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NOTES AND STUDIES

DR HARNACK ON LUKE x 22: NO MAN
KNOWETH THE SON.

IN 1874 Lightfoot wrote of the author of Swpernatural Religion :
‘Why, when he contrasts the Christology of the Synoptic Gospels with
the Christology of St John, does he not mention that “apologists ” quote
in reply our Lord’s words in Matt. xi 27 sq., *All things are delivered
unto me of my Father ; and no man knoweth the Son but the Father,
neither knoweth any man the Father save the Son, and he to whom-
soever the Son will reveal him”? ... This one passage, they assert,
covers the characteristic teaching of the fourth Gospel, and hitherto they
have not been answered.’!

Since then the obvious reply has become a commonplace, though it
involves a petitio principii,—that the passage does not belong to the
earlier strata of the Gospels. But as it is found in almost identical
language in Luke x 21~2, it is not easy to deny that it goes back to the
common source known as ‘Q’, which is nowadays usually assumed as
the explanation of the resemblances of Mt. and Lk. where they are not
both using St Mark.

The nature of Q has recently been carefully investigated by Harnack.?
He considers it to be of very early date, earlier even than-Mk. But the
passage in question is awkward. The MS evidence is almost unanimous
in both Gospels. Yet how can a ‘Johannine’ passage of this kind
belong to Q? Harnack has invented an ingenious answer to the diffi-
culty. He supplements the MSS by the evidence of early citations, and
concludes that the form in Luke was originally different, and represented
the primitive Q exactly; and he believes that in this conjectural form
the Johannine element is so far attenuated that there can be no objec-
tion to attribute it to a very early date.

The crucial verses run thus :—
obdels émiywdoke ToV viov €l uiy  obdels ywhoke Tis dorw & vids € uy

 manip, b marrp,
0b8¢ 7oV warépa Tis émywdoke €l py kel Tis doTw & mwarip € py 6

6 vids, vids,

1 Essays on * Supernatural Religion’, 1889, pp. 15-16.

? Spriiche und Reden Jesu (Leipzig, 1907), I quote from the English translation
(The Sayings of Jesus, Williams & Norgate, 1go8), but I correct it from the German
and give the German pages in brackets.
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xkaAi)at. xaAdar.
(émrywookee CF¥H A al™® fere.)
(rls éorw & mamip ... 7l éorw &
vids, U and one cursive.)

Harnack’s points are these : (1) that the earliest quotations of Luke
have & and not ywdoxe ; (2) that they give the two 7is éorw clauses in
the reverse order as in U; (3) that this cannot be the original text, but
that the clause 7is éorwv 6 vios €l uy 6 mamjp must be an interpolation of
very early date into Lk. from Mt. It will be best to give this third point
in his own words :—

1. One does not by any means expect to find the clause about ‘knowing the
Son’ in this connexion, even though it is not positively unbearable ; for this ascrip-
tion of praise is concerned both in its beginning and its close with the knowledge
of God.

3. The historic aorist &yvw suits the Son’s knowledge of the Father extremely
well, but it does not so well suit the Father's knowledge of the Son. This has
been noticed by thoughtful copyists, who have tried to overcome the difficulty in
various ways.

3. The clause xal ¢ & 6 vids dmoxaAdiyy only suits the clause oddels Eyvo 7is éorv
& marip el ) & vids, and not the other clause with which it is connected above in
Luke (the Son'is God’s interpreter and not His own). This has also been correctly
seen by the copyists who have accordingly overcome the difficulty by transposition,
or even by changing viés into adrés, which then refers to the Father.

4. In Cod. Vercell. of Luke we even now read the saying without the clause
concerning ¢ knowing the Son’.

In my opinion we are almost forced to the conclusion that in Luke the words xal
ris toriv & vids el p7) 6 marip were originally wanting.

If they were wanting in Luke they were also wanting in Q.

\ T r / L3 €y 3
kal ¢ & PBovnrar & vids dwo- kal & v Povdyrar & vids dmo-

We may pass over these assertions for the moment, for they have no
basis until the textual question has been decided beyond all doubt in
favour of &ww and the reversed order in Luke. T think it is easy to
shew that the evidence is unquestionably against Harnack on both
points.

1. The ftextual evidence.

We have seen that Harnack appeals over the head of all existing MSS
to the witness of early writers. Now it is in any case very precarious
to go against all the MSS in order to follow patristic quotations,
since these are usually very free. But in the case of a much quoted
text it is a particularly hazardous proceeding, for every one is aware how
often the popular form in which quotations are made is incorrect. Vergil
did not write ¢ Uno avulso non deficit alter ’; Mrs Malaprop never said
¢ Caparisons are odorous’, nor did the people cry out in 3 Esdras
‘ Magna est veritas et praevalebit’. Lex orandi is a mistake for lex
supplicandi. The reader will probably call to mind many examples.
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To shew how much this warning is needed, I will begin by two later
Fathers, to whom Harnack has not appealed. From these we may
learn how to treat the more important evidence of the earlier centuries.

The form of the saying in Mt. is distinguished by the repetition of the
verb, by the prefix éri- before ywdoke, and (far more noticeably) by the
simple accusatives rov vidv, Tov marépa, for the Lucan clauses ris éorwv
6 vids, tis ¢orw & marijp. It will be easy to see which evangelist is
quoted in each case, and to recognize a mixed citation.-

We will begin by the citations in a single book, St Cyril of
Alexandria’s Zkesaurus :—

1. Mt. A 2 p. 20 (37)? oddels ywdore: Tdv marépa el p) 6 vids, kal ¢ &v & vids dwoxadyy.

2. Mt. A 2 131 (220) obdeis émywioxe: TOv marépa el uf 6 vibs, kal § &v vids drowariyn.

3. Mt. OB 137 (229) obdels émywwoxer Tov vidv el pi) & marip, obdé Tov marépa Tis
¢meywvdigre el i) § vids, kal J édv BovAnyrar 8 vids dwoxardyar.

4. Lk. A 2 148-9 (249) oddels vydp, pnol, ywhare Tis dorwv § marip €l w) 6 vibs, xal @ &v
8 vids dmoxadvyp.

5. Mt. 1 222 (376) obdels vyap olde Tov vidv el w3} & marhp.

6. Mt. Lk. O A 365 (620) in a series of extracts from Scripture : ob3els Emeyivdone: Tis
torw & vids €l pi) 6 marfp odB TV marépa Tis Emywhore Tis oTwv €l py
6 vids, kal ¢ &v 6 vids dmoxariyp.

