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A SUPPORTING WEBSITE

Studies that attempt to demonstrate the dependence of one text upon
another need to show how detailed, local analyses fit into the wider
pattern of contacts between the two texts. The following discussion makes
use of a number of diagrams and synopses to try to meet this requirement.

While the current volume stands on its own, it is nonetheless the case
that the black and white printing process does not always allow the clear-
est possible presentation of diagrams. As an additional resource, therefore,
a supporting website provides coloured and sometimes expanded versions
of the volume’s texts and diagrams, alongside additional features.

www.didache-garrow.info



PREFACE

This project began with a slight tug on a small loose thread. I have for
some time believed that the writings of the New Testament bear a closer
relation to the liturgical life of the early Church than is generally per-
ceived. This conviction arose after trying to resolve the puzzle of the
structure of the book of Revelation, and concluding that this text was de-
signed to be read in six separate instalments possibly in the context of eu-
charistic worship. In search of information relevant to the further explora-
tion of the latter part of this hypothesis, I turned to the Didache.

On beginning to study this short but enigmatic text 1 soon came to un-
derstand why it is frequently referred to but seldom relied upon. It has
something to say about a great number of issues relevant to New Testa-
ment and early Christian studies, but it is difficult to know what value to
place upon its contributions so long as it eludes placement within the
wider context of early Christianity. This combination of features also ex-
plains the feverish interest shown in the Didache when the rediscovered
version was published in 1883, as well as the waning of that interest
through the course of the twentieth century. This brings me to my first
vote of thanks. I am tremendously indebted to those scholars who have
continued to publish on the Didache in recent years, in particular, Clayton
Jefford, Kurt Niederwimmer and Jonathan Draper. Without the work of
scholars such as these a novice such as myself would have had great
difficulty gaining access to the stream of Didache studies.

Predictably, the original goal of my research soon raced to a far distant
horizon. It became necessary to re-address the traditional preliminary ques-
tions associated with the Didache before its contents could be claimed as
having any relevance to the pattern of first-century life, literature or wor-
ship. This was a daunting task given the lack of success encountered by
those who had gone before. Closer examination of this question soon
revealed, however, that early studies of the Didache had failed to address
some foundational issues with full rigour.

The greater part of this book (Part I) is concerned to uncover the com-
positional history of the Didache. That this task has received limited atten-
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tion in the past may be attributed to its reputation as a tedious means of
producing inconclusive results. Certainly, 1 didn’t expect to find it an in-
triguing and satisfying exercise but two factors helped me to persist with
an initially unpromising programme. First, my initial encounter with the
Didache was with the eucharistic prayers in Did. 9 and 10. A redactional
explanation for the puzzling pattern of these prayers (presented in Chapter
2) revealed scope for fresh exploration of the compositional history of the
whole. Second, I was at the same time convinced that a method for estab-
lishing Matthew’s dependence on the Didache (presented in Part II) could
be made to rest on strong evidence for a number of separate contributions
to the Didache, even if the exact extent and number of those contributions
could not always be precisely pinned down. From this ‘one step at a time’
approach a complete compositional analysis ultimately arose.

Seeing an initial research goal recede into the far distance can be frus-
trating. I hope that one day I will have opportunity to return to the ques-
tion of the eucharistic setting of Revelation. In the meantime, however, [
am glad to have been taken on a detour that has introduced me to a text so
rich in implications for how the faith, worship and literature of the earliest
Christians is understood. I am grateful too to all those people who have
made these researches possible. First of all to Professor C.M. Tuckett, my
supervisor during the latter stages of the DPhil, of which this volume is
the result. His unfailing fairness while dealing with a student with whom
he almost entirely disagrees consistently challenged and, I hope, refined
my thinking. I would also like to thank Professor Christopher Rowland,
who supervised the early stages of this project before it turned more par-
ticularly to the study of the relationship between the Didache and Mat-
thew’s Gospel, and the members of the New Testament Graduate Seminar
at Oxford University, especially Dr Andrew Gregory and Pastor Reiner
Behrens. The comments of Drs David Wenham and John Court, who ex-
amined the DPhil thesis, have also been very helpful in the preparation of
the current text.

Thanks too to my extraordinarily supportive parents. To friends, col-
leagues and students at the St Albans and Oxford Ministry Course, and fel-
low worshippers in the Akeman Benefice. Finally, I would like to dedicate
this book to my wife, Emma, who, amongst many other things, knows a
great deal about a short early Christian text known as the Didache.

Oxford
November 2002



A PARALLEL TEXT OF THE DIDACHE

The following Greek text is based on the criticial edition of the Jerusalem
manuscript published by Archbishop Bryennios in 1883. Variant readings,
significant for the following discussion, are footnoted. The layout of the
text, its verse sub-divisions and the reconstruction of Didache 16.8b-9 are
my own, as is the English translation.

Column A indicates the redactional layer to which the accompanying
text is attributed in the following discussion.

i
2
3

4:

5

= the Peri or Base layer (also referred to in the ensuing text as P/B)

the Prophet layer (also referred to in the ensuing text as PR)

the Modifying Teacher layer (also referred to in the ensuing text
as MT)

the Gospel layer

= the Jerusalem addition

Column B indicates the presence of previously existing traditions
incorporated into, or quoted by, one of the Didache’s five contributors.

AP =
BP =
DG

FF

GV

LP
LS

ML
PR =

SO

TK

™

a self-contained Apocalypse or eschatological warning
a tradition concerning Baptism and the baptismal fast
a saying regarding Giving what is holy to Dogs

a tradition regarding Firstfruits

a saying on Giving, possibly from Sirach 12.1

= a version of the Lord’s Prayer

a Law Summary

a quotation of Malachi 1.11

the Prophet document (which constitutes the entirety of the
Prophet layer)

a Sayings Onion; SO.a-¢ represent five individual elements of
that collection

the so-called Teknon teaching, a wisdom tradition based on
Ps. 36 (LXX)

the Two Ways tradition
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Where column B is vacant, this indicates a direct contribution by the
editor of the layer whose number is indicated in column A.

Column C indicates those verses of Matthew’s Gospel that contain
conceptual and verbal similarities to the corresponding text of the
Didache. Underlining of this text indicates a direct verbal parallel between
the Didache and the verse indicated in Matthew’s Gospel.
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A Parallel Text of the Didache

The Teaching of the Lord, by the Twelve Apostles,
to the Gentiles.

1.1 There are two ways, one of life, the other of death,

and there is a great difference between the two ways.

1.2a Now the way of life is this:

1.2b first ,

1.2¢ you shal} love the God who made you;

1.2d second, your neighbour as yourself,

1.2¢ and gverything that you would not have done to you, do

not do to another.

1.3a The teaching of these words is this:

1.3b Bless [pl. throughout v. 3] those that curse you and
pray for your enemies,

fast for those that persecute vou.

1.3¢ For what merit is there

if you love those that love vou?

Do not even the Gentiles do the same?
But love those who hate you

and you will not have any enemy.

1.4a Avoid the fleshly and bodily passions.

1.4b If someone gtrikes you on vour right cheek,
turn the other to him also,
1.4b(r) and you will be perfect.

If someone forces you to go one mile, go with him two.
If someone takes your goat, give him your ghirt also.

If someone takes away from you what is yours,

do not ask for it back, since you cannot.

1.5a To everyone asking of you give, and do not ask for it back,
for the Father wishes that gifts be given to all from his own
bounty.
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A Parallel Text of the Didache

1.5b Blessed is the one who gives according to the commandment,

for he is guiltless. 1.5¢ Woe to

the one who receives. For if he receives because he has need,
he is guiltless, but if he does not have need, he shall stand trial
as to why he received and for what, and being put in prison he
will be examined about what he has done, and he will not come
out of it until he pays the last penny.

1.6 But of this it was also said,

‘Let your charitable gift sweat in your hands

until you know to whom you give’.

2.1 The second commandment of the teaching means:

2.2 You shall not murder,

You shall not cornmit adultery.

You shall not corrupt boys. You shall not fornicate.

You shall not steal. You shall not practise magic.

You shall not use sorcery.

You shall not murder a child by abortion or commit infanticide.
You shall not covet what belongs to your neighbour.

2.3 You shall not swear falsely.
You shall not bear false witness.

You shall not speak evil.

You shall not harbour a grudge.

2.4 You shall not be double-minded, nor double-tongued,

for the double tongue is a snare of death.

2.5 Your word shall not be false or empty

but fulfilled by action.

2.6 You shall not be covetous, nor a swindler,

nor a hypocrite, nor ill-tempered, nor proud. You shall not plot
evil against your neighbour.

2.7 You shall not hate anyone. But some you shall reprove, and
for some you shall pray. And some you shall love more than
your own life.

3.1 My child, flee from all evil
and from everything like it.
3.2 Do not be angry, for anger leads to murder;

nor jealous nor contentious nor hot-tempered,
for all these things breed murder.
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A Parallel Text of the Didache

3.3 My child, do not be lustful,

for lust leads to fornication;

nor should you use obscene speech or lustful gazes,
for all these breed acts of gdultery.

3.4 My child, do not be a soothsayer,

for this leads to idolatry;

nor an enchanter, nor an astrologer, nor a magician;
do not be willing to even look at such things,

for all these breed idolatry.

3.5 My child do not be a liar,

for lying leads to theft;

nor avaricious, nor vaingltorious,

for all these breed theft.

3.6 My child, do not be a grumbler,

for this leads to blasphemy;

nor self-willed, nor evil-minded,

for all these breed blasphemy.

3.7 but be meek, since the meek shall inberit the earth.

3.8 Be patient and merciful, and guileless, and quiet

and good, and always revering the words

you have heard.

3.9 You shall not exalt yourself

or admit arrogance into your soul.

Your soul shall not associate with the lofty

but you shall walk with those who are righteous and humble.
3.10 Accept the things that happen to you as good,

knowing that nothing is done without God.

4.1 My child, be mindful night and day of the one who speaks
the word of God to you. You shall honour him as the Lord, for
wherever the Lord’s nature is spoken of, there the Lord is.

4.2 You shall seek out daily the presence of the saints

to find support in their words.

4.3 You shall not cause division; instead you shall reconcile
those who quarrel. You shall judge righteously. You shall not
show partiality in reproving people for their faults.

4.4 You shall not doubt whether a thing shall be or not.

4.5 Do not be someone holding out your hands to receive,

but closing them when it comes to giving.

4.6 If you have earned something through the work of your
hands, you shall give something as a ransom for your sins.
4.7 You shall not hesitate to give, nor grumble when giving,
for you will know the good paymaster of your reward.

e e a e R,

T T T T S SRS

bm e e e em b e s e ked e e e e e

=

TK
TK
X
TK
TK
TK
K
TK
TK
TK
TK
K
TK
TK
TK
TK
TK
TK/
™
™
™
™
™
™
™W
™
™
™

™
™
™
™
™
™
™
™
™
™
™
™W
™
™
™

527

5.28

55

5.7

XiX



XX The Gospel of Matthew’s Dependence on the Didache

4.8 ok amooTpadnay Tov EvSedlevoy, Cuyxolvwoels 8t
movTa TE) GSEAPE cou kol ok EpEls 181 glvat’

£l YOp &V T GBavaTte kotvevol 6T,

To0e paAhov tv Tols BunTols;

4.9 Ok apels TNV XEIp& gou &TrO Tol uiol gou 1 &To Ths
BuyaTpos cou, cAMx oo veotnTos didakels Tov oPov
1ol Be0l.

4.10 oux emtakets Sovhw gou 1§ TauSioky,

Tols £mi TOV avTov Beov eEhmilouaiv, &v mikpia cov,
pnmoTe o yun doPnbricovtat Tov ¢ dudoTépols Bedv:

Ol YO EpXETCI KOTA TPOGEITIOV KaAéoa,

AN £¢’ oUs TO TVelHA T TOIHOCEY.

4.11 uets 8¢ ol SotAot UTroTaryrioeaBe TOis Kuplols UHAY
@s TUTG Beoll &v ataxuvy kot GOy

4.12 LIONOELS ROV UTTOKPIGIY KO TV O LN GPECTOV

TG Kkupico. 4.13 o0 un tykaTaA TS EvTOAGS Kupiov,
duhaEers 8¢ o moapéhafes, prite TpooTibels

piiTe Gdoupv. 4.14 &v ExkAnota eEopohoyrion Ta
TEPATTCIUATE COY KX OV TPOoEAeUoT) £TT TTPOCEUXTIY
OoU &V OUVEISTIOET TTOVNPA. GUTY £0TiV ) 080s Ths Lwrs.

5.1a"H 8¢ ToU BavdaTou 0805 £0TIV OUTH'
- s ,
TPQTOV TAVTWY TOUNPY ECTI KAl KATAPAS HECTN'

5.1b dovol, uolxgiay, émbupiat, Togveial, xhomal, eidwhodaTpial,

poygial, dapuokial, apTayat,

weuSouopTyplal, uTrokplaels, Simhokapdia, 8ohos,

umepndavia, kaxia, alBadsia, Thsovekia, aloxpodoyia, {RroTumia,

Bpaoutns, Uos, chalovtia.

5.2a SidkTon ayoaddv, picotvtes GAnbeiay,

ayamevTES Yeldos, ou yiuciokovTes pioBov Sikatoauivns,
o0 koMcapevol &y aBdd ouse kploel Sikala,

YPUTIVOUVTES OUK EIS TO &yaBov, &AN £is TO Tovnpov:
OV HOKPAY TPGUTNS Kol UTOHOVT, HOTXIO Oy GTTCVTES,
S1LOKOVTES QVTATOSOUN, OUK EAEOUVTES TTTGIXOV,

00 TTOVOUVTES ETTL KOTOITTOVOUHEVE) OV Y1VCIOKOVTES TOV
TomoavTa auTous, Povels Tekvav, dBopels TAGoUaTOS
Bcol, amOoTPEHOUEVOL TOV EVSEOLEVOV, KOTATTOVOUVTES TOV
O\iROuEVOY, TAOUGTEOV TTapaKANTOL, TEVITGV GVoHOot
kpital, TovBaudpTnTo!

5.2b puaBeinTe, TéKVA, ATO TOUTWY KTEVTLV.
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A Parallel Text of the Didache

4.8 You shall not turn the needy away; but you shall hold
everything in common with your brother, and not say that
anything is your own, for if you share in what is immortal,

how much more in mortal things?

4.9 You shall not withhold your hand from your son or your
daughter, but from their youth you shall teach them the fear of
God.

4.10 You shall not command in bitterness your siave or your
maid who trusts in the same God, lest they stop revering the God
who is over you both.

For he comes not to call people according to their status

but he comes to those whom the Spirit has prepared.

4.11 And you slaves shall be subject to your masters,

as symbols of God, with reverence and fear.

4.12 You shall hate all hypocrisy and all that is not pleasing to
the Lord. 4.13 You shall not abandon the commandments

of the Lord but shall keep what you have received without adding or
subtracting anything. 4.14 In the assembly you shall confess
your faults, and you shall not approach prayer

with an evil conscience. This is the way of life.

5.1a And the way of death is this.

First of all, it is evil and full of accursedness;

5.1b murder. adultery, tust, fornication, theft,

idolatry, magic, sorcery, robbery,

false witness, hypocrisy, doubleness of heart, treachery, pride,

malice, stubbornness, covetousness, obscene speech, jealousy, insolence,

arrogance, boastfulness.

5.2a Those who are persecutors of the good, hating truth, loving
falsehood, not knowing the reward of the righteous, not adhering
to the good nor to righteous judgment,

lying awake not for what is good but for what is evil,

those who are far from being meek and patient, loving what is
futile, seeking repayment, not showing mercy to the poor,

not labouring for the oppressed, not recognizing him who made
them, murderers of children, corrupters of God’s

creatures, who turn away from the needy, oppressing the affiicted, defenders of

the rich, unjust judges of the poor
and altogether sinful.
5.2b May you [pl.] be delivered, children, from all this.
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XXil The Gospel of Matthew’s Dependence on the Didache

6.1"Opa, pr Tis o¢ mAavrion amo TalTrs Ths 0800 THs
8i18axms, £mel mopexTos B0l ot Si18dokel.

6.2 €1 pev yop Suvaoat BaoTaoot ohov Tov {uyov Tou

xupiou, TeAelos Eor €1 § ou SYvaoat, 6 Suvy, TolTo Toisl. 6.3
mepl 8¢ RS Bpodoewss, 0 Svaoai PaoTacov: & 88 Tol
£18whoBiTou Aaw Tpdcexe AaTpeia ydp £0TI

Becov vexpcov.

7.1a TTept 8¢ ToU PamTiouatos, ouTw BamtioaTe:
7.1b TAUTX TAVTO TPOEITTOVTES,
7.1c BamTiooTe gis 10 dvola

7.1d ToU TTETEOS Kol TOU yiol kot TOU qryiov TVeUlaTos
7.1e &v USaTi LodvTt.

7.2a’tav 8¢ pn éxns Udcap Ladv,

gls dAho UScap BamrTicov: 7.2b €1 § ol Svaoot ev Yuxpd,
&v Bepucd. 7.3 Eav 8 auOOTEPY U} EXTS, EXXEOV Eis TIV
kepoAny Tpis USwp is Svoua TATPOS Kal vlol Kai ayiou
TVEULOTOS.

7.4a mpo Bt Tou BaMTIOUGTOS TPOVTIOTEUCATE O BaTTiCcav
ko1 © PamTiGouevos kat &l Tives dAhot StvavTal:

7.4b xeAevoers 8t vroTetoon Tov Bamrmi{opevov

Tpo 1} Svo.

8.1 Al 8¢ ynoTeicn VUV Un §0TWOOV HETG TQV UTOKRITAL'
VnoTeloua! yop SeuTépg oaPRGaTeov Kot TEUTTY

Upgls 8¢ vroTeuoaTe TeTpado Kol TapooKeuT

8.2a undt mpooeuxeole cs ol umoKpiTal, GAN

8.2b 35 ExéAueoE O KUpLOS BV TG euaryyehicy aUTo,

8.2¢ oUTew Tpogevxeafe:

gﬂmw 1 04 : 1

e s N
Kot ades Niiv TV odetAnv DUV,

. | fweis &bieey Tois QbeIk Lo

Ko Un S10EVEYKAS TS €16 TIEIRACLIOY,

A& bloal Auke 4o Tod -

OT1 ool £6Tiv Ty Slvapis ke 1} 8oa gis Tous aiddvas.
8.3 Tpis Ths NUEpos OUTL TPooeUxeabe.
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A Parallel Text of the Didache

6.1 See that no one leads you astray from this way of teaching,
since the one who does so teaches apart from God.

6.2 1f you are able to bear the whole yoke of the Lord,

you will be perfect, but if you cannot, do what you can.

6.3 Concerning food, bear what you can, but abstain strictly
from food offered to idols, for it is worship of

dead gods.

7.1a Concerning baptism, baptize thus:

7.1b (After you have repeated all these things)
7.1c Baptize in the name

7.1d of the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit

7.1e in running water.

7.2a1f you [sing. through vv. 2-4] do not have running water,
baptize in other water; 7.2b if you cannot in cold,

then in warm. 7.3 But if you have neither, pour water on the
head three times in the name of Father, Son, and Holy

Spirit.

7.4a Before the baptism, let the one baptizing and the one being
baptized, and any others who are able, fast.

7.4b Command the one being baptized to fast for one or two days
beforehand.

8.1 Do not let your fasts coincide with those of the hypocrites.
They fast on Monday and Thursday;

you, though, should fast on Wednesday and Friday.
8.2a And do not pray as the hypocrites, but

8.2b as the Lord commanded in his gospel

8.2c pray thus:

Qur Father in heaven

Hallowed be your name

Your kin, ome

Your will be done on e as it is in heaven

Give us this dav our bread for the morrow

And forgive us our sin

As we forgive those who sin against us

And lead us pot into temptation

But deliver us from evil

For the power and glory are yours forever.

8.3 Pray this three times a day.
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XXiv The Gospel of Matthew’s Dependence on the Didache
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9.1 TTepi 8¢ ThS eUX0PIOTIOS, OUTWS EUXAPIOTHOOTE"
9.2 TP TOV MEP! TOU TOTNPIOY”

cUXCPIOTOUNEY 0L, TATEP TIHAVY,

UTEp Ths aylas auméiou Aauid Tou Taudos oo,
fs eyveploas nuiv St Incol Tol Taidos gou-
ool 1y 8§6Ea &l Tous aicavos.

9.3 mept 8¢ ToU KAGOHATOS "

EUXAPICTOUNEY GOl, TATEP UV,

umep Ths Loalis Kol YVWIoEGS.

fis eyvopioas it 810 ‘Incol Tol moaidos cou,
ool 1y 86Ea eis Tous aicdvas.

9.4 coomep Hy TOUTO KAGOHN

SIECKOP TIOHEVOV ETTGVCY TCOV Opéov

Kol oyvarxBEv EYEveTO EV,

oUTe ouvadriTe oou 1) EkkAnaia

GTO TOV MEPATWY THS YRS

gls TV onv BaoiAeiov:

oTt ool éoTtv 1) Sofa kot 1) Suvarus

81 "Inoot XpioTol £ls Tous aiddvas.

9.5a ymBets 8¢ daryETc UNGE METW &NO TS EUXAPIOTIOS
Upcdv, GAN ol BamrioBevTss sis dvoua kupiou:
9.5b kol Y&p Tept TOUTOU EIPTIKEY O KUPIOS*

Ve 1% -~ ,
LI §Q[§ IO Y10V TOIS KUGI.
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10.1 MeTta 8¢ 1o gumAnobivar ouTcs eUXpICTROOTE'
10.2 eUX0pIGTOULEY OO, TIATEP OY1E,

uTiER ToU aylou duduaTOS cou,

0l KOTEOKNVEIOOS EV TS KapSIaS TIHAVY,

ke UTTER THS YVdoEws Kal mioTews kai abavaaias,
fis eyvedpioas Ny Sia “Inoot Tob maidos cou

oot 1] 86Ex gis Tous aicdvas

10.3 ov, SéomoTa TOVTOKPATOP,

EXTI00S TO TQVTA EVEKEY TOU QVOUGTOS Cou,

Tpodnv Te kaxt ToTOV EScakas Tols GuBpciTmols tis AmOAauaty,
va ool sUX0PIOTROCCIY.

U1V 88 £XaP10G TVEUPATIKNY TROTYV KO\ TOTOV

kol Leony alcoviov S1ax “Inool™ Tol maidos cou.

10.4 pd WAV TV elxaTioTOUpEY CoL, OTI SyuvaTds €1

BNON R NN NN RN NN DN

N , NN
oot 1 86Ea els TOUS GIAVOSS.

4. ’Inoou is omitted in the Jerusalem manuscript and Bryennios’s edition, but
occurs in the Coptic version.



A Parallel Text of the Didache

9.1 Concerning the eucharist, give thanks thus:
9.2 First, concerning the cup:

We give thanks to you, our Father,

For the holy vine of David your servant

which you have revealed to us through Jesus your servant.
To you be glory for ever.

9.3 And concerning the fragment:

We give thanks to you, our Father,

For the life and knowledge, which you have revealed to us
through Jesus your servant.

To you be glory for ever.

9.4 As this fragment

lay scattered upon the mountains

and has been gathered to become one,

so gather your Church

from the ends of the earth

into your kingdom.

For the glory and power are yours,

through Jesus Christ, forever.

9.5a Let no one eat or drink of your eucharist
but those baptized in the name of the Lord,
9.5b For concerning this the Lord has said,

3

Do not give to dogs what is holy’.

10.1 After you have had your fill, give thanks thus:

10.2 We give thanks to you holy Father

for your holy Name

which you have made to dwell in our hearts

and for the knowledge, faith and immortality

which you have revealed to us through Jesus your servant.
To you be glory for ever.

10.3 You Lord almighty

have created everything for the sake of your Name;

you have given human beings food and drink to partake with
enjoyment so that they might give thanks;

but to us you have given the grace of spiritual food and drink
and of eternal life through Jesus your servant.

10.4 Above all we give you thanks because you are mighty.
To you be glory for ever.
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XXVi The Gospel of Matthew’s Dependence on the Didache

A B C
10.5 pvriobnTi, kupte, Ths ékxAnoias cou Tol pucaobat alTny 2 PR
GO TTAVTOS TovnPEod, kol TEAELCH ouTnV £V TR 2 PR
ay & gou, kol aUvaEov aUTIY GO TV TECOAPGV 2 PR
aveuwvy, Ty aytacBeioav, eis Ty on BactAeiav, 2 PR
I fToipacas auTh: 2 PR
oTi ool aTiv 1y SUvapts kot 1y Sofx gis Tous aiddvas. 2 PR
10.6 eABeTea XGpis ko) TopeABETw O kOGHOS 0UTOS. 2 PR
"Noowa TG Ui~ Aauis. 2 PR
el Tis aylos gaTv, gpxéobea’ 2 PR
£1 TIS OUK £0T1, HETOVOEI T 2 PR
popovefar Guny. 2 PR
10.7 Tols 8¢ TpodNTAIS EMTPEMETE EUXAPITTEL, 2 PR
ooa BEhovaty.
11.1 05 &v otv eABev 8i18aEn Uuds TalTa TOVTE T 3 5.17,19
Tposipnueve, StEaofs avTov: 11.2 tav 8¢ aiTos o Sidaokwv 3
otpadels Si18&okn &AM SiSaxmv éis TO kaTeAlol, 3 5.17
un cdTol dkouonTe sis 8¢ To mpoobsivat Sikaioouvny 3 5.20
Kai yvéiotv kupiov, SéEaobe auTov €5 kuptov. 3
11.3a TTepi 8¢ TV GTOOTOAWV 1
11.3b xoi TpodnTAY, kAT TO SOYHK Tou suayyeAioy 4
olTes TotoaTE. 4
11.4 mas 80 &mooToos EPXOLEVOS TIPOS UGS SexOrTes 1
s xiptos 1
11.5 o0 pevel 8¢ &t uh7 nUeEpa pioy: Eav S 1 Xpeia, 1
kol THY GAANW" Tpeis Bt Eav petvy, YeuSompodnTns E0TIV. 1
11.6a eEepyopevos 6 o amooTohos Undev 1
AopBavéTes i 1m &pTov, fwos ob avhicdy: 1
11.6b o 88 apyupiov aih, PeuSompodnTns 0TI 1
11.7 xai wovTa mpodTnv AaholyTer &V TVeUUaT! 2 PR  12.31
o0 TEIpGoETE OUSE SIaKPIVEITE QX YOP QUUQTIX 2 PR 1231
aoedngeTan, aitn 8¢ 1) GpapTio ouk adednoeTon. 2 PR 1231
11.8 o mas 88 6 AV £V TVEUOTE TPOPTITRS ECTIV, 2 PR
GAN £ £XT} TOUS TPOTTOUS KUPIOY. GTTO OUV TV TPOTIGY 2 PR
yveobnosTat o YeuSompodrTns kal © TpodnTHS. 2 PR

S. Jerusalem manuscript reads 826 AautS: Coptic reads oikep Aauis. Bryennios
is probably mistaken in favouring u1¢d Aawid which is found in Const.

6. St is omitted by the Coptic and Ethiopic.

7. ¢t pn is omitted in the Jerusalem manuscript and in Bryennios’s edition but
appears in the Ethiopic.



A Parallel Text of the Didache

10.5 Remember Lord your Church, to preserve

it from all evil and to make it perfect in

your love. And, sanctified, gather it from the four winds
into your kingdom

which you have prepared for it.

Because yours is the power and the glory for ever.
10.6 Let grace come and let this world pass away.
Hosanna to the son of David.

If anyone is holy let him come,

if anyone is not let him repent.

Maranatha. Amen.

10.7 Allow the prophets to give thanks

as much as they wish ...

11.1 Whoever comes teaching all the above,
receive him. 11.2 But if the teacher himself turns away and

teaches another teaching, to destroy them,

do not listen to him. But if it aims at promoting righteousness
and knowledge of the Lord, then receive him as the Lord.
11.3a Concerning apostles

11.3b and prophets, according to the directions in the gospel,
act in this way.

11.4 let every apostle who comes to you be received

as the Lord.

11.5 He shall stay only one day, or, if need be,

another day too. If he stays three days, he is a false prophet.
11.6a When the apostle leaves, let him receive nothing but
enough bread to see him through until he finds lodging.
11.6b If he asks for money he is a false prophet.

11.7 ... and every prophet speaking in the Spirit

neither test nor judge; gvery sin

shall be forgiven, but this sin ghall not be forgiven.

11.8 But not every one speaking in the Spirit is a prophet,

but only those whose behaviour is as the Lord’s, by their actions
you can discern the false prophet from the prophet.
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xxvili  The Gospel of Matthew’s Dependence on the Didache

11.9 kol mas wpodnTns opileov Tpamelav Ev TVEUHATI,

ol ddyeTan AT aUTHS, €1 8¢ prjye, YeuSompodrtns EoTi.
11.10 was 8¢ mpodnTns Siddokwov THY GARBeIay, £1 &
S18aokel ob Tolel, Peudompodntns toTi. 11.11 mas 8¢
mpodnTns SeSokiucoutvos, aAnbivds, Toidv eis
LUCTHPIOV KOGHIKOV ExkAncias, un Si8dokwv 8 Toielv, Ooa auToS
mouEi, ov kpibroeTan & " psTa Beol yap Exst THY
KPIGIY" ICAUTES YOp ETOIMGaY Kol ot apxaiol TpodfiTal.
11.12 05 § G gimn &v mvevpoTi- 86§ Hot apyUpla

T ETEpG TV, OUK GkovoeoBE auTol sav 88 Tept

&MV UoTspoUvTwY €1y Sotvar,

undeis oUTOV KpIVETC.

12.1 TTas 88 0 EpYOHEVOS £V OVOOTI Kupiou

SexBritco” Emetta 8¢ SokiudoavTes auToV yvoiosabe,
ouveaty yop EEeTe SeE1ow kel apiaTepav.

12.2a &1 pev TapoSios 0TIV O EpXOHEVOS, BonbeiTe

aUTE, oov Sivaobe 12.2b ol pevel 8t mpos Uuas €1 pry o
W Tpels MuEpas, eav fj avarykn. 12.3 & 88 BéAel wpos Uuds
kabfcBal, Texvitns v, epyaliods kal payéTeo.

12.4 €1 8¢ 0Uk EXE1 TEXVNV, KOTO TNV CUVECTY UHGV
TTPOVONCATE, QIS LN opYOs el VNGV CRosTo XpI1oTIawos.
12.5 61 & ol Béhe1 0UTLY TOLELY, XPIOTEUTTOPOS EGTI®
TPOGEXETE ATTO TGV TOIOUTLOV.

13.1 TTds 8¢ mpodnTvs aAnbivos, BeAcy kabnobon mpos
Upds, GEL0s EoTi ThS Tpodis autol. 13.2 woaiTaws
Si8aokaros aAnbivos eoTiv Gflog kol oUTOS CIOTED

O EQYQTNS THS TEOdNS aUTOY.

