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NOTES AND STUDIES 579

IV. 1'Ecce dies Domini venit ardens velut clibanus, eruntque Cyprian.
omnes alienigenae et omnes iniqui stipula, et succendet illos ad-
veniens dies, dicit Dominus [ Zucif. Cal.] et non derelinquetur ex eis Zuc. Cal.

a radix nec vitis. ?Vobis autem timentibus meum nomen orietur sol Cyprian.
iustitiae et sanitas in alis eius . . . . . . .
4. . . ¢ Et ecce mittam vobis Helian Thesbiten . . Tertullian.

IV 1 Cypr. Testim. ii 28; Ad Demsl. 33; Lucif. Cal. De sanct. Athan. i 38
IV 2 Cypr. Ad Vig. 6 ; De Pascha Computus 19 ; Tycon. Reg. Sept. iv 4 ; Tert. De
Anima v

IV. 1. Quia ecce dies venit Domini ardens sicut clibanus et uret eos et erunt
omnes alienigenae et omnes qui faciunt scelera ut sarmenta et succendet eos dies
Domini quae venit dicit Dominus omnipotens L Ecce] pr Siore k| pr o
B, N om A* (Biore 13ov in mg. et sup ras A%1)  Domini] om GB P,  eruntque]
pr xat pAefer avrovs (R L (exc62147)W  iniqui] proc woiowwres (k' Dominus) +
Havroxparep & ex] om B, N2 * 2. Timentibus oritur sol iustitiae et sanitas
in pinnis eius T Vobis . . . orietur] xa: avareder vy Tois PoSovpevoes o ovopa
pov & timentibus] a/ qui timetis C meum nomen] a! nomen Domini C
orietur] al + vobis C sanitas] al curatio C alis] al pinnis C eius] avrav
A 106 4 EtJomT mittam] pr eyw & avooreldo Q 22 36 49 51

W. O. E. OESTERLEY.

NOTES ON THE DIDACHE.
I

ON BAPTISM BY AFFUSION.

WHERE and when did Baptism by Affusion come to be regarded as
perfectly adequate and legitimate? We need not pursue the question
beyond the first five centuries.

1. Tertullian de Cor. Mil. 3 says ‘ter mergitamur’. In several
places he uses the word *tinguo’, which means ‘to dip’ (Virg. Georg.
i 246 ‘ Arctos Oceani metuentes aequore tingui’); or to dip cloth in
vats and so ‘todye’. The word does not appear to be used of bathing.
Dipping which imparts a colour or character seems to be its common
sense, and hence it came to be used of Baptism.

2. In the third century Cornelius, Bishop of Rome, says that the
whole of the clergy and many of the laity of that church objected to
the ordination of Novatian (Eus. H. E. vi 43, 17) &rel p3) ¢v fv vov.
tri Aips &b vdaov mepixvbévra (= perfusum), Gomep xal obros, els
t\jpdv Twa yevéofar It has been thought that the ground of the

Pp2



580 THE JOURNAL OF THEOLOGICAL STUDIES

objection is to be found in the words 8& vdéoov, and that what the
objectors really meant was that Novatian had been baptized oaly
because he was sick, from fear and not in faith. For this reason the
later canon of Neocaesarea (12) lays it down as a general rule tha
¢linted ought not to be ordained. But this does not appear to be the
meaning of Cornelius. Just before he says & adrjj j xAoy § éxem
weprxvlhels afe € ye xp Aéyew Tov TowtTov eldpdévac. What he
dislikes is the informality and apparent irreverence of administering
Baptism by affusion to a person lying on a bed. It is to be noticed that
Novatian had not delayed his Baptism (this is the offence against which
the Neocaesarean canon is aimed), for his sickness and his conversion
coincided in point of time. Comelius goes on to say that Novatian
had not after his recovery received the o¢payis; this was another
additional defect. But the fact that he had been baptized by affusion
was in itself an irregularity.