Only two quotations out of six give both members. B only appears
once. Mixture appears in 6, for émywdoke and the repetition of the
verb are Mt., the rest is Lk. ol8¢ in 5 is a free citation. We have O
for Mt. and in a mixed form (3, 6).

The following quotations are all from a single chapter (Ziber De
Trinitate xi, Mai Bibl. nova Patrum ii 688, P. G. Ixxv, 1161) i—

1. Mt. O B obdeis, pnoiv, olde Tov vidv el u) & maryp' odde Tdv marépa Tis imywdiore: €l
3 6 vids, ral ¢ &v BovAnTar 6 vids dmokaAdijal.

2. Mt, O obdeis ydp, Pnoi, ywhore Tov vidy el pf) 6 marfp: odde Tdv warépa Tis Emywds-
ares €l pi) & vibs.

3. Mt. O Boddels ywviores v vidv €l p3) & marfp' obde Tdv marépa Tis émywdone €l )
6 vibs, xal ¢ &v BovAnrai § vids droxaibyar,

4. Mt. O B oldels ywlaker Tov vidv €l i) & marfp* ok émfhyaye‘ xal § &v BovAnrar 6 matip
droxaktipar elpnrds 8¢ ¢ od5¢ Tdv marépa mis Emywvioke €k piy & vids,” ebOUs
npogénke © kal § dv BovAnTar 6 vids droxaAiar.’

5. Mt. O oddels ywdore: Tov vidv el ui) 6 marfip: odd2 TOv warépa Tis ywhoket €l ) 6 vlds.

But if we turn to St Cyril’s Comm. on Luke, we shall find R in a very
free citation : kai odSels ywdoker Tyv rob warpds Pvow adiddrrws, dyoly, €
py 6 vids: oddE Tov Spoovoiov adrg vicy €ldé Tis € py 6 marip (p. 251,
P. G. Ixxii 672). How does he come to change the order? Hardly

! The pages are those of Aubert’s edition (vol. V) with those of Migne (P. G. Ixxv)
in brackets, The full conclusion BovAnra: dmoxaAiya: is marked B ; the shortened
form dmoxaAdiyp is called A. A quotation of knowing the Son without the parallel
clause about knowing the Father is named 1, the citation of the latter clause without

the former is named 2. It will be seen that these half quotations are particularly
frequent. R will mean reversed order ; the ordinary order is O.
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because his MS was so written. Is it not simply because ‘ the Nature of
the Father’ is prior to ‘the consubstantial Son’, and he naturally mentions
it first? For we find R equally in a free quotation from Mt., Léb. de
Trin. 23, P. G. Ixxv 1180 «ai domep 7ov marépa ovdels oldev €l py & vids,
o00¢ 70v vidv €l pn 6 warjp. Just as here oldev is Cyril’s own, so is éyvo
where it occurs oddeis &yvw Tov vidv € py 6 marijp.! There seems to be
no real evidence in Cyril for any but the reading of the MSS. Why
does he use évw? Surely because this ‘gnomic’ aorist is both more
idiomatic and more forcible. It says not merely ‘no one recognizes’,
but no one has ever recognized or can recognize.’
Let us take an earlier Alexandrine, St Athanasius :—

1. Lk. R vol.i p. 107. In sllud ¢ omnia mihi tradita sunt’ obddeis ywhoxe 1is torty
6 warip €l pi) & vids, kai Tis toTwv § vlds €l pf) 8 marip.

2. Mt. O A p. 218, De decretis Nic. syn. 12 ob3eis olde Tov vidv €l uy) 6 marhp, 0dde Tov
narépa Tis dmywdoxe e pi) & vlds, kal § v & vlds droxaryp.

3. Mt. 2 p. 286. Ad Epp. Aeg. et Lib. 16 oddels tmywhorer v watépa el pn) 8 vids.

4. Mt. 2 A p. 436. Oratio I c. Arianos 12 obdels yiwvhoke Ty matépa e u S vlds, xal
@ & & vlds dmoxariyy.

5. Mt. 2 A p. 443. Ibid. 39 obleis émywvwoner Ty matépa €l pi) 6 vids, wal § dv 3 vlds
dwokaridipy.

6. Mt. 2 p. 593. Oratio ITI c. Arianos 44 ov8els ydp, Pnoi, ywdoke Tov marépa el py
& viés.

7. Mt. 2 A p. 634-5. Oratio IV ¢, Arianos 33 obdels ydp ~ywdoke Tov marépa €l
P 8 vids . . . kal g &v 6 vids dmoxaAvign.

8. Mt. RA vol. v 14. Sermo maior de fide obdels tmywdhore Tdv marépa €l pi) 6 vids,
kal 7év vidv oddels émywdokes el pi) 6 marfp, kol § éav J vids dmosarvyy.

Here 1is Lk. R and 8 is Mt. R, whereas 2 is Mt. O, The rest are all
Mt. 2, with the émi- left out in 4, 6, 7. We find olde once. It is not
likely, after what we saw in Cyril, that Athanasius had B in his text. It
is a quite natural abbreviation, and there is no reason to doubt that he
knew the longer form as Cyril did. Again, the fact that he uses R in

Y De Incarn. Unsg. vol. 8, 680 (lxxv 1193), and also De recta fide ad Theod, Imp.
5, vol. 5 (Ixxvi 1141). The form old¢ is much commoner in Cyril. It is not only
found in Mt. citations (as above thrice) and fragm. sn Matt, xi a7 (Ixxii p. 404),
but also in a Lk, passage, De Ador. in Spir. v, vol. i, 155 (381) oddels ydp olde Tis
éoTwv & vids el p) 6 marfip, and in a mixed passage Comm. in Ioh. x 14, Book vi,
Ixxiii, 652 (1044) ob8els ydp olde Tov vidv el pf) 8 marfp, 008 ad Tdv matépa Tis olde ris oy
€l pny 6 vids.

? On gnomic and ‘timeless® aorists, see J. H. Moulton’s Prolegomena (1906)
p. 134. Though the Fathers usually quote éyvw in this passage in a gnomic sense,
we shall see some places (notably in Justin and the Marcosians, apud Iren.) where
it is taken in a historic sense. But doubtless some thought it in the very frequent
present sense of ‘knoweth’ (i.e. ‘ hath recognized’): for ywdosw does not mean
‘I know’ but ‘I come to know’, and éywov and éyvaxa often mean ‘I know?, like
oida, a simple fact which Harnack has not noticed. But it is not likely that the
Fathers in quoting the text were always aware whether they meant the present
sense or the gnomic sense. In the N.T. émywdorew means to recognize a person.
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doth Lk. and Mt. will indispose us to believe that he found it in either

case in his MSS ; for he can hardly have found it in both evangelists.!
We can now turn to the evidence adduced by Harnack. We have

learned already that the text is likely to be quoted carelessly, and that

a correct quotation outweighs the witness of many incorrect ones. We

have also seen that it is not difficult to distinguish between Mt. and Lk.

