rendering.  Nor can I see force in the argument that
since Jerome does not quote Saying I, it cannot have
oceurred in the Gospel which he translated. It was obvi-
ously impossible to quote everything that was remarkable
in that book, and Jerome never attempted to do so: for
neither, it may be observed, does he quote the remarkable
Saying concerning the Division of Souls’.  As a result of these
various considerations we are now able to claim that when
Clement of Alexandria and Jerome mention the Gospel
according to the Hebrews, they are speaking of one and the
same document. We have now to inquire what is the evi-
dence which connects the Sayings with this Gospel.

Our external evidence is limited to the fact that Clement
of Alexandria twice quotes parallels to Saying I, once in an
abbreviated form which he expressly attributes to the Gospel
according to the Hebrews, and again in a shape which is
identical in all but minute points with the Oxyrhynchus
version, but this time without naming his source. The ques-
tion whether Clement’s longer or shorter form is the more
exact quotation from the Gospel according to the Hebrews is
therefore of great importance : it is discussed in its proper
place in the Commentary on Saying I; but for purposes of the
present argument it will be sufficient to state the conclusion
there arrived at, that Clement’s longer form is the more exact :
and this conclusion is, so far as I know, admitted by all critics.

One of the Sayings, then, is certainly derived from the
Hebrews’ Gospel. Does internal evidence go to show that the
remaining Sayings are also taken from this source®?

In Saying IV the use of the second person singular dis-
tinguishes that fragment of the Mission Charge from the

b Preuschen, po 8, no.o2e.
2 Sehmidike’s Newe Frag, w. Untevsuch. 2. d. Judenchristl. Evang.
has come inte my hands too late to be of use in the following pages.
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of detail, and Sayings. Fusebius! tells us that the Ebionite
veaders of the Gospel according to the Hebrews “made little
account of the rest” : may this not have been because the
evangelist had worked into his main “ Matthacan” fabric
practicallyall in Luke that was at once striking and acceptable
to Jewish converts who would not break wholly with their old
faith—and so had robbed Luke of importance? If such were
the case it is only to be expected that fragments from the
Hebrews’ Gospel like the Sayings should show a predominant
Lucan influence. Had we their contexts, it is likely that we
should find that they occurred mainly in Matthaean settings.

First of all, the extant fragments of the Hebrews’ Gospel
shows a number of very striking passages in which Lucan
influence is incontestable.

(1) The remarkable reproof of the Rich Man quoted by
Origen® follows Matthew generally in the first half, but later
we have : ““et ecce multi fratres tui, filii Abrahae, amicti sunt
stercore, morientes prac fame et domus tua plena est bonis,
et non egreditur omnino aliquid ex ca ad eos.” Comparing
this with Zuke xvi 19 ff. we get the following parallels which
cannot be accidental : affer dindtum (in the first part) at once
recalls Luke’s “there was a certain rich man ” ; jilii Abrakae
and amicti sunt stercore are the converse of “father Abraham”
(7. 24) and of “who was clothed in purple and fine linen”;
domus tua plena est bonis corresponds to “ fared sumptuously
every day?”; egreditur is reminiscent of ‘“was laid at his
gate” and morientes prac fame of “desiring to be fed with the
crumbs which fell from the rich maw’s table.” There can be
no doubt whatever that the evangelist of the Hebrews’ Gospel
is here elaborating his main source, Matthew, with reminis-
cences of the Lucan parable of the Rich Man and lLazarus.