3. In this Cornelius quite agrees with Magnus, an African Christian,
who wrote to Cyprian to ask him whether those who had been baptized in
sickness were ‘legitimi christiani, eo quod aqua salutari non loti sunt
sed perfusi’. Here there can be no doubt that what Magnus objects
to is the form of Affusion. Cyprian replies (£p. 6g) that it makes no
difference ‘quod adspergi vel perfundi videntur aegri’. Let us notice
that he uses adspergy and perfunds as synonyms, and that he does not
add, as he certainly would have done if it had been true, that he knew
cases when people who were not sick had been baptized by affusion.
Later on in this same Epistle he writes ¢ non interrogentur utrumne loti
sint an perfusi, utrumne clinici sint an peripatetici’, thus identifying the
peripateticus with the lotus. Cyprian corresponded with the Bishops of
Rome, Gaul, and Spain in the West, and with Firmilian of Cappadocia
in the East, and was well acquainted with the different usages of the
two divisions of the Church in respect of re-baptism. But he does not
appear to be aware of any difference in the method of administration.

4. So far things appear to be quite clear. It has, however, been
thought by high authorities that we have a picture of Baptism by
Affusion, dating from the second century, and therefore long before
Magnus wrote to Cyprian, in the Roman catacombs. Let us pave the
way for its consideration by observing that in the Canons of Hippolytus
(Achelis, p. g6) the priest is directed to keep his hand upon the head
of the baptized throughout the three immersions, an attitude which
would be difficult in the case of baptism by affusion, for it was the right
hand. Tertullian puts the rule differently, de Bapt. 8 ‘dehinc (after
immersion) manus imponitur per benedictionem advocans et invitans
sacrum spiritum.” Now in the fresco in question (it is in the Chapel of
the Sacrament in the Cemetery of Callistus), this appears to be the
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moment selected for representation. The reader may consult the
<hromo-lithographs given by de Rossi KRoma Sotferranea ii plate 16,
and by Wilpert Die Malereien der Katakomben Roms ii plate 27. The
scene is a river with rocky bank. The Baptist, naked save for an apron
round his loins, touches with outstretched right hand the head of our
L.ord, round which water is seen flying off in great quantities. Behind
the Baptist is the Dove (not in de Rossi). The Lord is standing in
the river. In Wilpert’s reproduction the right foot of the Baptist is in
the water, the left is raised as if he were just stepping on to the bank.
In that of de Rossi both his feet are visible and he appears to have just
emerged.

Wilpert gives four other pictures representing Baptism of which three
are quite parallel to this, except that they do not attempt to draw the
water dripping from the head (plate 39—second cestury, plate 58—
third century, plate 228—fourth century). In all the moment chosen
for representation is the same, and the priest is seen laying his hand on
the head of the baptized. It appears to me that Mr Marriott (in
Dictionary of Christian Antiguities, article Baptism), de Rossi, and
Wilpert are quite mistaken in supposing that what we have in the first
fresco is a picture of Baptism by affusion. The moment selected by
the artist is that which immediately follows the act of Baptism, and the
picture does not tell either one way or the other.

5. Perpetua and some of her companions were baptized in prison :
so was Donatianus (Passio S. Montani in Ruinart): not necessarily by
affusion ; there was a ladrum aguarum in the jail. All these cases are
African ; in the East martyrs appear to have been taught that the
baptism of blood sufficed. In the Acts of St Laurence a soldier is
baptized in prison from a pitcher, but the Acts are later. Such cases
were quite extraordinary.

6. Early in the fourth century we find a passing phrase in Lactantius

dip, inst. iv 15 ‘ut gentes baptismo, id est . . . purifici roris perfusione
salvaret’. We can hardly build an argument on these words. Lactantius
is a stylist, whose language is largely affected by reminiscences of Virgil.
Now Virgil uses perfundo of dipping sheep—Geory. iii 445 * Dulcibus
idcirco fluviis pecus omne magistri Perfundunt’; cp. with this Georg.
i 272 ‘ Balantumque gregem fluvio mersare salubri’. It is not quite
certain what Lactantius means, but, if he means that Baptism might in
all cases be administered by perfusio in the strict sense of the word, he
does not agree with Cornelius, Cyprian, or Magnus.