It will be best to work backwards from the fourth century. Before
taking more Alexandrines, Clement and Origen, we have to deal with
the Origenist Eusebius. It should be premised that Eusebius generally
employs a ‘Western’ text. So does Clement, and so also Origen
very often.

£. Mt. GR Dem. Ev. iv 3,13 (149 b) ‘v yevedv ydp abrod’ ¢nof ¢ vis Sipyjoera. ;'
kal ‘ Gomep obdels Eyvar TOV marépa €l p) & vibs, obrw xai To¥ vidv oldels Eyves €l

) pbvos 8 yevvoas abriv warfp.’

3. Mt, G (R) Dem. Ev. v 1, 25~6 (216 d) moAAdxts #idn émeembyres ‘mv yevedv adrob
Tis dupyfoerar;’ . . . ‘obdels Eyvaw’, pnof, ¢ Tdv marépa el p)) S vibs'. P xal Emhéyea
“ kal obSels éyver TOv vidv € p) 6 wathp.

3. Mt. G R Hist. Ecdl. i 2, 3 Ty yevedv alrob, ¢pnoty, ris $ipyhoerar ; 8re b)) obre Tov
marépa Tis Eyvo el p)) & vibs, ob7’ al TIv vidy Tis Lyvw woré kar’ dffav el pi)
pévos & yevvfoas abrdv marip .

4. Mt. R FEecl. Theol. i 12 (Klost. p. 72, 4) 8u unbels éyvar Tov marépa el pi) & vids,
pnbé TOv viby Tis Eyvar €l pi) pdvos & yevvioas abrov mamip.

5. Mt. 2 G A Eccl. Theol. 1 16 (p. 76, 5) mapariferar peév (6 MdpkeAXos) Tds Tob Swrijpos
pavds, 5" Ov épn € oddels Eyvw TOv matépa €l pi) 6 vids kal & &v 6 vids dmorariyy,’
Gomep B8 émavopfoduevos abrds dvri Tob viod Adyov adfis dvoudfec Hde Aéyar:

Mt. 2 ‘obdeis yip oldev,” pnaiv, ‘Tov marépa €l ) & vids, TovréoTy & Adyos.

6. Mt. 1 Ecd. Theol. i 20 (85, 32) 80 mpogpficas ‘ mdvra pot mapedéfy imd Tob marpds
pov’ dmjyayev ‘ral oddeis imywhoker TV vidv el p)  mamip’. oesiyhobw
Tolvuy wds dméppyros mept Tob viob ToU ©O€ob Abyos, kal ubvy TP warpl mapa-
Sedbobo ) THs & alTob yevéoews abrob yrdaus.

7. Mt. G 2 Eclog. proph. i 12 (Migne, iv 1065 A) émel pnpd’ els éyva Tdv marépa el p3
& vibs.

8. Lk. B Comm. in Psalm. cx (ap. S. Athan. opp. ed, Bened. IV 704) éfoporoyobuai got,
mirep . . . kal obdels ywdoke Tis éaTv 6 vids €l u) & marhp, xal Tls oy § marp
el ) & vibs, kal & &av BovAnTar 6 vids drokaAdar.

9. Mt. G R Ep. ad Constantiam (Conc. Nic. ii, Sess. vi, Mansi, xiii 313) 87t ofre 7ov
marépa Tis éyver el piy 6 vids* oid’ abrov [1dv] vidy yroin moré Tis Emafiws €l p)
pbvos & yevvfoas abrdv marhp.

The first four quotations and the last are not independent, as is
shewn by the recurrence of the passage from Isaiah liii, and the

1 Though éyva does not seem to occur in Athanasius, it is found once in Didymus.
As Alexander of Alexandria is ante-Nicene, it may be of interest to add his two
versions from the letter to Alexander of Constantinople (Theodoret H. E. i 3):
Oddeis yap éyvw 7is éoTw & vibs, Aéyaw, € i) 6 mathip, kal T8y wardpa oddels Eyva el py
6 vlds. Here we have G O, partly Lk, (1és éorwv), partly Mt. (rév marépa and the
repetition of the verb). Again: Oidels olde 7is éoTwv & marip €t pi) & vids, xal obieis
old¢ 7is éorwv & vios el ) 6 marhp. Here we have Lk. R, with olde twice. There is
evidently no sufficient reason for doubting that Alexander’s MSS were like ours,
but he is quoting freely.
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¢ yevijoas. One guesses that Eusebius has some passage of Origen in
his mind. (On the next page will be found Origen ¢. Cek. vi 17, which
has suggested «xer dflav in 3, 9, and 6 yew. in 1, 3, 4, 9.) Again, 5 is
so near 4 in the same book that it is hardly independent.

In all these 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 9, and also in 7, we find #ve (G), and in all
cases the form 7oy marépa shews that Mt., not Lk., is in question. But 6
shews that Eusebius really read émywdoxe in Mt., while 8 (not given by
Harnack) is Lk. exactly. He attributes ol8ev in 5 to Marcellus of Ancyra.

He gives R three times in Mt., but just when he is using Origen’s form.

Thus Harnack’s conclusion is wrong that Eusebius found éve and
the reversed order in Luke. He had Lk. exactly right; but borrowed Mt.
GRA from Origen, though he probably read Mt. right in his Bible.

We now come to Origen himself :—

1. Mt. 2G contra Celsum ii 71 (Koetschau i p. 193, 14) 7§ ¢ od3els Eyvar 7oy mavépa
el pi) 8 vlbs)

2. Mt. O G A contra Celsum vi 17 (p. 88, 19) oldels &yvw Tov vidv el ) & marhp, b2
Ty marépa el pf 8 vids, kal & &v 8 vids dmoradiyp. obire yap TV dyévnrov xai

ndons yeverijs pvoews mparérorov kar’ dflav eidbvar Tis Svarar ds & yevwhioos
avrdv waThp, oire OV matépa, xré.