(z) Euscbius® has preserved in abstract the parable of the

VHUE 1, 270 4
® Comm. i Muarth. xv, 14 (Preuschen, p. 6, no. 11}.
8 Theophania () (Preuschen, p. 7, no. 14},
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(3) Sull more definitely '}'faizf{z‘iz'zémf (though an alien
element is also to be felt) is the Jages cited by Eusebius®:
“1 choose even the good ones {:‘%zjmi&z} whom my Father in
Heaven has given me”” It would almost seem as 1f the com-
piler of the Hebrews” Gospel were here borrowing directly®
from St John when we compare /}a%fz xin 18 éyo‘; oldn ol
éfedefapny, and xvii 6 z(ﬁm*&pmo’a o TO mf(};m rots arfpemrors
{}”t”i;‘ -&fﬂg}f{é‘ig ’!jg{)f ﬁf-{ ’mv E&Off‘!}(}kﬂ G’Gé 'Y}{f()li’ mu, 6}},&5% {m?(mg eﬁmx&g,
Vet the contest of this Saying was Synoptic: “ He taught
the cause of the division of the souls which would happen in
the houses —a context which is obviously parallel to
Maith. x 3537 ';}?x(;?m" ‘y&p gz,;{{imz.e. {fiff?p(mrmf KOTO TOU ww’rgiﬁs‘
adTov KT A

(4) Johannine, too, in tone and feeling are such 3 Sayings
as that quoted by Jerome®: ‘et nunquam (inquit) laeti sitis
nist cum fratrem mazmm mdgrzt}s in caritate”; and that
ceported by the same Father®: “ut in evangelio quod iuxta
Hebracos Nazaraet lw»fsw consueverunt, inter maxima ponmtur
crimina qui fratris sui spiritum contristaverit "-—even though
the second of these may seem to be related to Matth. v

2223,
In the Gospel according to the Hebrews, then, there 15 a
distinct Johannine element, but it is by no means deep-
scated. There is only a single passage which can possibly be
dependent upon St John’s Gospel, and in view of our
ignorance of St John's sources, it is as likely that in this case
both evangelists are reproducing something out of a common
stock, as that one is dependent upon the other. So far, at
least, the Hebrews' Gospel is parallel to the Sayings. In
matters of dogma, it contains the Johannine doctrine of the

U Theophan. 1v, 12 {tr. Greissmann) = Preuschen, p. g, no. 22,
¢ At any rate so close a corrcspendence will perhaps justify the

ing boldness of my restoration of Saying II, L 2o,
c5. v, 4 {Preuschen, p. gu nos 21}
P Comm. in Fosowvaan, 7 (Preuschen, p. 8, no. 2ol
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ings we find apophthegms cast in this form although
u§ are composite : that is, the form has been deliberately
adopted. It can hardly be supposed that anyone but a
Semite writing for Sermnites wot 1d have done this.
(23 Other characteristics in the Sayings point to a source
tially Jewish character. The questions asked by the
(il in Saying V—especially if my restoration of the
fourth be fairly accurate—would be of interest mainly, if not
5‘?3‘23?’ to Jewish converts; and ‘M}m;ﬁ VII (Logion II) deals
with pure 3 Jewish institution Could we only accept
P mig,mck; (Cersoy's conjecture {Emt rov koopov in that Saying

aples

is a blunder of translation for wv wgorelay this view would
be greatly strengthened, as the reference would then be the
Day of Atonement, and we should be able to recognise one
of the chief traits of the Gospel according to the Hebrews—
its attachment to the Old Law! With the matter of insti-
{utions we may couple that of language. It has been
thought that traces of an Aramaic original can be found in
the Sayings, and if the truth of this could be shown, it
would go far to prove that they were derived from the
Hebrews Gospel which was in Aramaic® Vet such traces
may originate a stage further back, in the period of oral
rather than of documentary currency ; and In some cases
they may be no more than Semiticisms in the Alexandrine
or Palestinian xoun). Unfortunately the instances in which
such peculiarities have been thought to occur are never
definite. In Saying VII (Logion 11), as we have just seen,
“ersoy shows that our actual reading rov xéopor may be a
lator’s error for mpw vyoreloy (the original being either
Hebrew or .z‘&z*zzmzz.ic}, The same scholar points out that in

frons

L Busebius, LA 111, 27, 4.
2 1 am mcined, how uu? to suspect that this Gospel was composed

he version used by Clement of Alexandria—but was almost
at once rendered in Aramaic, perhaps in deference to national prejudice ;
and that this erdginal Greek version was then Jost,  But I have not tried

afure or 1o test this view,
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i fragments which (as we are urging) came from a Gospel
designed for Jewish readers. How far, then, do the known

fragments of the Gospel according to the Hebrews show a
corresponding use of Hebrew literature ?