7. About the middle of the fourth century Cyril of Jerusalem
appears to contemplate Baptism by immersion only. The font is the
xoAvpf376pa, the baptized go down into the water and rise up from it
(xaraSiew, dvadvew), the immersion signifies the burial of Christ. While
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under the water, the baptized see nothing, as if it were night ; when
they emerge they see again clearly as in the day (C. M. ii 4). Cp. C.
xvii 13.

8. Basil, in Cappadocia, writes d¢ S. S. 15 olovel yip &vfdxreras v
tdare Tov Barropdvev Ta copara . .. 16 Vwp Gowep v Tadp TO cEm
mapadexdpevov, words which would seem to be conclusive in favour of
immersion, if it were not for the next quotation.

9. For Basil's brother, Gregory of Nyssa, Caft. Or. xxxv (vol i
p- 98 D ed. Paris 1638), writes dvri yijs 76 Sdwp émiyedpevos xai varods
70 oroeiov: again (ibid. p. 99 D) 70 Sdwp Tpis dmixedpevor xai wdla
dvafdvres drd Tob Udaros: again in Bapl. Christi (vol. iii 372 B) &
Yap 70 ovyyeves Tis Yis oTotxetov 76 Vdwp épxduevor dxeivy éavrods éympi-
mropev: and again (ibid. p. 376 D) S8arc yap dinjdbn 1 wip rpiror éxmr
TAnbévri.

Gregory agrees with all the other authorities in requiring the candidate
to go into the water and stand there. But the water is then apparently
poured, from the hand, or rather from a vessel (émiyeiv, &wrarrAey), in
considerable quantity, so that the man may be said to ‘go under the
element’, to ‘hide himself in the water’. Further, as in the phrase
last quoted he is speaking of the baptism in Jordan, he regards our
Lord Himself as having been baptized in this manner. In this heis
followed by the Ravenna mosaics (see Marriott’s article Bapsism in
D. C. A.; the date is said to be about 450) in which the Baptist is seen
pouring water from a scallop on the Lord’s head. It is just possible
that the expressions of Basil, strong as they appear, are to be under
stood in this way. But the words of Cyril, that while under the water
the man ‘ sees nothing as in the night’, would in this case be a rather
violent hyperbole.

10. About the end of the fourth or beginning of the fifth century we
have Chrysostom—in Ep. i ad Cor. Hom. x/ (vol. x p. 379 C, Paris
1738)—715 yip Bamri{ecfas xal xaradvecfur elra dvavevew Tis eis Bov
xarafdoeds éore ovpPolov ral 15 éxetfev dvddov. Here again the words
are most easily understood of immersion.

11. About the same period Jerome adv. Luciferianos (vol. ii p. 180,
Venice 1767) says ‘Nam et multa alia, quae per traditionem in
Ecclesiis observantur, velut in lavacro ter caput mergitare’. The words
are put into the mouth of the Luciferian, but as a statement of up-
disputed fact.

12. Later we have Theodoret, who speaks of those who are baptized
by Arians as Bamri{dpevor pdlov 8¢ Bubiféuevor (Schultze, vol. i part 3,
p. 985)-

Again Haer. Fab. iv 35 (Schultze, vol. iv part 1, p. 356), he gives a
curious description of Baptism as practised by the Eunomians, They




NOTES AND STUDIES 583

violate rov dvéxabev rapd Tot Kuplov xai rdv droarérwv mapadolévra eapdy.
They immerse (xaradiew, Bamrifewv) only once ‘into the death of
Christ’. ‘They baptize and wet with the water only as far as the breast,
and forbid the water to be applied to the other parts as unclean. For
this reason, when they baptized in a font (mjeos), they made the man
stand outside it, and plunged his head as far as the breast once into the
water.” Another of their methods was to swathe the body from the feet
to the breast in a consecrated bandage (rawia), and then pour water
(mpoadépovar rob S8aros Tv xardyvow) on the head and shoulders. We
may gather from this that, in the belief of Theodoret, the fecuds of
Baptism required that there should be three applications of the water,
that the man should not stand outside the font, that the water should
lave the whole body. But further Theodoret appears to have in his
mind not perfusion but immersion as the right form. Certainly Bvf{{ew
is a strong word.