3. A contra Celsum vi 64 (p. 135, 23) & & adrds dnorahiyn Tov marépa.

4 Mt. G A contra Celsum vii 44 (p. 194, 30) oddels éyvor Tov matépa el u) & vids,
xal § dv 6 vids dmorardyy.

5. Mt. 2 Comm. in Ioh. i 16 (Preuschen p. 20, 17) ds viv pévos & vids Eyvaxe Tov
warépa el ydp EmpeAds is éferdor, mére yvdoovra, ols dmokarbare: § Eyvends
Tov marépa vibs, Tov waTépa. ..

6. Mt. 2 G A Comm. in Ioh. i 38 (p. 49, 8) dmokarvmre 8y Eyvew matépa. Coddels yap
Eyva TOV warépa € pi) & vibs, kal § dv 8 vids dmoxardyp.!

7. Mt.2 G Comm, sn Joh, xiii 24 (p. 248, 19) obdeis vdp &yver v marépa €l p)) & vibs.

8. Mt. 3 G Cosmm. 1 Ioh. xix 3 (p. 301, 26) = 7 (om. ydp).

9. Mt. 2 G Comm. in Ioh. xx 7 (p. 334, 19) = 8.

10. Mt. 1 G Comm. in Ioh. xxxii 29 (. 474, 16) yéypawrar odlels Eyvw Tdv vldv €l pi)
& warnp.

11. Mt. 2 G A Comm. in Ioh. xxXii 39 (P. 474, 33) 0b3els éyver Tdv warépa el p3) & vids,
xal § &v 6 vids dmoxarinip.

12, Mt. 1 G Selecta in Psalmos (De la Rue vol. ii p. 537) ob83eis ydp &yvew 7ov vldv e pi)
é marsp (= 10).!

! The Latin translations supply the following passages :—

13. Mt. R De Princ. i 1, 8 (De la Rue, i p. 53) ¢ Denique ipse in euangelio non dixit
quia nemo uidit patrem nisi filius, neque filium nisi pater, sed ait :

Mt. (G) O ‘“Nemo nouit filium nisi pater, neque patrem quis nouit nisi filius*’.

14. Mt.(G)B De Princ. i 3, 4 (i p. 61) *Sicut enim de filio dicitur, quia nemo
nouit patrem nisi filius, et cui uoluerit filius reuelare ’.

15. Mt.O D¢ Princ. ii 4, 3 (i p. 86) *Nemo nouit filium nisi pater, neque patrem
quis nouit nisi filius, et cui uoluerit filius reuelare, Manifestum ergo est
quia non dixit, Nemo uidit patrem nisi filius, sed Nemo nouit patrem nisi
filius’.

16. Mt. (G)R De Princ. ii 6, 1 (i p. 89) ¢ Nemo nouit patrem nisi filius, neque quis
nouit filium nisi pater’.
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Among the Greek quotations there is not one instance of Lk. Except
for 5 &yvwxey, every case gives éyvw. A occurs five times, B never. But
then only one Greek example is a full quotation, so that the use of the
shortened form A is not very significant. Thus Origen may possibly
have had A and G in Mt., but not R,

In the Latin translations we find R once (16), but O many times (13,
15, 19, 20, 21, 23). In 26 cogroust clearly stands for &vw; but the
nouit of all the other places is the ordinary O. L. and Vulg. word in Mt. ;
in 13 and 15, however, the parallel with #»idi# implies the aorist éyve.
In 24 scit represents ywaoxke. In 20-1 Origen for a wonder cited Lk. ;
and this makes assurance doubly sure that all his other quotations are
Mt. We cannot trust the translators in details, and they are given to
interpolating. .

We next take Clement (see Barnard Zex#s and Studies v 5 p. 16) :—

1. Mt. 2 G A Protrepticus i 10, 3 (Potter p. 10; Stdhlin p. 10, 15) Oedv oddels v
el ) & vlbs, kal § &v 8 vlds dmorariyp.

17. Mt. 2(G) B Inn Leuit. Hom. vii (ii p. 223) ¢ Quomodo comedit? Nemo, inquit,
nouit patrem nisi filius. Secundo in loco manducant filii eius, nemo
enim nouit patrem nisi filius, et cui uoluerit filius reuelare’.

18. Mt. 3 (G) B In Nusm. Hom. xviii (ii p. 340) ¢ Nemo nouit patrem nisi filius, et cui
uoluerit filius reuelare’ (= 14).

19. Mt. (G) O B In Castica, Prologus (iii p. 31) ‘Filium nemo nouit nisi pater,
neque patrem quis nouit nisi filius, et cui uoluerit filius reuelare’ (sic
MSS, libri editi ¢ Scit enim nemo patrem nisi filius’, De la Rue).

30. Mt. (G)O B In Cantica ii (p. 58 C)  Cuius scientiae opus illud principale est,
quod in eu. sec. Matt. quidem ita dicit: Nemo nouit filium nisi pater,
neque patrem quis nouit nisi filius, et cui uoluerit filius reuelare’;

21. LOB In Luca autem ita ait ‘ Nemo scit quid sit filius nisi pater, et nemo scit
quid sit pater nisi filius, et cui uoluerit filius reuelare. Secundum
Ioannem uero ita scriptum est : Sicut agnoscit me pater, et ego agnosco
patrem (Io x 15). In quadragesimo uero quinto Psalmo dicit: Vacate
et cognoscite, quoniam ego sum Deus’.

32. Mt. 2 (G) B In Matt. (Old Latin transl, iii p. 874 C) ¢ Qui confidit se cognoscere
patrem, dicens: Nemo nouit patrem nisi filius, et cui uoluerit filius
reuelare’ (= 14).

23. Mt. (G) O B In Rom. Bk. i 16 (iv p. 472) ¢ Filium nemo nouit nisi pater, neque
patrem quis nouit nisi filius, et cui uoluerit filius reuelare *.

24. Mt. 2 B In Rom. Bk, iii (iv p. 515) ‘ Nemo enim scit patrem nisi filius, et cui
uoluerit filius reuelare *.

25. Mt. 2 (G) In Rom. Bk. viii (iv p, 642) ‘Solus est enim filius qui nouerit
patrem’,

36. Mt. 3 (G) Fragm. in Ioh. cviii (Preuschen p. 562, 23) ‘Reuelat patrem, quem
nemo cognouit, nisi ipse solus’.

In 20 Mt. is given acc. to Vulg. and O.L. In 21 gusd for quis is not in any MSS
given by Wordsworth, and is perhaps a slip of the scribe. The repetition of sa¥ is
not supported by MSS, as b /¢, which repeat the verb, have nou:t (5 ¢) and cognosat
(). In the passage from John x 15 the Vulg, and some O. L. have stouit, though all
have agnosco ; only b ¢ have agnoscit.
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2. Mt. a G A Paedagogusi g, 20, 2 (P. p. 10; S. p. 101, 32) : as I.