13.3a m&oov olv &TopXTV

YEWNUOT@Y Aot kai GAwvos,

Bocwv Te ko mpofatwv

AoBev Scaoers TV amapxmv Tols TpodiTals

13.3b aiTot Yap E1CIV O pxiepEls Uudv. 13.4 gav 8¢ pn
ExnTe TpodrTy, 86Te Tols TTLaxOlS.

13.5 tav atTiav ToIfS,

v amapxnv AaBcv 8os kaTa TNV EvTOARY.

13.6 choaiTws Kepapiov otvou 1i eEhatou Gvoifas, TNy
aropxnv AaPov 8os Tols TpodriTals”

13.7 apy1piou 8t kal WHATIOOHOU K& TTOVTOS KTHUATOS
AoV Thy amapxnv ws &v oot 86En, 80s kaTa THY
gvToATv.
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A Parallel Text of the Didache

11.9 Every prophet calling for a table of food in the Spirit

will not eat of it. If he does he is a false prophet.

11.10 And every prophet teaching the truth who does not do
what he teaches is a false prophet. 11.11 But every

prophet tested and found true who lives ‘the mystery of the
church in the world” and does not teach others to do the same—
do not judge him. His judgment is with God.

For the prophets of old also lived/acted in this way.

11.12 If any prophet, speaking in the Spirit says, ‘Give me
money’, or anything else, do not listen to him. On the other hand,
if he calls you to give it to someone who is in need,

do not judge him.

12.1 Let everyone who comes in the name of the Lord be
received, after that, when you have tested him, you will know
what he is like—for you will have right and left perception.
12.2a If the one who comes is a traveller, help him as much as
you can, 12.2b but he shall not stay with you more than two
or three days if this is necessary. 12.3 But if he wants to settle
with you, and he is a craftsman, let him work and so eat.

12.4 If he has no craft, see to it in your own understanding that
no one lives among you in idleness because he is a Christian.
12.5 If he is unwilling to do this, he is trading on Christ.

Be on your guard against such people.

13.1 But every true prophet, who wants to settle with

you is worthy of his food, 13.2 In the same way,

a true teacher is worthy, just as

the worker is worthy of his food.

13.3a Therefore, when you [sing.] take any firstfruits

of what is produced by the wine press and the threshing floor,
by cows and by sheep,

you [sing.] shall give the firstfruits to the prophets,

13.3b for they are your [pl.] High Priests. 13.4 If, however,
you {pl. through v. 4] have no prophet, give them to the poor.
13.5 If you [sing. through vv. 5-7] make bread, take the firstfruits
and give them according to the commandment.

13.6 Likewise, when you open a jar of wine or oil, take the
firstfruits and give them to the prophets.

13.7 Take the firstfruits of money and clothing and whatever
you own as you think best and give them according to the
commandment.
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XXX The Gospel of Matthew’s Dependence on the Didache

14.1 Koras xuptaxnyv 8¢ kuplou ouvayBévtes xAdoaTe &ptov
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14.1 Assembling on every Sunday of the Lord, break bread
and give thanks, confessing

your faults besides so that your sacrifice may be clean.

14.2 Let no one engaged in a dispute with his comrade
5.24
5.24

join you until they have been reconciled,

lest your gacrifice be profaned.

14.3 This is the sacrifice of which the Lord has said:
e ML
ML

ML

to offer me a clean sacrifice in every place and time, because I
am a great king,” says the Lord,

wwwwwwwwww>

‘and my name is wonderful among the nations.””

15.1 Elect, then, for yourselves bishops and deacons

worthy of the Lord, meek men who are not lovers of money,
who are true and have proved themselves, for they too
perform the functions of prophets and teachers for you.

15.2 So do not disregard them, for they are persons

who hold a place of honour among you,

together with the prophets and teachers.

15.3 Correct one another not in anger but in peace,

as you have it in the gospel;

and let no one speak to anyone who wrongs another,

let him not hear a word from you, until he has repented.

15.4 Perform you prayers and your almsgiving and everything
you do as you have it in the gospel
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of our Lord.

16.1 Watch over your life. Let your lamps 24.42;25.13
24.42;25.13
24.42

not go out and let your loins not be ungirded but be ready,
for you do not know the hour at which

our Lord is coming.
16.2 You shall assemble frequently, seeking what your souls

need, for the whole time of your faith will be of no profit to you

—_ o e s e

unless you are perfected at the final hour.

AP 24.11
AP 2412
AP

AP 2412
AP 24.12
AP 2410

16.3 In the last days shall be multiplied

false prophets and corruption

and shall turn the sheep into wolves

and love shall turn into hate

16.4a For with the increase of lJawlessness they shall
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hate one another and shall persecute and betray.
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A B C
16.4b And then shall appear the world-deceiver as a son of God 1 AP
and he shall do signs and wonders 1 AP
and the earth shall be betrayed into his hands I AP
and he shall do godless things 1 AP
that have not been done since the beginning of the age. 1 AP
16.5 Then human creation shall pass into 1 AP 2410
the fire of testing 1 AP
and many shall be caused to stumble and be lost 1 AP 2410
but those who persevere in their faith shall be saved 1 AP
by the curse itself. 1 AP
16.6 And then shall appear the signs of truth 1 AP 2430
first the sign of extension in heaven i AP 2430
next the sign of the trumpet call 1 AP 2431
and third the resurrection of the dead 1 AP
16.7 not of all the dead, but, as it says,
‘the Lord shall come, and all his holy ones with him’.
16.8 Then the world shall see the Lord 1 AP
coming upon the clouds of heaven, ... I AP 2430
[Jerusalem MS breaks off here]
and all his holy ones with him, 1 AP 2531;16.27
on his royal throne, 1 AP 25.31; 16.27
to judge the world-deceiver 1 AP
and to reward each according to his deeds. 1 AP 16.27
16.9 Then shall go away the evil 1 AP 2546
into eternal punishment 1 AP 2546
but the righteous shall enter into life eternal 1 AP 2546
inheriting those things 1 AP 2534
which eye has not seen 1 AP
and ear has not heard 1 AP
and which has not arisen in the heart of man. 1 AP
Those things which God has prepared for those who love him. 1 AP 2534






Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

Recently I went for a walk in woods adjoining a conference centre. 1 was
familiar with the encompassing area but not with the woods themselves
and so, after wandering for a while, I was glad to come across a notice-
board with a map which, on initial encounter, seemed likely to provide
useful guidance. However, there was no red spot saying “You are here’
and no indication of where the conference centre lay in relation to the
wooded area. I had no idea where I was in terms of the map, or where 1
would emerge if I travelled north, south, east or west. The map that prom-
ised to assist me turned out to be useless.

When Archbishop Bryennios stumbled on a manuscript of the Didache
in 1873' he did not at first appreciate the enormity of his discovery.
However, by the time the first critical edition was published, in 1883, its
potential significance had become startlingly apparent; it created a first
class literary sensation (Schaff 1885: 10-12). New editions, translations
and commentaries appeared almost instantly as scholars hurried to devour
a text that promised to reveal otherwise unknown details of worshipping
life and organization of the very early Church.

Initial excitement turned to frustration and then disinterest. In the sec-
ond half of the twentieth century the Didache became a text often referred
to in passing but very seldom considered in detail. The discovery that

1. Bryennios discovered this manuscript within a volume belonging to the library
of the Monastery of the Holy Sepulcre (‘Jerusalem Monastery’). It was published by
him in 1883 and was moved, in 1887, to the Greek patriarchate of Jerusalem where it
remains under the reference Kcad. matp. 54. The manuscript is variously known by
the names, Bryennios, Constantinople, H. 54 or Jerusalem. Hereafter, I shall refer to it
as the Jerusalem manuscript. Van de Sandt and Flusser (2002: 16-24) give a positive
assessment of the quality of this manuscript. They suggest that ‘Despite the late date of
its origin [ 1056 CE], the Jerusalem codex in some respects measures up to the Alexan-
drinus and Sinaiticus’ (p. 18), and suggest that ‘it may have originated in the patristic
period’ (p. 23).
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promised so much could not be made to deliver on that promise because it
proved all but impossible to determine its geographical, historical and lit-
erary context: was it a mainstream document or the rule of a backwater
community? Did it belong to the late first or to the mid second century?
Did it follow in the Matthean tradition or was it a much earlier text than
that? Without some means of establishing these types of bearings the
Didache remains as useless as the noticeboard I found in the woods.

The aim of this volume is to present a detailed map of the relationship
between Matthew’s Gospel and the Didache. Widespread acceptance of
some form of connection between these two texts? makes this a logical
starting point for any attempt to locate the Didache within the wider web
of early Christian life and literature. However, recognition that a relation-
ship exists between these texts is by no means the same as agreement
regarding the nature of that relationship.

Historically, scholars have been divided between those who explain the
connection as a product of the Didache’s direct dependence on, or allusion
to, Matthew’s Gospel,’ and those who see this as resulting from the depend-
ence of both texts on common tradition(s).* In what follows I shall argue
for the further possibility that the author of Matthew’s Gospel depended

2. All the scholars listed in nn. 3, 4 and 7, immediately below, perceive some
form of link between Matthew’s Gospel and the Didache.

3. ‘The earliest commentators on the text usually assumed the use of Matthew’s
gospel, especially since the Didache itself four times refers to “the gospel” in 8:2; 11:3;
15:3,4. Representative of those who affirm such a dependence is E Massaux’ (Draper
1996a: 16). Layton (1968), Kohler (1987: 19-56, esp. 29-30), Wengst (1984: 25-30,
61-63), Luz (1989: 93), Butler (1960 and 1961), Vielhauer (1965), Giet (1970) and
Tuckett (1989 reproduced 1996) also support this view. Tuckett, being the most recent
and thorough exponent of the Didache’s presupposition of Matthew’s Gospel will be
my chief dialogue partner, with respect to this view, in the following discussion.

4. ‘The debate was thrown wide open with the publication of the important study
of Helmut Koster in 1957, which argued that although the reference to suoryyeAiov
might point to a knowledge of a written gospel by the “compilator” of the Didache, the
latter did not himself use such a source. The Didache did not stand after the gospel
writers but alongside them, utilizing the same traditions’ (Draper 1996a: 17). Scholars
who similarly see the Didache and Matthew’s Gospel as dependent on shared common
traditions include: Audet (1958: 166—86), Glover (1958 and 1985: 234-51), Rordorf
and Tuilier (1978: 83-91), Rordorf (1981), Mees (1971}, Kloppenborg (1979), Draper
(1996b) and Jefford (1989: esp. 91, 160-61). This understanding of the relationship
between Matthew’s Gospel and the Didache has been in the ascendant since Koster’s
1957 volume, although severely questioned by Tuckett and others mentioned in n. 3
above.
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directly upon a version of the Didache essentially similar to that redis-
covered by Bryennios, except for the absence of Did. 8.2b;* 11.3b; 15.3-4
and 16.7.% This view has not previously received detailed consideration.’

The lack of scholarly interest in the possibility that Matthew directly
depended on the Didache invites, at the start of a book on the subject,
some explanation. Two features of the Didache may account for a wide-
spread assumption that it does not pre-date Matthew’s Gospel, and thus
cannot have been used in the creation of that text. First, the single ‘full®
manuscript of the Didache was rediscovered within a collection of writ-
ings from the Apostolic Fathers.® Consciously or otherwise this context
may have led some of the earlier students of the text to see it as secondary
to the witness of the gospels. A small initial assumption of this kind can, if
repeated sufficiently often, lead to the establishment of a widespread schol-
arly consensus.’

A second argument against a pre-Matthean dating of the Didache is the
presence of four references to ‘the gospel’ (8.2b; 11.3b; 15.3-4) amid, in
the case of 8.2b especially, passages that relate closely to Matthean mate-
rial. These references have been understood by some scholars'® as

5. A full text of the Didache, which shows the verse sub-divisions referred to here
and elsewhere, may be found at the beginning of this volume.

6. Inthe following text, wherever the proposed dependence of Matthew’s Gospel
on the Didache is discussed, then Did. 8.2b; 11.3b; 15.3-4 and 16.7 should always be
understood as excluded from the text of the Didache that (I argue) was known by
Matthew.

7. Draper (1996a: 18-19) suggests that both texts evolved in the same community
so that, ‘the influence, then, could run in either direction, depending on the redactional
layer of the text’. Draper stops short, however, of straightforwardly proposing the direct
dependence of Matthew on the Didache, especially with respect to Did. 1.3-6; 8.1-3;
15.3-4, which he sees (1996¢: 227 and 1996b: 76) as belonging to the latest redactional
layer of the Didache. In Draper 1996d: 347, Did. 1.2-6 and chapters 8 and 15 are seen
as later insertions. (Three of the above-mentioned articles were first published prior to
Draper’s 1996 edited collection of articles. Thus, 1996b first appeared in 1985; 1996¢
in 1992; 1996d in 1991. Full details may be found in the bibliography.)

8. Jefford (1989: 18) notes that the Didache has been largely accepted ‘into the
informal canon of early Christian literature, i.e., the Apostolic Fathers’.

9. Notall of the earliest generation of Didache scholars assumed its post-apostolic
date. For example, Sabatier (1885) considered it to be extremely early, but their views
were largely ignored by contemporary and later scholarship. Some advocates of a very
early date for certain parts of the Didache have reappeared in the latter half of the
twentieth century. For example, Audet (1958) and Mazza (1995).

10. Streeter (1924: 507) claimed that the Didachist seemed ‘not only to have read
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demonstrating knowledge of a written and authoritative Gospel of Mat-
thew.!! This, in turn, may be taken as suggesting a post-Matthean date for
the whole text.

The essential flaw in this latter observation lies in its assumption that
what may be true for Did. 8.2b; 11.3b; 15.3-4, must also be true for the
whole of the remainder of the text. This assumption rests on a highly dubi-
ous foundation given that the Didache is widely recognized as having a
complex compositional history.'? This feature allows the possibility that
the four references to ‘the gospel’ are among one of the later contributions
to the whole, " in which case earlier elements could theoretically have been
known and used by the author of Matthew’s Gospel.

Despite these logical flaws it is understandable that, all other things being
equal, the references to ‘the gospel” and the patristic context of the Jeru-
salem manuscript have favoured a post-Matthean consensus. However, as
is often the case, all things are not equal.

The combined implication of two widely accepted factors has been con-
sistently overlooked in previous studies of the relationship between the
Didache and Matthew’s Gospel. These two factors are: the complex com-
positional history of the Didache and the large number of points of simi-
larity between the two texts. Taken together these lead, as I shall argue in
detail below, towards a relatively simple explanation of the two texts’ rela-
tionship; namely, that various elements (disparate in terms of style, origin

Matthew, but also, like Ignatius, to refer to it under the title of “The Gospel”’. Car-
rington (1957: 500) described the Didache as ‘an appendix to Matthew, to which [its]
readers...are explicitly referred no less than four times’. See also n. 3 above.

11. T accept the view that Matthew’s Gospel is likely to be the text behind the
Didache’s references to ‘the gospel’. This question is discussed in Chapter 8, § 1.3.

12. ‘The Didache cannot, of course, be considered a homogenous text. Even those
who attempt to attribute it to a single author must unhesitatingly grant that older
material is used in it. This is especially true in the first five chapters’ (Rordorf 1991:
396). ‘[Tlhe text shows signs of considerable redactional activity, which defies any
theory of unity of composition, even allowing for the activity of an interpolator. The
Didache is a composite work, which has evolved over a considerable period’ (Draper
199b: 74-75). ‘It is almost universally agreed that the present text is, in some sense at
least, “composite”’ (Tuckett 196: 93). See also scholars noted in the introduction to
Part I, below.

13. There is every reason to suppose that this is the case since references to ‘the
gospel” are embedded in elements of the Didache that are generally, and justifiably,
recognized as being among the younger strata of the text. A full analysis of the compo-
sitional history of the Didache, including the relative age of the four references to ‘the
gospel’, is conducted through the course of Part 1.
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and age) were incorporated into the Didache over time and that, at a later
date, Matthew drew on the resulting text in the construction of his gospel.
Later still, I shall propose, referrals to ‘the gospel’ were inserted into the
Didache (at 8.2b; 11.3 and 15.3-4) to abrogate certain teachings in favour
of the similar, but now more developed,'* instructions also to be found in
Matthew’s Gospel.

Given that the composite nature of the Didache is all but universally
acknowledged, it is striking that none of the scholars who argue for the
Didache’s use of Matthew’s Gospel address the difficulties this creates for
their conclusions. For example, Massaux (1993: 176) ignores the issue
entirely, and so is capable of concluding that

All these remarks lead me to recognize and affirm that the Didache has
come under a very profound literary influence from Mt., to the point of
wondering sometimes whether it is a tracing of the first gospel.

If Massaux had considered the possibility that the Didache was com-
posed by more than one person, then his conclusion would require these
different contributors to have worked together, in some remarkable way,
to achieve such a ‘tracing’. However, Massaux makes no attempt to ex-
plain how this could have happened.

Tuckett (1996: 93), unlike Massaux, is not guilty of entirely ignoring
the issue of the Didache’s compositional history. He makes this very
important observation:

Any discussion of the problem of synoptic tradition in the Didache must
take note of the question of the unity of the text... It is almost universally
agreed that the present text is, in some sense at least, ‘composite’. Didache
1-6 incorporates an earlier Two Ways tradition attested also in the Epistle
of Barnabas 18-20, Doctrina Apostolorum and elsewhere, further, within
this Two Ways tradition, the section 1.3-2.1 is probably a secondary,
Christianising addition. Other seams within our text have been suggested:
for example, chapters 8 and 15 may be secondary additions to an earlier

14. The concept of ‘development’ is fraught with difficuities in that traditions do
not always ‘develop’ in uniform or predictable ways. For this reason developmental
arguments are used sparingly in what follows. It is nonetheless the case, however, that
the standard indicators of development speak for the antiquity of the Didache’s
traditions relative to those in Matthew’s Gospel. This has been an important factor for
those scholars who see the Didache as preserving traditions that were also used, and
developed, by Matthew. Thus, van de Sandt (2002: 229) is not alone in expressing the
view that, for example, in the cases of Did. 8.1 and Mt. 6.16; Did. 8.2 and Mt. 6.9-13;
Did. 9.5 and Mt. 7.6; Did. 11.7 and Mt. 12.31, ‘The Didache.. . witnesses to an earlier
stage of the Matthean tradition’.
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Vorlage. The precise number of stages of redaction which one should
postulate is much debated. Nevertheless it is clear that any theories about
the origins of synoptic tradition in one part of the Didache will not
necessarily apply to the Didache as a whole. Each part of the text must
therefore be examined separately and, to a certain extent, independently.

However, despite noting this crucial point, Tuckett proceeds to over-
look its implication. He thus argues, ‘separately and, to a certain extent,
independently’, that the Didache alludes to Matthew’s Gospel at each
point where they share parallel material. However, what this conclusion
requires is that the authors of the Two Ways, the section 1.3-2.1, chs. 8
and 15, and so on, all behaved in a remarkably similar manner in their use
of Matthew’s Gospel, despite the widely differing style, origin and content
of the various sections involved. This circumstance invites an explanation.
Such is not offered by Tuckett.

Scholars who propose that the Didache and Matthew’s Gospel are
principally related via the use of shared common traditions'> have also
ignored the full implications of the Didache’s compositional history. For
example, Koster (1957: 239) believes that five separate units were incor-
porated into the Didache, four of which drew upon sources such as Jewish
paranesis, liturgical modes of expression, Old Testament sayings, Jewish
rules, meschalim and completely enclosed pieces of Jewish tradition,
which were also used by the author of the Matthew’s Gospel. This type of
theory relies on very high levels of coincidence in that Matthew’s Gospel
and the Didache must both happen to draw on the same selection of
Jewish paraneses, liturgical modes of expression, Old Testament sayings,
and so on. This problem is exacerbated when it is noted, with John Court
(1981: 111), that the majority of the material shared by the two texts is
‘from Matthew’s special material or from the synoptic traditions at points
where Matthew’s distinctive rendering is preferred’. This means that Matt-
hew and the Didachist are required, not only to share a varied coilection of
common sources, but also repeatedly to take from them wniguely similar
selections. The levels of coincidence rise still further when questions are
asked regarding the adequacy of Koster’s extremely brief, though confident,
analysis of the compositional history of the Didache.'® In the discussion

15. It is significant that this view, introduced by Koster in 1957, arose to take
account of the observation that, although it was thought impossible that the Didache
could pre-date Matthew’s Gospel the Didache nonetheless frequently appears to pre-
serve a more ancient version of traditions shared with Matthew.

16. Koster devotes just two pages to this complex question (1957: 159-60). Here
he states that five separate units of previously existing tradition, more or less accurately
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that follows I aim to show that it is highly unlikely that the complex and
sometimes self-contradictory text of the Didache was put together at one
time by a single compiler. If the text was compiled by more than one author
over a period of time, as most scholars suppose,'” then Késter’s theory
requires yet another layer of coincidence. Thus, two or more contribu-
tors to the Didache are required, over a period of time, to have quarried
uniquely similar material from diverse previously existing traditions also
selected by Matthew.

My contention is not that the above pattern of events is strictly impos-
sible; simply that it is a highly improbable explanation for the presence of
26 points of similarity between the two texts.!® It is more credible to
propose that Matthew used the Didache, a composite text containing all
the ‘shared traditions’ required to explain their several points of distinc-
tive similarity.

In the chapters that follow I shall explore the possibility that Matthew
knew and used a version of the Didache to which the references to ‘the
gospel’ had not yet been added. The hypothesis of Matthew’s use of some
parts of the Didache requires only that the Didache is composite to a
degree that is already widely accepted. However, an attempt to identify
precisely which parts of the Didache were used by Matthew invites a full
compositional analysis. The first stage of my argument therefore involves
a detailed exploration of the compositional history of the Didache.

Past experience of this type of exercise will persuade most readers that
this endeavour is unlikely to prove either successful or especially inter-
esting. However, this case offers more than usual cause for optimism on
both counts. The Didache is a text in which the joins between various

reproduced by the compiler, may be identified ‘Ohne Schwierigkeiten’ — without
difficulty.

17. Kraft (1965: 1-4) describes the Didache as ‘evolved literature’ which is the
product of a community and not an individual. Giet (1970) takes a similar view in
seeing the text as responding to changing circumstances in a process of organic devel-
opment. This type of view is endorsed, with some reservations, by Draper (1996a: 19-
22). Jefford (1989: 20) suggests that Kraft’s view is representative of a consensus
among more recent scholarship. Jefford (1989: 21 n. 60) states his assumption that the
text of the Didache developed in three basic stages. The first led to the creation of 1.1-
3a; 2.2-6.1a. To this text was then added 7-15 (added to the original materials of 1.1—-
6.1a by one hand in two phases [7-10 and 11-15]). At a third stage a ‘final redactor’
added 1.3b-2.1, most of chapter 16 and probably 6.1b-3.

18. A list of the points of contact discussed in the ensuing text may be found at the
end of Chapter 15.
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sources may, in a significant number of cases, be relatively simply identi-
fied. Further, because the Didache contains several interpretative puzzles
that are bound up with compositional questions, there is interest to be had
in the need to wrestle with some of the Didache’s infamous riddles while
engaging in the study of its history.



Part I

THE COMPOSITIONAL HISTORY OF THE DIDACHE



INTRODUCTION TO PART I

That the Didache was not composed by one author at one time is almost
universally acknowledged. However, scholars differ widely in their precise
understanding of how the text was put together. Some see the whole as the
product of one compiler who drew upon, or incorporated, a selection of
different traditions.! Others see the whole as the product of several
redactional layers and accretions by different authors.? Others see a single
author adding to the text over a period of time, with additional redactors
making further contributions.?

Each of these assessments sees the Didache, directly or indirectly, as
the product of multiple authors. To this extent any of these proposals may
be used to challenge the view either that the Didache depended on Matt-
hew’s Gospel, or that both texts shared common traditions (as argued in
Chapter 1). However, a thorough understanding of the Didache and its rela-
tionship to Matthew’s Gospel invites a detailed analysis of the Didache’s
compositional history.

Given the great variety of previous such analyses it may seem unrealistic
to expect a more convincing study in this case. It is worth remembering,
however, that the reluctance of most readers to read studies of this type is
mirrored by the reluctance of many scholars to write them. It is not correct
to suppose, therefore, that scores of detailed studies have consistently

1. E.g.Harnack (1884: 24-63); Knopf (1920); de Halleux (1996: 301-302); Nautin
(1959:209-214); Alfonsi (1972: 480-81); Wengst (1984: 18-20); Schollgen (1996: 67).
Koster (1957: 159-160) suggests that five units were taken up by the Didachist. Nieder-
wimmer (1998: 43—46) sees four sources so used.

2. Seen. 7 in Chapter 1.

3. Audet (1958: 119-20) sees one ‘apostolic’ (in a broad sense) author as
responsible for two stages of development. First ‘D1’, consisting of 1.1-3a; 2.2-5.2;
7.1a; 8.1-11.2, written before the emergence of the gospel tradition. Second ‘D2’, con-
sisting of 11.3-13.2; 14.1-16.8 written with knowledge of, but not directly quoting,
the gospel tradition. Audet then proposes further interpolations by a different hand at
1.3b-c; 1.4b-2.1; 6.2-3; 7.2-4 and 13.3, 5-7. He then sees 1.4a, 7.1b and 13.4 as subse-
quent glosses. Rordorfand Tuilier (1978: 49, 63, 92-94) suggest that Didache 1-13 was
created by one author who added his own contributions (1.3b-2.1; 6.2-3; 7.2-3,4b)to a
selection of primitive teachings. Didache 1415 and 16 were then, they propose, added
by a second redactor.

No more extensive Forschungsbericht of previous attempts to describe the compo-
sitional history of the Didache is offered here because of the infinite variety of such
schemes. Instead, the specific views of particular scholars will be noted as part of the
ongoing analysis of individual elements of the Didache.



Introduction to Part [ 11

arrived at equivocal results. Rather, a good number of analyses, on which
later theories have also been built, are founded on very limited prior dis-
cussion (as reference to volumes mentioned in footnotes 1-3, above, will
show). This means that there is, in reality, plenty of scope for progress in
what is a surprisingly under-ploughed field.*

The study that follows is a detailed and lengthy one. This is an unavoid-
able necessity if some of the shortcomings of its predecessors are to be
overcome. An unfortunate by-product is that this approach requires the
pursuit of a number of threads whose relevance to the wider project is not
always immediately apparent. This problem can be mitigated, to some ex-
tent, by providing a preview of the conclusion towards which the various
strands of Part [ ultimately contribute. Thus, Figure 1 at the end of Chap-
ter 10 (p. 155) describes a text put together in five stages:

« First, a base document concerning baptism, cucharist and visitors
was formed, into which several previously existing traditions were
incorporated (e.g. an augmented Two Ways tradition, a collection
of sayings concerning the avoidance of fleshly passions and an
ancient eschatological discourse).

+ Separately and subsequently, a reframing of the base text’s rul-
ings on the conduct of the eucharist and the accommodation of
visitors was created. Following the formation of this separate
‘prophet document’, it was divided in two and inserted alongside
material in the base text also concerned with the eucharist and
visitors.

+ Third, a modifying teacher inserted alternative instructions at
various points and quoted external authorities in support of these
modifications. In addition, this teacher sought to make a clear
distinction between the practice of Christians and Jews and
introduced differentiating traditions to this end.

»  After the creation of Matthew’s Gospel, in an effort to abrogate
certain teachings to the similar but now more developed sayings
in Matthew’s Gospel, referrals to ‘the gospel” were inserted by a
fourth contributor.

 Finally, Did. 16.7 was inserted to repair a theological deficiency
created by the disappearance of the last few lines of the textual
tradition preserved by the Jerusalem manuscript.

4.  ‘Surprising’ in the sense that this work is foundational to the study of basic
questions such as the Didache’s dates, provenances and authorships.
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The individual strands of argument, with which the next few chapters
are concerned, often have relevance to fields of study beyond the question
ofthe Didache’s compositional history. For example, the next chapter ad-
dresses the puzzle of the curious sequence of ‘eucharistic’ prayers recorded
in Did. 9 and 10. Progress here not only serves the goal of Part I, but also
provides information relevant to the study of early Christian worship.



Chapter 2

THE ‘EUCHARISTIC’ PRAYERS IN DIDACHE 9 AND 10

Since Bryennios’s publication of the Didache in 1883, scholars have strug-
gled to present a coherent understanding of chs. 9-10. These chapters have
been variously understood as referring to:

An agape.!

A eucharist.?

A satisfying eucharist.’

A fellowship meal followed by a eucharist.*

-

1. Theterm ‘agape’ is used throughout this discussion to denote a fellowship meal
that is intended to satisfy hunger as well as to symbolize the fellowship of the commu-
nity. Mazza’s (1996: 285-86) criticism of the anachronistic use of this term is justified.
However, ‘agape’ provides a convenient term that is widely used to denote one of the
possible meal types in Did. 9 and 10. Jeremias (1966: 118) lists the following represen-
tatives of the view that Did. 9 and 10 describe only an agape: Ladeuze, Kattenbusch,
Drews, Ermoni, van Crombrugghe, Baumgirtner, Cagin, Knopf, Ferris, Goossens,
Brinktrine, Connolly, Délger, Cirlot, Dix. Of these authors the most recent appears to
be Dix (1945). To this list may be added Vokes (1938: 197-207) and Gero (1977: 82).

2. The term ‘eucharist’ is used throughout to describe the meal of bread and wine
instituted by Jesus. Jeremias (1966: 118) lists the following representatives of this view:
Batiffol, Volker in 1927, Casel, Greiffin 1932 and Bricout. To this list may be added:
Middleton (1935: 259-61), Creed (1938: 374, 386-87) and Glover (1958: 26-27).
Bouley (1981: 89-99) is a more recent supporter of this type of view. His reading is
unusual, supposing that Did. 9.2 is non-sacramental, while Did. 9.3-4 represents a sacra-
mental thanksgiving over the bread and Did. 10.2-5 a sacramental thanksgiving over the
wine. Bouley also allows for a full meal between these two events. Riggs (1984) pro-
poses an understanding of the development of the prayers in Did. 9 and 10 that leads to
their ultimate use for a eucharist only (see § 2.2 in this chapter).

3. This type of eucharist supposes that the enjoyment of a meal in a community is
also experienced as a eucharist. J. Betz (1996: 247) cites Reicke and Lilje as exponents
of this view. Mazza (1995: 12-41) also proposes this solution.

4. Jeremias (1966: 118) who subscribes to this view himself lists: Zahn, Dibelius,
von de Goltz, Hennecke, Stapper, Hupfeld, Quasten, Arnold, Bultmann, Schneider and
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W

A eucharist followed by an agape.’
6. Simple table prayers, reworked out of eucharistic prayers, used
in ascetic circles.®

J. Betz (1996: 247) sums up this range of options by remarking, ‘This
large number of interpretations shows the uncertainty of the state of the
research, the hypothetical character of the explanations and the difficul-
ty of the question’. Mazza (1996: 283) concurs, ‘On the meaning of...
Didache 9-10, there have been many interpretations, none of which are
outstanding’.