13. Add Zeno Veron. (Galland, v 148) ‘ Vos constanter immergite
. . . Balneator praecinctus . . . Nudi demergimini . . . Superfluentis
amnis undae subiecti.’

The conclusions which I draw are—(1) That down to the time of
Cyprian Baptism was administered by immersion, except in the case of
sick people. (2) That Baptism, not by mere sprinkling but by a very
copious affusion of water, came into use, at any rate in certain churches,
in the fourth century. (3) That, even in this case, the candidate went
into the water, and stood there during the administration of the rite.
(4) That immersion continued to be the general use.

Now let us turn to the Didacke. In chapter vii 1 it is directed that
Baptism shall be administered as a rule by three immersions ¢in living
water’. Harnack is right, I think, in holding that by living water is
meant running water. In the next section we read—* But if thou hast
not living water, baptize in other water, and, if thou canst not in cold,
then in warm.’ Living water was not essential, see Tertullian de Bapt. 4
‘Nulla distinctio est, mari quis an in stagno, flumine an in fonte, lacu
an alveo diluatur’, But the feeling that the water ought, if possible,
to be in movement was very strong. See Canons of Hippolytus (Achelis)
p. 94 ‘consistant prope fluctuantem aquam maris puram paratam
sacram’. Even when a font was used it was so managed that the water
fiowed in and out. See the Egyptian Church Order (ibidem). But it
is noticeable that the compiler of the Didacke introduces a new point of
casuistry. In the case of invalids warm water might be used. In the
third section he goes a step further. ’Edv 8¢ dupdrepa p3) éxps, Ixxeov eis
Ty xepaliy rpis JSwp. ¢ If thou have neither hot nor cold water in
sufficient quantity (I suppose that this is what he means), then it will
suffice to pour water three times upon the head.” The rule may be
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relaxed simply on the ground that no sufficient supply of water for the
more regular mode of administration is at hand, whether the candidate
is sick or whole. Bryennius thought that the compiler must have
meant to restrict this indulgence to extreme cases, & dvdyxy &rwor)
Baxrioparos. But Schaff and Harnack do not find this proviso in the
text, and indeed it is not there.

‘Here’, says Harnack, ‘we have the oldest testimony for the lawfal
ness of Baptism by aspersion ; it is especially important to notice that
the author betrays not the slightest doubt as to its validity.” It is true
that he has no doubt upon the point, and it is also true that in this he
takes a very wise and liberal view. But in the middle of the third
century Magnus and many others would have doubted whether a person
baptized in this way, even under stress of necessity, was lgitms
christianus, and even Cyprian and Cornelius, and probably Tertullian
also, would hardly have said that the difference between immersion [of,
if the reader chooses, such a perfusion as Gregory of Nyssa describes)
and the pouring of a small quantity of water on the head of a sick
person lying on a bed, or of a whole person standing on the ground,
made ‘nulla distinctio ’.

To us moderns the teaching of the Didacke on this point seems quite
unobjectionable. But this is not the impression which it would bave
produced in the ante-Nicene church. It struck the editor of the
Constitutiones apostolicac as novel and risky; hence, when he came,
probably after no great lapse of time, to work over this passage of the
Didacke, he refused to consider the possibility of an insufficient supply
of water. ‘First, he says, ‘thou shalt anoint with holy oil, then thot
shalt baptize with water, and lastly thou shalt seal with ointment...
But if there be neither oil nor ointment, the water is sufficient’ (Cosst:
Apost. vii 22),

IL

ON CERTAIN POINTS IN THE FIRST CHAPTER.