1. The Baptism fragment which we have already noticed
as containing a Johannine element certainly looks back to
Crenesis viil g, the dove and the ark being regarded as sym-
bolical of the Holy Spirit and Our Lord. It is important to
notice that this Messianic interpretation corresponds exactly
to the application of Bayruck il 2§ in Saying VIII. But the
literary affinities of this passage extend further’. The idea
of the ress of the Holy Spirit 1s derived primarily from
Isaieh x1 v “the Spirit of the Lord shall rest upon him ' ;
while the words “tu es enim requies mea ” not uncertainly
echo Psalms cxxxii 14 “ This 1s my rest for ever: here will
I dwell, for I have desired it”; and lastly “tu es filius meus
primogenitus 7 are inseparably connected with Psalms i1 7
“Thou art my son,” and Psalms Ixxxix 27 “And T will
make him my first-born.”

2. Ongen® quotes a remarkable fragment from the Story
of the Temptation found in the Gospel according to the
Hebrewws, Matthew, 1t will be remembered, narrates the
beginning of the Temptation in the simplest way: “Then
was Jesus carried up by the Spint into the wilderness®.”
But the Gospel according lo the Hebrezos with characteristic
boldness and love of novelty represents Our Lord himself
as tellimg the story of his Temptation, and puts into his

mouth these startling words: dpre éNaBé pe 5 wymyp pov 76

Wytov wrevpua €y pid TV TPLXOr pov Kol dmjveyké pe €ls 76 opos
76 péya @afiip.  The expression “my mother the Holy

P The important parallels which follow were peinted out by Dr
Armitage Robinson (Zxpesiter v, p. 194}

B Comm. in fok. 1, 12, 87 (Prevschen, dntilegomena, p. 5, no. g).
vy 1.
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Spirit” does not immediately concern us'; but the remainder
ts beyond doubt a literary loan. Thus in Ezekiel” we have
aveNaf3€ pre rijs kopudis pov kal dréhafSé e mretpa drapéoor ijs
yis ot drvapdooy vov obpavey, and in Bl and the Dragon®
kat erthafoperos ubrol o ayyeros Kuplov 7ob "Apfacoie 1ijs
KGpaps «lTob 15 kepadfs hyer abror rive 1ol Adkxov 100 év
BafvAare.  One, probably both, of these passages was
imitated by the author of the Apocryphal Gospel. Fven the
reference to Tabor is not without significance. Dr Adeney”®
points out, indeed, that it was occupied in the time of Our
Lord by a Roman fortress and so was unsuitable® as a site
for the Temptation, but considers that Fsalms 1xxxix 12 and
Seremial xivi 18 suggested the reference.

3. The Evangelist elaborates in characteristic fashion
the account of onc of the signs which followed the Cruci-
fixion. Matthew® says simply that at the last cry of Jesus
the Veil of the Temple was rent in twain ; but the Gospel
according 1o the Hebrews (as rendered by Jerome?) gives
“supcrliminare templi infinitae magnitudinis fractum esse
atque divisum.” Once again the change seems to be due to
literary imitation dictated by a desire to find fulfilments of
as many Messianic passages as possible; for the original is
Isaiak vi 4, where the LXXS has émjplly 76 Iméplupor dmo 135

P The Ophites (see Irenacus 1, 28, 1) held that the Spirit was
feminine {grammatically the 2vexd is feminine in Semitic languages) and
was beloved by the First Aan fo whom she bare 2 Son. See Resch,
Aerapha, p. 382,

2 viit 3. ¥y ab. Y Hibbert Journal 111, p. 163,

¥ But may not the Roman fortress have been regarded as roughly re-
producing “ Babylon™ and the ““den”? In such a neighbonrhood, tos,
something might be seen of the “kingdoms of the world and the glovy
of them.”

5 v .