The unsatisfactory nature of these conclusions is caused by an appar-
ently unresolvable tension within the evidence. The situation is similar to
that of someone trying to cover all four corners of a mattress with an in-
sufficiently large fitted sheet. Although three corners may be covered satis-
factorily the inclusion of the fourth may only be achieved at the expense
of one of the others.

In the case of Did. 9 and 10 there are five liturgical actions located
within 9.2-4,9.5,10.1, 10.2-5 and 10.6. When these verses are considered
independent of their context within Did. 9 and 10, the actions described
may be identified relatively straightforwardly. However, as the following
two sections aim to show, confusion arises when attempts are made to
combine all five actions within one liturgical event.

1. The Five Actions of Didache 9 and 10
1.1. Didache 10.1: A Full Meal
After you have had your fill (umAnotfivat), give thanks thus:

With respect to the action referred to in Did. 10.1 there is almost univer-
sal agreement among scholars that this verse should be seen as referring
back to a literally filling meal.” There are two powerful arguments in

perhaps without complete justification, Audet. J. Betz (1996: 247), who also subscribes
to a version of this view, lists: Lessig, Stihlin, Jungmann, Batley, Goppelt, Daniélou
and Adam.

5. Lietzmann (1953—-64: 192) is isolated in this view.

6. Peterson (1951). This view, a product of the sceptical American school, is not
currently influential.

7. Bouley (1981: 96) interprets Quasten (1975: 31-32) as supposing that an actual
meal is not referred to here. Other opponents of the literal interpretation of eumAno-
Bnvan include the small number of earlier scholars mentioned by Jeremias in n. 2,
above.
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favour of a literal interpretation of eumwAnoBnvat. One is expressed by J.
Betz (1996: 249).

The expression eumAnodivat in 10:1...is a rubric, and so cannot be taken
in an extended sense, but must rather be understood literally...it then points
to the preceding food and drink as a genuine meal.

A second important observation is made by Mazza (1995: 16-17):

The verb ‘to satisfy fully’...immediately recalls the expression — one that is
almost a technical term — from Deuteronomy 8.10: ‘kai fage kai emples-
these’.®

The level of overall support for a literal interpretation of euTwAnofnvat
may be measured by observing that only one of the interpretations of Did.
9 and 10, listed in the introduction above, contemplates the absence of a
full meal within the overall liturgy of Did. 9 and 10.°

1.2. Didache 10.6: An Invitation to a Eucharist

Let grace come and let this world pass away.
Hosanna to the God of David.

If anyone is holy let him come,

if anyone is not let him repent.

Maranatha. Amen.

Before attempting to assess the function of this verse it is necessary to
consider whether or not the phrase, ‘If anyone is holy, let him come. If
anyone is not let him repent’, should be taken as a liturgical proclamation
or as a rubric. :

The fact that every other line of this verse has a proclamatory character
suggests that it is highly likely that the invitation to the holy would also
have been spoken aloud. This is the view taken by the majority of schol-
ars.'® The opposing view must argue, with Bouley (1981: 95), that ‘The
admonition of 10.6 may well be another of the general directives awk-
wardly inserted by the author in the midst of liturgical formulas’. Bouley’s
own admission that the insertion of a rubric in the midst of spoken litur-
gical formulas is ‘awkward’ confirms that it is more natural to accept the
orality of the whole of Did. 10.6. If, for the time being, Did. 10.6 is taken

8. Mazza (1995: 17) goes on to give other examples of the technical use of this
term in Deuteronomy.

9. Audet (1958: 430-31) argues for a literal interpretation. For the list of scholars
who actively or passively accept this view see references innn. 1, 2,4, 5 and 6, above.

10. See those listed in n. 4, above.
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independent of its context,'! then the conclusion that the whole verse was
intended to be spoken aloud, perhaps as a responsive dialogue (Lietzmann
1953-64: 192), is difficuit to avoid.

As a proclaimed liturgy Did. 10.6 issues three invitations, two of which
appear to carry a dual force. As J. Betz (1996: 271) states:

The community implores: ‘Let grace come and let the world pass away!’
Further ‘Maranatha!’ These prayers/cries relate primarily to the future
event of the fulfilment of salvation, but nevertheless still have a second
dimension of meaning, which even though it is not overt should still not be
mistaken: they indicate that the future Parousia event, the future coming of
Jesus, experiences a foretaste and anticipation here and now in the event of
the Lord’s Supper.12

The inherent ambiguity in the force of Maranatha'® means that it is
possible to interpret this cry as focusing on the Parousia, a future event
that lies beyond the boundaries of the service. This allows for the possibil-
ity that Did. 10.6 acts as a closing liturgy that sends the congregation out
into the world."* However, this interpretation is extremely difficult to
sustain so long as the invitation to the holy to ‘come’ is accepted as part of
this spoken liturgy. In this circumstance it is necessary to suppose that the
holy were invited to ‘come’ in the sense of ‘go into the world’. This inter-
pretation is not only contrary to the obvious reading of ‘come’, it also cre-
ates an awkward situation for those who are not holy, but who may not
‘come’ until they have repented. Must they stay behind until they are holy
enough to leave?

It has also been suggested that the invitation to the holy, and the ban on
the unholy, refers back to a preceding meal."> However, in this case,

11. Bouley (1981: 95) recognizes that an oral invitation to the holy in 10.6
provides a strong indication of a following eucharist. Because he perceives a eucharist
as already described in Did. 9.3-10.5, Bouley must propose his awkward reading of
this invitation.

12. Concerning the force of Maranatha, J. Betz (1996: 272) follows Lietzmann
(1953-64: 193), Dibelius (1938: 40) and Cullmann (1963: 208-216) in perceiving, in
combination with a call for the ultimate Parousia, a eucharistic focus in this acclama-
tion. Moule (1961: 44) also considers this possibility, although he is ultimately more
sceptical.

13. Moule (1961: 70-71) and J. Betz (1996: 271-72) both consider the alternative
grammatical possibilities within Maranatha. These allow for the indicative, ‘Our Lord
has come’, as well as for the more common imperative reading.

14. In an informal conversation, Jonathan Draper appeared to support this view.

15. Thisis the force of Bouley’s argument (1981: 95). However, Bouley recognizes
that this is only feasible if the invitation and prohibition were not spoken aloud.
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because the prohibitions of Did. 9.5 appear within a rubric, the invitation
and prohibition would only have been publicly announced after the event
in question had already taken place.

In conclusion, the three invitations of Did. 10.6 strongly indicate a
forthcoming event. This eschatologically significant event is one to which
the Lord and the holy are invited. In these circumstances J. Betz (1996:
249) is justified in concluding, in line with several other scholars,'® that

The command in 10:6, that only the holy should come while the unholy do
penance, presents the eucharist as only now happening, not as already
having happened.

Similarly, Jeremias (1966: 118) concludes:

The liturgical ejaculations in 10.6, which greet the coming Lord, and the
warning ‘if anyone is holy, let him come; if he is not let him repent’ are
meaningful only as the introduction to the Eucharist (not as the conclusion
of an Agape or a Eucharist).

1.3. Didache /0.2-5: Thanksgiving After a Meal

Did. 10.2-5 is commonly accepted as a prayer of thanksgiving after a meal
akin to the Jewish Birkat Ha-Mazon.'” The fact that scholars who espouse
very different understandings of Did. 9 and 10 all agree on this point is a
powerful argument in its favour. Mazza (1995: 17) notes that ‘Since the
studies of Finkelstein, Dibelius, and Hruby the connection between the
Birkat Ha-Mazon and Didache 10 no longer requires demonstration’. Fin-
kelstein (1928-29: 215-16) seeks to illustrate the relationship between
Did. 10.2-5 and the Birkat Ha-Mazon by providing parallel translations:

16. See those listed in n. 4, above. In addition, Riggs (1984: 97) and Nieder-
wimmer (1998: 143), ‘If we allow the text to stand as it has been handed down we
have scarcely any other choice but to suppose that 10.6 is the invitation to the Lord’s
Supper, which follows immediately thereafter’.

17. Riggs (1984: 91) cites several supporters of this view: Oesterley; Finkelstein;
Dibelius; Middleton; Baumstark; R. Grant and C. Richardson; Audet; Bouyer; Koster;
Vo6o6bus; Talley; Verheul; Rordorf and Tuilier. Among those disagreeing with this
view Riggs cites Peterson, J. Betz and Kilmartin. Draper (1996a: 26) also mentions
Taylor and Turner, von der Goltz and Klein. Mazza (1995: 4, 17), himself a supporter
of this connection, also cites Bouyer and Hruby.
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Birkat Ha-Mazon Did. 10
I 1T

Blessed art Thou, O Lord, our God,
King of the Universe, Who feedest
the whole world with goodness, with
grace and with mercy.

Blessed art Thou, O, Lord,
Who feedest all.

I
We thank Thee, O Lord, our holy
God, that Thou hast caused us to
inherit a goodly and pleasant land, the
covenant, the Torah, life and food.
For all these things we thank Thee
and praise Thy name for ever and
ever.

Blessed art Thou, O, Lord, for the
land and for the food.

111
Have mercy, O Lord, our God, on
Thy people Israel, and on Thy city
Jerusalem, and on Thy Temple and
Thy dwelling-place and on Zion Thy
resting-place, and on the great and
holy sanctuary over which Thy name
was called, and the Kingdom of the
dynasty of David mayest Thou restore
to its place in our days, and build
Jerusalem soon.

Blessed art Thou, O, Lord, who
buildest Jerusalem.

(10.3a) Thou, Master Almighty, didst
create all things for Thy name’s sake:
both food and drink Thou didst give
to men for enjoyment in order that
they might give thanks to Thee,
(10.3b) but to us Thou hast graciously
given spiritual food and drink and
eternal life through Thy servant.
(10.4) Before all things, we thank
Thee that Thou art mighty.

To Thee be the glory forever.

I
(10.2) We thank Thee, Father for Thy
holy name, which Thou hast caused
to dwell in our hearts and for the
knowledge and faith and immortality
which thou hast made known to us
through Jesus Thy servant;

To Thee be glory forever.

1II
(10.5) Remember, Lord, Thy church,
to deliver it from every evil and to
make it perfect in Thy love and gather
it from the four winds, it, the
sanctified, into Thy kingdom which
Thou hast prepared for it;

For Thine is the power and the glory
forever.

(10.6) Let grace come and this world
pass away.

Hosanna to the son of David.

Whoever is holy, let him come:
whoever is not let him repent.

Maranatha. Amen.
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These two prayers undoubtedly exhibit common structural and concep-
tual similarities. Further, if the content of Did. 10.1, with its reference toa
filling meal may be taken into account, then there is little doubt that Did,
10.2-5 acts, at least in part, as a thanksgiving after a meal. However, a
certain degree of caution is necessary before drawing more detailed con-
clusions from the supposed relationship between these two prayers. First,
although they may reflect ancient tradition, it is not possible to be certain
of the exact content of this type of prayer at the time of Did. 10’s compo-
sition. Mazza (1995: 19) also invites caution when he suggests that

We can show that the Didache has not inverted the first two strophes of the
Birkat Ha-Mazon [as Finkelstein portrays]. The transition between the
Jewish and the Christian prayer-texts has been more complicated than that.
The Didache has eliminated the first strophe of the Birkat Ha-Mazon and
has substituted another text that at once expresses...Christian tidings.

Mazza (1995: 28) also suggests that ‘Didache 10.5 departs from the
Birkat Ha-Mazon in order to draw from other Jewish prayers, such as the
tenth blessing of the Amidah prayer or from the 4habhah Rabbah’.'®

In addition to these variations there is a clear discrepancy between the
Birkat Ha-Mazon and Did. 10.3b, where spiritual food and drink are men-
tioned. This apparent addition to the standard structure of the prayer sug-
gests, if the proximity of Did. 10.6 may be taken into account, that Did.
10.2-5 acts, not only as a prayer after a meal, but also as a transitional
prayer from physical food (10.1, 3a) to the eating of spiritual food and
drink (10.3b, 6) at a following eucharist.

In summary then, the essential and agreed action described in Did. 10.2-
5 is a prayer of thanksgiving after a satisfying meal. However, the addi-
tion of Did. 10.3b implies that this prayer also serves as a prayer before
the spiritual meal indicated by the invitatory liturgy of Did. 10.6.

1.4. Didache 9.1-5: Preparation for a Eucharist

An overwhelming weight of evidence suggests that Did. 10.1 refers to a
filling meal. This is taken as fact, with strong justification, by the vast
majority of scholars. The effect of this consensus is to skew the way in
which Did. 9.1-5 is read. That is to say that, because Did. 10.1 refers to a
full meal, and the adjacent Did. 9.5 refers to a meal, then the meal in Did.
9.5 must be the same full meal that is mentioned in Did. 10.1. While this
reasoning is understandable it seriously distorts the evidence provided by
Did. 9.1-5. For the time being, therefore, the shadow of Did. 10.1 should

18. A reference to the Amidah in Did. 9 and 10 is also suggested in Riggs (1984: 92).
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be removed from the consideration of Did. 9.1-5 so that evidence of the
actions described by these verses may be evaluated on its own terms.

When Did. 9.1-5 is considered independently of its proximity to Did. 10
it gives no indication that it serves as a prelude to a filling meal. An impor-
tant obstacle to such an understanding of these prayers is the fact that the
second thanksgiving is said over a fragment of bread. An extraordinary
violation of Jewish practice would be required to allow the breaking of
bread to precede the opening Berakah. However, the fact that the term
kAaouaTos rather than aptos'® is used here suggests that a single frag-
ment was all that was on offer. A very large fragment would be required
to satisfy the hunger of even the smallest congregation.?

A meal prayer concerning a cup and a fragment of bread is already sug-
gestive of a eucharist. This suggestion is further emphasized by the tech-
nical language, parallel to the language concerning baptism (Did. 7.1), of
Did. 9.1: ‘Concerning the eucharist, eucharistize in this way’. While this
title could be taken to apply to a eucharist beyond Did. 9 it is nonetheless
the case that this title certainly also embraces Did. 9.

Concerning Did. 9.2-4, J. Betz (1996: 249) notes that

The sayings in these verses offer a pronounced eucharistic colour which can
hardly be ignored. Thus the fact that the bread and cup, the specific euchar-
istic elements, are blessed, though not conclusive in itself, is nevertheless
noteworthy. If, however, the text speaks of the holy ‘vine’ of David, of
klasma, of life and immortality, of spiritual food and (likewise) drink, then
it not only alludes distantly to the eucharist which only appears in 10.6, but
reveals a close and immediate reference to such a kind of sacramental
Lord’s meal.

J. Betz (1996: 250) thus concludes:

If one considers the texts as isolated units, in terms of their content and
development, not according to their external place in the framework of the

19. Niederwimmer (1998: 148), after wrestling with this problem prefers apTos to
kAaouaTtos. However, the fact that kKAGouoaTos presents the more difficult reading
provides strong evidence in its favour. Further, Niederwimmer’s amendment creates
its own syntactical difficulties; see Niederwimmer (1998: 150).

20. Bauer et al. (1957: 433) note that kAaopaTtos refers to ‘fragment, piece, crumb’
or ‘the remains of a meal’ in every other instance where it appears in the New Testa-
ment and early Christian literature. Van de Sandt (2002: 223) notes that the elements
blessed are merely symbolic of the whole meal and do not necessarily constitute the
entire menu. This observation would be fair if the thanksgiving were over a loaf. How-
ever, the presence of a fragment poses a larger puzzle. A specific explanation for the
presence of a “fragment’ is offered below in § 3.1 in this chapter.
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Didache’s celebration, then it leads to the conclusion that they are genuine
eucharistic prayers and that the meal ordered by them is a genuine Lord’s
meal. They have also been evaluated in this way by a row of reputable
researchers for a long time.?!

This conclusion is all the more compelling because it is inconvenient
for Betz’s ultimate thesis, in which he suggests that these eucharistic pray-
ers were downgraded to serve as a rule for an agape (1996: 251). That this
reading of Did. 9.1-5 is also inconvenient for the majority of interpreters?
provides some explanation for why this evidence has not been more
widely considered.

1.5. Five Incompatible Actions
The above interpretations of the actions described in Did. 9 and 10 have
sought to evaluate the evidence, as far as possible, independent of the
influence of the surrounding context. The reason for this approach is not
to suggest that this context should not be allowed to influence these inter-
pretations but simply to make plain the nature of the challenge that faces
scholars who seek to make sense of the whole of Did. 9 and 10.

In summary then, the five actions so far considered in Did. 9 and 10
include:

Did. 9.2-4: thanksgivings prior to a eucharist.

Did. 9.5: the eating of a eucharist (implied).

Did. 10.1: a filling meal (implied).

Did. 10.2-3a, 4-5: a thanksgiving after a filling meal.

5. Did. 10.3b, 6: preparation for, and invitation to, a eucharist.

Rl ol e

These five actions, including two eucharists, cannot all take place
within one continuous liturgy. This perhaps explains the ‘large number of
interpretations. . .the uncertainty of the state of the research, the hypotheti-
cal character of the explanations and the difficulty of the question’ (J. Betz
1996: 247). As the following review seeks to show scholars have, in the
main, sought to overcome the problem of two eucharists by seeking an
alternative interpretation of either Did. 9.2-5, or Did. 10.6.

21. J. Betz (1996: 250) lists: Rauschen, Batiffol, Viélker, Ruch, Casel, Goguel,
Snape, Quasten, Rietschel and Graff, Reicke, Cayré, Lilje, Lietzmann (1953-64: 189—
94). This interpretation was first taken up by the author of Apostolic Constitutions VIL

22. This interpretation causes difficulties for almost every scholar except the small
minority who perceive only one meal within Did. 9 and 10.
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2. Attempts to Modify the Five Actions of Didache 9 and 10

2.1. Alternative Readings of Didache 10.6
Scholars who favour a eucharist between Did. 9.5 and 10.1 face the chal-
lenge of explaining the presence of Did. 10.6. Bouley claims that the invi-
tation to the holy to ‘come’, is an awkwardly inserted rubric that refers to
the foregoing eucharist rather than a future one. However, the proclama-
tory character of Did. 10.6 makes this alternative very unlikely.? Draper
favours an interpretation that sees Did. 10.6 as a liturgy of dismissal. How-
ever, it is difficult to read ‘come’ in an opposite sense, and problems are
created as to the fate of the unholy, who may not ‘come’.?* A further option,
adopted by Lietzmann (1953—64: 192), is simply to relocate Did. 10.6. By
locating this verse between Did. 9.4 and 9.5, Lietzmann neatly co-ordinates
both sets of verses that lead into a eucharist. Unfortunately, the challenge
in hand is to account for the text as it stands. The fact that Lietzmann is
alone in his eccentric solution is an indication of its unsatisfactory
nature.?> However, it should be recognized that this undesirable action
was forced upon a highly respected scholar by the quality of the evidence
for two eucharists in one liturgy. A similar approach is taken by the author
ofthe Apostolic Constitutions V11, who re-places the offending invitation
to the holy after the final ‘Amen’ of Did. 10.6. In this location it may better
serve, as Bouley would also like it to, as a reflexive rubric. However, like
Lietzmann, this solution fails to explain the authentic, difficult text. Finally
the option adopted by Mazza (1995), who sees a satisfying eucharist at
Did. 9.5/10.1,% is simply to ignore the question altogether.?’

In summary, attempts to ignore or re-place Did. 10.6 do not provide

23. See § 1.2 in this chapter.

24. See § 1.2 in this chapter.

25. J. Betz (1996: 247) emphasizes Lietzmann’s complete isolation, despite the
otherwise revered status of Mass and Lord’s Supper. See also Dibelius’s (1938) cri-
tique of Lietzmann. :

26. This is in itself a difficult, though not impossible, thesis to sustain. While the
concept of sacral full meals is strong in Judaism, the idea of a full eschatological meal
is more problematic. Mazza’s view is also unsupported by New Testament evidence of
the full incorporation of the eucharist within the full meal that accompanied it.

27. Mazza might be expected to refer to 10.6, either after his consideration of Did.
10.5 (1995: 29), or after his consideration of Did. 9 (1995: 40); it occurs in neither.
Interestingly, the only reference that Mazza makes to Did. 10.6, in an article first pub-
lished in 1979 (reproduced in 1996: 279), is one agreeing with Audet’s method for
dating this verse before the fall of Jerusalem.
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satisfactory explanations for its content and location. The most uncontrived
interpretation of this verse remains, therefore, that it introduces a further
liturgical event, which, in context, is most likely to be a eucharist.

2.2. Alternative Readings of Didache 9.2-5

The great majority of scholars are persuaded by the strong arguments,
recited above, that Did. 10.1 refers to a filling meal, that Did. 10.2-5 acts
as a thanksgiving after a meal, and that Did. 10.6 serves as an introduction
to a eucharist.”® Taken together these three actions form a coherent flow of
events, which also echo the snippets of evidence regarding eucharistic prac-
tice to be found in the New Testament.”> As soon as this flow of events is
assumed it becomes infeasible to consider the possibility that Did. 9.2-5
also introduces a eucharist. Alternative explanations for the presence of
these thanksgivings must be found.

By far the most common interpretation of Did. 9.2-5, in these circum-
stances, is to treat them as prayers before a filling meal. However, this solu-
tion fails to take account of the eucharistic character of these prayers, and
the fact that the second blessing is made over a fragment, not a whole loaf.*

Audet’s solution to this difficulty is to propose a new, semi-g¢ucharistic
service that he names ‘the breaking of bread’ or ‘the minor eucharist’. This
theory has found no supporters and is derided by Voobus (1968: 64) as
having ‘not one shred of evidence in its support’. However, it should be
noted, as with Lietzmann, that Audet’s theory is not the result of a crazed
fancy, but the response of a respected scholar to a very puzzling circum-
stance. Audet’s response is unsatisfactory, but it does at least attempt to
deal with the evidence, rather than forcing it into the convenient mould of
an ‘agape’.

J. Betz and Riggs are two more recent scholars who have sought to deal
justly with the evidence of two eucharists within Did. 9 and 10. Betz
(1996: 274) argues that Did. 9.2-4 had its origins in a primitive eucharist
that became redundant in the course of developing eucharistic theology.
Rather than discard these outdated prayers, Betz proposes, they were down-
graded to serve as a formal introduction to the agape. Betz further suggests
that Did. 10.3a was added to the overall liturgy at this point so as to refer
back to the satisfying nature of the preceding agape.

Betz’s theory is commendable in that it at least addresses the problem

28. See n. 4, above.
29. The eucharist follows a full meal in Mk 14, Mt. 26 and 1 Cor. 11.
30. See § 1.4 in this chapter.
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of the eucharistic character of Did. 9. However, his thesis is highly con-
jectural, in that it supposes a process of ‘downgrading’ for which there is
no evidence. Further, Betz must argue that, although these prayers were
put to a new use, they were not adapted in the most obvious detail so as
logically to suit that use. That is to say that the term kA&opotos survived
such a supposed downgrading, when a change to &pTos (a change made
by Apostolic Constitutions in its paraphrase of Did. 9.4) would have clari-
fied an otherwise confusing detail. Further, Betz’s addition of 10.3a to the
following thanksgiving violates, as Riggs points out, one of the most secure
parallels between Did. 10.2-5 and the Birkat Ha-Mazon.

Riggs (1984) critiques Betz’s solution, but his own alternative requires
an even more unlikely turn of events. Riggs suggests that Did. 9 and 10
record several stages in a developing liturgy. Thus the oldest prayer is
Did. 10.2-5 (less the S1o phrases), which was used as a restructured Birkat
Ha-Mazon by the Christian community. At a later stage Did. 9.2-3 was
used to pray over the bread and wine before the meal. At this stage also
Did. 9.4 was added to parallel 10.5, and the Christian phrases from Did. 9
were added to Did. 10. At a third stage Riggs (1984: 101) claims that ‘The
bread and cup prayers, as well as a Thanksgiving prayer, occur before the
cultic event. The meal has dropped out, and the elements themselves have
become something sacred.’

Riggs’s explanation is ingenious in that it explains the inherent tensions
between the various parts of the liturgy as a product of its successive
developments. However, Riggs fails to explain the continued existence of
the extant text. The most pressing problem in this regard is why a redun-
dant and confusing reference to a full meal should have been retained in a
set of instructions for a rite from which the full meal has ‘dropped out’.

In summary, attempts to explain the eucharistic character of Did. 9.2-5
by ignoring the problem, inventing new services, or suggesting a multiple
layering of the text, all fail to explain its surviving form. The considerable
difficulty experienced by scholars who seek to avoid a eucharistic inter-
pretation of these verses serves to reinforce the case for their relationship
to a eucharist.

2.3. Conclusion

This section began by suggesting that trying to fit all of the actions
described by Did. 9 and 10 into one liturgy was like trying to cover a large
mattress with a small sheet. Creative solutions to the problem posed by
Did. 9 and 10 have included rearrangements of the text and the invention
of new services. However, the fact that so many solutions have been
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offered, while none has proved satisfactory, suggests the impossibility of
the task. In these circumstances an entirely new approach to the problem
is invited.

3. An Alternative Solution: Two Separate Liturgies

Before presenting my solution to the problems posed by Did. 9 and 10 it is
helpful to note one further action within these chapters that has been uni-
versally overlooked by scholars, for understandable reasons.

3.1. 4 Sixth Action

Up until this point the assumption has been maintained that there are only
five actions described or implied by Did. 9 and 10. However, there is
evidence to suggest that there are in fact six.

The presence of the term KAOONGTOS implies the existence of a further
action, one that is not considered even by scholars who see Did. 9.2-4 as
preparations for a eucharist. The presence of broken bread at this point in
a meal is highly unusual. That is to say that a Jewish table blessing would
almost always precede the fraction of the bread rather than follow it.>!
This is also the case in each of the New Testament accounts of the meal
prayers of Jesus.3? The presence of a ‘fragment’ before the thanksgiving
therefore suggests an action of breaking the bread before the beginning of
the meal. Such a bread breaking would be most likely to happen at a full
meal. The sixth action is therefore, according to this reading, the sharing
of a full meal before the thanksgiving over the cup and the fragment.*?

3.2. Two Parallel Liturgies

A previously unconsidered solution to the problems posed by the collec-
tion of incompatible actions in Did. 9 and 10 is that they represent two
separate accounts of the same liturgical event. Thus, following the consen-
sus, the pattern of events in Did. 10 is a full meal followed by a prayer
that creates a connection between the past full meal and the forthcoming

31. Alon (1996: 186) mentions a possible exception to this rule in Rabbi Hiyya bar
Ashi.

32. For example: Mt. 14.19; 15.36; Mk 6.41; 14.22; Lk. 22.19; 24.30; Jn 6.11;
1 Cor. 11.24.

33. This pattern presents an interesting parallel with the progress of events in In 6.
In Jn 6.12, when the crowd are described as filled (éve TAnoBnoav), the disciples then
gather up the fragments (xkAaopaTa), and Jesus goes on to deliver the most strongly
eucharistic discourse in the whole of John’s Gospel (Jn 6.53-58).
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eucharistic meal. At the same time Did. 9 describes precisely the same pat-
tern of events. The presence of a fragment at the beginning of the liturgy
may be accounted for as the remains of a preceding filling meal, which are
then prayed over in preparation for a eucharist consisting of one cup and
one fragment.

The parallels between the actions described in both prayers is empha-
sized by the striking level of similarity between the structure and wording
of each chapter.

In the table below, verbal and conceptual similarities occurring in parallel
strophes are underlined, while similarities that appear in different strophes
are italicized. References to the eucharistic elements are in bold type.
Recognition that the rubrics of Did. 9.2 and 9.3 would not have been
spoken aloud increases the similarity between the opening sequences of
both sets of prayers.

Did. 9 Did 10
9.1 Concerning the eucharist, 10.1 After you have had your fill,
give thanks thus: give thanks thus:
9.2 First, concerning the cup: 10.2
We give thanks to vou, our Father, We give thanks to vou holy Father

for the holy vine of David your servant for your holy Name which you have
made to dwell in our hearts and for the
knowledge, faith and immortality

which you have revealed to us which you have revealed to us
through Jesus your servant. through Jesus your servant.

To vou be glory for ever. To vou be glory for ever.

9.3 And concerning the fragment: 10.3a

We give thanks to you, our Father, You Lord almighty have created

everything for the sake of your Name;
you have given human beings food and
drink to partake with enjoyment so that
they might give thanks;

10.3b but to us you have given the
grace of spiritual food and drink and

For the life and knowledge, of eternal life
which you have revealed to us
through Jesus your servant. through Jesus your servant.

10.4 Above all we give you thanks
because you are mighty.

To you be glory for ever. To vou be glory for ever.
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Did. 9 Did. 10
9.4 As this fragment was scattered 10.5 Remember Lord your Church,
upon the mountains and has been to preserve it from all evil and to make
gathered to become one, it perfect in your love. And, sanctified,

so gather your Church from the four gather it from the four winds into your

corners of the earth into your kingdom. kingdom which you have prepared for
it.

For vours js the glory and the power For vours is the power and the glory
through Jesus Christ for ever. for ever.

10.6 Let grace come and let this world
pass away.
Hosanna to the God of David.

9.5 Let no one eat or drink of your
eucharist save those baptized in the If anyone is holy let him come,
name of the Lord, if anyone is not let him repent.

For the saying of the Lord applies,
‘Do not give to dogs what is holy’.
Maranatha. Amen.

The two prayers correspond structurally, verbally and conceptually. In
both cases there is a three strophe pattern.* In both cases there are exact
verbal parallels and parallel imagery. In both cases a full meal is followed
by a transitional prayer leading into a eucharist of spiritual food and drink,
or cup and fragment. In both cases there is a prohibition with respect to
the members of the community who may or may not take part in the
following event.

This similarity not only provides evidence of their common function,
but also presents a fresh challenge to those scholars who perceive a euchar-
istat 9.5/10.1. In this case it must be argued that a Jewish type of meal is
preceded and followed by almost identical thanksgivings, a feature that has
no precedent at any stage in known Jewish history.?® Similarly, scholars
who propose two meals, one after 9.5 and the other after 10.6, must ex-

34. Mazza (1995: 30) states that ‘The tripartite structure of Didache 9 should never
be confused with that of Didache 10°. However, this bald assertion is not supported by
any accompanying explanation.

35. Animportant element of arguments such as Mazza’s (see, for example, 1996:
277), is the supposed parallel between Did. 9 and 10 and contemporary Jewish practice,
of which almost nothing is directly known.
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plain why the supposed theological differences between these two meals
is not more strongly reflected in the preparatory prayers in each case.

The parallel liturgy theory is, of course, also open to criticism. The re-
markably similar language in both chapters is taken by several scholars as
an indication that the parallel sections of these chapters were written at the
same time by the same author(s). While such similarity of language might
usually be taken as an indication of common authorship this is not neces-
sarily the case with liturgical texts. That is to say that liturgical language
forms are often preserved by a sequence of authors who wish to maintain,
and express their membership of, the stream of liturgical tradition.