The Didache is of course a compilation, like the Apastolical Chard
Order, the Canoms of Hippolytus, the Egyptian Church Order, thé
Didascalia, the Apostolical Constitutions, the Testamenium Domini
All such collections contain materials of very different dates, some o
great antiquity. In this they all resemble our own Book of Comm®
Prayer. The date at which the collection was made is fized Dot bY
the earliest material but by the latest. Thus the date of any editi®
of our Common Prayer is ascertained not by the Gloria in Exctls:
but by the name of the sovereign.
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One comparatively modern feature of the Didacke is Baptism by
Affusion. Others may be detected in the first chapter. I may be
pardoned for writing out at some length familiar passages upon which
the argument turns.

Hermas, "Evroy; B': "Epyd{ov 10 &yafdv, xai éx tiv xémwv oov, dv &
Ocis 3Bwoiv oo, wiow dorepovpévors dBov drdds, py Swrdlwv Tive 8gs
A rive p3y 83s.  miow 8lov' maow yip 6 Beds 3Boobar Bk éx TRV Blwy
Swpmpdrwy. ol olv AapBdvovres dmoddoovow Adyov 1¢ Beg diari afov
rai els T ol pdv yap AauBdvovres OABépevor ot Swacbhioovras, ol B¢ &
imorpicer AapBdvovres rigovow Sikqr. o olv 8idols d0@ds doru- Gs yap
afev wapa Tot xvpiov Ty Sukoviav redécar drdis almpy drékecer, unbiv
Swaxpivov rive 8¢ §) pi) 8¢ &yévero olv 4 Siaxovia atry dmAds Tekesfeiva
&rdofos wapd 19 el & obv olrws drhis Saxoviv 7O Oep (joerar  pi-
Aaooe odv Ty &rodiy Tavrpy, ds doi AeddAnka.

The reader will observe here (1) that there are no Biblical quotations,
(2) that the &ro)y is the Mandate of the Angel of Repentance, (3) that
great stress is laid upon the repeated word drAds. Almsgiving is an
absolute duty; the giver is to ask no questions, the responsibility lies
entirely upon the recipient.

Didascalia (Verona Fragments, Hauler, no. xxxvii p. §3): ‘Vae
autem his qui habent et cum dolo accipiunt aut qui possunt sibi juuare
et accipiunt. Unusquisque uero de accipientibus dabit rationem domino
Deo in die iudicii, quare acceperit. Si enim in orfanitate constitutus
est aut in paupertate aut per senectutis defectionem aut propter
aegritudinis infirmitatem aut propter filiorum, quia multi sunt, nutri-
menta accipit, qui talis, inquit, est et laudabitur: altar is enim Dei
deputatus est et honorabitur, quoniam sine dubitatione pro his qui dant
illi frequenter orat. .. . Qui habent autem et in hypocrisi accipiunt,
aut iterum cum sint pigri et cum debeant operari et juuare sibi et
aliis, ipsi accipientes praestabunt rationem. . . . Qui ergo dat simpliciter
omnibus, bene dat, sicut est illi, et est innocens. Qui autem propter
tribulationem accipit, se pascet scitus et bene accipit et a Deo in uita
aeterna constitutus glorificabitur.’

Compare Mrs Gibson's translation of the Syriac text, p. 8o.

Probably it will not be disputed that the author of the Didascalia
is here amplifying what Hermas had said. It will be observed that he
has both the dwAds (simpliciter) and the d0gos (innocens) of Hermas,
not to dwell upon other points. The new features which he introduces
are (1) the o, (2) the Day of Judgement, (3) the Widows and Orphans,
(4) who are the Altar of God (Heb. xiii 10; Polycarp. PAd. 4; Tert.
ad Ux. i 7), (5) the recipient will pray for the giver. I do not under-
stand qui talis, sngui?, est et laudabitur. The word imgwit is not found
in the Syriac, nor in the Comstitutiones Apostolicae (iv 3), where the
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Didascalia is very closely reproduced. But it will be observed that
the Didascalia still holds that Almsgiving is an absolute duty.