3. Mt. 2 G Paedagogusi 8, 74, 1 (P. 142; S. 133, 7) #al roiro v 73 ¢ oddels &yvo TV
warépa’,

4. Mt. O G Paedagogus i 9, 88, 3 (P.150; S. 142,1) ¢oddeis Lyvw Tiv vidv € ud
& marip,” Aéywy, ¢ otBd 1ov maTépa €l ui) 6 vids’,

5. Mt.O G A Stromata 1 xxviii 178, 2 (P. 425; S. 109, 27) oddels yip éyvawr 7OV vidv €l
) 6 marfp, odd¢ Tov matépa €l i) 8 vids, kal § dv & vlds dmokariyy.

6. Mt, 2 G A Stromate V xiii 84, 3 (P. 697 ; S. 382, 14) émel ¢ undeis’, pnoiv § xvpios,
¢ Tov marépa Eyve el p) 6 vids, xal § dv 6 vids dmoxartyp .

7. Mt. 2 G A Stromata VII x 58 (P. 866) @eds kal marfp els xal pévos § mavraxpdrop,
by odlels Eyvw el pi) 8 vids, kal § v § vids dﬂoxa)\v;lzp

8. Mt. 2 A Stromata VII xviii 109 (P. gor) ob8eis yap, ¢noi, yivdoxe Tov marépa €l pi
6 vids, kal @ &v 6 vids dmoxaAdyy.

9. Mt. 3 A Quss diues 7-8, (P. 939, Barnard p. 6) § 8¢ éniyvaois alrod xal olkeiwas xal
% mpds abrdv dydnn sal dfopolwais pbvy (wm. 8. Tobrov odv mp@rov Emyvivar T
{noopévy Ty Svrws (wny mapaxeeverar, dv obdels imywdore el u) § vids, wal
& v 8 vlds dmorardyy.

All but two are half quotations. Neither of these two gives R.
A comes seven times. As in Origen there is no Lk. at all. Did
Clement only in later life use a codex which read émywdoxe? Or did
he in later life discover that he had always been quoting by heart and
incorrectly ??

We may next take St Irenaeus :—

1. Mt. R A Haer. ii 6, 1 * Nemo cognoscit Patrem nisi Filius, neque Filium nisi Pater,
et quibus Filius reuelauerit’.

2. Mt. 2 G Haer. ii 14, 7 ¢ Saluator ergo secundum eos (Valentinianos) erit mentitus,
dicens : ‘‘Nemo cognouit Patrem nisi Filius”. Si enim cognitus est
a matre uel a semine eius, solutum est illud, quod * Nemo cognovit Patrem
nisi Filius .

1 1 give in a note the citations in the Clementine Homilies because Resch and
Harnack have given them. But I attach no importance to them. The reading is
practically invariable ; but all the instances occur in a very short space between
Hom. xvii 14 and xviii 20. The writer did not wish to quote, as he meant it to be
supposed that the Gospels were not yet written. I am inclined to suppose that he
actually invented this particular form on purpose, and kept to it. Whether it is
for the sake of euphony that he varies the verb from &éyvw to ofSev, or whether his
strange form cf Arianism (see Zeitschr, fiir N. T. Wiss., 1908, pp. 21-34, 147-59)
finds some subtle distinction between the two verbs, I do not venture to guess :—
1. Hom. xvii 4 obdels éyvw Tov marépa el p) & vibs, dis od82 Tov vidy Tis olBev €l p)
& marfip, xai ols &v BovAnra: & vids dmwoxardya.

2. Hom. xviii 4 obdels &yvw TOv matépa el pi) 6 vids, s 008t Tov viby Tis olbev €l p3)
& warip, kal ols &v BovAnras 8 vids dmoxkariifas,

3. Hom. xviii 7 xal ols &v BovAnrat & vids drokarinre,

4. Hom. xviii 11 oddels éyvw Tov matépa.

5. Hom. xviii 13 oddels éyvawr Tov marépa el pi) & vids, ob8d Tov vidy Tis olbev el py
4 marip, kal ols &v BodAnras 8 vids dmoxariya.

6. Hom. xviii 13 oddels & épw Tov marépa . . . 0bBE TV vidy Tis olBev.

7. Hom, xviii 20 oidels éyvw 1dv marépa el p) & vibs, ds ovd2 Tiv viby Tis ol8ev €l pn)
& marqp.
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3. Mt. OB Haer. iv 6, 1 ‘Nemo cognoscit Filium nisi Pater, neque Patrem quis
cognoscit nisi Filius, et cui uoluerit Filius reuelare ’.

4-Mt. RA Haer. iv 6, 3 * Nemo cognoscit Patrem nisi Filius, neque Filium nisi
Pater, et quibuscunque Filius reuelauerit’.

5. Mt. O A Haer. iv 7, 1 ‘[Nemo cognoscit Filium nisi Pater, neque Patrem nisi
Filius], et quibuscumque Filius reuelauerit. ‘‘Reuelauerit’ enim non solum
in futurum dictum est, quasi tunc inceperit Verbum manifestare Patrem,
cum de Maria natus ; sed communiter per totum tempus positum est’,!

The text is uncertain, and we cannot tell how far it has been doctored
by the translator. As the evidence stands, it would appear that
Irenaeus used O or R, B or A, indifferently. If so, we may assume
that R and A are free quotations. We find only Mt., never Lk. In 2
the &yvw seems to be attributed to the Valentinians.

In two other passages we find &yvew (cogrouit). In the former (below),
i 20, 3, the Marcosians are the culprits ; and St Irenaeus in stating that
this is their reading, seems to disapprove of it. He adds that they use
it to shew that no one knew their invented ¢ Father of Truth’ before
the advent of the Son. In the second passage, iv 6, 1, he first quotes
the text as above (3), and then gives it again as it is quoted by those
who wish to be cleverer than the Apostles’, adding that these interpret
it as though the true God had been unknown until the advent of Christ.
Now in the whole of this latter passage he is attacking the Marcionites,
and Harnack argues that the persons ‘who wish to be cleverer than the
Apostles’ are the Marcionites. This seems very improbable. The text
is, in fact, the same, and the argument from it is the same as in i 20, 3,
and Irenaeus seems to have repeated both as being in favour of the
Marcionite contention, since here Marcus and Marcion were at one.
But there is no sufficient reason to make us suppose that he is actually
quoting a Marcionite document and giving us the reading of Marcion’s
Luke. In fact, the quotation is from Matthew ; and though we might
suppose that here (as in other cases) Marcion’s text had been assimilated
to Matthew, yet we have the explicit witness of Tertullian that Marcion
had the Lucan form, as we should have anticipated.