It is undoubtedly the case that, had these prayers been found in separate
first-century Christian liturgies, they would be seen as performing identical
functions. However, the most obvious objection to a two liturgy hypothesis
is that it does not take the text as it stands. That is to say that it is neces-
sary to show how this text was used, rather than how its component parts
may have been used. However, there is evidence to suggest (considered in
Chapter 6 below),*® that Did. 9 and 10 belonged to two separate layers of
tradition which, when joined together in the Didache, were juxtaposed by
subject. It is therefore possible that, during the period when these liturgies
were in regular use, such a juxtaposition would not have caused any confu-
sion. However, as this form fell out of use it is understandable that these
chapters came to be seen as a continuous whole. This is clearly the interpre-
tation made in Apostolic Constitutions V1I where, however, those aspects
of Did. 9 and 10 that make such a running together impractical have been
modified.*’

In conclusion then, I have sought to demonstrate that Did. 9 and Did. 10
represent two separate, alternative accounts of a prayer that creates a tran-
sition between a full meal and a symbolic meal. Seen as two separate
texts, the notorious difficulties associated with the order of events envis-
aged by Did. 9-10 are resolved.

36. This discussion will conclude that Did. 9 belongs to a layer that also inciudes
6.1-3; parts of 7.1-4; and 11.3-6, less references to prophets and the gospel. This layer,
it will be proposed, was interwoven with a layer consisting of at least 10.1-7; 11.7-12.

37. Hence kAGopaTos is omitted and the invitation to the holy (10.6) is moved to
a position where it may feasibly function as a retrospective rubric.



Chapter 3

THE INTEGRITY OF DIDACHE 16

The two most significant collections of points of contact between the
Didache and Matthew’s Gospel occur in Did. 16 and Did. 1. For this
reason two substantial chapters are now devoted to Did. 16 and Did. 1-5
in turn.

The first part of the present chapter focuses on the interpretation of the
enigmatic phrase ‘those who persevere in their faith shall be saved by the
curse itself” (16.5). The answer given is pivotal to discussion of a second
classic problem associated with the Didache’s final chapter; the extent and
content of the text’s original ending. In the course of this latter debate it
will also be necessary to consider the history and function of Did. 16.7.

The preparatory elements of this chapter take a long time to reach their
conclusion. However, once completed, they not only assist the process of
reconstructing the compositional history of Did. 16, but also contribute to
crucial elements in the ensuing case for Matthew’s use of the Didache’s
closing eschatological discourse.’

1. The Curse that Saves

A number of interpretations of ‘the curse that saves’ in 16.5 have been
offered since the rediscovery of the Didache. By far the most popular
among these is an equation of the ‘curse’ with Jesus.?

The grammar of the sentence in question may be read in one of two
ways. AUTOU may be seen as a masculine or neuter third person singular

1. This latter factor need not directly occupy the reader’s attention at this stage.
The discussion to which the reconstruction of the lost ending of the Didache is
relevant takes place in Chapter 13.

2. See Milavec (1995: 139—42) for a discussion of the history of this mainstream
position. Scholars cited as supporting this line include: Taylor (1886: 100); Harris
(1887: 68); Harnack and von Gebhardt (1886: 62); Wengst (1984: 99); Schéllgen
(1991: 78-79); Giet (1970: 252) and Niederwimmer (1989: 265).
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pronoun so that ‘ol 8¢ UTOUEIVAVTES &V Tf] TOTEl AUTGVY owbrjoovTal
U oUTOU ToU KaToBépoTos’ is read as, ‘but those who persevere in
their belief will be saved by [agency of] him, the curse’. However, in this
case, there should be a masculine or neuter noun to which aUToU refers.
The likely candidates are eliminated, since kTIG1S (creation), TUPGICLS
(burning process) and moTis (faith) are feminine nouns. Given the ab-
sence of a suitable referent, it is preferable, therefore, to read o TOU as an
intensive adjectival pronoun agreeing with the neuter noun kaTaepaTos,
thus, ‘saved by [the agency of] the curse itself’.

To read the phrase ‘the curse itself” as a covert reference to Jesus re-
quires an already established association between Jesus and ‘the curse’ in
the mind of the author/hearers. Such a connection is not made in the pre-
ceding (or following) text. To read ‘the curse’ as another name for Christ
it is necessary, therefore, to propose that Christ was so well known as ‘the
curse’ by the Didache’s intended hearers that this interpretation did not
need to be spelt out in the Didache itself.

Scholars who wish to see ‘the curse’ as a reference to Jesus generally
rely, as evidence for an association between these two terms in early Chris-
tianity, on Gal. 3.13, ‘Christ redeemed us from the curse (kaTapa) of the
Law by becoming a curse for us — for it is written, “Cursed is every one
who hangs on atree.”” On this basis, and with additional reference to 1 Cor.
12.3, Rordorf and Tuilier (1978: 198) conclude: ‘The notion of curse was
therefore so widely dispersed in the early church that one will not be sur-
prised that the noun kataBepa might here designate Christ himself”.?

There are, however, a number of difficulties with this view. An initial
group of problems lies in the assumption that Gal. 3.13 provides a basis
for the common association of Jesus with ‘1o kataBepo’. First, if 1 Cor.
2.9 contains a quotation of Did. 16.9* (as reconstructed in section 4
below), and if Galatians was written after 1 Corinthians, then Gal. 3.13 can-
not be used to interpret Did. 16.5. Second, even if Did. 16.5 is, contrary to
my argument in Chapter 13, a post-Pauline text, then it is unclear why
katabepa should be used in Did. 16.5 if it depended on an idea expressed
in Gal. 3.13, where KO(Té(pa is used. Third, if Did. 16.5 does rely on a Paul-

3. This translation appears in Milavec 1995: 143. The original text reads, ‘La
notion de malédiction était donc trés répandue dans I’Eglise primitive, et on ne s’eton-
nera pas que le substantif kataBepa puisse désigner ici le Christ lui-méme’.

4. Observations regarding the antiquity of Did. 16.3-6, 8-9 may be found in the
excursus on the relationship between Mk 13 and Did. 16 in Chapter 13. For a specific
reference to the relationship between Did. 16.9 and 1 Cor. 2.9 see n. 2 at the end of
this excursus in Chapter 13.
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ine interpretative key, then it is surprising that a closer relation to the
Pauline tradition is not more evident in the remainder of the text. As Mila-
vec (1995: 142) notes:

The resolution of the obscure meaning of Did 16.5 through an appeal to
Paul (e.g., Gal 3:13; 1 Cor 12:3) is considerably weakened when one notes
that the Didache originated within a community which exhibited no depend-
ence upon Pauline theology or Pauline letters.

Categorical statements regarding the relationship between Paul and the
Didache should perhaps be avoided at this stage. That said, Milavec’s
point is fair inasmuch as the Didache does appear to be remarkably free
from the influence of distinctively Pauline theology.’

An additional appeal to 1 Cor. 12.3 does nothing to support the equation
of curse and Christ in common Christian usage. All that this verse shows,
if anything, is that opponents of Christianity may have called Christ dva-
Bepa. It does not follow that Christians are then likely to have taken up this
type of insult as a suitable name for their saviour. If the sign of those who
do not speak in the Spirit is that they can say ‘Jesus be cursed” (1 Cor.
12.3), then is it likely that Christians would use such a term to describe
their Lord?

The idea of a commonly understood association between ‘koTofepa’
and ‘Christ’ is made particularly problematic by the appearance of the very
rare term koTaBepal in Rev. 22.3. Here it cannot be interpreted as a covert
reference to Christ, since the verse declares that in the New Jerusalem there
will ‘no longer be any curse’. This suggests that even if some Christians
did, however perversely, refer to Christ as ‘the curse’ this was not a descrip-
tion that was so ‘widely dispersed’ (as Rordorf and Tuilier would have it
[1978: 198]) that it had reached the circles in which Revelation was read.

Finally, even if in some very particular circumstance Jesus was known
as ‘the curse’, it is unclear why this appellation should be used in Did.
16.5. That is to say, ‘Lord’ is used to describe Christ on every other occa-
sion where he may be seen as referred to within the Didache, so why might
‘the curse’ be used in Did. 16.5? ‘Those who persevere in their faith shall
be saved by the Lord himself” would appear to adequately express the
meaning favoured by those who see ‘the curse’ as a reference to Jesus. No

5. Particularly starkly, Paul’s view of the centrality of the crucifixion is entirely
absent from the Didache. The Didache does not even mention the cross in its two
eucharistic prayers (Did. 9 and 10).

6. This noun occurs in Rev. 22.3 and Did. 16.5, but nowhere else in early Chris-
tian literature, according to Bauer et al. (1957).
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special service is apparently performed by this metaphor, since it does not
illuminate the mode of salvation. For example, it is not as if anyone has
been saved from the curse of the testing fire by Christ’s taking that curse
upon himself, because only those who don’t fall away in the course of the
fire and who persevere in their faith will be saved. Thus, it is not only
unlikely that Jesus was ever described by Christians as ‘To kaTabeua’,
but also, there are no unusual circumstances which might explain or justify
the use of this metaphor in this particular instance.

In summary, multiple problems arise from equating ‘To karaBepa’ with
Christ: not only is it difficult to envisage a concrete circumstance where
this equivalence might safely be assumed of a Christian audience, but also,
it is difficult to find textual evidence of any kind to support such a notion,
least of all evidence that bears a tangible connection to the Didache. Why
then has Didache scholarship maintained such a firm stance on this issue?
I suspect that the reason is not because Christ is genuinely seen as likely
to have been commonly known as ‘the curse’, but because he is commonly
understood, from our present day perspective, as the one who saves. Thus,
if Did. 16.5 had read, ‘but those who persevere in their faith shall be saved
by the kitchen sink itself’, then the assumption would be made that, because
Jesus is the one who saves, ‘the kitchen sink’ must have been a ‘widely
dispersed’ metaphor for Christ (who washes us of our sins?). This type of
automatic interpretative move could perhaps be justified if it were possible
to show that Jesus is the only possible agent of the salvation that could be
referred to in Did. 16.5. In the following discussion of Milavec’s work it
will be argued that this is not the case. First of all, however, it is appropri-
ate to note two other interpretations of the enigmatic phrase.

Bryennios suggested that there may be a textual error in Did. 16.5 and
that Ut should read &', so that salvation is from the curse rather than by
it. This view, quoted and endorsed by Funk (1887: 48) has been almost
entirely ignored in subsequent discussion.” Such a dismissal is justified
inasmuch as this emendation is entirely arbitrary, does nothing to explain
the difficult form of the extant text and still provides scant explanation as
to why the verse should have been written in this way.

Jonathan Draper (1996d: 362) offers the unique opinion that

[T]he phrase UT adTou Tou kaTabéuaTos is a polemic against Paul and
refers to the ‘curse of the Law’. This may have been a proverbial expres-
sion... The instruction of the Didache would then remind the community
that they are saved by the very thing which they find brings a curse on

7. See Pardee (1995: 173 n. 49).
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them, namely the Torah. It is to this that they must hold fast if they are to
be perfect on the last day.

Draper’s interpretation of the ‘curse’ is dependent on his view that Paul
is the one who teaches another teaching, as mentioned in Did. 11.2a. How-
ever, as | argue in Chapter 7, section 3, the force of Did. 11.1-2 is located
in its final clause. Thus, the reference to turn-coat teachers is part of a
declaration of orthodoxy prior to the introduction of the possibility, in
11.2b, that an alternative teaching may after all be acceptable. It is an un-
justified step, therefore, to see a specific engagement with Paul in the refer-
ence to teachers who turn to teach another doctrine.

A third view, and one worthy of detailed consideration, is that of Aaron
Milavec, who argues that the saving ‘curse’ is the burning process itself.
Vital to Milavec’s argument is his observation of the linguistic parallelism
of Did. 16.5. Thus he writes (1995: 137):

The term mipcoots (burning process) is a derivative of mip (fire) and is only
found once in the NT (1 Pet 4:12). The word Soxipocia (verb Sokiuale)
has the sense of ‘testing,” normally with the prospect of approving some-
thing... The phrase £l THv MIpIGIY Ths Sokipacias (through the buming
process of testing), therefore, aptly signals that both positi\\/e and negative
results could be anticipated. In Did 16.5, accordingly, two divergent results
are indeed forthcoming:

A. Negative results of burning

For whom? ‘many’ (unspecified; includes false prophets,
the world-deceiver, etc.)
Effect? ‘entrapped and destroyed [by the burning]’
B. Positive results of the burning
For whom? ‘the faithful’ (those who are not corrupted
or deceived as explained in Did 16.4)
Effect? ‘saved [by the burning=curse]’

Milavec goes on to show that in prophetic and apocalyptic literature
of the period this dual role of the eschatological fire is a recurring feature.
Thus, Milavec argues that that which destroys God’s enemies is what
simultaneously saves and purifies those who remain faithful to him. He
concludes (1995: 154):

When the text is examined on its own grounds, the term Sokipiaoia (testing)
would appear to suggest that both positive and negative results are antici-
pated. Furthermore, when the metaphor of fire is investigated in the pro-
phetic and apocalyptic literature, multiple instances appear which support
the notion that a dual effect was being assigned to the eschatological fire.
Given the linguistic parallelism within the text, therefore, the possibility
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remains that the Didache had in mind that the elect were to be ‘saved by
the accursed [burning process] itself” (Did. 16.5).

It was observed above that if Jesus may be seen as the only possible
agent of salvation, then it is reasonable, if ungainly, to interpret the saving
curse as a reference to Christ. What Milavec succeeds in showing is that
the ‘burning process’ may also be seen as an agent of salvation for those
who, by their perseverence, survive it. The immediate question is, therefore,
which of these two possible agents of salvation is most likely to be in view
in Did. 16.5? The several difficulties with interpreting the curse as a refer-
ence to Christ have already been listed above. By contrast, these difficul-
ties do not apply in the case of the burning process. First, there is nothing
curious in the description of the burning process as ‘the curse’.® Second,
the grammar of the phrase in question, which presupposes the hearers’
knowledge of what ‘the curse itself” refers to, is unproblematic if this
phrase refers back to the burning process that has just been mentioned. By
this means Milavec’s solution avoids having to appeal to a Pauline inter-
pretative key.

In aresponse to Milavec’s proposal Pardee raises two objections (1995:
174). First, she notes that

[T]he overall context of Did 16.5, specifically the use of ceabnoovra fol-
lowed by the preposition UTO, speaks against this theory, since elsewhere
ool and UTO together indicate a personal, most likely divine, agent. (In
the accompanying footnote she writes, ‘In all of the examples which I have
checked, 0603 + OO is only found with animate agents, i.¢., persons or
personified entities...”)

The fact that Pardee found, in the examples she checked, that the agents
of salvation were always animate and usually divine is not surprising,
since the act of saving generally requires animation. Further, the phrase
‘usually divine’ indicates that the texts Pardee consulted were primarily
religious, and in religious literature the agent of salvation is, of course,
most likely to be divine. What is at issue here is not whether 6c3{c + Um0
usually conforms to the pattern Pardee describes, but whether this con-
struction must indicate an animate saviour. To make this case Pardee has
to show that a different construction would have been used if salvation by
the ‘non-human’ burning process were intended. Pardee cannot meet this
requirement because no such construction exists.’

8. This issue is discussed more fully below.
9.  Perhaps surprisingly, Milavec (1995: 136) appears to accept Pardee’s observa-
tion as a potentially valid argument against his position.
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Pardee’s second objection is very much more substantial and revolves
around the semantic range of kaTabepatos and the likelihood that this
word would be used to describe the fiery test as conceived by Milavec.
There are some difficulties with Milavec’s view of the nature of the test. It
is necessary to consider his conception in greater detail before returning to
Pardee’s second objection.

Milavec understands the burning process of Did. 16.5 to be the fire of

final judgment. Thus he can say ‘The eschatological fire of the Didache
functions “to utterly destroy” («moAAupt being used as an emphatic form
of OAAupt) and only takes effect during the last days’ (1995: 137 n. 15). It
is because Milavec sees the ‘false prophets, world-deceiver, etc.” as all
utterly destroyed by this process that he is willing to argue (1995: 151-54)
against majority opinion (cf. section 2 in this chapter), that lines describ-
ing final judgment have not been lost from the end of Did. 16. This view
is also necessary to Milavec’s ultimate thesis that the Didache bears wit-
ness to the ancient roots of the doctrine of purgatory.

There are, however, considerable difficulties with the equation of the
burning process with the final judgment. For this judgment to fall before
the arrival of the Lord on the clouds (16.8) is, to say the least, surprising.
Milavec (1995: 151) attempts to address this problem by suggesting that

The final coming of the Lord in glory to gather the elect into the kingdom
(Did 16.8 supported by 9.4 and 10.5) needs to occur unimpeded by the
world-deceiver and his followers. Accordingly, the Didache envisions the
Lord’s judgment coming upon the earth, first, to break the power of the
world-deceiver and to destroy all hindrances to the kingdom.

Milavec’s understanding of events is not impossible, but the idea that the
Lord stands in the wings while some other agent executes the final judg-
ment so that he may come ‘unimpeded’ is not paralleled in any other
Jewish or Christian text.

Further, Milavec overstates the case when he reads amoAAup! as an
emphatic form of OMup1 meaning ‘to utterly destroy’. The phrase used to
describe those who succumb to the fiery text is ‘okavSaAiobncovtau
moAol kol amolouvtar’. 'ATohoUvTatl uses the middle voice of
amoMupt, which may also be translated as “lost’. This word for lost is
used to describe the sheep and son that are lost and then found in Lk. 15.4,
6,24 Tt also applies to sheep gone astray in Mt. 10.6; 15.24 and remnants
of bread in Jn 6.12. If amoMupt may be taken in this way then the pre-
ceding ‘okav8aAicbnoovTal’ may be read in the more usual sense of *shall
cause to stumble/lead into sin’, rather than Milavec’s somewhat strained
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‘will be entrapped’ (Milavec 1995: 137 n. 15). In all, the line ‘okavSohio-
Bricovtan woAhol kai aroholvTan” is most easily read as inferring that
the test causes some Christians!® to fall into sin and thus to be lost/
separated from the faithful flock. This is a process which precedes the
final judgment, it does not coincide with it.

These difficulties with Milavec’s view do not arise if, instead of assum-
ing that the purifying fire is that of the final judgment, the fire is seen as
representing persecution. As quoted above, Milavec himself notes: “The
term TUpwOts (burning process) is a derivative of TUp (fire) and is only
found once in the New Testament (1 Pet4:12)’. This unique recurrence of
TUpwots deserves close attention. 1 Pet. 4.12-13 reads:

Beloved, do not be surprised at the fiery ordeal (Tupcdast) that is taking
place among you to test (Tre1paoHOV) you, as though something strange were
happening to you. But rejoice insofar as you are sharing Christ’s sufferings,
so that you may also be glad and shout for joy when his glory is revealed.

Thus, the ‘burning process’ in this text is used to describe a time of perse-
cution (which ultimately leads to salvation) and not the final fire.

If mUpcoats is seen as a time of persecution prior to the final judgment,
then several details of the Didache’s apocalypse!! fall into place. First, the
flow from Did. 16.4 to 16.5 makes sense. Thus, the appearance of the
world-deceiver does not simply end in his being thrown into the fire
before the Lord has even arrived (16.8). Rather, the arrival of the world-
deceiver provides the means by which Christians will be subjected to a
purifying fire of persecution.'? In the course of this persecution some will
fall away and be lost from the community, but others will be proved true,
and thus will be saved to rejoice when Christ’s glory is revealed (cf. 1 Pet.
4.12-13). The curse by which the latter are saved, therefore, represents per-
secution at the hands of the world-deceiver. Thus, paradoxically, the agent
of their salvation is the persecution which reveals the persevering faith of
those who, thereby, are saved.

I return now to Pardee’s second objection to Milavec’s thesis. Pardee
contests that the semantic range of katafepotos is unlikely to stretch to
the burning fire of testing, as conceived by Milavec. This objection is justi-

10. Niederwimmer (1998: 221) notes: ‘The continuation (v.5b) shows that in fact it
is not the whole human creation that is in view, but only the Christians. Thus it is
probably the threat of persecution that is being presented here.’

11. The use of the term ‘apocalypse’ to describe Did. 16.3-6, 8-9 is one of conven-
ience. A more accurate description would be ‘eschatological discourse’.

12. Seen. 10, above.
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fied in that Milavec offers no explanation as to why ‘katafepaTos’ should
be used to describe the eschatological fire. The difficulties here are some-
what similar to those associated with calling Jesus ‘the curse’. First, there
are no other examples of such a designation, a point made by Pardee (1995:
174). Second, it is not immediately clear why ‘the curse’ should be chosen
as a suitable means of describing an act initiated by God for the ultimate
salvation of his faithful people.

If, on the other hand, the ‘burning process’ refers to a persecution of
Christians initiated by the world-deceiver, then ‘kataBepoaTos’ is an
entirely feasible means of describing this event. Pardee (1995: 174) notes:
‘when avabBepo can be translated as “curse” it is virtually always in the
sense of a pronouncement and not of its ramifications’. This observation
causes Pardee (1995: 175) to conclude: ‘It is...likely that the reference is
to Jesus as an “accursed person”’. By the same logic, however, the pro-
nouncement of cursed status could be directed at Jesus’ followers. If the
cursing of Christians was an element of the persecution anticipated by Did.
16.5, then the description of this event as ‘the curse’ (meaning ‘the reli-
gious anathema laid on us by others’)!? creates no difficulties.

The interpretation of ‘the curse that saves’ as a reference to testing
persecution, which ultimately reveals those who are worthy of salvation,
is supported by the presence of this idea in several other early Christian
eschatologies. For example: Mk 13.9-13a speaks of the various persecu-
tions prior to the End and then notes (in v. 13b): ‘But the one who endures
to the end shall be saved’; Lk. 21.19 and Mt. 10.22; 24.13 are parallel to
Mark’s text and express the identical idea; 2 Thess. 1.4-6 speaks of perse-
cutions and afflictions making Christians worthy of the kingdom of God;
1 Pet. 4.12-13, as already noted, speaks of purifying endurance under per-
secution as the precursor of glorification; Revelation’s constant theme is
that of salvation through steadfast endurance under religious persecution,
for example Rev. 2.10; 3.9-10; 6.9-10; 7.14-17; 12.11; 20.4; 21.7. Reve-
lation’s vision of the New Jerusalem where every katabepo will be no
longer is entirely consistent with the Didache, when Ko TabepaTos is un-
derstood as referring to religious persecution. In each of these cases, with
the exception of 1 Peter, there is an association between this persecution
and the coming of a figure parallel to the Didache’s ‘world-deceiver’ who
comes ‘as a son of God’ (Did. 16.5). In all three Synoptic Gospels, per-

13. As, for example, the Jews are said to do in Justin, Dial. 47.4.11. Evidence that
this experience is anticipated, or is already being experienced, may perhaps be found
in 1 Cor. 12.3.
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secution is mentioned in association with the coming of false Christs (Mt.
24.23-24; Mk 13.21-22; Lk. 21.8); in Mt. 24.15-16 and Mk 13.14-15
tribulation is closely associated with the appearance of the abomination of
desolation. An equivalent figure may also be found in Paul’s ‘man of
lawlessness’ (2 Thess. 2.3) and Revelation’s ‘beast who makes war on the
saints’ (Rev. 13.7).

In conclusion, the interpretation of the paradoxical idea ‘the curse that
saves’ as a reference to the world-deceiver’s testing persecution is here pre-
ferred to previously proposed alternatives for the following reasons. (1) The
extant text, ‘U aUTOU Tou kaTaBepaTos’, may be taken without specu-
lative amendment to ‘& oUToU Tou kaTabéuaTos’. (2) The grammar of
Did. 16.5 may be read in the most conventional way; namely, as referring
to ‘by the curse itself’, rather than ‘by him who is a curse’. (3) No appeal
to a very specific, external (and possibly anachronistic) Pauline interpre-
tative key is required. (4) If the very rare term ‘To kaTaBeua’ is inter-
preted as referring to persecution, then this use may be seen as consistent
with, rather than directly contradictory to, its use in Rev. 22.3. (5) This
solution does not necessitate the curious proposal that ‘the curse’ was
widely used by Christians as a reverent appellation for Christ. (6) The dual
effect of the purifying fire in Did. 16.5 (for both salvation and exclusion)
is taken into account. (7) The semantic range of ‘kaToBéuaTos’ is not
breached. (8) this interpretation causes Did. 16 to express the idea that
faithful endurance under anathematizing persecution leads to salvation;
this concept is consistent with eschatological expectation expressed in all
three Synoptic Gospels, 2 Thessalonians, 1 Peter and Revelation.

2. The Lost Ending of the Didache

Tuckett (1996: 99) observes that ‘it is universally agreed that the text at

the end of the Didache here is in some disarray and that some further text
> 14

has probably got lost’.

14. Scholars who perceive a lost ending include: Aldridge (1999); Audet (1958:
73-74); Rordorf and Tuilier (1978: 107, 199); Draper (1983: 326) and Wengst (1984:
20). Wengst is unusual in speculating as to the content of the final clause which he
proposes (p. 91) to be ‘amoSolvat EKGOTe KaTa THY TEAE alToU’, on the basis of
the longer and more complex parallel text in the Apostolic Constitutions (see Tuckett
1996: 99 n. 34). Aldridge (1999: 7) states (without naming the scholars concerned)
that ‘Some Didache editions and commentaries attempt to justify chapter 16’s ending
at the words “the clouds of heaven” (a truncation of Dan. 7:13) by presenting parallel
quotations which stop at the same words (such as Matt 26:64, Mk 14:62, or Justin
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Four observations suggest that the Jerusalem manuscript of the Didache
does not contain a complete version of chapter 16. First, the abrupt closure
at 16.8 is narratologically unsatisfactory. The difficulty lies in the
incomplete convergence of the two central characters: the world-deceiver
and the Lord. As the text stands, according to the above interpretation of
the curse that saves, the world-deceiver persecutes humanity in 16.5 and
then remains on stage. In 16.8 the dramatic arrival on the clouds brings
the Lord onto the same stage but with no apparent consequence for the
drama. The situation left by the abrupt ending of the Jerusalem manuscript
is that of two archetypal protagonists forever prevented from bringing
their meeting to a conclusion. '’

Second, a number of Christian eschatological narratives depict the
arrival of the Lord followed by a scene of judgment. Thus, in Mt. 25.31-
46 the Son of man comes in his glory and separates the sheep from the
goats, sending the latter to eternal punishment and the former to eternal
life. In 2 Thess. 2.3-11 Paul is explicit about the fate of the lawless one; he
is doomed to destruction (2.3) and will be destroyed by the Lord Jesus
(2.8). This specific judgment is also accompanied by the kind of general
judgment and salvation envisaged by Matthew (2 Thess. 2.12 and 13-14
respectively). Revelation provides a fuller account of a similar storyline.
In Rev. 19.11 the Messiah figure arrives from heaven, engages in battle
with and defeats the beast (19.19-21), and a scene of final judgment
ultimately ensues where all are either punished or rewarded according to
their deeds (20.11-15). Inasmuch as Did. 16 should be seen as parallel to
these texts, therefore it may be expected that the arrival of the Lord on the
clouds will be followed by, now lost, scenes of judgment and reward.

The particular format of the Jerusalem manuscript also suggests that its
scribe wished to indicate the absence of final lines from the text. This
point is made by Aldridge (1999: 2-4):

Martyr’s Dialogue with Trypho, 120)’. However, as Aldridge (1999: 7-8) points out,
the fact that Did. 16 is an eschatological text means that the parallels to be examined
should not be Jesus’ trial but the eschatological discourses such as Mt. 24.30. Milavec
(1995: 151-54) argues against the existence of a lost ending. His reasoning is, how-
ever, strongly influenced by his desire to see the test in 16.5 as the act of final judg-
ment. The weaknesses of this case have been considered in the immediately preceding
section.

15. Mk 13 offers no account of a direct conflict between the abomination of
desolation and the Son of man. As such this appears to present an example of another
occasion where ‘narratological expectation’ is violated. It is not within the scope of
this volume to explain this phenomena; however, I aim to do so in a further study.
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The Jerusalem manuscript contains seven early Christian writings (plus two
other short compositions), extending for 120 folia (240 pages) almost with-
out a break. Each new work begins on the next line following the end of the
previous work, with no intervening space, and is indicated only by a quadru-
punctum before the title and a great initial before the text proper... The
work’s single scribe, Leon, wrote in small, neat script, abbreviating heavily,
using all available space. .. There is no unused space in the Jerusalem manu-

script.

Except for in the Didache, that is, which ends in the middle of fol. 80b,
with the entire half-page being left blank — an extraordinary omission! ...
Leon also punctuates the end of the Didache with the lower point used to
terminate sentences (except at the end of a work), omitting the bipunctum
cum obelo which he normally uses in the manuscript to indicate the end of a
literary work. This point is of considerable importance since Leon was
highly conscious of properly formatting the various elements of a work and
there are no other such ‘errors’ in the photographed portions of the manu-
script. It is therefore probable that Leon knew his exemplar was defective

and left space accordingly.

The incomplete nature of the Jerusalem manuscript is further indicated
by the appearance of additional material, beyond 16.8, in texts that appear
to depend on Did. 16. The continuation of Did. 16 provided by the
Apostolic Constitutions Book VII (hereafter, Const.) is set out below.!®

Did. 16

Const. VI

163 Ev v 57 T 32.1 Ey vo ~— > 7
y . ~ Anfuver . 5 -

mAnfuvbnoovTot ol Weudompodrrat
kai ol ¢fopels . Tl ,
Akous Kol 1) &y din oTpodrioeTaty
16.4a AvEavovons yap TS

QMQ}LLQS., , ,

wonoougly  aAnAous

kat Siofouot kol Tapodwgouat.
16.4b kol TOTE QaVIOETN O
KQOWOTIAQYTIS €ds Uios Beol

KOl TTOINOE! OMUETX KAl TEPOTA,

xal 1 yn mopadobrosTal eis XElpas

oUTOU, Kot TOoE! GBI T, O
oudémoTe yéyovev EE aiddvos.

kot ol ¢pBopeis Tou Adyou,
. ; & o )
’ \ € 14
Aukous kol n ayamn - |
mAnBuvBeions yop Tis qvoulas,
YuyToETal 1) Y ATT TV TOAAGVY,
wwongovow yop aMnous
ol avbpeotot

ke S1dfouot kal Tpodwgoygt.

32.2 kol TOTe QAVNGETAL ©
KQOWOTAGYOS,

16. The Greek text is taken from Metzger (1987: 62, 64). The lettered verse
divisions are my own and are intended to assist the discussion in § 4, below.
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Did. 16

Const. VII

16.5 Tote nEei 1j kTioIS TAV
avBpw TV Els THY TUPWOIV TS
Soxipooias,

Ko okovdaAiobricovTal mohlol Kai

ATOAOUVTO,

ol 8¢ UTIoUEIVAVTES §V T TOTE!
aVTAY joouTal U o TOU TOU
ko ToBEpoToS.