The Constitutiones Apostolicac again expands the Didascalia. The
most important change is to be found in the beginning of the paralld
passage (iv 3), érel xai 6 xipios paxdpioy elrev elvar Tov Sddrma Jrep TOV Aap-
Bdvorra. xal yip elpyras mdw U’ atrol Obal Tots Eyovow xai év Txroxpice
AapBdvovaw 3 Suvauévos Bonlbeiv éavrols xai AapfBdvew wap’ érépaw Bovie
pévois: éxdrepos yap droddoer Adyov xuply 19 Oeq év juépg xpioews. Here
we have first a quotation from Acts xx 35, and then the compiler goes
on to quote the Didascalia verbally as scripture. But still Almsgiving
is enforced without restriction.

But where did the Woe and the prayers of the recipient come from?
From Clement of Alexandria. See the Fragment (Dindorf vol i
P. 492 ; Zahn Forschungen iii pp. 49, 50; Resch Agrapha p. gg9). We
have two quotations of the same passage of Clement, one in Anastasius
(this is given only by Zahn) and another in the Catena of Nicetas on
Matt. v 42. Let us take the latter first. Howréoy éAenpoovras, diia
perd xploews xal Tois dflos, va elpopev dvramddopa wapd Tov injioToe.
odal 8¢ rois Ixova xai & tmoxploce M;Lﬂu'.voww ,‘) vaa.,uc'vocs‘ Ponber
davrols xal AapBdvew map' érépwv SovAopévors. 6 yap éxwv xai 8 xv-
xpuow 9} dpylav AapBdvuv xaraxpibrioeras.

In Anastasius Quaest. 14 the passage runs thus: "Eleppociras 8d
wouely 6 Adyos (Matt. v 42) ¢nal, dAAL perd ploews xal Tols dfios
domep yap 6 yewpyds omeiper odx els drhis yiy AN es Ty dyabir, &
adry xapmopopiiay, ovrw et omwelpew Ty elmoilay els ebAafBeis xal Avevua-
TiKOVS, Dva Tijs dr’ atrdv edraprios Sk Thv elxdv dmrixys. yéypamras yir
ebmoinoov eboefeis xal ebproes dvrawddopa, xal € ) U7’ adrov, dAAa mapk
1§ Wplory (Sir. xii 2). Nicetas appears to have omitted several clauses
and to have carried on the quotation a little farther. In Clement, then,
we find for the first time the prayers of the recipient (this is his reason
for giving only to people whose prayers are likely to be heard), and the
phrase Otai 8¢ rois &ovor xai & dmoxplorer AapfSdvovar, which, having
been borrowed from him by the Didascalia, is quoted from that book
as scripture by the Constitutiones Apostolicac. Clement no doubt was
thinking of Hermas, an author with whom he was familiar, though the
only phrase which he has borrowed is & dmoxploe. AapBdvew.

Resch (Agrapha p. 146) thought that the editor of the Constrtutiones
in this place (iv 3) made use of three sources, the Didacke, the Dide-
scalia, and an extra-canonical gospel. For the admission of the last-
named source he gives two reasons: (1) that the Woe is given in the
Constitutiones in fuller form than in the .Didascaka (this, however,
is an error due to the fact that Resch did not employ the full text of
the latter document); (2) thatin the Cons#itutiones the Woe is introduced
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by the words xai y&p elpyrar wdhv ¥’ adrod (that is to say, by the Lord).
Except for this fact there is no reason for thinking that the editor
of the Constitutiones had here in his mind more than one book, and
that one the Didascalia. The elpyrac is probably nothing more than
a hasty inference, suggested by a loose recollection of the Woes in
St Luke’s Gospel. How easily such a slip might occur will appear from
the insertion of the sngust in the text of the Verona Fragments.