I subjoin below the citation by the Marcionite interlocutor in the
Adamantius Dialogue, because Harnack has followed the Dialogue and
Irenaeus as two independent witnesses to Marcion’s text, and prefers them
to Tertullian. But the Dialogue on one and the same page gives three
different words, &vo, ywdoke, and oldev ; yet Eutropius, the speaker
who gives the third form, shews no sign of wishing to correct the form
cited by the Marcionite, and it seems clear that none of the three is

! But the Syriac, fragm. xv, of this passage gives ¢ Nemo cognoscit Patrem nisi
Filius, neque Filium’, &c., and Harvey has a note on the Syriac (ii p. 443) in
which he remarks that ‘the Clem., Ar., and other MS’ transpose the terms in the
same way, But he may be referring only to iv 6, 3, where he had altered the
reading from that of the MSS.
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intended to be more than a free quotation. Further, the Dialogue very

probably gets its quotation from Origen’s form, and it is Mt. not Lk.

Mt. GR A. Marcosians ap. Iren. Haer, i 20, 3 olovel kopavida tijs dnobéoens adriv
pépovar Tabra’ ‘Efoporoyficouat oot . . . xal obdels éyvos T maTépa €l i) d vibs,
kal TOv vidy €l ) 8 matip, kal § &v 6 vids dmokaiyly.

Mt. G R B. Heretics ap. Iren. Haer. iv 6, 1  Nemo cognouit Patrem nisi Filius nec
Filium nisi Pater, et cui uocluerit Filius reuelare’.

Mt. (G) R. Adamantius, Dialogue i 23 (Bakhuysen p. 44, 1): Megethius, the
Marcionist, says : éy® éx 7y ypagdv Seifw 81¢ dAAos éoriv & Tob XpioTob
marp kal GAAos & Snuiovpyls . .. 8 Xpiorls . . . elmdw: oddels dyvw Tov maTépa

M1 €l ui) 6 vibs, obdE TOv vidy Tis ywvdone el u) é marip. Same page, line 14, in
the reply of Adamantius : obdels ywdore v vidv €l i) & marhp, and line 29,
the arbiter Eutropius quotes: oddels olSe Tov vidy €l i) & marqp.

Lk. R A. Marcion apud Tert. ¢. Marc. iv 25 ¢ Nemo enim scit qui sit pater nisi filius
et qui sit filius nisi pater, et cuicumque filius reuelauerit’. (Ronsch’s reading
is wrong : patvem . . . et filium, Mt.)

With the last passage we must compare Tertullian’s own citations
{Ronsch V. T. Tertullians p. 103) i—

Mt. 2G. ¢. Mare, ii 27 ¢ Ceterum patrem nemini visum etiam commune testabitur
evangelium, dicente Christo : ‘ Nemo cognovit patrem nisi filius*’*,

Mt.2. c. Prax. 8 ¢ Solus filius patrem novit’. 19. ¢ Solus sciens sensum patris’.
26. ¢ Hic quoque patrem nemini notum nisi filio adfirmat ’.

Mt. 2 A. Praescr. 21 ¢ Quia nec alius patrem novit nisi filius et cui filius revelavit ’.

All these are Mt. This shews that Tertullian in c. Mare. iv 25 was
taking care to give Marcion’s Lucan form accurately, and not from
memory. His cognouif may be a free form of the ordinary Latin reading
nouit; but it is also just possible that it represents &yvow.

Anyhow the case is clear with regard to Marcion. He had ywdoxe
and not éve. He had the Lucan form, but apparently the reversed |
order (R). ‘

Tatian comes next :—

Lk. O B. Arabic Diatess. xv 38 (Hamblin Hill p. 104) ‘No one knoweth who the
Son is save the Father, and who the Father is save the Son, and he to
whomsoeverthe Son willeth to reveal Him’,

Mt. R. Ephrem, Comm. on Diatess. (Moesinger p. 117; H. Hill p. 348) ‘No man
knoweth the Father but the Son, neither the Son but the Father’.

Mt. R. Ibsd, p. 216 ¢ No man knoweth the Father but the Son, and no man knoweth
the Son but the Father’.

We cannot follow Harnack in citing Tatian for &pe, as there is no
authority for this ; nor for R in Lk. Whether he read Mt. R or Lk. Ois
not clear. Ephrem is the better authority, and he is here against all the
other Syriac witnesses, Sin Cur Pesh Hkl Aphraates, which all have O.1
But it is not certain that he is quoting carefully. On the other hand, if

! See Burkitt Evangelion de Mephasreshe vol. i pp. 59, 315. Victor of Capua
gives Mt. in Cod. Fuld, Diatess. c. 67.

VOL. X. Oo
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Tatian really had Mt., one does not see why the Arabic should have
substituted Lk.
In the last place we come to the earliest authority, St Justin Martyr :—
Mt. GR A. dpol. i 63, 5 oddels éyver T0v marépa el pij & vids, b8 Tov vidv € u3y & maTip
xat ols &v dmoxardyyp 8 vids.
Mt.G R A. Apol.i63, 19 oddels éyvar Tov marépa €l pi) & vids, olde Tov vidv el p) 6 marip
xal ols &v & vlds dmorardyy.
Mt. R A. Dial. 100, 5 obdels yivdoxe v marépa el pij & vids, obd Tdv vidw €l u3) 6 marip
Kal ols &v 6 vids dmokaldyy,

Each quotation varies, so that Justin is not quoting carefully from his
book. Every time he gives ols for ¢ ; and this (we find it in the Clem.
Hom.) was presumably never in any MS. All three times he uses
Mt R,not Lk. We have twice &yvw against a single ywdoke ; but then
the two &vw are close together and count only as one witness. It is
possible that Justin read & ; but it is not impossible at all that he had
émywaaxe in his MS! We have really no means of dogmatizing.!