16.6 Kol 161 dovrigetan Ta onpeia
Ths aAnbelas:

TPATOV QUEIOV EKTTETAOEWS

by olloaus

ﬂm_onuswvmns g@Amyyos,

KCXI TO TplTOV CXV(XGTG(HS VSKpQ)V

16.8 ToTE OeTan O KOOHOS TO
KUQLOV EPXOMEVOY

£ AV TV vedeADY Tou ovpavou

o s aAndeias exBpos, o Tou
\psﬁﬁous

‘ITpOOT(XTI’]S, ov o Kuplos Inoous
ows}\s\ Tco TVEUHQT TOU cTouaTos
aiTob & Six XEIAECOV AVON TGV

aoePn

Kai okavSaAiodricovtan moAAot ET
aUTe),

ol 8¢ UTTOUEIVAVTES £l TENOS, oUTOL
gwbnoovTal.

32.3 Kol ToTe davrosToy

TO Qnug"g Tou Yiol Tou avBpcitou
£V TG opavey,

gjm_ deovn oddmiyyos
gotau 8t apxayys)\ou KO PETOrXU
avaBmong TV KEKOUUTUEVCOV.

32.4a Ko 1o1g ni€et 0

Kupios kai mavres

Ol OY10l LET OUTOU EV CUCCEIONE
ETTOVE TQ) Ay PET ayyEAcwov
Suvdipecos oUToU

32.4b emi Bpovou Bacikeioas,

32.4c KATAKPIVAL TOV KOOUOTTAGVOV
SiaPolov

32.4d kol ATOSOUVOI EKXOTEY KATK
v mpa€iv avTol.

32.5a TOoTe ATeAcUOOVTOL Ot HEV
Trovnpol i aicdviov kGAaaty, ot 8¢
Sikaiol TopeEUGOVTAL

gts Loonv alcdviov,

32.5b KARPOVOLOUVTES EKEIVE,
32.5¢ & odpBaApos ouk £18ev

Kol ols OUK TKOUaEY

Kol i KapSiow avBpcdTou ouk
avePn, & nToipacev O Beos Tols
Yo aUTOV,

32.5d kol xopricovTal £V BoaciAeia
1ol 620U T £V XpioTR ' Incod.
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A longer ending was also apparently recorded in the Georgian version
of the Didache."” This translation is from Aldridge (1999: 7):

Then the world will see our Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of Man who is
[simultaneously] Son of God, coming on the clouds with power and great
glory in His holy righteousness to repay every man according to his works
before all mankind and before the angels. Amen.

Aldridge (1999: 8-10) draws attention to a third witness to a longer
ending of the Didache which has been largely overlooked. This text is the
De abrenuntiatione in baptismate (‘Baptismal Renunciation’, hereafter
Renunciation) of St Boniface. Aldridge (1999: 8-9) notes that this text is
‘an eighth century catechetical sermon of St Boniface, reminding new con-
erts of their baptismal vows in connection with the approaching Advent
season, and clearly based on the Didache.'® Renunciation opens with the
“way of death”, summarises the Didache’s middle chapters into a list
of Christian duties, and continues [with a scene of final judgment and
reward].”"

17. The Georgian version of the Didache, apparently written in the early nineteenth
century, was found and copied by Simon Pheikrishvili in 1923. It has subsequently
been lost and thus no verification of the text can take place. For this reason the value of
the text as a witness to the content of the ending of the Didache should not be given
any weight. However, the fact that the text appears to have had some continuation bey-
ond Did. 16.8 may be taken as evidence, however insignificant, of a continuation of
some kind in the original Didache.

18. Aldridge’s claim that Renunciation is “clearly based on the Didache’ requires
some expansion. The widespread nature of the Two Ways tradition means that it may
not automatically be assumed that Boniface derived his ‘way of death’ from the
original text of the Didache. However, there are a number of points of contact between
Renunciation and the Didache. First, they are both explicitly presented as pre-baptis-
mal catechesis. Second, they both preserve the negative form of the golden rule. Third,
they both include reference to the return of Christ/the Lord and the resurrection of the
dead. It is also striking that both Renunciation and Const. should combine this type of
material with almost identical visions of the final judgment and reward - despite the
lack of any other sign that Boniface had knowledge of Const. On balance, therefore,
Aldridge’s claim should perhaps be modified to the claim that Renunciation is ‘prob-
ably’, rather than ‘clearly’, based on the Didache.

19. Aldridge (1999: 8 n. 20) notes the various editions of this text: ‘Renunciation
comes from a manuscript in the Abbey of St Hilary in Melk, Austria (where it is
entitled Ammonitio sive praedictio sancti Bonifacii episcopi de abrenuntiatione in
baptismate) and is given in Bernhard Pez’ Thesaurus anecdotorum novissimus (1721—
29; vol. 4), Edmond Marténe’s Veterum scriptorum (1724-33), Martin Kropff”s Bibli-
otheca Mellicensis (1747), and J.-P. Migne’s Patrologia Latina (1844-55; vol. 89, col.
87, Sermon 15).’
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The striking similarities between the ending of Boniface’s Renunciation
and Const.’s version of the end of the Didache is highly unlikely to be the
product of Boniface’s dependence on Const. since none of that work’s
extensive additions to the rest of the text of the Didache also appear in
Boniface’s sermon.

In conclusion, the belief that the Didache originally extended beyond
16.8a is supported by narratological study, by comparison with some New
Testament eschatological storylines, by evidence from the punctuation and
layout of the Jerusalem manuscript, and by comparison of the Jerusalem
manuscript with the versions of Did. 16 preserved in Const., the Georgian
version and the Renunciation of Boniface. A detailed reconstruction of the
content of this lost ending is offered in section 4, below.

3. The Redactional Status of Didache 16.7

The attempted reconstruction of the closing lines of the Didache will be
assisted if the history of Did. 16.7 may first be established.

Niederwimmer (1998: 225 n. 27) observes that “Verse 7 is a gloss...
Verse 8 follows well after v.6.” Niederwimmer’s point is entirely justified.
In the absence of Did. 16.7 the eschatological discourse exhibits a well-
ordered narrative structure. Did. 16.3-5 consists of three paragraphs. The
first describes signs leading up to the arrival of the world-deceiver. The
second (introduced by ka1 ToTe) describes that arrival. The third (intro-
duced by TOTe) describes the critical consequence of that arrival. Corre-
spondingly 16.6 (introduced by ko TOTe) depicts signs leading up to the
arrival of the Lord, 16.8 (introduced by ToTe) depicts that arrival, and the
lost ending may be expected to show some consequence of that arrival.
The presence of the explanatory aside at Did. 16.7 disrupts this build-up to
the arrival of the Lord by focusing attention away from the signs that
precede his coming and onto the identity of his companions.

If, as discussed above, it is likely that the original text of the Didache
continued into a scene of judgment, then the superfluity of Did. 16.7 is
further emphasized. The addition of 16.7 creates a situation where the
only characters capable of appearing in the heavenly court are those who
have already been judged holy enough to enjoy resurrection. Without the
intervention of Did. 16.7, however, the fiow of expected story events is
entirely conventional. Thus, all the dead are raised at the coming of the
Lord (as, for example, in Rev. 20.11-15 and Mt. 25.31-46); they are then
judged by him and sent to their punishment or reward.

The possibility that the full version of Did. 16 would have made
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narrative sense without the inclusion of 16.7 provides a clue as to why this
verse may have been added in the extant shorter text. That is to say, once
the scene of final judgment is lost from the manuscript a difficulty in the
theology of the storyline appears. Without the insertion of 16.7 the short-
ened text could be taken as making no differentiation between the fate of
the just and the unjust, since all, according to 16.6, are apparently resur-
rected without discrimination. Did. 16.7 introduces a means of creating an
element of differentiation by stating that not all the dead will be raised,
but only the holy ones.

If it may be concluded that the inclusion of Did. 16.7 makes best sense
if the original ending of the Didache had already been lost, then this inter-
polation should be seen as separate from every other contribution to the
Didache and unique to one particular manuscript tradition, of which the
Jerusalem manuscript is a member.

4. A Reconstruction of the Lost Ending of the Didache

Textual reconstructions generally offer few solid results in return for the
considerable energies they consume. It is perhaps for this reason that few
scholars have attempted to reconstruct the lost ending of the Didache.*
This caution obscures the possibility, however, that there may be suffi-
cient evidence to allow a more thorough investigation of this question
than has thus far been considered.

As observed in section 2, above, there is good reason to suppose, froma
narratological point of view, that the missing text contained some mention
of a meeting between the world-deceiver and the Lord. In this section it
was also noted that a narrative pattern in some contemporary apocalypses
suggests that a scene of general judgment is likely to have followed the
arrival of the Lord.

In addition to these general expectations there is also evidence, of a
kind, for the ending of the Didache in Const. VI1.32.1-5. Tt is certainly the
case that Const. frequently adds to, and omits from, the text of the Didache,
as well as introducing assimilations to the text of the New Testament. How-
ever, the fact that the text of Const. does, as independently expected,
describe a meeting of the two protagonists and a scene of general judg-
ment suggests that this version of the ending bears some relation to the

20. As noted above, Wengst attempts a short conclusion on the basis of Const.
Aldridge (1999) attempts to show that Const.’s conclusion is at least approximately
correct.
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original. The precise nature of that relationship cannot always be estab-
lished, but certain clues do suggest that some parts of the Const. ending
are close to the original ending of the Didache.

A further element of external evidence for the origin of the Const. end-
ing is provided by the Renunciation of Boniface. Both the Renunciation
and Const. appear to depend upon the Didache,?' but Boniface shows no
knowledge of Const. It is significant, therefore, that these two texts agree
on two elements that might come from the proposed lost ending of the
Didache.

Const. *...and render to every one according to his deeds.

32.5 Then shall the wicked go away into everlasting punishment,
but the righteous shall enter life eternal,

inheriting those things which eye has not seen,

and ear has not heard,

and which has not arisen in the heart of man

those things which God has prepared for those who love him...”

Renunciation *... Believe in Christ’s coming, the resurrection of the flesh,
and the judgment of all men.

Evil men will be assigned to eternal fire

and righteous men to eternal life. ...

there the righteous shall shine like the sun,

since eye has not seen,

and ear has not heard,

nor has arisen in the heart of man

that which God has prepared for those that love him...’??

The agreement between Renunciation and Const. regarding a scene of
general judgment that leads to a separation of the evil and the righteous
(expressed in slightly different terms), with an identical, triadic descrip-
tion of the final reward of the just, is striking. This level of agreement sug-
gests that these elements have a viable claim to inclusion in a reconstruction
of the lost ending of the Didache.

The principal point that counts against this conclusion is, however, the
observation that Const. sometimes assimilates its text to New Testament
parallels, or simply incorporates New Testament material. It is possible
therefore that, despite the apparently independent agreement between Boni-
face and Const., these elements of Const. are dependent on close parallels

21. This dependence is more readily apparent in the case of Const. (see n. 18,
above).

22. Aldridge (1999: 8 n. 20) provides information about Boniface and bibliographi-
cal references to copies of the full Renunciation.
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in Mt. 16.27;25.46 and 1 Cor. 2.9. However, arguments against this possi-
bility may be made in each case.

4.1. The Immediate Continuation of Didache 16.8

Then the world shall see the Lord coming
upon the clouds of heaven and all his holy ones with him

Before venturing to analyse those parts of Const. that are supported by
Boniface’s Renunciation, it is necessary to consider the content of the line
immediately continuing from the end of Did. 16.8, as preserved in the
Jerusalem manuscript.

The interpolation at Did. 16.7 provides an initial indication that Did.
16.8 may originally have read, ‘TOTe OeTal O KOOUOS TO KUPLOV
EPXOUEVOV ETTAVM TQV VEDEAWV TOU OUPAVOU kal TAVTES Ol Gyiol
HeT auTor . It was suggested in section 3.3 that this interpolation served
to make good a theological deficiency in the truncated text. It is, of course,
possible that the interpolator gained inspiration for this move from Zech.
14.5, independent of any prompting from the Didache. However, it is also
possible that this quotation was seen as relevant to the case because it was
present in the Didache itself, in text beyond the extant 16.8 and just before
the damaged manuscript broke off. Thus, if this verse originally read:
‘Then the world shall see the Lord coming upon the clouds of heaven and
all his holy ones with him...’, then the interpolator of 16.7 may have cal-
culated that the ‘holy ones’ were with the Lord because it was they who
had been raised in the resurrection of 16.6. This provides a rationale for
the quotation inserted at 16.7, which ensures that the selective nature of
the resurrection is made explicit. The resulting text would then read:

...and third, resurrection of the dead — 16.7 not of all, however, but as it has
been said, ‘The Lord shall come and all his holy ones with him.” — 16.8 Then
the world shall see the Lord coming upon the clouds of heaven and all his
holy ones with him [original damage occurs after this point].

The closing repetition prompted, I propose, the cropping of the damaged
text so that it appears as we now know it in the Jerusalem manuscript.

The inclusion of a mention of accompanying ‘holy ones’ in the original
text of Did. 16.8 is also attractive because it provides an answer to a ques-
tion posed by the interpretation of Did. 16.5 offered above. Here it was
argued that the ‘testing fire’ of 16.5 referred to persecution at the hands of
the world-deceiver. If it may be assumed that such an ultimate persecution
would have resulted in death, then the question of what it means to be
‘saved’ in this context is raised. One possibility is that these faithful
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martyrs are ‘saved’, through death, to join the heavenly army of ‘holy
ones’ who accompany the Lord at his final coming. This possibility arises
because of the presence of a similar pattern of events in 1 Thessalonians
and Revelation. In 1 Thess. 4.14 Paul expresses his belief that God will
bring with him at his coming those who have died.

The parallel between the Didache and Revelation is particularly exten-
sive. Both feature an antichristian figure who claims divinity and who per-
secutes God’s holy ones:

Didache’s World-Deceiver Revelation’s Beast

* acts as son of God (16.4) + utters blasphemous words (13.5)
+ performs signs and wonders (16.4)  « signs performed by the second beast
deceive the inhabitants of the earth

(13.14)
» the earth is betrayed into his hands  + all the inhabitants of the earth
(16.4) worship it (13.8)
« performs ultimate blasphemies « utters blasphemies against God and
(16.4) his dwelling (13.6)
« creates testing fire of persecution » makes war on the holy ones and
(16.5) conquers (13.7)

The Christian response called for by both texts is also similar:

Didache Revelation
* but the one enduring in the faith + Here is a call for the endurance of
shall be saved (16.5) the holy ones, those who keep the

commandments of God and the faith
of Jesus (14.12; cf. also 2.10; 3.9-
10; 6.9-10; 7.14-17; 12.11; 20.4;
21.7)

Beyond this point the extant text of the Didache provides no further
information regarding the fate of those who remain faithful during the
world-deceiver’s persecution. Revelation, on the other hand, does describe
their progress. Thus, in Revelation, the martyrs who pass through the tribu-
lation are caught up to heaven after the pattern of their Lord (cf. 7.9-17).
There they gather to form an eschatological army on Mount Zion (Rev.
14.1-5; ¢f. 6.9-11). Then, at the last, they accompany the warrior Messiah
as he comes to earth for the final judgment of the beast and false prophet
(Rev. 19.14).2 If Revelation and Did. 16 may be seen as parallel expres-
sions of a similar eschatological scheme,?* then a mention of accompanying

23. For an attempt to expound this storyline in full see Garrow (1997).
24. That Revelation and the Didache belong to a similar stream of tradition is
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‘holy ones’ in the lost section of Did. 16.8 is consistent with a continu-
ation of this parallel.

More specific support for the originality of the line, ‘and all his holy
ones with him’, may be found in the version of Did. 16.8 recorded in
Const. 32 4a:

Did. 16.8 Then the world shall see the Lord coming upon the clouds
of heaven...

Const. 32.4a  And then shall come the Lord, and all his holy ones with
him, with great concussion upon the clouds, with the angels
of this power.

A comparison of these two texts shows that, for some reason, the Con-
stitutionist chose to change the word order of his original source. A motive
for such a change may be proposed if the original text read, ‘Then the
world shall see the Lord, coming on the clouds of heaven and all his holy
ones with him’. This line invites an interpretation, since the precise iden-
tity of the ‘holy ones’ is unclear (especially given the omission of the fiery
testing in Const.’s version of Did. 16.5). The Constitutionist appears to
offer an interpretation of the ‘holy ones’ by presenting the event of the
Lord’s coming in two parallel versions.

The first line is thus reordered by removing the reference to the Lord’s
coming ‘on the clouds’. An image of an arrival on the clouds is then used
to open the next line. This arrival is unlikely to refer to the following
angels because angels are never described as travelling on the clouds in
the biblical texts; this is a divine mode.?* This means that the re-use of the
phrase ‘on the clouds’ effectively redescribes the arrival of the Lord so
that, ‘with great concussion upon the clouds’ serves as a restatement of
‘And then shall come the Lord’. The two halves of Const. 32.4a may thus
be seen as two descriptions of the same event:

ko TOTE RiEEL 0 KUPIOS.cvvveeiiieiiiiin. KO TTAVTES Ol Oy1Ot HET oUTOU
£V GUGOEIGHE) ETTOVG TV VEGEAGY ........ HeT ayyEAwv Suvduews oiTou.

suggested by Barr (1986: 253-55). The links between the broader Johannine tradition,
in the shape of John’s Gospel, and the Didache are considered, albeit briefly, in J. Betz
(1996: 255-56).

25. Dan. 7.13 could be interpreted otherwise; however, even here the rider is not
angelic. God is described as coming or riding on the clouds in: Exod. 19.9; 2 Sam.
22.10; Pss. 18.9-12; 68.4; 104.3; Ezek. 1.4; Nah. 1.3. Cloud is theophanic in: Exod.
13.21; 1 Kgs 8.10 and Ezek. 10.4.
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If the same event is described in both lines, then the ‘holy ones” who
accompany the Lord in the first line are apparently interpreted, by the
Constitutionist, as angels in the second.

The fact that Const. preserves a reference to ‘holy ones’ even though
these figures are immediately interpreted as angels, suggests that a
reference to ‘holy ones’ was present in its source. This is the case simply
because it is unlikely that the Constitutionist would have introduced ambi-
guous characters such as ‘holy ones’ only to have to immediately clarify
their identity.

The original status of ‘and all his holy ones with him’ is supported by
one further detail. The phrase, ‘coming upon the clouds of heaven’ in Did.
16.8 alludes to Dan. 7.13. It is surprising, therefore, that the one who is
seen so coming is neither Daniel’s ‘one like a son of man’, nor even the
evangelist’s ‘Son of man’, but rather, ‘the Lord’. It is possible that the
Didachist simply changed ‘Son of man’ to ‘Lord’ for some unknowable
reason; however, another explanation is suggested if the original text con-
tained a reference to accompanying ‘holy ones’. In this circumstance Did.
16.8 may be seen as owing a debt to both Dan. 7.13 and Zech. 14.5 (LXX).
If the Didachist sought to combine these two established visions of the
coming Judge/King, then the Didache’s use of kUp10s, rather than cds
vlos avBpcatov, is explicable:

Zech. 145 Dan. 7.13
Kot nEet kupios o Beos pov, ... £l TCOV VEGEACOY TOU ovpavoy
Kol TIQVTES Ol Qylol UET QuTol s vios avlpaatou 7joxeTo,

Did. 16.8 TOTe OPeTat O KOOHOS
TOV KURIOV E0XCLEVOV ETAVes TCOV VEPeACSY ToU ovpavor,

In summary, a reconstruction of Did. 16.8 which includes the words,
‘...Kal TOVTES Ol Oy10l UET aUTOU’, serves to explain two features of
the Jerusalem manuscript. First, it provides a rationale for the wording of
the interpolation at Did. 16.7. Second, it provides an explanation for the
use of kUp10s rather than s vlos avBpcdTou, in the Didache’s version
of Dan. 7.13. This reconstruction also provides a reason for the Constitu-
tionist’s rearrangement of Did. 16.8 in the composition of Const. 32.4a.
Finally, this version of Did. 16.8 explains the fate of the faithful ones of
Did. 16.5, and thereby conforms to the pattern of eschatological expecta-
tion expressed in 1 Thessalonians, and more specifically, in Revelation.
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4.2. The Authenticity of Const. 32.5a

Then shall go away the evil into eternal punishment
but the righteous shall enter into life eternal

Having made an assessment of the likely continuation of Did. 16.8 it is
possible to return to the question of how much of Const. 32 derives
directly from the original text of the Didache. It was noted above that
although there is apparently independent agreement between Boniface and
Const. with regard to the Didache’s final lines, it is possible that these
elements of the Const. are in fact assimilations to close parallels in Mt.
16.27;25.46 and 1 Cor. 2.9. This section focuses on this issue with respect
to the relationship between Const. 32.5a, Did. 16 and Mt. 25.46.

A comparison of Const. 32.5a and Mt. 25.46 shows that, while the
vocabulary is almost identical, the word order reversals in Const. create a
poetic balance between the two parallel lines, while Matthew’s version is
more straightforward.

Const. 32.5a
TOoTe  QmeAsUgOVTOL O HEV Tovmpol  £lS  oicdviov  KOAGG,
ol 8¢ Sikatol TopEvYooVTaL gls  Coomy oicovio,
Mt. 25.46
Kol ameledoovTal  ouTol gls  KOAGOW  aiciviov,

ot 8¢ Sikatot gls Loy aicdviov

If Const. 32.5a were dependent on Mt. 25.46, then why was Matthew’s
straightforward wording not simply copied? It is unlikely that the Consti-
tutionist altered Matthew’s word order to suit a preference for this more
elaborate style, since the Constitutionist chose not to preserve a similar
parallelism while copying Did. 16.3b.

Did. 16.3b
Ko oTpadhoovTal  To TPoRaTa gis  Adkous
ke 1 aydam oTpadroeTal  &ls  Hicos:
Const. 32.1
Kot oTpadnoovTal  T& mPOPaTa gls  AUkous
Ka 1 &yoT gls  pioos”

If the Constitutionist is unlikely to have created the pattern of wording in
32.5a, and if this pattern is not derived from Mt. 25.46, then the possibility
remains that these words were taken, in this order, from the original end-
ing of the Didache. This possibility is made stronger by the presence of a
similarly arranged pair of parallel lines earlier in the Didache’s closing
apocalypse, in 16.3b. It is probable, therefore, that rather than borrowing
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from Mt. 25.46, Const. 32.5a preserves wording from the lost ending of
the Didache.

4.3. The Authenticity of Const. 32.5¢

which eye has not seen,

and ear has not heard,

and which has not arisen in the heart of man,

Those things which God has prepared for those who love him.

Despite the close support for this reading provided by Boniface’s Renun-
ciation the exact parallel to these lines in 1 Cor. 2.9 presents the possi-
bility that Const. is not here dependent upon the Didache, but has instead
incorporated Paul’s quotation as a conclusion to the apocalypse. The fol-
lowing section assesses the case for the originality of these lines to the
Didache, before considering the alternative possibility that they were
taken from 1 Cor. 2.9.

To make a case for the originality of the lines recorded in Const. 32.5¢
it must be shown that they are of a piece with the compositional method
used in the creation of the rest of the Didache’s apocalypse. This process
has two stages. First, it is necessary to consider whether the lines pre-
served in Const. 32.5¢ are likely to be reworking of Isa. 64.4. Second, if
they do appear to be such a reworking, then it will be possible to assess
whether the pattern of redaction is consistent with the compositional
method exhibited in the rest of the apocalypse.

The possibility that the lines preserved in Const. 32.5¢ are a reworking
of Isa. 64.4 is initially suggested by similarities of wording:

Isa. 64.4

ATTO TOU C1EIVOS

oUK TikoUaOIEY

oudt oi odpBorApoi UV Eidov

Beov ANV coU Kol T Epya 0ou & TOIT|OELS TOIS UTTOHEVOUGHY EAEOV

Const. 32.5¢

& OpBarAuos ouk €1dev

KOl 00§ OUK NKOUGEY

kot T kapSiaw avbpcamou ok aveRn,

& 1) Toipacev 0 Beos TOls ayamAGIV aUTOV

However, to conclude that Const. 32.5¢ feasibly represents a direct re-
working of Isa. 64.4 it is necessary to show that the Didachist was willing
to rework Old Testament texts, and was likely to have sought to rework
Isa. 64.4.
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The first of these two tests is satisfied inasmuch as the Didachist was
evidently willing to allude to Dan. 7.13 in Did. 16.8a. In section 4.1, above,
it was further argued that Did. 16.8 contains a conflation of Dan. 7.13 with
Zech. 14.5.

Given that the Didachist was willing to rework Old Testament material,
then it remains to ask why Isa. 64.4 might have caught the author’s atten-
tion. This question may be answered by considering why Dan. 7.13 and
Zech. 14.5 were chosen as suitable resources. These two passages are
notable in that they can be taken (with some reworking in the case of Dan.
7.13) as descriptions of the personal in-breaking of God from heaven.
This event is the subject of Did. 16.8, and so it is not surprising that
relevant Old Testament texts should have been referred to in the
construction of this verse. Isa. 64.4 is also relevant to this subject because
it occurs in the context of the prophet’s appeal to God to ‘open the heav-
ens and come down’ (64.1a), display his power (64.1b-2a) and consume
his enemies (64.2b-3).

Two factors therefore suggest that the lines preserved in Const. 32.5¢
are a reworking of Isa. 64.4. First, the texts exhibit parallel images of
neither seeing nor hearing something to do with God, and of benefiting
from his actions towards those who love him/wait for him. Second, Isa.
64.4 occurs in the context of a description of God’s personal in-breaking
to earth from heaven which, alongside other Old Testament texts similarly
used, may be seen as a suitable resource for the Didachist’s portrayal of
this event.

If the lines preserved in Const. 32.5¢ may be credibly understood as a
direct reworking of Isa. 64.4, then it is possible to ask whether the adapta-
tions made show signs of being original to the Didache’s apocalypse.

There are three important differences between Isa. 64.4 and the lines
preserved in Const. 32.5¢: a reversal of references to not seeing or hear-
ing, so that seeing comes first; the addition of a line about what has not
arisen in the heart of man, to make a set of three senses that are surpassed
by God’s action; a change in the beneficiaries of God’s action from ‘those
who wait for his mercy’ to ‘those who love him’. These changes are con-
sistent with the type of alternations made to Old Testament sources in the
creation of Did. 16.8.

As noted above, the image of the Lord who comes on the clouds accom-
panied by his holy ones is created by the combination and re-ordering of
the LXX of Zech. 14.5 and Dan. 7.13:
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Zech. 14.5 Dan. 7.13
Kai nEet kiglog o Beos pov, ... ETT1 TV VegeAasv ToU oupavouy
JTOU s ulos avBpcdTou joxYeTo,
Did. 16.8 ToTe OPeTal O KOOHOS
TOV KURIOV E0XOUEVOV ETTAVG TCOV VEPEALY ToU oupavou,
> A, St
By inserting ‘TOTe O Tat 0 koopos” and repositioning the verb after
the subject the Didachist creates an oppositional parallel between ‘and then
shall appear the world-deceiver as a son of God’ (16.4b) and ‘then shall
see the world the Lord’ (16.8):%

164bkal  TOTe  QoavAcETAl O KOOHOTAGVNS, s uios Beol
16.8 TOTE  OfeTan 0 KOOHOS TOV KUpIOV

This treatment, in Did. 16.8, of Dan. 7.13 and Zech. 14.5 illustrates the
Didachist’s willingness to conform Old Testament texts to a particular
structural agenda, in this case one which sets up an oppositional parallel
between the world-deceiver and the Lord.

A similar redactional formula may be seen in the lines preserved by
Const. 32.5¢. Thus, the reversal of the references to hearing and sight, in
Isa. 64.4, creates a parallel to the ordering of the first two signs of truth
(Did. 16.6):

a sign which may be seen (the sign of extension in heaven)
is followed by a sign that may be heard (the sign of the trumpet).

The relationship between the reordered and augmented text of Isa. 64.4
and the three signs of truth in Did. 16.6 goes beyond the parallel ordering
of sight and hearing. The addition of a reference to ‘in the heart of man
has not arisen’, in the text preserved in Const. 32.5c¢, creates a group of
three entities:

TTPCITOV ONUEIOV EKTTETROES €V see & ddBaApos ouk £18ev
oupave,

glTa onpeiov ¢peovils oaAmyyos  hear KOl OUS OUK TIKOUGEV

Kal TO TPITOV QUACTOOIS imagine/ kol emi kopSiav avbpcatou
VEKPLOV hope ouk Gvepn,

The first two signs may be relatively easily paired with sense responses
that are surpassed by the future inheritance. Thus, the first sign can be

26. As will be shown in § 4.8, these patterns of opposition are an important struc-
tural characteristic of the Didache’s apocalypse.
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seen; the new order that these signs precede contains that which cannot be
seen. The second sign can be heard; that which it announces is beyond
hearing. The third sign is of a different order. What ‘sense’ is fired by the
sign of the resurrection of the dead? Resurrection is the greatest hope con-
ceivable by the human mind, or to put it in Hebraic idiom, the greatest
hope that has arisen in the heart of man. If the first two dimensions of the
future inheritance go beyond what can be seen or heard, the third goes
beyond what humans have ever imagined or hoped for, even resurrection.
Thus, a pattern of ‘see, hear, imagine” is created out of Isa. 64.4 (in Const.
32.5¢’s version of the end of Did. 16) which reflects the ‘see, hear, imag-
ine’ pattern in Did. 16.6.

It may observed at this stage, therefore, that the treatment of Isa. 64.4
found in Const. 32.5c¢ is similar to the treatment of Dan. 7.13 and Zech.
14.5 in Did. 16.8; both have been reordered and augmented and thus fit a
structural pattern within the Didache’s apocalypse. This suggests that the
version of Isa. 64.4, preserved in Const. 32.5¢, was created by the same
author who also wrote Did. 16.6 and 16.8.

A further alteration to Isa. 64.4 preserved in Const. 32.5¢ is also sug-
gestive of the original hand of the Didachist. This change occurs in the
final lines of the passages in question:

Isa. 64.4: Bcov TANY 00U Kol TO EPY Ol COU & TIOITOELS TOLS UTTOHEVOUGIY EAEOV
Const. 32.5¢: O ITOIHOGEY O BEOS w....eoeeeeeeereeeerrerreennn TOls AY UGV aUTSY.

The replacement of ‘“Tols UTOUEVOUGIY’ with ‘TOIS ayam@ow’ is
explicable when it is noted that in Did. 16.5 ol UmopeivavTes refers
specifically to those who persevere in their faith during the persecution
initiated by the world-deceiver. The retention of Totg uTTopEvouctv in the
Didache’s version of Isa. 64.4 could, therefore, lead to the impression that
only those who die in the course of persecution can inherit the final bless-
ing. If, however, as Const. 32.5a suggests, the more general category of
‘the righteous’ will receive the final inheritance, then a change to another
term is necessary. The phrase ‘those who love him’ is a particularly apt
description of the righteous in this context, since ‘TTp&Tov ayaTmoels
Tov Beov Tov ooV TG ¢’ stands at the head of the Didache’s presen-
tation of the Law that leads to righteousness (Did. 1.2).