- We may now pass on to the Didacke (i 5, 6): Havri ¢ alrotwri oe
8Bov, xal pi dmairer wiow yap Géew 8Bocbar 6 warip éx ToV Wiwy xape
opdrov. Maxdpios & 8idods xata Ty &vroliy: dbGos ydp éorws olal T@
AapBdvorte €l plv yap xpelav Exov Aapfdver Tis, d0gos forarr & 8 py
xpeiay Hav 8doe diaqy, ivarl dafe xal els 1, & cwvoxy 8 yevduevos
éferacbhioera wepl bv Empafe, xal odx iededoerar ixetfev péxpis o dmody
76w doxarov xolpdrryv. *AAAG xal mept TovTov 8% elpyrar Spwsdrw ¥ Aey-
po0UIY) gov €ls Tas xetpas oov, péxpts v yvgs Tive 8gs.

In this last sentence the emendation of Bryennius ({8pwodrw for
i8purdrw) has been confirmed by a passage of Cassiodorus, to which
Professor Loofs first directed attention. It will be found in the
Expositio in Psal. x/ and runs thus: ‘Omni petenti te tribue. Scri-
ptum est etiam Desudet eleemosyna in manu tua donec inuenias iustum
cui eam tradas. Sed si omnes iustos quaerimus, imperatam constringimus
largitatem. . .. Sufficit nobis ut nos dare aliquid malis artibus nescia-
mus. ... Qui sic dederit, etsi iustis non det, iuste tamen omnibus
erogabit’” Resch is probably right in thinking (4grapka p. 288) that
the way in which Cassiodorus insists upon the word susfum shews that
he is quoting not from the Didacke, but from some common source.
This however is immaterial ; in the Didacke itself the precept is given
as a quotation, and the book from which it is drawn can hardly be
of the first antiquity, for it contains a criticism and a limitation of
our Lord’s command, which had not occurred to 2 Clement (see
chap. 16),

We have then in this passage of the Didacke (1) a quotation from
St Luke (vi 30), (2) close verbal resemblances to Hermas, including
in particular the uncommon word d&fgos, which in the Didacke is
doubled, (3) the Woe (Clem. Alex., Didascalia, Const. Agp.) in a
shortened form, (4) a quotation from St Matthew (v 26), (5) a quotation
probably from some extra-canonical Gospel of latish date,

Three of these phrases are manifestly quotations, and the last can
bardly be older than the second century. The /#2¢ may be older than
Clement, but there is no good reason for thinking that it is; and as to
Hermas, it is only necessary to point out that his simple mdow 8iov
is in the Didacke changed into a definite quotation from the Gospel.
But it may also be suspected that the xara v évrolsv, which in the
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Didacke is made to refer to Luke vi 30, was suggested by the ¢vresv
7 dvroAsy ravryy of Hermas.

It is worth adding that the curious variation on Luke vi 27, whict
occurs in Didacke i 3, duets 8¢ dyawdre rovs ootvras Suds xal oty éfer
¢xOpdv, is found also in the Didascalia; see Mrs Gibson’s Translatior
p- 3; Veroma Fragments p. 4 ‘diligite odientes uos et orate pro male
dicentibus uos et inimicum nullum habebitis’. Here it might be
supposed that the Didascalia is following the Didacke. But just abore,
in the same verse, we have a very remarkable perversion of Scriptare
in the words woredere 8¢ vmep ToOV Swndvrwy vpds. For the explanation
of this precept we must turn to chap. xxi of the Didascalia; sec
especially the words ¢ Therefore know, brethren, that our fast which
we keep in the Passover because our brethren have not obeyed, ye
shall keep even if they hate you’, but the whole of this chapter under-
lies the audacious change which the Didacke has made in the Sermon
on the Mount. The Wednesday and Friday fasts, and the fast of Holy
Week are all to be kept on behalf of the Jews. This is not to be
regarded as a mark of sympathy with the Jews. The author of the
Didacke has a strong dislike of the Jews whom he calls ¢ hypocrites’;
see viii ‘Let not your fasts be with the hypocrites, for they fast oe
the second day of the week and on the fifth’. He condemns Quarto-
decimanism, and for a parallel to his language we must turn to the words
of the Emperor Constantine (Socrates i 9) ‘Let there be nothing in
common between you and the most hateful mob of the Jews’. Such
things were not said in the first century (not even by Barnabas), nor
even in the second. Even the Didascalia (see Mrs Gibson’s Trans
lation p. ¢6) is not as fierce as the Didacke; it speaks of the Jews
as ‘ brethren’, and adds ‘It is required of us therefore to have pity upon
them, and to believe, and to fast and pray for them’. Here, again, it
might be replied that the Didascalia is expanding the hint given in the
Didacke. But the opposite presumption is exceedingly strong, and
in any case the corruption of the text of the Sermon on the Mount
cannot be earlier than the insertion of moredew in Matt. xvii 21, Mark
ix 29, Acts x 3o. It is surely later; otherwise it would have left
some traces in the Apparatus Criticus.