2. Summary of textual evidence.

A. We are now in a position to estimate Harnack’s summing up of
the evidence he gave :—

p- 288 (German ed. p. 200): 1. A section of the Marcionites, the Marcosians,
Justin (in the Apology) [Tatian], the Alexandrians (Clement, Origen [both practi-
cally always] and later writers also), and Eusebius (practically always) agree in
reading éyvw. Accordingly &yve is the reading which has in its favour the most
ancient testimony.

We must omit the Marcionites and Marcion, Tatian and Eusebius.
The remainder are all doubtful witnesses. Against &wve we have
Marcion explicitly for Lk. and Irenaeus explicitly for Mt. But Justin
is on the whole a witness against &yvw in his Dialogue.

Thus the possible evidence is reduced to

1. Mt. (Justin) and the Marcosians ;
2. Mt. Clement and Origen.

Harnack continues :—

a. The reading &éyver stood in St Luke ; [note: This is also the opinion of Blass,
Keim, Meyer, and Schmiedel.] for this is suggested by the reading in Marcion’s
gospel, and the hypothesis is supported by the moust of the very ancient Latin
codices Vercellensis (@) and Veronensis (6) in St Luke, whereas the remaining O. L.
codices, except g, read scit. The hypothesis finally receives very strong support
from the other aorists : éxpvyas, dmexdAvfas, éyévero, mapedion.

We have seen on the contrary that Marcion had the Lucan form with
sait = ywaoxe, and that every single instance of &yvo was in Mt./ As for
the nouiz of two solitary Latin MSS in Luke, we can oppose to it the

1 1 refer the reader to the judicious remarks of Dr Zahn Gesch. des N.-T. Kanons
i 557. He notes that ‘in Bezug auf diesen Spruch die umstaltende Kraft des
mfindlichen Gebrauches schon vorjJustin’s Zeit geschaftig gewesen ist*.
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noutt of all the Latin MSS of Matt., both O.'L. and Vulg., except three
or four!! Harnack’s last sentence seems to have gotinto this paragraph
by mistake, for all the four aorists are in Matt. as well as in Luke, and
therefore provide no support for the notion that éyvw was in the one
rather than the other. .

But does zouit really represent éyvw? Nouit is only a perfect in form,
not in meaning, like ofdev, and is exactly equivalent to cogrosat or scit.
It is therefore odd that Harnack, who takes &ww to be a ¢historic’
aorist, should think that it was translated by nows#! But, in fact, &yve
in the sense of ‘ knoweth ’ is just as much a present as zowit or olda,
and therefore it is possible that it underlies the nows? of the Latin
versions of Matthew. If it did, that would be distinct evidence that
it was really found in some Greek codices. Yet even so it would
not be a very widespread ¢ Western ’ reading, for it is not in Irenaeus
nor in any Syriac authority whatever, nor in such Greek MSS as D and
the Ferrar group.®

B. It would seem that Marcion had Lk. R, and that the Marcosians
had Mt. R ; so possibly had Justin. Certainly Clement never had R ;
Irenaeus, Origen, and later writers sometimes use Mt. R and more
rarely Lk. R out of carelessness. As we find R now in at least two MSS
of Luke, so it may conceivably have stood in the second century in
a few MSS of Matt. But this remains uncertain.

C. As to BovAyrar dmoxedvyrar against dmroxaddyy, the shorter form is
as natural as it is common, and it may quite well have crept into some
MSS of Matt. and Lk. (the evidence is mainly for Matt.), but we can-
not be sure. But at least we know that it ordinarily appears in careless
or abridged quotations in writers who give the longer form when quoting
fully.

1 The Latin versions have in fact :—
Vulgate. Mt. ¢ Nemo nouit filium nisi pater, neque patrem quis nouit nisi filius, et

cui uoluerit filius reuelare ’.

cognoscit d ff (cognouit Tert. 1/;), agnoscit £

Lk. ¢Nemo scit qui sit filius nisi pater, et qui sit pater nisi filius, et cui uoluerit

filius reuelare’. '

nobit @ nouit & cognoscit cde
repetunt uevbum blgq nobit & cognoscit / nouit q.

3 It is not a fact that nowvi usually stands for éyvwr. On the contrary, in the
Gospels, novi stands about 11 times for olda, 7 times for ywdosw, 3 times for éyvav
(nosse for eldévac once, and for yvdwa thrice, in Mk, iv 11 and the parallels in Mt. and
Lk.). Consequently Harnack’s proof falls to the ground. On the other hand,
&mywhorw (never in John) is rendered by cognosco 14 out of I5 times in the
Synoptists, 8 out of 12 in Acts, and all the twelve times that it occurs in St Paul.
Hence it may be improbable that sovi? in Matt. represents ¢mvywdore. Conse-
quently it may after all stand for &yvw or olbe. The ~ywdore of Lk. is naturally
translated by sei?, a frequent rendering (in a b by mous?, perhaps from Matthew).

002
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Lastly, even if we were to give full value to all the citations as if they
represented contemporary MSS, the evidence would be insufficient to
make &yve more than an interesting ‘ Western ’ variant in Matthew, or
R and A more than occasional corruptions in Mt. and Lk.

3. The parallelism of the wverses.

We now turn back to Harnack’s conclusions (numbered 1, 2, 3, 4),
which were quoted at the beginning of this article (above, p. 553). The
textual basis on which the assertions rested has been found insecure;
but the assertions themselves need some examination.

Paragraph 2 says that ¢ The historic aorist éyvw suits the Son’s know-
ledge of the Father extremely well’;—this is true, if we take it as
historic. ¢ But it does not so well suit the Father’s knowledge of the
Son’,—true again, if we take it as historic. It is indeed used in the
¢ historic’ sense by Justin and the Marcosians; but most of the Greek
writers who use it intend the gnomic sense or the present sense, for
they use it just as much when ¢ knowing the Son’ comes first or stands
alone.

Paragraph 4 scarcely needs comment. There is no significance in
a’s noutt, and we need not see in its omission of a clause anything graver
than the ordinary oscitatio scridae.

Paragraphs 1 and 3 may be discussed together. It is evidently true
that the final ‘clause xai ¢ dv ... only suits the clause oddeis yvw 7és
éorw 6 warip, and not the other clause’, for ‘the Son is God’s inter-
preter and not His own’. But this cannot prove that the latter clause
must be omitted ; it only shews that the MS order, according to
which the two clauses which suit one another come together, is the right
one. The clause which rightly stands first oddeis &yvw 7és éorw 6 vids e
pu omarjp would need a converse addition «xai ¢ dv SovAyrar & warp

drokaAvpa.
But a clause to this effect is actually to be found in the preceding
verse : 'Efopoloyodpal ooi, wdrep . .. o1t . . . drexdhvfas adra viymios.