On the basis of the above evidence, therefore, it may be concluded that
the version of Isa. 64.4 preserved in Const. 32.5¢ shows signs of having
been selected, re-ordered and augmented by the author who also wrote
Did. 16.3-6, 8. That is to say, at this stage in the discussion, Const. 32.5¢
appears to credibly preserve original wording from a putative Did. 16.9.
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This supposition is not complete, however, because a further factor must
be discussed; namely, the relationship between Const. 32.5¢c and 1 Cor. 2.9.

The version of Isa. 64.4 found in Const. 32.5¢ is identical to a quotation,
presented by Paul as Scripture, in 1 Cor. 2.9. The standard explanation for
this is that, rather than taking these lines from the full text of the Didache,
the Constitutionist used 1 Cor. 2.9 to complete the Didache’s eschatological
chapter.?” This view requires, however, that, centuries after Did. 16 was
written, the Constitutionist succeeded in adding a quotation from a Pauline
discussion of wisdom which happened to neatly complete the Didache’s
apocalypse. It should be noted that it is the Didache’s apocalypse which is
neatly completed by this addition (cf. section 4.8, below) and not the
Constitutionist’s paraphrase of that text.?® The completion brought about
was not only at the level of the balanced structure of the text, but also in
terms of completing the Didache’s extended debt to Isa. 64.1-4. Thus, with
the addition of Const. 32.5a, ¢, the Didache’s apocalypse follows [saiah’s
event line in its vision of the God who breaks into earth from heaven (Did.
16.8/1sa. 64.1a), displays his power (Did. 16.8/Isa. 64.1b-2a), judges his
enemies (Const. 32.5a/Isa. 64.2b-3) and surpassingly rewards those who
persevere in faithfulness (Const. 32.5¢/Isa. 64.4).

In conclusion, Boniface’s witness to the authenticity of the final lines of
the Didache preserved in Const. 32.5¢ is supported by a common willing-
ness, in both Did. 16.8 and Const. 32.5c¢, to re-order and augment Old Tes-
tament sources so as to conform them to the structural patterns of this short
apocalypse. For such structural unity to result from the paraphrasing activ-
ity of a fourth-century writer requires an extraordinary coincidence. It is
preferable, therefore, to suppose that Const. 32.5¢ faithfully records the
redaction of Isa. 64.4 with which the Didache’s apocalypse originally con-
cluded.

4.4. The Likely Authenticity of Const. 32.4d
and to reward each according to his deeds

The final element of the Const. version of the Didache’s ending that
receives support from Boniface’s Renunciation is the reference to the
Lord’s rewarding each according to their deeds. Boniface’s version is

27. The possibility that Paul’s curious version of Isa. 64.4 is the result of his
quotation of Did. 16.9 is considered in n. 2 at the close of the excursus in Chapter 13.

28. See § 2, above for the text of Const. 32. Here it may be seen that the Consti-
tutionist’s uneven additions to, and omissions from, Did. 16 are not concerned with
preserving the passage’s carefully balanced structure.



56 The Gospel of Matthew's Dependence on the Didache

limited to ‘the judgment of all men’ and so provides evidence for a line of
this type, but not necessarily one exactly as preserved in Const. 32.4d.

Additional evidence for the likely authenticity of a line of this type may
be found in Did. 16.2, which warns that the whole time of a person’s faith
will be of no profit unless they are ‘perfected’ in the final hour. This
implies that the ‘perfection’ or otherwise with which they have kept the
community’s halakah will be assessed at some final test.

The structure of the extant part of the Didache apocalypse is also sup-
portive of the existence of such a line inasmuch as the pattern of a divid-
ing test, followed by two consequences of that division, is mirrored in the
presentation of the world-deceiver’s persecution of humanity:

Did. 16.5: The world-deceiver’s test of humanity

DIVIDING TEST:

Then human creation shall pass into the fire of testing
CONSEQUENCE FOR THE EVIL:

and many will be caused to stumble and shall be lost
CONSEQUENCE FOR THE RIGHTEOUS:

but those who persevere in their faith shall be saved by the curse itself.

Const. 32.4¢c-5a/(Did. 16.8-97): The Lord’s test of humanity
DIVIDING TEST:

to judge the world-deceiver and to reward each according to his deeds
CONSEQUENCE FOR THE EVIL:

Then shall go away the evil into eternal punishment
CONSEQUENCE FOR THE RIGHTEOUS:

but the righteous shall enter into life eternal.

There is a very close parallel between Const. 32.4d, ‘kai acmoSouvait
EKOOTO kaTo TNV TPGEIv aTou’, and Mt. 16.27, kot TOTE &MoSeicE!
EKOOTE KaTax TNV TPGEIv aitou’. This invites the possibility that Const.
has assimilated a similar line in its original source to this text from the
gospel. This question will be discussed further in Chapter 13, section 2.3.
For the time being it may simply be observed that a line recording judg-
ment according to actions is likely to have been part of the original ending
of the Didache’s apocalypse.

4.5. The Partial Authenticity of Const. 32.5¢

To judge the world-deceiving devil

The flow of the narrative within Did. 16.3-8a suggests, as assessed in sec-
tion 2, above, that a reference to a conflict between the Lord and the world-
deceiver is very likely to have formed part of the original text of the
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Didache. However, given that this character is portrayed as a human
persecutor in Did. 16.4-5, it may be supposed that the original ending
described the judgment of the world-deceiver (cf. 16.4b) and not of the
world-deceiving devil.

The extreme rarity of the term koopomTAavris, which occurs only here
in the New Testament and early Christian literature, means that assimila-
tion to another text is not a likely explanation for the presence of this line
in the text of the Const.

4.6. An Interim Summary of the Process of Reconstruction

By inserting the start of Did. 16.8 into the reading provided by Const., and
removing the interpretative additions concerning the holy ones and the
world-deceiver, an interim reconstruction of the original ending of the
Didache may be presented. Underlining denotes where arguments for the
authenticity of a particular line, if not always its exact wording, have been
discussed.

¢mi Bpovou BootAelas,

2/ () Eﬂ [ Ny

KANPOVOLOUVTES EKEIVA,

e/vaz\ 5

xai xopricovtat £v BactAeiq Tou Beol TG ev XproTad ' Inood.
4.7. The Status of the Three Remaining Lines:

1. emi Bpovou Pacidelas,
2. KANPOVONOUVTES Ekelva,
3. kil xaproovTal gv BactAeta Tou Beol T v Xp1oTed ' Inoou.

The phrase ‘€mi Bpovou BaciAeias’ is likely to be original if the
reconstruction of the immediately preceding line is correct. This is the
case because its inclusion overcomes a potential ambiguity as to whether
it is the Lord or the holy ones who judge of the world-deceiver. Additional
support for this view may be found in the absence of the particular descrip-
tion of the Lord’s throne as ‘Baon)\sias’ in any New Testament text,
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despite the appearance of a throne, otherwise described, prior to judgment
in both Matthew’s Gospel and Revelation. A final point in favour of the
authenticity of this line is the assistance it gives to the creation of a fuller
oppositional parallel to the appearance of the world-deceiver in Did.
16.4b. Thus, the appearance of the world-deceiver as a son of God is fol-
lowed by three badges of his power: sign and wonders, the handing over
of the world into his hands, and the doing of godless things. In opposition
to this the son of man figure (implicit in the reference to Dan. 7.13) comes
as the Lord with three badges of his power: he rides on the clouds, is
accompanied by an army, and is seated on a throne. Without the reference
to a throne the power of the Lord in opposition to the world-deceiver
would not be so clearly expressed. It is likely, therefore, that this line was
also taken by the Constitutionist from the original ending of the Didache.

The linking phrase, ‘kAnpovououvTes ekgiva’, has a good claim to au-
thenticity for purely practical reasons. Without some form of connection
between ‘ol 8¢ Sikalol TopeUcovTal gls Leony aicdviov’, and ‘o odBaA-
HOs ouk £18ev’ the sentence would not make sense. It is not possible to
depend upon the exact wording of this link because Const. is capable of
retaining the sense of the original while changing its precise vocabulary.
That said, the presence of a connective phrase of this kind is highly likely.

The last line of the eschatological story, ‘kai xaprioovTtat v BoaaiAeln
Tou Beou TN v XploTaed ' Inool’, is unlikely to have closed the original
text of the Didache. First, it is not attested by Boniface’s Renunciation.
Second, the addition of superfluous lines using references to Xp1oTe
"Inoou is consistent with the style of the Constitutionist. For example, a
similar addition is made to the end of the Didache’s ‘way of life’. The origi-
nal (Did. 4.14) reads, ‘Autn eoTiv 1) 0805 Ths (eons’. The Constitution-
ist’s paraphrase, in Book VII chapter 17, presents this line as, ‘AuTn eoTiv
1 080s Tis Leofs —Tis YEvolTo EvTos Uuds eupebrvar S1&” Ingou Xpto-
Tou Tou Kupiou nuav’.

In the reconstruction of the Didache’s apocalypse, therefore, the Consti-
tutionist’s reference to the Lord coming ‘¢mi Bpovou Bacikelas’, is
retained, as is the linking line, ‘kAnjpovopoUvTes ekelva’. However, ‘Kot
xapricovTat év PactAeia Tou Beol T4 ev Xp1oTad ' Inoot’ is removed.

The full text of the Didache’s eschatological discourse, with the ending
reconstructed above, is as follows:
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16.3 "Ev yop Tdls eoxaTais nuépats

mAnbuvBnoovtat ol YeuSompodrTan kat ot dlopels,
kol oTpadnoovTal TX TEORATA gis AUkous

Kol ) Gy ATT CTPOPROETAY Eis HICOS

16.4a AUEavouons yap Ths Gvoplas,

pionoouctv cAAAous kot SicdEouct kai Tapadwoouat.

16.4b kol TOTE OVRGETAN O KOGHOTAGVAS s UIos Beol
Kol TTOINOE! OTUEID KO TEPOTA,

kol ) YN mopadobioeTal els xelpas auTou,

kol TToinoel abepiTa, o oUSEmoTE yEyovev € aiddvos.

16.5 Tote nget 1 kTiols TV avBpdTwY €ls TV TUPWOIV ThS
Sokiuaoias, kat okavSohiobroovTat ToAAol Kai GToAoUYTAl,

ol 8t UTTOUEIVAVTES €V TT] THOTEl oUTAY oabricovTon VT aTou Tou
KOTOHBEHOTOS.

16.6 Kol T6Te pavnosTan T onugia Ths aAnbeios
TPITOV CUEIOV EKTETOOEWS £V OUPOVCY,

g1Ta onuEiov peovis GaATIYYOS,

KOl TO TPITOV QUGOTOOLS VEKPIV*

16.8 ToTe OYeTaL O KOGHOS TO KUPLOV

EPXOHEVOV ETTOVL TAV vePeAGDY ToU oupavoy,

[Kol TAVTES Ol QY101 HET QUTOU,

¢mi Bpovou BaotAelas

KOTOKPIVOL TOV KOOUOTAGUOV Kol &moSolvat EKAOTG) KATX TNV
mpagiv auTou.

16.9 T6TE &meAeUoOVTAI OF HEV TTOVTPOI ElS GLGIVIOV KOAGGY,
ot 8¢ Sixaiol TopeuoovTal £is fony aicdviov,
KAT|POVOLOUVTES EKEIVA,

& opBaAuos ouk £18ev

Kol olis OUK HKOUGEY

kai et kopSlav avBpadTou ouk avePn,

& fToiucosy o Be0s TOIS AYA TRV GUTOV. ]

4.8. A Structural Evaluation of the Reconstruction
The above process of reconstruction has been like piecing together a bro-
ken part of a pottery vase. Each small fragment has been examined indi-
vidually until a collection of ‘original’ elements has been gathered. An
important test of this type of exercise, however, is the overall result that is
created. That is to say, does the addition of the reconstructed part create a
completed item that functions successfully as a whole?

The addition of Did. 16.8b-9 fulfils this requirement inasmuch as the
resulting eschatological discourse is one that not only contains a completed
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narrative, but also carries that narrative within a simple and elegantly struc-
tured whole.

The discourse has six units which, with the exception of the introduc-
tory unit, are introduced by a TOTe or kai TOTe. Each unit, with the excep-
tion of 16.8, is devoted to one subject:

16.3-4a Events presaging the coming of the world-deceiver

16.4b  The arrival of the world-deceiver

16.5 The occurrence and consequences of the deceiver’s persecution
16.6 Events presaging the coming of the Lord

16.8 The arrival of the Lord and the occurrence of judgment

16.9 The consequences of the Lord’s judgment

These six units fall into two groups of three. The first group of three is
concerned with the world-deceiver; the second group, by contrast, with
the Lord. This division bisects the full discourse into two halves of 89 and
90 words each.

Within these two groups, three types of event are set in oppositional
parallel: the build-up to the arrival of each of the two central characters;
the arrival of that central character; the testing consequences for the hearers
of that arrival:¥

BUILD-UP TO ARRIVAL OF WORLD-DECEIVER:
16.3 In the last days shall be multiplied false prophets and corruptors
and shall turn ~ the sheep into wolves
and love shall turn into hate
16.4a For with the increase of lawlessness they will
hate one another
and persecute
and betray.

BUILD-UP TO THE ARRIVAL OF THE LORD:
16.6 And then shall appear the signs of truth
first the sign of extension in heaven
next the sign of the trumpet call
and third the resurrection of the dead.

29. Cf. the observation made in § 4.4, above. Because structural considerations
were taken into account in the evaluation of the lost ending of the Didache, there is an
apparent circularity in observing the same structural balance at this stage of the discus-
sion. However, it is not the case that any element of the lost ending was created on the
grounds that a structural parallel with the extant text could thereby be achieved. Rather,
it was simply noted that the lines preserved in Const. 32.4-5 already exhibited such
parallels.
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ARRIVAL OF THE WORLD-DECEIVER:
16.4b And then shall appear the world-deceiver as a son of God
and he will do signs and wonders
and the earth shall be betrayed into his hands
and he will do godless things which have never been since the begin-
ning of the age.

ARRIVAL OF THE LORD:

16.8 Then the world shall see the Lord coming
upon the clouds,
and all his holy ones with him,
on the throne of his kingdom,

WORLD-DECEIVER’S TEST OF HUMANITY:
16.5 Then human creation shall pass into the fire of testing
and many shall be caused to stumble and be lost
but those who persevere in their faith shall be saved by the curse
itself.

LORD’S TEST OF HUMANITY:
to judge the world deceiver and to reward each according to his

deeds.
16.9 Then shall go away  the evil into eternal punishment
but the righteous shall enter  into life eternal

inheriting those things

which eye has not seen

and ear has not heard

and which has not arisen in the heart of man.

Those things which God has prepared for those who love him.

This ABC/A'B'C' pattern serves to set up an oppositional parallel
between the world-deceiver and the Lord.

Alongside this structural pattern there is also a concentric ABC/C'B'A’
scheme that focuses around the moment of choice faced by the hearers
(16.5) with respect to their willingness to participate in the transition from
a state of evil to a state of good.

The ‘before’ and ‘after’ pictures presented in the slightly longer units
one and six are set in opposition to one another, so that the transforma-
tions from good to bad (unit one) are reversed into transformations from
bad to surpassingly good (unit six). There are also structural parallels
between these two units: each contains a open/closing line, a crossover
pair (cf. section 4.2, above), a linking line, and a triad of consequences.
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UNIT ONE - A
16.3 In the last days shall be multiplied false prophets and corruptors
(open line)

and shall turn  the sheep into wolves (crossover pair)
and love shall turn into hate

16.4a For with the increase of lawlessness they will, (link line)
1. hate

2. and persecute
3. and betray one another.

UNIT SIX - A’
16.9 Then
shall go away theevil  into eternal punishment (crossover pair)
but the righteous shall enter into life eternal
inheriting those things (link line)
1. which eye has not seen
2. and ear has not heard
3. and which has not arisen in the heart of man
Those things which God has prepared for those who love him.
(close line)

As noted above, B and B' oppose the world-deceiver and the Lord.

UNIT TWO-B
16.4b And then shall appear the world-deceiver as a son of God
and he shall do signs and wonders
and the earth shall be betrayed into his hands
and he shall do godless things which have never been since the
beginning of the age.

UNIT FOUR - B’

16.8 Then the world shall see the Lord
coming upon the clouds,
and all his holy ones with him,
on the throne of his kingdom,

to judge the world-deceiver and to reward each according to his
deeds,

The C and C' sections lead up to and proceed from the transformational
crux of the text which is the statement that those who persevere in their
faith through the persecution shall be saved.

UNIT THREE - C
16.5 Then human creation shall pass into the fire of testing
and many shall be caused to stumble and be lost
but those who persevere in their faith shall be saved by the curse
itself.
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UNIT FOUR - C'

16.6 And then shall appear the signs of truth
first the sign of extension in heaven
next the sign of the trumpet call
and third the resurrection of the dead.

These two structural patterns convey a sense of a choice between good
and evil with a mid-way point of decision. However, a third structural
pattern makes plain that transformation is effected by the agency of the
Lord, and not by the perseverence of his faithful people.

This third pattern is shaped by the three triads within units two, four and
SIX:

UNIT TWO
16.4b and he shall do signs and wonders
and the earth shall be betrayed into his hands
and he shall do godless things that have not been done since the
beginning of the age.

UNIT FOUR

16.6 first the sign of extension in heaven
next the sign of the trumpet call
and third the resurrection of the dead.

UNIT SIX
16.9 which eye has not seen
and ear has not heard
and which has not arisen in the heart of man.

The first triad describes the state of the world during the world-deceiver’s
reign where his power and godlessness surpasses all that has been known
before. The second triad signals the transition from the reign of the world-
deceiver to the reign of the Lord. The third triad describes the state of the
new order under the reign of the Lord, and that it surpasses everything
known, or conceivable, in the past.

This third pattern prevents a simple symmetrical opposition between
good and evil where the world-deceiver and the Lord are described in equi-
valent terms, which might imply their similar status. Instead, the ‘evil’,
‘transition’, ‘good’, pattern of triads, within units two, four and six, intro-
duces a progressive dynamic which ensures that the whole discourse is
weighted towards its conclusion, and the action of the Lord.

To express the subjective opinion that the Didache apocalypse is a small
literary gem is to expose one of the inherent dangers of structural analyses
such as the one above; their subjectivity. This factor means that the eye of
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faith can detect nuances, relationships and parallels where no dispassionate
onlooker would otherwise find them. In concluding this structural analysis,
therefore, I draw attention once again to the simplest feature of the recon-
structed text; its oppositional presentation of the arrival of the world-
deceiver and the arrival of the Lord. This feature, which creates narrative
completeness as well as structural elegance, arises only when the proposed
Did. 16.8b-9 is added to the damaged text. If a valid test of a reconstruc-
tion is that it reveals an elegant and functional whole where such was not
previously evident, then the above reconstruction achieves a remarkably
high level of success.

4.9. Summary and Conclusion

It was noted first of all that manuscript and narratological evidence indi-
cates the incomplete nature of the Jerusalem manuscript. It was further
noted that Apostolic Constitutions V11, the Renunciation of Boniface and
the Georgian version of the Didache all contain some form of continu-
ation of the Didache apocalypse, although with incomplete agreement as
to its precise contents.

The process of reconstruction began with an examination of the words
immediately following the extant version of Did. 16.8. On the basis of in-
formation from the interpolation at Did. 16.7, parallel eschatological expec-
tation in 1 Thessalonians and Revelation, the interpretation of ‘holy ones’
as angels in Const. 32.4a, and the presence of ‘Lord’ instead of ‘son of
man’ in Did. 16.8 it was concluded that the original text is likely to have
read: ‘And then the world shall see the Lord, coming on the clouds of
heaven, and all his holy ones with him’.

The succeeding sections began by considering those parts of the Const.’s
version of the lost ending that are supported by Boniface’s Renunciation.
Here it was noted that the Constitutionist reproduced textual and redactional
features that also appear in the surviving verses of the Didache’s apoca-
lypse, and which are difficult to attribute to the Constitutionist or the New
Testament authors.

A concluding analysis of the structure of the whole eschatological
discourse sought to show that, with the addition of the reconstructed
ending, the Didache’s eschatological discourse appears to function as a
carefully structured whole.

The structural unity of the completed discourse favours the accuracy of
the general pattern and extent of the above reconstruction. That said, the
tendency of the Constitutionist, exhibited elsewhere, to assimilate the
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Didache to similar New Testament texts means that the precise vocabu-

lary of every element of the reconstruction can not be identified with full
certainty.

5. The Integrity of Didache 16

This chapter, and hence this conclusion, is concerned with the relation-
ships between the constituent elements of Did. 16.
Three elements of Did. 16 have been identified.

» First, the structurally and conceptually unified eschatological
discourse recorded in Did. 16.3-6, 8-9.%°

* Second, the interpolation at Did. 16.7, added to the manuscript
tradition (preserved in the Jerusalem manuscript) from which the
final lines of the discourse had been lost.

» Third, by a process of elimination, Did. 16.1-2 must have been
written at a time separate from the initial composition of Did.
16.3-6, 8-9 because these verses do not conform to the symmetry
of that unified discourse.

Given the separate status of 16.1-2 and 16.3-6, 8-9, there are three
possible sequences in which these two sections could have been added to
the Didache. Either 16.1-2 was added and then 16.3-6, 8-9, or 16.1-2 was
inserted after the addition of 16.3-6, 8-9, or 16.1-2 and 16.3-6, 8-9 were
added at the same time.

The first of these options implies that 16.3-6, 8-9 was written as a
means of expanding upon and re-framing the briefly expressed expecta-
tions in 16.1-2. The difficulty with this view is that 16.3-6, 8-9 appears to
represent an original and structurally self-contained reworking of Old
Testament eschatological expectation. To this extent the discourse does
not bear the marks of a reactive text struggling to make good the inade-
quacies of 16.1-2. It is possible that the eschatological discourse was com-
posed separately and then added to the Didache at a later date, but this
requires coincidences in shared references to ‘the faith’ (16.2 and 16.5),
‘the coming of the Lord’ (rather than the Son of man) (16.1 and 16.8), and

30. Niederwimmer (1998: 46) writes: ‘...it is immediately obvious that 16.3-8,
which represent a little apocalypse, are a separate unit. I believe that here, too, the
Didachist is quoting an older tradition (probably written). Thus I consider 16.3-6, 8 the
quotation of an old, predidachistic apocalypse, and 16.7 an addition by the didachistic
redaction.’
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the expectation of judgment according to actions (16.2*' and 16.8). Thus,
this solution is neither impossible, nor especially convincing.

The second option, where 16.1-2 is inserted after the inclusion of 16.3-
6, 8-9, is less credible than the first.? This requires that, in the initial in-
stance, the self-contained discourse preserved in 16.3-6, 8-9 was appended
to the Didache without any introduction. And that later, such an introduc-
tion was inserted. There is nothing to be said in favour of this view bey-
ond the fact that it is a theoretical possibility.

The third option, where both parts were added to the Didache at the
same time, is the most satisfactory. In this case Did. 16.3-6, 8-9 may be
seen as a separately existing eschatological discourse which was quoted
by the author of Did. 16.1-2 as a means of concluding the whole text. The
message of 16.1-2 may be summed up as a call to constant vigilance in pre-
paration for the final judgment, a message that is consistently reinforced by
the quotation of 16.3-6, 8-9. This solution accounts for the links between
16.1-2 and what follows, without violating the self-contained and inde-
pendent character of 16.3-6, 8-9.

31. Cf. discussion of the significance of TéAetos in Chapter 5, § 4.
32. Kloppenborg (1979: 57) firmly endorses the view of Bartlet (1921: 247) that
16.1 represents a later interpolation.



Chapter 4

ELEMENTS WITHIN DIDACHE 1-5

This chapter is concerned to isolate the various elements that comprise the
Didache’s pre-baptismal catechism. At its simplest Did. 1-5 is a Two
Ways tractate into which a number of previously existing traditions have
been incorporated. The first step in isolating these traditions is to compare
Did. 1-5 with the very similar Two Ways tradition found in Barnabas 18—
20. Two sections of the Didache’s opening chapters immediately stand
out by virtue of their absence from Barnabas 18-20; namely, Did. 1.3-6
and 3.1-6. This suggests that these two sections have a separate status with
respect to the Two Ways.

1. The Separate Status of Didache 1.3-6

The presence of an addition to the Two Ways tradition beginning in Did.
1.3 is not at all controversial.! This separate status is generally suggested
by a lack of connection with the Two Ways tradition of Barnabas 18-20
and by the more distinctively Christian content of these verses in
comparison to the uniformly Jewish character of the surrounding text.
However, the precise extent of this interpolation is far from straight-
forward. The difficulty arises because of the presence of a Latin text, paral-
lel to Did. 1-6, which omits Did. 1.3b-2.1. This Doctrina apostolorum is
commonly viewed as recording a stage in the process of the Didache’s
composition prior to the insertion of the so-called sectio evangelica (seen
by most as comprising 1.3b-2.1). At this stage only a very minor issue is
at stake; namely, should the sectio be described as 1.3-6 or 1.3b-2.1? How-
ever, the question of whether the Didache depends on a source represented
by the Doctrina apostolorum will be important in later discussion. An
excursus to consider this question is therefore appropriate at this point.

1. “Without any doubt, 1.3b-2.1 represents a subsequent interpolation in the text
of the “basic document”’ (Niederwimmer 1998: 68).
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Excursus: The Didache and the Doctrina apostolorum

Kloppenborg (1995: 90) states: ‘In the case of the Didache and the Doc-
trina apostolorum the extremely high degree of agreement both in wording
and order makes a literary relationship between the two virtually inescap-
able’.

If there is a literary relationship between the two texts, as seems highly
likely,? then one of two options presents itself. The first, adopted by a
majority of scholars, is that the Didache is dependent on the Doctrina.
This position is confidently asserted by Audet (1996: 134-35):

When one compares the so-called Latin version (i.e. the Doctrina apostolo-
rum of Schlect) attentively with the Greek text which it is supposed to
translate (i.e. the Duae viae of the Didache), one is faced with a fact which
is very strange for a translation: whereas the (Christian!) translator would
naturally have manipulated the text he had to translate, it would appear, on
the contrary, that he has worked hard to make it hark back to the distant
origins, in such a way that the alleged translation of the Duae viae of the
Didache seems still more strongly coloured by Judaism than the Duae viae
of the Didache itself. This sounds very unlikely.

At first sight Audet’s point sounds compelling, and he certainly has
some weighty scholarly support (Layton 1968: 379; Draper 1996a: 9; Klop-
penborg 1995: 90; Rordorf 1991: 400; 1996a: 149; Niederwimmer 1998:
31, 50). Draper (1996a: 13) even goes so far as to say that ‘Audet. . .estab-
lished beyond dispute that the Doctrina apostolorum could not be an
abbreviation of the Didache’. However, Audet’s claim that a translator
would have had to ‘work hard’ to produce the Doctrina from the Didache
is overstated. That is to say, almost the only significant difference between
the two texts is the omission of Did. 1.3b-2.1 and Did. 7-16 in the
Doctrina. This would not have been difficult to achieve given that Did.
1.3-6 is very different in style and tone from the Two Ways material that
surrounds it. Of course, a motive for such an omission must be provided if
this possibility is to be taken seriously. Such a motive will be considered
in due course.

Before simply accepting Audet’s analysis of the relationship between
the Doctrina and the Didache it is worth observing the peculiar circum-
stances that this conclusion creates. First, Audet’s thesis demands that

2. Goodspeed (1945: 228-47) supposes that both Didache and Barnabas are
directly dependent on the Doctrina. This is not generally accepted in the case of Bar-
nabas. Cf. Kloppenborg (1995: 90).
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1.3b-2.1 was interpolated into the Didache. This requires very unusual
behaviour on the part of the interpolator. Any text is profoundly influ-
enced by the way in which it is introduced.’> An interpolator is therefore
likely to create a new heading to introduce new material. According to
Audet, however, the interpolator chose to set new material under an ele-
ment of the base text (1.3a) that had previously served as a heading for the
continuing base (namely, 2.2-7). Having done so Audet’s interpolator must
then provide a replacement heading for 2.2-7 at the end of the interpola-
tion. Niederwimmer (1998: 86-87) accepts this pattern of events but admits
that it creates certain difficulties:

The compiler of the Didache interrupted the text of his source (the ‘basic
document’) at 1.3a in order to introduce the sectio evangelica, as we call it.
Now, having completed the interpolation, he saw himself faced with the
task of creating a transition to the source. This is accomplished by 2.1. The
Didachist was apparently inspired by the final clause of the source. .. (1.3a).
In the source this refers to the series of prohibitions that follows (2.2-7). It
now occurred to the compiler that he could describe the commandments in
the sectio and the series of prohibitions in the basic document as two
successive concretions of the fundamental commandment (1.2). Therefore
he writes SeuTépa 8¢ EvtoAn Ths Si18axTs (2.1) and thus implicitly makes
the commandments of the sectio the npc(ﬂ'n gvToAn, and the following
commandments the SeuTépa EvtoAn (but without any thought of such a
thing as the double love commandment). One cannot call this arrangement
particularly skillful. This division thus created remains an emergency con-
struction behind which there is no deeply reflective theological conception
but simply a literary principle of order.

According to Niederwimmer, the interpolator was ‘inspired’ by the line,
‘Here is the teaching that flows from these words’ (1.3a) in writing ‘The
second commandment of the teaching means’ (2.1) and referred therein to
a second commandment ‘without any thought’ of the double love com-
mand mentioned in 1.2. The result, he admits, is not skilful. This is some-
thing of an understatement. The effect of this interpolator’s forgetfulness
of the significance of ‘SeuTépa’ is to create, by means of 2.1, considerable
confusion regarding the status of 1.3b-6. Does the interpolation interpret
the first commandment while 2.2-7 expands the second (Harnack 1884:
45-47; Hiintermann 1931: 195-96), or is it a primary interpretation of the
second commandment, while 2.2-7 is a secondary one (Niederwimmer
1998: 86)?

3. A striking example of how headings influence the interpretation of ensuing text
may be found in Brown and Yule (1983: 139-40). This example is reproduced by
Court (1997: 57-58) and Garrow (1997: 3).
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Thus, the view that 1.3b-6 was inserted by someone who also added the
linking line at 2.1 requires two curious actions on their part. First, a
surprising unwillingness to provide a tailor-made heading for the new
material, preferring instead to borrow an existing one. Second, a hurried
ineptitude in referring to the ‘second commandment’ when creating a new
heading for the ensuing base text.

If, on the other hand, the interpolation began at 1.3a, then ‘Here is the
teaching that flows from these words’ introduces the insertion in a wholly
conventional way. Further, if the base text into which the interpolation
was made already contained 2.1, then its reference to the second com-
mandment is, in its original context, entirely logical: a statement of the
double love commandment (1.2) flows through the linking line, ‘The sec-
ond commandment of the teaching means’ (2.1), into an interpretation of
that second commandment (2.2-7).