Attention may here be directed to another point. In Didacke g the
Eucharistic Cup is called the Holy Vine of David’. It is an expressicn
which causes some surprise, for there is reason for thinking that the
compiler agreed with Barnabas (xii 10, 11), Tatian (Theod. Haer. Kb,

i 20), and the Monophysites (Theod. Znconfusus, Schultze vol. iv part

1 p. 96) in believing that our Lord was not the Son of David according

to the flesh. At any rate he speaks of Him as ‘God of David’ (ch

10; see Harnack’s note). But commentators have asked why Vine
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of David? because there is nothing in the Hebrew psalms from which
such a phrase could easily be formed. The answer to this question
is supplied by Origen (s Lib. Jud. Hom. vi 2, Lomm. xi 258) ‘ante-
quam verae vitis, quae ascendit de radice David, sanguine inebriemur’.
Origen is clearly referring to the Greek psalm xxii (xxiii) § 0 momjpidy
o ov pebioxov ds xpdriorov.

Clement has the same phrase (Q. D.S. 29), o¥ros 6 rov olvov 16 alpa
s dpmélov Tijs AaBid éxxéas fpdv &ri ras Terpwpévas Yuxds, 6 TO éx
omAdyxvwy marpds aiov wpooeveyxiv xai émdaydeviuevos. Clement
is here speaking of the Lord as the Physician and allegorizing the
parable of the Good Samaritan. He may, of course, have seen the
MDidacke prayer or one like it—the prayer is in all probability older than
the Didacke as a whole. But, on the other hand, the phrase may have
been taken up from Clement into the prayer, and this seems to me the
more probable view. We have seen that there is some substantial
reason for thinking that the words ‘Woe to him that receiveth’ were
borrowed by the Dsdacke from Clement, and traces of Alexandrine
influence upon the Liturgy (in the emphasis laid upon ‘knowledge’
and in the comparative neglect of the Atonement) may be found in
Didacke ¢, 10, or in the Sacramentary of Sarapion of Thmuis (see de
Faye Climent d’ Alexandrie p. 252; F. E. Brightman, /. 7. S. vol. i).

But we greatly want a critical examination of the

Didacke in its liturgical
relations. .

C. Bica.

STROPHICAL STRUCTURE IN ST JUDE'S EPISTLE.

IN 1896 Prof. David Henry Miiller of Vienna published a book
on the original structure of the Prophets?, shewing how far poetical
forms predominated in ancient Semitic literature, from the Cuneiform
inscriptions down to the Suras of the Koran. A great many publi-
cations have appeared since, treating biblical books from the same
point of view. Special mention must be made of the work of the
Rev. F. K. Zenner, S.]J.% who, independently of Prof. Miiller’s dis-
covery, had noticed the same fundamental principle of responsio in
the Book of Psalms. In England it was chiefly R. G. Moulton who,

by his various writings®, called attention to the literary aspect of the
different books embodied in Holy Scripture.

' Die Propheten in shrey urspringlichen Form Wien (Holder), 1896.
3 Die Chorgesdnge im Buche der Psalmen Freiburg (Herder), 1896,

3 The Literary Study of the Bible London (Isbister), 1896, and ed. 1899; and
A Short Introduction to the Literature of the Bible, 1901.