What has the Father revealed? Undoubtedly the things concerning
the Son.
Thus the sequence and the balance of the whole passage is quite

simple, though Harnack has unfortunately failed to see it :

1. a. I thank Thee, Father, that Thou hast revealed these things [concerning the
nature of the Son] not to the wise but to babes, for so it seemeth good to
Thee.

1. 8. All that I have is from the Father, so that He alose hnows the Son, and conse-
quently He alone could reveal Him ;

IL. 8. Just in the same way, only the Son knows the Father,

I1. a. And can reveal Him to whomsoever He thinks good to do so.

The parallelism is perfect. It is obvious that the order of the clauses
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in the MSS is necessary, and that SovAyra in the last clause is wanted
to balance ebdoxia éyévero in the first.!

It is very curious, after all this, to notice that Harnack’s emendation
has the result of retaining what is Johannine in the verses, and of
rejecting what can be paralleled in much earlier authorities.?

The Johannine part is of course the statement that the Son alone
knows and reveals the Father, e.g. Johni 14, 18; xiv 6-9.®> This
Harnack retains.

The converse of this, that only the Father can reveal the Son, is
found almost word for word in

1. Matt. xvi 16, 17 30 € 6 xpioros & vids 7ol Oeod Tol {dvros . . .
Maxdpios €, Sipwy Bapuwvd, 610 0dpé xal alpo odx dwexdAuvpér gou &N’ &
woTp pov & év Tots odpavols, and in

2. Galat. i 15 "Ore 8¢ elBxnoev [6 Oeds] 6 dpoploas pe éx xohias
pyTpds pov kal kalégas did Tis xdperos adrod dmoxehdpar Tdv uidy adrol dv
dpol va ebayyedifwpor adrov &v Tols éveaw, ebbéws ob mpocavelépmy capxi
xai alpaTe . . .

Harnack considers that not only in St Matthew (this was obvious),
but even in St Luke, the whole passage from "Efopoloyotpai co. onwards
is not in its original context. He has therefore to discover what is
meant by ratra, the things which God has revealed to babes :—

p. 207 (E.T. 297). We must here notice the aorists: not what God always
does, but what He had done on the present occasion—in the success of the ministry
of Jesus—was the object of the thanksgiving. Hence some instance of success of
this kind, notorious to all, which has not however been transmitted in history,
must have preceded the thanksgiving. The vai takes up the éfoporoyoduar, and the
clause 87t ofrws eddoxia éyévero éumpooféy gov takes up the thought of the preceding
clause. The overpowering glory of the experience in the soul most naturally con-
strained the tongue to such repetition in the thanksgiving.

1 For convenience I give the whole passage from Mt. xi 25 ‘At that time
Jesus answered and said: I thank Thee, O Father, Lord of heaven and earth,
because Thou hast hidden these things from the wise and prudent, and hast
revealed them to the little ones. 26. Yea, Father; for so it hath seemed good in
Thy sight. 27. All things are delivered to me by my Father. And no one
knoweth the Son but the Father : neither doth any one know the Father but the
Son, and he to whom it shall please the Son to reveal Him *.

3 With the earlier verse 'Efouohoyobuai oot, k7é. Harnack has paralleled :—

1 Cor. i 19, 21 Téypanrras yép* ‘ dmoAd Ty codlav Tdv ooddv, kal Ty olveow Tav
ouvetQv dferjow’ . . . érady) ydp &v TH copig ToD Geob ok Eyvw & xbauos Bid THs coplas
Tdv Oebv, ebBbrnoev & Oeds Sid T7s pwplas rod knplyparos odoar Tods moredovras.

Harnack ‘mit aller Reserve’ (p. a10, E.T. 301) suggests that St Paul is here
thinking of the passage of Q. It is indeed just possible. But the passage of
Isaiah xxix 14 is obviously referred to by Q, so that the likeness to St Paul may be
merely accidental. The passage from Galatians is far nearer. Yet I think St Paul
was more likely thinking of Matt. xvi 16 (as Resch has already suggested), whether
we are to suppose that passage to have belonged to Q, or to some other early
writing or tradition. % In John x 15 both clauses are paralleled.
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But this does not tell us the meaning of ratra. The wijmio are
obviously either the Apostles or some very close disciples of Christ,
such as the Seventy, with whose return the passage is connected in
Luke. It is implied that they have been able to understand and realize
the Lord’s teaching in some marvellous way, which involved a revelation
from the Father. Now what point would imply the need of a revelation
from the Father? Clearly there is but one such point mentioned in
these terms in Scripture, and that in two passages which have just been
quoted : Peter’s declaration ‘ Thou art the Christ, the Son of the living
God’ is one, and St Paul gave us the other to reveal His Son in ne’.
The revelation of the Divine Sonship is therefore most naturally to be
assumed as the object of our Lord’s thanksgiving. This is just what
was demanded by the parallelism above formulated.! The Father has
revealed the Son to the disciples (as He did to St Peter and to
St Paul) ; it was His good pleasure, for without such a revelation none
could know the Son, whom the Father alone knows ; similarly, the
Father is only known by the Son, and by those to whom it is His-good
pleasure to reveal Him.

Harnack’s conclusion was : ‘ The original version of the saying (as it
stood in Q) may be defended on good grounds; but the canonical
version in both Gospels is “ Johannine ” in character and indefensible ’
p. 210 (302). But the question is not in the least whether it is defensi-
ble or not (that is for theologians not for critics), but whether or no it
was an integral part of Q! Now I think we have seen that there is no
good reason to doubt that the ¢ canonical ’ text of both Matthew and
Luke is perfectly sound. It will therefore be somewhat arbitrary to
decide on a priori grounds that the source could not have been Q.
Certainly Harnack is not wont to have recourse to a priori methods.
It is his habit to ridicule them.

In thus disagreeing with a single point in a very valuable book,
I must not be understood to be ungrateful for the rest of the carefully
sifted matter which it contains. On this one point, however, I am con-
vinced that Lightfoot’s contention remains true,—that the ‘apologists ’
have not been answered.

Further, the evidence has been to me very instructive as to the
limits within which one may use quotations by the Fathers in a textual
question.

Joun CnaPMAN,
! If Harnack will accept the context in Luke as original, it will appear that the

success of the Seventy hasbeen a revelation to them of the Divine Sonship of their
Sender.