Ifitis likely that Did. 1.3a provided the original heading for the ensuing
interpolation, then the presence of this line in the Docirina speaks in favour
of the Doctrinist’s knowledge of Did. 1.3a, and the interpolation that it
introduced, rather than the reverse.

A second problem for the view that the Didache depends on the
Doctrina is the repetition of another element from the section Did. 1.3-6
later in the Doctrina. The line in question resembles Did. 1.5a: ‘The Father
wishes us to give from his gifts to all’, and appears in Doctrina 4.8: ‘The
Lord wishes to give to all from his gifts’. Niederwimmer (1998: 82 n. 93)
comments on this feature as follows:

Irritatingly, this single sentence from the sectio christiana [sic] (1.3b-2.1)
has a parallel in Doctrina, but in a different place —4.8. .. One may suppose
that this sentence was also in the Didache’s source, at the same place (i.e.
after 4.8). The Didachist omitted it there (at 4.8), understandably enough,
n order to avoid having a doublet.

Niederwimmer’s explanation of the omission of Doctrina 4.8 (end) in
Did. 4.8 is dependent on his thesis that the Didachist composed the whole
Didache by combining, at one sitting, a collection of previously existing
sources.* In this circumstance he proposes that it is possible that the

4.  Few scholars concur with Niederwimmer’s assertion that Did. 1.3b-2.1 was
not a later interpolation into a previously existing version of the Didache. For example,
Draper (1996d: 342) responds to Niederwimmer’s hypothesis of a single author using
various resources, by saying, ‘This seems to fly in the face of the way a community
rule evolves by trial and error, by erasing words or phrases, by inserting new words or
phrases above the line or in the margin, which are later incorporated into the text. This
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Didachist might, having written 1.5a, have chosen to omit the line in
question when it reappeared in his source at Doctrina 4.8 (end). However,
this assumes a somewhat sudden interest in avoiding doublets on the part
of the Didachist. Repetitions of almost identical instructions occur else-
where in Did. 1-5. This is the case in that elements of the ‘way of death’
are exactly antithetical to elements of the ‘way of life’. As a result there
are multiple condemnations of murder, adultery, theft, magic and equivo-
cation. There is a double call to treasure the words that have been heard
(3.8 and 4.1). And on the smallest scale, there is a doublet within two
verses that could easily have been avoided:®

1.4b If someone takes away from you what is yours, do not ask for it back,
1.5a Give to everyone what he asks of you, and do not ask for it back.

Thus, Niederwimmer must suppose that his Didachist was disinterested
in all these repetitions, however closely juxtaposed, and yet chose, curi-
ously, to avoid a doublet created by verses three chapters apart. Given the
unsatisfactory nature of Niederwimmer’s explanation for the ‘irritating’
re-emergence of Did. 1.5a in Doctrina 4.8 (end) a different solution may
be preferable.

An alternative explanation for the absence of ‘The Lord wishes to give
to all from his gifts’ from the Didache’s version of 4.8, despite the appear-
ance of this line in the parallel verse in the Doctrina, is that the Doctrinist
took this line from Did. 1.5a and incorporated it into Doctrina 4.8. Accord-
ing to this solution the Doctrinist must have known a version of the
Didache that contained 1.5a, and, by implication, the insertion of which
this line is a part.

In voicing the possibility that the Doctrina depends on the Didache my
first duty is to explain the omission of Did. 1.3b-2.1 and Did. 7-16. 1 aim
to do this by suggesting that the Doctrina is the product of a conflation of
a version of the Two Ways similar to that found in the Epistle of Barnabas
and the Two Ways within the Didache.®

process is graphically displayed in the manuscript of the Community Rule from Qum-
ran. Certainly whole new sections may have been added from time to time, but one
should not hypothesize a wholesale, consistent composition for every change.” My own
view of the composition of Did. 1-5 does, however, come close to Niederwimmer’s
inasmuch as I think that these chapters at least (with the exception of 1.5b-6) were put
together at one time using various previously established sources. This process is dis-
cussed in Chapter 9.

5. Niederwimmer himself (1998: 78) explicitly notes the presence of this doublet.

6. Vokes (1938: 17-21) argues that the Doctrina corrected the Two Ways to be
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I propose that the author of the Doctrina wanted to write a discrete
version of the Two Ways, on the basis that this was the teaching of the
Apostles and therefore valuable for instruction, possibly of catechumens.
The fact that Did. 7-16 is omitted is not surprising given that these chap-
ters were clearly not for the instruction of the individual (they are omitted
in later texts that also appear to be dependent on the Didache such as the
Apostolic Church Order and Epitome). The resources available to the Doc-
trinist for the creation of this edition of the Two Ways were a copy of the
Didache and a version of the Two Ways similar to that used in Barnabas
18-20.

The opening verses show distinct signs of the conflation of the Didache’s
‘way of life and death’ and Barnabas’s ‘way of light and darkness’. Thus
Doctrina 1.1areads: ‘There are two ways in the world, that of life and that
of death, of light and of darkness’. Audet (1996: 145 n. 24) admits that
conflation may be the cause of this doubling, although he proposes that
1QS and an unknown text are the conflated sources:’

It is not absolutely impossible...that the double qualification, ‘life and
death, light and darkness,” which characterises the Latin Duae viae among
all the recensions, is the result of the encounter of two distinct currents in
the transmission which carry the one or the other.

If, as Audet allows, a combination of two separate strands took place
before the Didache came to depend on the Doctrina, then the Didachist is
required to reverse that process by choosing to include only the ‘life and
death’ strand in his work. The need for this regressive move is avoided if
the Doctrina’s unique double qualification was created by the simple
conflation of Did. 1.1a and a text such as Barnabas 18.

In Doctrina 1.1b the influence of a ‘Barnabas’ Two Ways may be seen
in the reference to an angel of good and an angel of iniquity; Barnabas
has one angel who is Lord from all eternity to all eternity, and another
who stands paramount over this present age of iniquity.

After this conflationary opening I propose that the Doctrinist chose to
follow the Didache for the lines leading up to 1.3a. However, at this point
the Doctrinist noted that the following sayings were absent from the ‘Bar-
nabas’ version, and furthermore, that they had the appearance of material
from the gospels that had been interpolated into the original apostles’ text.

found in Didache in the light of Barnabas 18-20. Similarly Robinson (1920: 73-83).
See Niederwimmer (1998: 32 n. 17).

7. Few scholars support Audet’s contention that the Doctrina is dependent on
1QS (Draper 1996a: 13-14).
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The Doctrinist therefore omitted this section and went on to pick up the
thread of the Two Ways at 2.2.® (The order of the commandments against
murder and adultery being changed under the influence of the LxX.)

For almost all of the rest of the copying process the Doctrinist followed
the Didache, choosing to incorporate 3.1-7, despite its absence from Barna-
bas, perhaps because it was not obviously parallel to the gospels. However,
in the extant Doctrina the “Tékvov pou’ phrase, so distinctively repeated
in Did. 3.1-7, is reduced to just one introductory instance (Doctrina 3.1).

On reaching Did. 4.3: ‘You shall judge justly. You shall not show
partiality in calling people to task,’ the Doctrinist writes. ‘You shall judge
justly, knowing that you will be judged’, an addition that may betray the
influence of Mt. 7.

A very close adherence to Did. 4.8 is then interrupted by the insertion,
by the Doctrinist, of a portion of Did. 1.5a (indicating the presence in his
source of Did. 1.3b-2.1) as discussed above.

At the end of the Two Ways, further interesting features occur. Thus
Did. 5.2b-6.2 reads:

5.2b May you (pl.) be delivered, children [Téxva], from all this. 6.1 See to
it that no one leads you (sg. and following) astray from this way of the
teaching, since the one who does so teaches apart from God. 6.2 For if you
are able to bear the whole yoke of the Lord, you will be perfect, but if you
cannot, do what you can.

The parallel passage in Doctrina 6.1-4 reads:

6.1 Abstain, my son [fi/i], from all these things, and see that no one leads
you astray from this Teaching; otherwise you will be taught outside true
instruction. 6.4 If you do these things daily with reflection, you will be near
the Living God, but if you do not do them, you will be far from the truth...

The first noteworthy point is the use of Tékva in Did. 5.2b despite the
use of Tekvov in Did. 3.1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 4.1. This variation does not

8. Connolly (1923: 152) ©...the witness of [the Doctrina apostolorum, the Apos-
tolic Church Order and the Life of Schnudi}, (to the omission of 1.3b-2.1) is of doubtful
value owing to the character of the documents themselves: for reasons can be adduced
why the authors of these documents might purposely have omitted the passage’. Inter-
estingly the Apostolic Church Order Statute 52 appears to know the Didache’s refer-
ences to ‘the gospel’ although it omits a good deal of the Didache which was almost
certainly present in any version that contained these references. Niederwimmer (1998:
13—14) thinks that Apostolic Church Order and Epitome cannot be dependent on the
Didache because of the omission of 1.3b-2.1 in them also.
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occur in the Doctrina, where fili is used in 3.1, 4.13 and, significantly, in
6.1. This difference between the two texts is most readily explained if the
Didache’s erratic use of the terms Tékvov and Tékva was homogenized on
being copied by the Doctrinist.

A second observation concerns the surprisingly non-dualistic closure of
the Doctrina. In other extant examples, the Two Ways teaching ends with
straightforward and sometimes graphic damnation for those who follow
the ‘way of death’ (1QS 3 is particularly gruesome). In the Doctrina, how-
ever, failure to keep the instruction merely results in being ‘far from the
truth’, implying that a journey towards the truth is still possible. An expla-
nation for this unusual conclusion might be provided if the Doctrina was
influenced by Did. 6.2 where the call to perfection is combined with an
acceptance that perfection may only be acquired over time. The Doctrina
appears to take a similar stance, while incorporating more familiar lan-
guage regarding the destination of those who follow one way or the other,
such as can be found in Barnabas 21. Here again, therefore, the distinctive
shape of the Doctrina can be explained in terms of its conflation of the
Didache and a ‘Barnabas® Two Ways.

This conflation theory provides an explanation for the omission of Did.
1.3b-2.1 from the Doctrina and for differences in content between the two
texts. Further, it challenges those who espouse the Didache’s dependence
on the Doctrina to explain the omission of the ‘Barnabas’ elements of the
Doctrina from the Didache’s version of the Two Ways, for example, the
additional references to light, dark and angels.

So, did the Doctrinist omit 1.3b~2.1 from a text of the Didache that
already contained these verses, or did the Didache depend on the shorter
Doctrina? At first sight the second option seems more likely. However,
closer inspection exposes some problems with this view. First, it requires
the interpolator to add a heading at the end of the insertion rather than, as
would be more normal, at the beginning. Second, it is difficult to account
for the presence of Did. 1.5a in Doctrina 4.8 (end) if the Doctrinist knew
nothing of Did. 1.3b-2.1. Third, the relative smoothness and consistency
of the Doctrina, when compared with jagged edges in the Didache, poses
an awkward question of Audet’s view. Finally, I have sought to challenge
the central positive element of Audet’s case by showing that the Doc-
trina’s omission of Did. 1.3a-2.1 is credibly the product of the Doctrinist’s
conflation of the Didache with a ‘Barnabas’ Two Ways. In the light of
these combined factors it is probable that the Doctrina depends on the
Didache, rather than the reverse. At the very least, it is unsafe to construct
any hypothesis on the basis of the Didache’s dependence on the Doctrina.
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If the Doctrina is not relevant to the pre-history of the Didache, then
where does this leave the question of the existence, or extent, of any inser-
tion into Did. 1? This question is best answered by examining the text
itself.

It was noted above that there is a natural flow from Did. 1.2 straight into
2.1 in the use of the term SeuTepa. There is another sequence of sense in
the negative form of the golden rule (1.2) leading into the negative admoni-
tions of Did. 2.2-7. Both these elements of continuity are disturbed by the
presence of Did. 1.3-6. First, as discussed above, 1.3-6 confuses the status
of the reference to a ‘second’ commandment in 2.1. Second, the introduc-
tion of a set of positive admonitions in 1.3-5a sits uneasily with the nega-
tive form of the immediately preceding golden rule. This suggests that,
while 1.2 and 2.1 are likely to have been added to the Didache by the
same hand at the same time, it is unlikely that 1.3-6 was also contributed
at the same point in the text’s evolution. [ conclude, therefore, that Did.
1.3-6 represents an addition, of at least one layer, to the basic Two Ways
document. In the following discussion I shall therefore use the term 1.3-6
to describe the interpolation that is usually referred to as 1.3b-2.1.

2. Two Layers within Didache 1.3-6

While scholars have universally identified Did. 1.3-6 (or 1.3b-2.1) as sepa-
rate from the rest of Did. 1-5, there has been less consideration of evidence
that two or more layers may exist within this short section. However,
Rordorf (1991: 410-11) notes that:

The passage is composed of two units, which have already been joined
together before the Didachist came to use them. Did. 1.3-4 speaks of the
attitude of the Christian to those who wish him ill, with regard to whom he
has no freedom of movement. Did. 1.5-6 speaks of the attitude of the
Christian to those who wish to take advantage of him, and here he has the
possibility of thrusting their attempts aside.

I intend to dispute Rordorf’s view that 1.3-6 was a complete unit prior
to addition to the Didache in due course. At this stage, however, I wish to
consider his observation that there is a distinct change of key between the
first and second halves of this section. Rordorf identifies this change as
occurring between 1.4 and 1.5. I believe, however, that it should be located
between, ‘Give to everyone what he asks of you, and do not ask for it
back, for the Father wants people to share with everyone the gifts that have
been freely granted to them’ (1.5a), and ‘Blessed is the one who gives
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according to the commandment, for he is guiltless. Woe to the one who
receives’ (1.5b).°

Did. 1.5a clearly states that, following the example of the Father’s gen-
erosity, its readers should give to everyone who asks without expecting
repayment. By contrast, 1.5b-6'" not only suggests that repayment should
be sought, but that an unworthy receiver deserves to be imprisoned until
repayment is achieved.'’

This contradiction is best explained if Did. 1.5b-6 were added at some
point after the teaching of 1.5a had been received, implemented and sub-
sequently abused.'? If the instruction to give without asking repayment
was adhered to in any measure, then the opportunity for abuse, and the
need for a defence against such abuse, is readily apparent. Did. 1.5b-6 func-
tions as a suitable defence against abuse of the commandment by making
clear that only those in genuine need may ask for assistance and that if
their request is found to be false, then they should be forced to repay their
debt. The saying in Did. 1.6, possibly from a version of Sirach 12.1," fur-
ther suggests that the author is here reflecting bitterly on the experience of
the command’s abuse. The use of a piece of old Jewish wisdom reminds
readers that giving should not be naive, as it appears to have been in the

9. Manuscript evidence from the Georgian version and the Apostolic Constitu-
tions might suggest that there is a break after 1.4 or after 1.5a, respectively. However,
neither of these texts provide a strong basis for conclusions of this type; the Georgian
text is now lost, and the Apostolic Constitutions sometimes omits material that is incon-
venient or confusing (e.g. Did. 6.2 and a shortening of Did. 11-12).

10. The unity of Did. 1.5b-6 is sometimes disputed. Layton (1968: 369) says:
‘the...possibility of contradiction between verses 1.5 and 1.6, makes [1.6] liable to
suspicion as a gloss which has crept into the text from the margin of some manuscript’.
Layton has failed to note, however, that the point of contradiction is not between 1.5
and 1.6 but between 1.5a and 1.5b-6. Kirk (1998: 91) observes that ‘a proverb can be
appended to an admonition or prohibition as a motive or rationale’. Since 1.6 is entirely
supportive of the force of 1.5b, it is natural to see 1.5b-6 as a unity.

11. Robinson (1920: 52-53) notes the contradiction between 1.5a and 1.5¢. How-
ever, he attributes this to ‘the Didachist’s eagerness to appear original [which has] lead
him into futility’.

12. Rordorf(1991: 411) notes: ‘...the progressively more cautious reflections on
almsgiving [1.5a-6] which must reflect unpleasant experiences in this connection’.

Niederwimmer (1998: 87): ‘The Didachist is already aware of some bad experiences:
the Christian obligation to give support can also be misused and exploited. Through the
addition of v.6 the Didachist seeks to protect the Christian willingness to give alms
(which he affirms, and to which neophytes are invited) against exploitative misuse.’

13. Niederwimmer (1998: 83-86) expresses uncertainty regarding the precise
origin of this saying.
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earlier experience of the community. Niederwimmer (1998: 86) notes:
‘One receives the impression that the Didachist wanted, by quoting the
aphorism [1.6], to restrict the appeal to unconditional almsgiving that
existed in his tradition’. Niederwimmer supposes that the whole of 1.3-6
was laid down at the same time. However, this suggests that the Didachist
was prepared to state a tradition and then contradict it in a single breath. It
is perhaps easier to imagine that 1.5b-6 represents a modification of a
version of the Didache that already existed prior to the addition of 1.5b-6.

Further indications that Did. 1.5a and 1.5b-6 belong to different layers
may be found in the stylistic differences between 1.3-5a and 1.5b-6. The
former consists of pithy sayings set out in regular and easily memorized
patterns, while the latter is more laboured and discursive.

A temporal gap between these two sections is also suggested by the use
of the term ‘commandment’ in 1.5b. Layton (1968: 365-66) suggests:
““The” (Trjv) commandment can only be the one given immediately prior’.
In the context, this conclusion seems highly likely.!* This in turn suggests
that the teaching on giving laid down in 1.5a had achieved a fixed status
prior to the addition of 1.5b-6. Thus the author of 1.5b-6 was required to
modify the thrust of 1.5a by means of a further addition, rather than by
simply altering 1.5a itself. This modification is achieved by first affirming
the validity of the existing text: ‘Blessed is the one who gives according to
the commandment’ (1.5b), and then proceeding to present circumstances
under which the ‘commandment’ should be disregarded. This rhetorical
manoeuvering does not suggest that the whole of 1.3-6 was added to the
Didache by one author at one time.

On the basis of these contradictions of style and content it may be
concluded that a temporal gap existed between the inclusion of the
instructions in Did. 1.3-5a and the composition of a modifying response to
those instructions in Did. 1.5b-6.

3. Didache 1.3b-3a: A Collection of Independent Sayings

Having sought to establish that Did. 1.3-5a and Did. 1.5b-6 belong to
different layers of the Didache it is now possible to consider the history of
Did. 1.3-5a.

14. Alternatively, Niederwimmer (1998: 82—83) comments: ‘[kaT& T EVTOANv]
probably refers to a commandment of the Lord, but it is not clear which concrete com-
mandment the Didachist has in mind. Is the reference here to the word of the Lord
quoted just before (in v.5a)? Or does it simply mean “in the right way, as the Lord has
commanded us,” without any thought of a specific saying?’
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At the heart of these verses is Did. 1.4a. This awkward line is often con-
sidered a later interpolation. For example, Niederwimmer (1998: 76) writes:

In my opinion, the history of the interpolation [1.4a] can be reconstructed
as follows: (1) At an early time a glossator intervened in the traditional
text, because he missed the motif of resistance of fleshly desires in the pre-
vious lines, and this was one of the fundamental motifs of early Christian
catechesis. Compare, for example... 1 Pet 2:11... Titus 2:12. I think, then,
that this motif was introduced by means of a gloss (in some such form as
GMEXOU TGV COpKIKGY MBIV, ‘avoid the fleshly passions’).

The uncomfortable location of 1.4a rightly inspires questions regarding
its origins. However, that same awkwardness demands a clear answer to
two further questions. First, given the wealth of injunctions against every
kind of passion of the fiesh elsewhere in Did. 1-5, why was the inclusion
of 1.4a thought necessary at all? Second, if there was such a necessity,
why was this line inserted in such an awkward position?'® Given that
these questions are not easily answered by those who propose that 1.4a is
a later interpolation, it is worth considering the possibility that this line
was original, even pivotal, to a previously existing group of sayings (1.3b-
5a) which was later inserted into the Didache as a whole.

I propose that Did. 1.4a provides the hub, or central gnomic saying, that
holds together the whole of Did. 1.3b-5a. Kirk (1998: 163) observes: ‘a
gnomic saying by nature is hermeneutically open and...as a result will
always form a highly interactive hermeneutical relationship with its rhe-
torical context’. He goes on to give examples of how a line that can seem
odd in context is actually deliberately reshaped by that context as a means
of developing its meaning. An instance can be found in the golden rule
from Lk. 6.31. Kirk (1998: 163) notes: ‘Verse 31...has long been a bone
of contention in exegesis of the passage, for it seems to advocate a mild
reciprocity ethic present in most everyday social relations and thus in
colliston with the radical ethic of the sayings flanking it’. He goes on to
argue, however, that because the golden rule is hermeneutically open it can
be interpreted in terms of the radical sayings with which it is juxtaposed.
A similar observation may be made regarding the notoriously awkward

15. That the position was felt to be awkward in the history of the text is demon-
strated by P.Oxy 1782. Connolly (1923: 153) notes that in this manuscript the variant
reading of 1.4 may be because ‘ “Abstain from fleshly lusts” come[s] in somewhat
abruptly...and the person responsible for our little book seems to have felt they called
for a word of introduction’. The version of 1.4a in P.Oxy 1782 reads: ‘dxoue Ti ot 8¢
TTOLoUVTa 00K 00U TO TVEUX. T[P]ATOV TAVTWY ATOGKOU TCV GOPKE[1 KV
emBupedV’.
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Mt. 7.6: “do not give what is holy to dogs; and do not throw your pearls
before swine, or they will trample them under foot and turn and maul
you’. The imagery of this verse is highly susceptible to the hermeneutical
influence of its context. Thus it is generally interpreted as in some way
related to judging and giving, because of its context, even though this is
quite far from the meaning that might be attributed to it in another circum-
stance. I suggest that the same type of compositional technique is at work
in the placement of Did. 1.4a. In this I agree with Draper (1996b: 83) who
notes: ‘In [1.4a], the Didache contrasts the desires of the flesh with the
way of perfection, which is that of turning the other cheek’. Draper goes
on to describe this as a ‘sophisticated setting” for the line in question. That
sophistication can be found in the way that a simultaneously limited and
general instruction such as ‘avoid the fleshly passions’ is stretched and
interpreted by its context. The fleshly response to being cursed is to retali-
ate in like manner, but Did. 1.3b teaches that the non-fleshly (or spiritual)
response is rather to bless, pray and fast for our adversaries. The pattern of
the flesh is to love only those who love us; to avoid this passion we must
love those who hate us (1.3¢). The fleshly response to being struck is to
retaliate; this passion is avoided by offering the other cheek, going the
extra mile, and so on. Thus, by arranging four sets of sayings around the
central gnome, its generalities are made specific and its limitations are
broken down.

The status of Did. 1.4a is not vital to the discussion of the composi-
tional history of Did. 1.3b-5a, but it does make one valuable contribution.
If Did. 1.4ais original to Did. 1.3b-5a then this indicates, by virtue of the
awkwardness of 1.4a, that this section was not composed as a seamless
original discourse. In the case of 1.4a, at least, a saying with an external
existence has been brought into the text and has been shaped by juxtaposi-
tion with other material, rather than by means of internal changes to the
saying itself. This suggests, in turn, that the material with which 1.4a has
been juxtaposed may also not be the original composition of the compiler.
A closer examination of these sayings points in this direction.

Didache 1.3b is a closely contained triplet.

1.3b EUAoysiTe TOUS KATOPWHEVOUS UHTV
ke TpooeUxeaBe UTep TGV EXBPAY ULV,
vnoTeveTe 88 UTEP TV S1cokOVTwV Upds”
The structure and sense of this ‘three rules’ saying is capable of operating
entirely satisfactorily outside the context of the Didache. ‘Bless’, ‘pray’ and
‘fast’ are all terms associated with prayer. ‘Those who curse you’, ‘your
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enemies’ and ‘those who persecute you’ are similarly all means of describ-
ing an opponent. ‘Three rules’ sayings of this type, although usually refer-
ring to prayer, fasting and alms, are a common feature of the Jewish wis-
dom tradition, as in Tobit 12.8, and appear in early Christian writings such
as Gospel of Thomas 6a, 14a (cf. Jefford 1989: 44). There is therefore no
reason why this three rules saying should have been composed specifically
for inclusion in the Didache. Further, there is no connection between the
prayer emphasis of these three rules and any other part of 1.3b-5a.
Didache 1.3c is presented, in the context, as an expansion of 1.3b:

1.3¢ mola yap )\(é(p’ls, '

EQV QYO TTOTE TOUS OYQTIWVTOS UHAS;
ouxl Kot To £Bun TO aUTO ToloUsY;

Upgls 8¢ AyaTaTE TOUS HIGOUVTOS UNGS
kol oux eEeTe exBpov.

While there is every reason to suppose that Did. 1.3b could have existed
outside the Didache, this conclusion is less certain in the case of 1.3¢. The
connective “yop’ seems to point towards composition for the setting,
although this could have been inserted later as a means of connecting 1.3¢
to 1.3b. The saying itself is not so self-contained that an independent life
immediately suggests itself. However, this does not preclude the possibility
that it has been adapted or separated from a different setting in order to be
included here. The absence of any reference to prayer and a repeated focus
instead on love may suggest an originally separate context for the saying
relative to 1.3b, but these features are not conclusive.

While it is not possible to determine whether Did. 1.3¢ existed prior to
its inclusion in 1.3b-5a, what may be said about these lines with some
confidence is that their history is different from that of Did. 1.3b. This is
indicated not only by the self-contained nature of 1.3b, but also by the dif-
fering attitude to enemies (the one concrete connection between the two
sayings) that is portrayed in each case. In Did. 1.3c the love of those who
hate you is presented as an investment in one’s own reputation and ease of
life. This is not the stark radicality of 1.3b, where the hearer is enjoined to
pray, even to the point of fasting, for those who oppose them without any
indication of benefit for the intercessor. This difference in attitude between
1.3b and 1.3c, whether the consequence of the location-specific compo-
sition of 1.3c, or the result of a juxtaposition of two previously existing
sayings, suggests the same result; namely, that 1.3c and 1.3b were not com-
posed by the same hand at the same time. This is not to suggest that 1.3b
and 1.3¢ were added to the Didache separately, simply that their form in
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the Didache shows that their individual histories may be ultimately traced
to different origins.

The separate origin of Did. 1.4a, with respect to the sayings that sur-
round it, has already been considered above. This separate status is further
confirmed by the reversion of the addressee from second person plural
(1.3b-c) to second person singular (1.4a—5.2a). Some scholars argue that
this type of change of addressee provides no indication of a seam in the
redaction history of a text. For example, Kirk (1998: 160) states (while
referring to this phenomenon in the gospels): ‘The switch from plural to
singular second person address is a rhetorical technique aimed at arresting
attention, not a redaction history indicator’. It is certainly true that this
type of thetorical device can be found in homogenous texts. However, it is
Jjust as mistaken to assume that this phenomenon always has a rhetorical
function as it is to assume that it always indicates a change of source. In
Did. 1.3b-5a there are other indicators, such as the discrete structure and
content of the sets of sayings concerned, that point to separate points of
origin. Further, the rhetorical force of the switch from singular to plural
(rather than the reverse) in Did. 1.3b-c is far from obvious.

The effect of the change in number between 1.3b-c and what follows, is
not only to separate 1.4a from this group of sayings, but also to suggest
that 1.4b-5a has a history separate from that of the commands to pray for
enemies and to love those who hate you.

The separate history of 1.4b is further indicated by its uniform and self-
contained structure.

1.4b ¢4 Tis oot 863 pamiopa eis TV SeE1aw c1oryovar, oTPEYoV U TR
kot TNV GAANY,
1.4b(r) xal gon) TéAEIOS”
¢4V Gyyopelon O Tis Hikiov €v, UTTaye peT auTol Suo®
¢4y &pn TIS TO IUOTIOV Gou, 80 aUTE KA1 TOV XITQVA"
£V AP Tis amo ool TO 6OV, Un &I TEl"
oUdt yap Suvaocal.

This structure is disturbed by ‘kot #or) TeAe10s’, which Niederwimmer
(1998: 79), with some justification, believes may be a later addition (see
also Chapter 9, sections 1 and 4, below). At the end of this group, the
saying ‘ou8¢ yap Suvacat’ is difficult to interpret, which may be the con-
sequence of a textual error or a destructive change of context from this
line’s previous location to its present situation. Despite these difficulties,
however, the unity of this group is clear. This is particularly true of the
first three lines, each of which are concerned with an event that would
bring shame or humiliation on the recipient. It is possible, in view of the
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tight unity of these lines, that they were not originally attached to the final
line, which may have been added by catchword at a later date. However,
for the purposes of this discussion it is sufficient to allow that they may all
have the same origin. I am therefore in agreement with Niederwimmer
(1998: 78) when he says: ‘The first four logia belong together both for-
mally and in content (cf. the fourfold av..., oTpédov, UTarye, 805, N
amaiTE) .

Two features suggest the separate origin of Did. 1.5a with respect to 1.4b.

1.5a mwavTi T6) aiToUvTi oF 810U Kol Un Ao TeL
oot yop 8éAet §idocBai O TN EK TAV 181V XAPIGUATWV.

First, there is a doublet of 1.4b in 1.5a (Niederwimmer 1998: 78). Ifa
continuous discourse were being recorded here, then it may be expected
that this repetition would be avoided. As Glover (1958: 15) observes:
‘Each synoptic avoids the clumsy repetition of aort Te1”. Second, there is
a change of subject from forced giving (1.4b) to voluntary giving (1.5a).
These two factors combine to suggest that 1.5a existed as a separate
saying that has been juxtaposed to 1.4b on the basis of the catchwords, um|
WO TEL

4. Summary: The Textual History of Didache [.3-6

The foregoing analysis of the different elements that comprise Did. 1.3b-
5a suggests that each of the sets of sayings in this section had a separate
history prior to their inclusion in this collection.!® At the same time the
current organization of these separate sayings suggests that they were
consciously arranged so as to expand upon and reinterpret the command,
‘avoid the fleshly and bodily passions’ (1.4a):

EUAOYEITE TOUS KOTUPUEVOUS UV
Kkl Tpooeuxeohe UTEp TAV EXBPV ULV,
UNOTEVETE B¢ UTTEP TV S1cokOVTCOV Upds”

ol YOIp XGPLS, AV XY A TATE TOUS Gy amVTAS UHGS;
ouxi kal Ta £8un TO ol TO TO10UGY;
Upels 88 ayaTmaTe Tous MICOUVTOS Upas kol ouy sEeTe ExBpov.