" Conim. in atth, xxvi, sy (Ureuschien, dwtilecomena, poy, no. 17),
allel 1 the ALY,
fatons of the

* The Hebrew of Isainh does not give the same

renders “the posts of the door,” the RV. “the foun

thyeshold” Prem this it appears that the author of the Gespal aecording
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buvis Hs Ecérpuyor (doubtless the Gespel according to the
Febrewos had something parallel to the xpagas puwvy HEYAAT
of Matth, xxvil go).

Inn their use of Jewish literature, then, the Sayings and
the fragments of the Gospel according to the Hebrews are
parallel; and in this we have one of the strongest supports
for our attribution of the Sayings to this Gospel.

4. The conflation of elements or expressions from differ-
ent Gospels or from different parts of the same Gospel s
one of the most salient features in our fragments of the
Oxyrhiynehus Collection (see Commentary on Sayings I, 11,
111, IV, X, XI and XII), and in this again it corresponds
exactly with the Gospel according to the Hebrews. T'hus in
the earlier’ of the two fragments of the Baptism-narrative
the opening words “ecce mater domini et fratres cius” at
once recall Maith. xii 46 Bod, 1 pirgp kal ol ddedpol, and
are grafted on to the general narrative of the Baptism.
Again, in the dialogue on forgiveness between the Lord and
Peter®, the words “in die” are derived from ILuke, while
the “septuagies septies” belongs to Matthew.  But the
most striking esample of this method of composition is the
incident of the Rich Man® Here the main Matthacan
framework has been filled in with material taken, as we
have already scen in detail, from the Lucan parable of the
Rich Man and TLazarus.  And similarly in the story of
the Three Servanis®, one of the Matthaean characters is
remodelled on the lines of the Lucan Prodigal Son.  As in

o the Hebseros wsed the LYX (see D Avmitage Robinson in Zaposider v,
(98 1) but Jerome (de Frr il ch. 3) says that the © Hebrew Malthew "
followed the Hebrew of the O.T. and not the LXX.  Nestle (Zvang.
Kischenbl, f. IViirt 1895, no. 10}, hawever, gives reason for thinking

that the Hebrew for  lintel” is mwore original than that for “ vell ™ {the

fatter being a variant). 1€ so, the Evangelist need not be supposed to
liave used the LNX. :

b Preuschen, poog, 1o 4 5 fbp. 6, 0oL 10,
Flbp. Oy o 1 PAbpey o iy
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formed not later than the end of the second century.  But
can we carry the date further back? The Sayings themselves
seem to carry tolerably distinct marks of their relative,
though perhaps not of their numerical date : they are later
than both Matthew and Luke in that they draw upon both
these Gospels, and since these Gospels must have taken
some vears to become gencrally current, they must be
decidedly later. At the same time they are obviously
products of the true, if later, Synoptic age.  On the other
hand, if the view expressed above as to the Johannine
clement in the Savings is true, the Sayings are somewhat
carlier than the Fourth Gospel.  While we find in the
Sayings something of Johannine phraseology and dogma,
these are both limited in extent and rudimentary in develop-
ment. The natural inference then is that the Sayings belong
to a period when the Synoptic tendency had not yet failed,
but when Johannine influence—of which the Fourth Gospel
marks the acme-——was still only nascent.  Now Messrs
Grenfell and Hunt take the step back from 200 an. to
140 A.D. or earlier relying on their theory that the Collection
is essentially independent, a theory which pernits them to
date the Collection by the internal evidence of the Sayings.
In our view, however, the Sayings arc extracts; and if this
is correct, the date of the formation of the Collection cannot
be fixed from the character of the Sayings themselves. The
Prologue, which dates from the formation of the Collection,
furnishes us with one clue in the use of a citation from
St John, allowing us to infer that the Collection was made
at o period when the Fourth Gospel was already accepted
a5 of universal authority,  This, however, is but vague and
would admit the possibility that the Collection was formed
at quite a late date. Fortunately the Frologue gives another
indication which is of the highest value. The compiler
describes his work as containing of Adyor ofis élaiygoer “Inools
and he prefaces cach Saying with Adyed “Iyoods.  Now even
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in Luke the substitution of & sxipwos for the name fyoots 18
growing marked and towards the end of the second century

beconies the normal method of refercnce to Our Lord. The
heading of the Didache, which is perhaps the nearcst parallel

we have to the Prologue of the Sayings, begins not ddaxy
tyoov but Awayy Tot xepiov,  The use of the name Iyoovs,
then, both in the Prologue and in the introductory formula
may be taken as a sign of distinetly carly date, and we may
conclude, though on different grounds, that Grenfell and
Hunt's date, a.p. 140, is the latest that is likely for the
formation of the Cellection.

§8. TiE PURPOSE OF THE COLLECTION,

The problem of the purpose of the Collection is not
altogether distinct from the question of its origin.  1If, for
example, it could be proved that the Sayings are totally
disconnected and possessed of no common quality, it would
be extremely probable that the Collection was a mere record
intended to preserve Sayings which were in danger of being
lost, simply because they were Sayings of Jesus. Two main
views—apart from the discoverers’ view that it is a genuine
collection—have been taken as to the purpose of the Col-
lection: some critics consider that they had a didactic
purpose, and therefore were connected by a continuous
thread of subject or idea : others fail to see any connection,
or any continuous connection, between the Sayings, and
regard them simply as a record.  This second point of view
is adopted by the discoverers who consider that, prior to the
formation of the Collection, the Sayings were current in
tradition and were gleaned up here and there. They admit,

of course, that in 654 the first four (?three) Sayings are
linked by the idea of the Kingdom which recurs in each,
but point out that with Saying V the interconnection ceases
altogether, and that it is in any case unlikely that such
a link could bave been maintained throughout a long series
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of Sayings. In 1 the discoverers confess themselves totally
unable to trace any thread of connection.

This is indeed the only logical conclusion which can be
reached, if indeed the Sayings are to be taken at their face-
value.  Other eritics, however, have preferred not to do this
and consider that the Sayings arc mere texts covering an iner
and connected meaning and are not to be interpreted literally.

(r) Mr Badham® traces the connection as follows:
“[Wouldst thon see Christ? ...] Punify thine eye by sell-
examination (Saying VI). Purify thine eye by abstinence
from the world and by observing times of tranquil meditation
(Saying VII). Remember how satiety blinded the world when
[ came (Saying VIII). If thy home be godless, go forth and
find me in the stocks and stones of the desert (Saying X).
Forsake thine uncongenial Nazareth (Saying XI). Look upto
where the lights of thy true home are burning (Saying XII).”
He therefore takes the fragment to be “a page from some
middle-Christian ¢ Garden of the Soul”.” The main objection
to this allegorical interpretation is that there is nothing to
warn us that such is intended, although we now possess the
Prologue to the Collection as a whole. The Sayings are there
stated to be merely ““lifegiving words of Jesus,” and the plain
man would naturally take them at their face-value as such
and no more.  Mr Badham’s result, in fact, is only attained
by putting into the Sayings much more than is actually to
be found in them: take, for instance, his interpretation of
Saying X. It urges, in effect, “Seck loneliness: it is the
best way to find Christ”; whereas the real meaning of the
Saying is “In spite of loneliness, Christ is ever present.”
Nor can I think that this “inner meaning” adds to the
value which the Sayings already possess as independent units.

(2) Dr Bartlet®also finds an inner meaning in the Sayings,
which he considers to be a collection of texts forming the

Y \Writing on 1 (dtenacem, Ang. 7, 1897)
B lthenaenn, July 24, 1807 3 Keve of Theol. and Phlos. 1, pp. 13-14.
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kingdom 1s reached through secking, finding and amaze-
ment, while Saying 11 declares that the kingdom is within
as and is to be attained by self-knowledge®? When the
compiler therefore grouped the first three Sayings together,
he did so because they were concerned with the same
subject, and not in order to provide a compendium of
scriptural teaching on the Kingdom of Heaven @ had that
been his aim, he would doubtless have devoted many more
Sayings to the subject. T believe, then, that the order of
the Sayings is almost fortuitous: here and there a caich-
word may have led the compiler to group together Sayings
which happened to deal with one subject?; but there is no
connecting thread of thought running through the whole.
At the same time, if the Sayings are—as we hold—extracts,
the compiler must have selected them because of some
quality which they possessed. This quality, I believe, was
made clear in the Prologue and I would refer to the Com-
mentary for my reasons for this conviction. But apart from
my restoration of “life-giving” as the epithet applied by the
compiler to the “words of Jesus” which he collected, the
Sayings one and all are of the type known in modern
devotional works as “helpful.” It 1s hard to see any
connection between the Sayings, but their individual value
15 clear.  If, then, we regard the Sayings as having been
selected for their independent worth and not as units
illustrating any developing principle, as a thesaurus designed
to give in a small compass® so much of a Gospel as was

b Dy Lock {Ch Quarterly Review, Lviny, 42x) thinks frudl s the idea
which links the figst five Sayigs. In 1, however, the idea depends upon
o restoration: in 10 and IV, it is not obvious, but {at most) latent; it is
havd to see how it can enter into 111 at all, and only in V is it explicit.

2 1t shoulid he noted that while Sayings I-T1I deal with the kingdom,
the same subject is brought up again in Saying VII many pages further
on s this does not seem to indicate an orderly mrangement such as is

required by the theory of arrangement on a definite principle.
¢ A small book of Sayings, we should remember, could be searched
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rudimentary context by adding when or in what circumstances
the Saying was spoken to such and such persons.

What, then, was the compiler’s object in repeating this
formula with such regularity ? Partly, no doubt, 1t is due
to the influence of the Jewish Collections of Sayings where
two or more Sayings of one teacher are introduced thus:
“A.said.... Heused tosay....” But this fails to explain the
regularity with which the personal name and the present
tense is repeated. We may to some degree account for this
regularity on the grounds of literary propriety : just as the
Sayings could not be strung together one after another
without any formula at all, so it was in a literary sense
impossible to preface each Saying with a mere é\eye or
xal éheye: only in a short series would such a form of in-
troduction be tolerable, The formula chosen, Aéyer Inoobs,
however, most successfully avoids this danger. With each
new Saying it demands and rouses our attention afresh, and
its effectiveness can best be understood if by way of experi-
ment we substitute éheye...kal éheye...kal edeye. But beside
the literary motive there was also, no doubt, a feeling that
the Incisive repetition of the formula added to the solemnity
with which the Sayings sound.

Lastly, what is the significance of the present tense Aéye,
since its unvarying use shows that it cannot be regarded as
an ordinary historic present? Dr Burney*® has suggested that
the present tense may have been adopted by a translator from
neo-Hebrew or Aramaic who found a participle alone in

ginal, and that a participle might be expected if the

his orig

formula represents the formula of citation used in the Talmud.
This explanation may account for the repeated present tense,
but T am by no means clear that it accounts for the repeated
personal name, and am still more doubtful that the Collection
as suckh ever existed in any other language than Greek®

Yoap Lock and Sanday, 7we Lectures, pp. 47-8.

* The Prologue seems to reproduce the exact wording of 5t John except
where the writer found it necessary to adapt the citation to his period.
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the normal mode of reference, but Inoots (without the article)
is by no means uncommon (see_Jokn iv 47, 50; Viil 1, 49,
54, 50 Xii 44, 543 xviii 34 xix 26). In the Synoptics, on
the other hand, "Inoois is very rare. Personages referring to
Jesus may indeed say Inools (see Matih. xxvii vy, 22; Mark
v 71 as also in Jodn 146, ix 11); but otherwise 6 Inoods
seems to be always used in the narrative after Jesus had
entered on his ministry o Mask 1 g and Luke iti 215 iv 1, [4]
significantly fall within the narrative of the Baptism and
Temptation’,

I But LZuke iv 8, r3 {Temptation} uses ¢ Iysobs.