16. This conclusion overlaps to some extent with the conclusion of Niederwimmer
(1998: 87) who states, ‘The Didachist is not formulating freely here [Did. 1.3b-2.1],
but is making use of a variety of materials whose origins are uncertain. In vv. 3, 4b-5a
and 5d there is reliance on logia from the Jesus traditions, but we cannot point with
certainty to the source from which the Didachist derived them...”
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1.4a ameyov TAV OapKIKGY KAt CeolaTikedv Embucov
gav Tis oot 8¢ pdmiopa eis Ty SeE1v Graydva,
oTpeYov aUTE Kol TN GAANY,
Kot £om TéAetos”
£aV oy yopevon of Tis uiAiov 8v, Umaye peT aiTol Suo-
£Qv &pQ TS TO HOTIOVW GOV, 805 AT KAl TOV X1 TGVA"
gav AaPn Tis &m0 ool TO 0oV, LN &TmaiTel
oU8t yap Suvaoai.
TovTt T6 aiTolvTl ot §idou kat un &maiTet
maot yop Béher Si8ocBort O maTnp £k TV 18IV XapiopdTeov.

The balance of this collection suggests that it existed as a complete and
self-contained ‘sayings onion’ prior to its insertion into the Didache. This
assessment has the advantage of explaining how Did. 1.4a, which is in-
congruous in its current setting within the Didache, came to find its cen-
tral place in the collection.

This conclusion suggests, therefore, that the whole of Did. 1.3-5a
should be treated as part of the same redactional layer of the Didache.
However, it should be recognized that this section also exhibits a pre-
history where five different elements, each with its own previous and
separate existence (with the possible exception of 1.3c), have been
brought together to expand the meaning of ‘avoid the fleshly passions’.

The above analysis has the additional effect of emphasizing the break
between Did. 1.3-5a and 1.5b-6. Whereas the former is made up of say-
ings that show signs of each having had an independent life prior to
inclusion in this collection, the material in the latter makes sense only in
response to the preceding text. For the remainder of this discussion 1.3-5a
(‘sayings onion’) and 1.5b-6 (modification of ‘sayings onion’) will there-
fore be treated as belonging to two separate stages in the compositional
history of the Didache.

5. Didache 3.1-7: The Teknon Unit

A second block within Did. 1-5 that it generally accepted as having been
added, at some point, to the original Two Ways tractate, is Did. 3.1-6."7
This passage has a distinctive style, very different in content and structure
from the Two Ways teaching in Barnabas 18-20, which marks it out as a
self-contained unit. Kloppenborg (1995: 104-105) notes:

17. See Niederwimmer (1998: 94).
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The repetitive use of the phrase Tekvov pou...places this section squarely
within the idiom of sapiential discourse. The symmetry in the construction
of this section has been noted by many scholars and is often taken as an
indication of independent origin. R.H. Connolly [1932: 241-42] observed,
moreover, that of the twenty-five terms that are used for vices or faults in
Did 3.1-6, fully nineteen do not appear elsewhere in the Didache.

The different vocabulary and grammar of Did. 3.1-6 is especially
accentuated by the rhythmical and carefully structured repetitions of this
section, in contrast to the comparatively loose organization of the Two
Ways instructions.

While there is every reason to suppose that Did. 3.1-6 was inserted into
the original Two Ways tractate, the same level of certainty does not apply
in the case of Did. 3.7. This verse contains the term wpaus, which also
appears in Barnabas 18. Almost all of Barnabas 18-20 appears in Did. 1-
5, so it is likely that a call to be meek also appeared at some point in the
Didache’s Two Ways. However, it is also the case that a call to be meek
provides a fitting conclusion to the Teknon teaching. This is the case struc-
turally in that the Teknon teaching begins with a positive call, in the pre-
sent imperative active, to fiee from all evil. Did. 3.7 uses the same tense,
otherwise unusual in the context, for the positive instruction to be meek.
The content of Did. 3.7 also rounds off the Teknon teaching in that meek-
ness is opposite to the anger, zeal, quarrelsomeness, hot-temper, passion,
obscene speech, bold gazes, soothsayings, lies, theft, avarice, vainglory,
grumbling, slander and stubborn wilfulness censured in the preceding lines.
Further, and perhaps most significantly, the promise that ‘the meek shall
inherit the earth’ (cf. Ps. 36.11 LXX) provides a positive consequence to
endorsed behaviour to balance the negative consequences of the proscribed
behaviours (murderous acts, adultery, idolatry, theft, slander), all of which
wickedness leads to disinheritance and banishment (cf. Ps. 36.9, 18, 20,
etc.). Draper (1985: 272) adds: ‘3:7 forms part of the “Tugendkatalog”
from the earliest stratum of the Way of Life (cf. 1QS 4:3) which has been
embellished from Psalm 36:11°.3

There is a case, therefore, for suggesting that the Teknon teaching (in its
exposition of Ps. 36), and the Two Ways tractate (insofar as it is parallel
to the Two Ways found in Barnabas), both contained a reference to meek-
ness. Such a sharing provides an attractive explanation for the insertion of
the Teknon teaching just before Did. 3.7 in the Two Ways. Thus, it may

18. Audet (1958: 320) thinks that Did. 3.7 records an independent saying, but this
is unlikely given its links with both Ps. 36 and Barnabas 18.
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be supposed that, because the tail of the Teknon unit shared a reference to
meekness with the Two Ways, this point of similarity was seen as a suit-
able anchorage point for its insertion. Anchorage from the tail, rather than
the head, would explain why the flow of the Two Ways teaching (2.2-7)
into the head of the Teknon teaching, at 3.1, is so abrupt and apparently
random.’

In conclusion, therefore, the Teknon teaching appears to represent a sapi-
ential exposition of Ps. 36 which had a life independent of the Didache
prior to its insertion into the Two Ways. The style and content of this addi-
tion has little in common with either Did. 1.3-5a or 1.5b-6, and is there-
fore likely to be the work of a different author.

6. Other Additions to the Base Two Ways

The discrete character of Did. 1.3-6 and 3.1-6/7 clearly identifies them as
later additions to the Two Ways teaching. However, this does not neces-
sarily mean that the remainder of Did. 1-5 is free from other additions. It
is not possible to trace the minutiae of each potential insertion, but there
are two points, Did. 1.2 and 5.2, where evidence of minor additions will
have significance for subsequent discussion.

6.1. Didache 1.2

In the case of Did. 1.2 there is an overlap with the Two Ways tradition as
found in Barnabas in that the first command of the ‘way of light’ is to
‘love your maker’. However, the double love command and golden rule in
the Didache are notably absent from Barnabas.* This omission, despite
the memorable character of these teachings, suggests that they were not
present in the version of the Two Ways available to Barnabas. Conse-
quently, it is likely that this teaching was not a standard feature of the
Two Ways tradition, and thus, at some stage in the life of the Two Ways
text used in the Didache these summaries of the Law were added to the
whole. Thus Niederwimmer (1998: 65) suggests:

19. The Oxyrynchus papyrus 1782 illustrates that at least one copyist perceived a
radical break between Did. 2.7 and 3.1; a series of black and red chevrons are used to
separate the two chapters.

20. “The Didachist did not construct Didache 1.2a-b with the assistance of the Two
Ways source alone, since the wording of the “double love commandment” in Barna-
bas does not indicate a knowledge of materials that could have led to the more com-
plete rendering of the “double love commandment™ that appears in the Didache’
(Jefford 1989: 35).
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We must apparently imagine that the Two Ways tractate, in its introduc-
tion, originally spoke only of the commandment to love God (Barn. 19.2).
At some point a redactor expanded the command to love God by adding the
commandment to love one’s neighbour, and so constructed the double com-
mandment. In doing so, he made the doubling explicit by inserting ‘first’
and ‘second’.

Niederwimmer seems to suggest here that the Didache represents the
creation of the double love command. However, it is not fanciful to sup-
pose that the double love commandment could have functioned as a com-
plete unit in itself. As Hultgren (quoted in Jefford 1989: 34) comments:

Two reasons can be given [in justification that this commandment could
have functioned as a unit]. First, the double commandment of love would
have been a characteristic and rather important teaching (whether of Jesus,
or attributed to him). We have other examples in which Jewish teachers of
the period summarised the Torah, and one can expect that the same would
have been done by Jesus or the teachers of the primitive community (as
Rom 13.9 gives evidence for the latter). Furthermore, this summary could
be used on various occasions and in several connections. We have indepen-
dent traditions in which it is used, viz., Mark and Q.

It is possible, therefore, that the double love command and the negative
golden rule were known as important teachings independent of the Two
Ways. Their insertion into the Two Ways may be credibly accounted for
by the overlap between ‘Love the God who made you’ (Did. 1.2) and the
first half of the double love command. This overlap creates a suitable
point at which the double love command may be woven into the text of
the Didache. Thus, where the two traditions essentially overlap, as in
‘Love the God who made you’ and ‘Love the Lord God’, the version in
the host text is preserved. Where this overlap does not occur the incoming
text is played out in full.

The inclusion of the negative golden rule may be by virtue of its associ-
ation with the double love command in the experience of the interpolator,
or because it was similarly seen as a summary of the Torah, important for
Christians, which deserved a place at the start of the Two Ways exposition
of the commandments.

If it is the case that 1.2b, d-e was added to an existing form of the Two
Ways then one of the linking devices in either 1.3a or 2.1 may also be
attributed to this interpolator. This is the case since the insertion of an
initial summary of the Law requires a means of showing that the follow-
ing instructions are subsequent details, which fill out the broad cloth pain-
ted by the opening commands. Either ‘Here is the teaching that flows from
these words’, or ‘The second commandment of the doctrine’ would serve
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this function equally well. However, as argued above, it is more likely that
the second of these two options was used (cf. section 1, above).

None of the following discussions are affected by the question of
whether or not Did. 1.2b, d-¢ was copied from the Two Ways source or
not. The question of significance here is whether or not these verses formed
an additional part of the collection of sayings quoted in Did. 1.3b-5a. Three
factors suggest that this is not the case. First, 1.3b-5a stands alone as a
balanced set of sayings concerned with what it means to ‘avoid the fleshly
passions’ (according to the discussion in section 3, above) and 1.2b, d-e
does not fall easily within the structure of this unit. Second, there is a dis-
junction between the negative form of the golden rule in 1.2¢ and the posi-
tive instructions of 1.3b-5a which does not suggest that they originally
belonged together. Third, as noted in section 1, above, the flow from 1.2b,
d-e straight into 2.1 is disturbed by the intrusion of 1.3-6. It is not likely,
therefore, that both 1.2b, d-e and 1.3-6 were added to the whole at one time.

With regard to the status of 1.2b,d-e. It is possible to gather the
following pieces of evidence: these verses do not appear in the Two Ways
teaching in Barnabas and so it is likely that they do not belong to the Two
Ways tradition used in the Didache. The likelihood of their later addition
is further enhanced by the case for the independent existence of these Law
summaries, and the credible basis for their inclusion in the Didache pro-
vided by the overlap between the double love command and the opening
command of the Two Ways. The use of ‘second’ in both 1.2 and 2.1 sug-
gests that the latter verse may also have been added with the double love
command and the golden rule as a means of restoring the flow of sense
from the interpolation back into the host text. In concluding that 1.2b, d-¢
and 2.1 are likely to have been added to an older version of the Two Ways
it is crucial to note that this addition appears not to have been made at the
same time as the insertion of Did. 1.3-5a, since the latter interrupts the
flow from Did. 1.2 into 2.1.

6.2. Didache 5.2
At the end of the Two Ways teaching there is a further detail of the history
of the text that will be important in subsequent discussion. This is the
point at which a free-standing version of the Two Ways teaching could
have ended.

Three possible end-points of a free-standing Two Ways document may
be proposed: 5.2a, 5.2b or 6.1.%!

21. Niederwimmer (1998: 120); Kloppenborg (1995: 97); Audet (1958: 352) and
Rordorf (1996a: 153 n. 36) favour 6.1 as a closing point.
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To establish which of these potential end-points is the most likely it is
necessary to note, first of all, that 5.2a, 5.2band 6.1 were added to the text
at three different times, either singly or as part of larger elements.

Thus, Did. 5.2a is almost identical to the parallel ‘way of darkness’ in
Barnabas 20 and so there can be little doubt that this verse forms part of
the original Two Ways tractate.

Did. 5.2b, on the other hand, does not appear in Barnabas, and further,
it introduces a form of address, ‘Tékva’, which is contrary to the preced-
ing text in that neither this word, nor the plural form of address, occur
elsewhere in the Two Ways material.?? It is unlikely, therefore, that 5.2b
was originally written by the same hand as 5.2a.

The reversion in Did. 6.1 to the singular form of address suggests the
possibility that 5.2a and 6.1 belonged together in an original version of the
Two Ways. However, two factors indicate that 6.1 did not follow on
directly from 5.2a in the original Two Ways source. First, 6.1 is absent
from the Barnabas account of the Two Ways. Second, the expression,
‘See that no one leads you astray from this way of the teaching’, implies
that, in the conception of the author of 6.1, the Two Ways is a complete
and established entity of which the author has an objective view.
Otherwise the call to adhere to ‘this way of the teaching’ could be taken as
referring to the way of the teaching that has just been mentioned, namely,
the ‘way of death’.

If Did. 5.2a, 5.2b and 6.1 were all added to the Didache at different
times, then the question of which verses could have closed the Two Ways
document arises.

Two factors suggest that 5.2b could never have formed the end of a free-
standing document. First, the most likely motivation for adding additional
material to the Two Ways teaching would be to enjoin readers to keep the
teaching therein. It is surprising, therefore, that 5.2b contains only half of
what might be expected. That is to say that rather than finishing the text
with parallel injunctions to live the ‘way of life’ and reject the ‘way of
death’, only the latter point is emphasized.

Second, a superior motivation for the addition of 5.2b may be found in
the presence, rather than the absence, of 6.1. In this circumstance the text
would run (picking it up towards the end of the ‘way of death’):

22. There is one exception in that the plural form of address is also used in
Did. 4.11.
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5.2a ... Those...who are murderers of children, corrupters of God’s crea-
tures, who turn away from the needy, who oppress the afflicted, defenders
of the rich and unjust judges of the poor, altogether sinful.

6.1  See that no one leads you astray from this way of teaching, since the
one who does so teaches apart from God.

This juxtaposition could take place if the author of 6.1 were commend-
ing the whole of the Two Ways teaching much as someone might say,
‘Don’t stray from what it says in this book’, while handing over the
volume in question. A later reader of the resultant combined text might,
however, perceive an unhelpful ambiguity, since it could be taken that the
readers are being enjoined to let no one lead them astray from the ‘way of
death’! In this circumstance the insertion of 5.2b, while clumsy, does
serve a feasible purpose in that it clarifies the potential ambiguity:

5.2a ... Those...who are murderers of children, corrupters of God’s
creatures, who turn away from the needy, who oppress the afflicted, defen-
ders of the rich and unjust judges of the poor, altogether sinful.

5.2b  May you (pl.) be delivered, children, from all this.

6.1  See that no one leads you astray from this way of teaching, since the
one who does so teaches apart from God.

If it may be concluded that 5.2b was unlikely ever to have been the last
line of a free-standing Two Ways document, then one of the other two
options for this function, 5.2a or 6.1, may be preferred. The case for Did.
6.1 is very much dependent on the presence of a parallel to Did. 6.1 (and
5.2b) in the Doctrina apostolorum. It is certainly the presence of 6.1 in the
Doctrina apostolorum that causes Niederwimmer (1998: 45, 120), Klop-
penborg (1995: 97) and Audet (1958: 352) to suppose that this verse
belonged to the Didachist’s Two Ways source. However, as discussed in
the excursus above, the inconsistency of the sequence Did. 5.2a-5.2b-6.1,
when compared with the relatively smooth parallel in the Doctrina, sug-
gests that the Doctrina is a later document, and thus that it does not pro-
vide evidence of the presence of Did. 6.1 in the version of the Two Ways
known to the Didachist. Without the support of the Doctrina the case for
Did. 6.1 as an end-point to the base Two Ways collapses entirely.

Given that, in the absence of evidence from the Doctrina, Did. 6.1 shows
few signs of acting as a postscript to the Two Ways teaching® it is prefer-

23. Asalater postscript to the Two Ways teaching, Did. 6.1 could only have func-
tioned as an attempt to bolster the authority of the preceding text. However, the long
established and highly orthodox basis of the Two Ways teaching means that it is
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able to consider the possibility that it served a different function as part of
a larger addition to the Didache. In Chapter 5, section 2, below, it will be
argued that 6.1 serves as a linking verse that provides a smooth transition
from the Two Ways into the ensuing baptismal liturgy (7.1). Without this
verse, it will be argued, the following instructions could not have made
sense. If this conclusion is justified, then it is likely that Did. 6.1 was
added as part of a larger layer of Christian instruction, rather than as an
additional support to the authority of the Two Ways.

If neither 6.1 or 5.2b serve as credible end-points for the free-standing
Two Ways document, then it may be concluded that any further layers
that were added to the Two Ways were appended to the end of 5.2a. That
this verse is the most likely end-point of the Two Ways document is
strongly supported by the exactly parallel ending in the version of this
teaching found in Barnabas 20.

7. The Two Ways: Didache 1.1-2a, ¢; 2.1-7; 3.8-5.2a

With the removal of Did. 1.3-6; 3.1-7; 1.2b, d-e; 2.1 and 5.2b the base
Two Ways may be limited to: 1.1-2a, c; 2.2-7 and 3.8-5.2a. The presence
of parallels to almost all of this material in Barnabas 18-20 suggests that
these verses record a Two Ways tractate into which additional elements,
outlined above, were incorporated.

8. Summary: Elements within Didache -5

This chapter has been solely concerned with the isolation of the various
elements that comprise the Didache’s pre-baptismal catechism. This is not
the same as attempting to identify when these elements were added to
Didache; a question addressed in Chapter 7 with respect to Did. 1.5b-6,
and in Chapter 9 with respect to the remaining verses. All that is required

unlikely to have needed support against generalized attacks; no such defence is
provided in Barnabas. If Did. 6.1 was specially added in response to a specific
challenge, then it is remarkable that this response is no more pointed than the general,
‘See to it that no one leads you astray from this way of the doctrine’. In addition, as
noted above, such an addition creates a curious ambiguity in the absence of 5.2b, thus
requiring the addition of this insert also. The complications involved in the addition of
these final lines as the end of a free-standing Two Ways document would therefore be
so great, relative to the benefit gained, that it is hard to imagine that such a course
could ever have been taken.
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at this preparatory stage is the identification of elements in Did. 1-5 that
derive from different points of origin.

8.1. Two Ways

The similarity of Did. 1.1-2a, ¢; 2.2-7 and 3.8-5.2a to the Two Ways mate-
rial in Barnabas 18-20 and the distinct difference in style and content
between these verses and Did. 1.2b, d-e; 1.3-6 and 3.1-7 suggests that Did.
1.1-2a,c; 2.2-7 and 3.8-5.2a represents a Two Ways source separate from
the surrounding material ?*

8.2. Law Summary Unit

Did. 1.2b, d-e and 2.1 contains the double love command and a negative
version of the golden rule that links back, at Did. 2.1, into the continuing
Two Ways. This distinctive expansion of the Two Ways instruction to
‘love the God who created you’ is not present in the Barnabas Two Ways
and so is taken as an additional separate element.

8.3. Sayings Onion

The collection of sayings at Did. 1.3-5a expand the command to love the
neighbour and interrupt the flow, both in terms of content and style, from
the negative golden rule (1.2¢) into the negative instructions following
Did. 2.1. While generally recognized as an addition to the Two Ways,
scholars have overlooked the crucial possibility that this unit contains five
elements, themselves of separate origin.

8.4. Modification of Sayings Onion

If Did. 1.5b-6 seeks to modify the immediately preceding call to ‘give
without asking back’, then it is highly unlikely to have been written by the
person who also contributed Did. 1.3-5a. In addition, within Did. 1.5b-6,a
further saying of separate origin is quoted in 1.6b, ‘Let your charitable gift
sweat in your hands until you know to whom you give’.

24. The origins of this unit cannot be traced precisely. For some time it was
believed that Barnabas was the direct source for these verses. However, the more
recent scholarly consensus supposes that Didache and Barnabas were both dependent
on a common written document. This is the view of Glover (1958: 22); Rordorf (1991:
396); Layton (1968: 379); Draper (1996a: 10, 13, 16); Kloppenborg (1995: 88-92) and
Niederwimmer (1998: 31). The widespread extent of this type of tradition in the Old
Testament and Apocrypha (Niederwimmer 1998: 59-62) suggests that the tradition
expressed in Did. 1.1-2a, ¢; 2.2-7 and 3.8-5.2a may well be pre-Christian.
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In summary, this chapter has argued that Did. 1-5 contains work
derived from nine points of origin: a Two Ways tractate, a summary of the
Law, a collection of five sayings arranged around a central gnome, and a
modification of those sayings which itself appeals to an external authority.

The end of this chapter marks the completion of three major preparatory
tasks concerning the prayers in Did. 9-10, the integrity of Did. 16 and the
elements within Did. 1-5. It is now possible to progress to a more direct
consideration of the compositional history of the Didache.



Chapter 5

THE PERI LAYER:
6.1-3; 7.1a, c, e, 4a; 9.1-5a; 11.3a, 4-6; 16.1-6, 8-9

This chapter takes up a loose thread left at the end of Chapter 2, where it
was concluded that the eucharistic prayers within Did. 9 and 10 belong to
two separate redactional layers. The first aim of this chapter is to identify
those parts of the Didache that belong to the same redactional layer as
Did. 9. (This layer will be referred to, for the time being, as the ‘Peri’ layer
because of the recurrence of the formula ‘mep1 8¢” within it.) Towards the
close of this chapter, one further thread, made available by Chapter 3, will
also be addressed; namely, the redactional status of Did. 16 in relation to
the Peri layer.

1. The Peri Layer Baptism: Didache 7.1a,! c, e, 4a

One verse that has several strong connections with Did. 9.1-5 is Did. 7.1.2
Atastylistic level this verse follows the distinctive pattern of introduction
that is used in Did. 9.1:

9.1 Tlepi 8¢ Ths eUXAPIOTIOS, OUTWS EUXOPICTICOTE"
7.1a Tepi 8¢ Tou PamrTiopaTos, outw PamTioaTe:

Did. 7.1 also has strong functional coherence in relation to the eucharist of
Did. 9. The fact that Did. 9.5 states that only the baptized may partake of
the eucharist, suggests that instructions concerning the means by which
such eligibility may be achieved are likely to have been included along
with instructions regarding the eucharist.?

There is, therefore, good reason to suppose that the Peri layer contained
instructions concerning baptism followed by instructions concerning the

1. The redactional status of 7.1b, d will be considered in Chapter 7, §§ 6 and 9.

2. Niederwimmer 1998: 144.

3. Baptism is immediately followed by the eucharist in the account provided by
Justin, First Apology 65-66.
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eucharist. However, the identification of the extent of those instructions is
not straightforward. In their present form the rules for baptism show strong
signs of having been amended. To establish the extent of the original Peri
layer, therefore, it is necessary to consider the nature and effect of that
amendment.

Two signs suggest both the presence and the extent of an addition made
to Did. 7. First, the threefold formulae for baptism in 7.1 (with articles)
and 7.3 (without articles), are inconsistent with the reference to baptism ‘in
the name of the Lord’ to be found in Did. 9.5. Draper (1996b: 78) expresses
the view that ‘The trinitarian baptismal formula in 7:1 is probably a later
redactional retouch, since a slightly different formula is given in 7:3, and
the earlier formula eis dvopa kuplou has survived in 9:5°.4

A second sign that Did. 7 is not the work of one hand can be found in
the change of addressee that takes place, without rhetorical purpose, in the
course of the baptismal instructions. Rordorf (1996b: 214) says:

I do not believe that one could deny an important change of perspective
between Didache 7:1 and 7:21f, which is expressed precisely in the fact that
the beginning of the chapter is addressed to a plurality of persons, whereas
what follows is addressed to one person only. This fact alone proves that
the chapter could not have been written by the same hand.

Rordorf goes on to suggest that 7.1, being plural, addresses a more
primitive situation than 7.2-3. This, he argues, is indicative of a change
from a primitive situation, where many members of a church may baptize,
to a later one where only an authorized individual may do so. While this is
possible, Rordorf’s point is perhaps overplayed, since 7.1 could simply be
addressed to more than one community. However, even if Rordorf may be
on uncertain ground regarding this particular basis for the supposed anti-
quity of 7.1 relative to 7.2-3, his point regarding the change in addressee
(and therefore of author) still stands.

If the change of addressee is indicative of an amendment, then the iden-
tification of text addressed to plural recipients should reveal what remains,
in these instructions, of what may be traced back to the Peri layer.

Rordorf (1996b: 215) observes, with respect to Did. 7.4a and 7.1:

...the same situation [plural addressees] is reflected in Didache 7:4a, where
the term o PamTilwv to designate the one who administers baptism

4. Rordorf (1996b: 217) is certain that the text of 9.5 is a more ancient baptism
formula. Wedderburn (1987) suggests that the formula ‘into the name of the Lord’ (9.5)
may be even more ancient than baptism ‘into the name of the Lord Jesus’, as commonly
found in the New Testament (cf. Hartman 1997).
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indicates the absence of a specific minister; for this reason, it seems to me
that Didache 7:4a is drawn from the same source as Didache 7:1. Didache
7:2-3,4b, in turn, is addressed directly to the one who administers baptism.

Niederwimmer (1998: 125) agrees:

In my opinion 7.2-3 is also redactional, in contrast to the original and more
rigorous demand to baptize ‘with living water’.... I also consider 7.4a to be
old tradition, and 7.4b to be redactional.

The picture that emerges, therefore, is one where the original Peri text
reads something approximating to:

Concerning baptism, baptize thus:

[After you have repeated all these things]’

Baptize in the name of the Lord

in running water.

Before the baptism, let the one baptizing and the one being baptized, and
others who are able, fast.

This text, addressed to unknown plural recipients, is then altered by the
addition of instructions addressed to an individual. The fact that these
additions show no concession to their new context, both in the different
addressee and in the apparent absence of any need to describe how long
the baptizer and others should fast, suggest that the amendment has been
made by inserting a text with a previously separate existence. As Schollgen
(1996: 48) observes: ‘With vv.2,3,4b, which differ from the context in
their use of the second person singular address, the author may well have
worked in pre-existent traditional material’.¢

A further indication that the changes in Did. 7 are the product of an in-
sertion, rather than poor editorial retouching (so Draper 1996c¢: 226), may
be found in the fact that the baptismal formula in Did. 9.5 has escaped
amendment.

The inserted text, addressed to a singular addressee, may be approxi-
mately reconstructed as follows:

Baptize in the name of the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit

in running water.

If you do not have running water baptize in other water; if you cannot in
cold, then in warm,

5. Later discussion will conclude that 7.1b is likely to have been added as part of
the third layer of the Didache (cf. Chapter 7, § 10). This line is removed, therefore, in
the immediately following discussion.

6. Voobus (1968: 34) is sceptical of this.
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But if you have neither, pour water on the head thrice
in the name of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.
Command the one being baptized to fast for one or two days beforehand.

The similarities and differences between the Peri instructions for bap-
tism and this “trinitarian’ text provides a strong rationale for the insertion
of the latter into the former. The two texts overlap in their treatment of bap-
tism, in their reference to living water and their consideration of baptismal
fasting. The point where there is direct contradiction is in the baptismal for-
mula itself. The interpolator therefore meshes the texts as follows; where
the ‘original’ text is on the left and the interpolated ‘trinitarian’ text is on
the right. Underlining indicates the wording that ultimately appears in the
Jerusalem manuscript.

Peri Layer Baptism Inserted Baptismal Tradition
7.1a mep) 8¢ Tol BamTiowaTos,
7.1¢ BamTiooTe £iS TO dvoua 7.1c BaTmrTiooTE £lS TO GVOUK
7.1d kupioy 7.1d 1ol TATPOS KAl Tol Vol Kal
5 dvt ot
7.1e gy uSati [QVTL 7.1e ev USaTt LT,
7'2a LY \ Ny e ~ ]
”220MW"5 g ) L5 o
. N Tole UBeap tis &
6 \ t ~ \ € 4
IVEUUOTOS,
7.4a 1mpo 8¢ ToU BamTiouaTos
SN o -
Wﬁﬁ”—m&‘ﬁ, o xol & o
duvavTan
7.4b kehevets 8¢ vnoTeloat ToV
g :/ o Ny 5/0

The point at which 7.1d, 2-3, 4b was interpolated into the Didache will
be considered in due course (cf. Chapter 7, section 6).

It s unlikely that the Peri layer instructions continue into Did. 8.1-3.
This is the case not only because there is no ‘mept 8¢’ formula, but also
because the connection between 8.1 and 7.4 is by catchword only, and does
not follow a progressive development. That is to say, the fasts of 7.4 are
specifically addressed to the situation prior to baptism — before which an
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unbroken fast would be logical. The fast in 8.1, however, is something
regular and not specifically associated with baptism.’

In summary, instructions regarding baptism are likely to have belonged
to the same layer as Did. 9.1-5. This is indicated by the strikingly parallel
introductory formulae of 7.1 and 9.1, and by the logical sequence of
baptism followed by eucharist. These instructions have been changed by
the interpolation of a separate text, and by the insertion of 7.1b, ‘TaUTx
mavTa wpoetmovTes® (cf. Chapter 7, section 10). Thus, the proposed
wording of the original baptismal instructions of the Peri layer is:

mepl 8¢ ToU BamTiopaTos, ouTw ParrticaTe:

BamTiooTe £1s TO Gvopa kupiou ev USaTI {VTI.

mpo 8t Tou PamTiopaTos TPOVNOTEVOATW O PamTilev Kol O
BamTifopevos kai &l Tives GANot SivavTal

2. Link between the Two Ways and Baptism: Didache 6.1-3

Thus far an element of the Peri layer has been traced as far forward as
Did. 7.1. However, two factors suggest that Did. 7.1 cannot have served as
the opening verse of a free-standing ‘Peri document’.

First, it would be highly unconventional to open a discourse with a
piece of specific meta-language such as ‘concerning baptism’ if the text
concerned were not solely to do with this subject. This is the case because,
as Brown and Yule (1983: 139) note:

...the expectation-creating aspect of thematisation, especially in the form
of a title, means that thematised elements provide not only a starting point
around which what follows in the discourse is structured, but also a starting
point which constrains our interpretation of what follows.8 [emphasis
added]

This means that a discourse entitled ‘Concerning Baptism’ creates the
expectation that the interpretation of what follows should be limited to, or
constrained to, the subject of baptism. In the case of the Peri document it
has already been concluded that this text contains instructions on eucharist
as well as baptism (in section 3, below, it will be argued that the Peri layer
also addresses the subject of apostles). The presence of sections on the

7. The timing and purpose of the insertion of Did. 8.1-3 will be considered in
Chapter 7, § 7.

8. Similarly, Sperber and Wilson (1986: 216) state: *...the classic discourse topics
are titles and picture captions, whose role is precisely to give access to encyclopaedic
information crucial to the comprehension of the accompanying texts or pictures’.
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eucharist and apostles, in a text headed ‘Concerning Baptism’, may only
be explained if the latter instructions could be seen as a sub-section of
‘Concerning Baptism’. This requires an unnatural understanding of eucha-
rist and apostles. Further, the similar style in which the paragraphs on
baptism, eucharist and apostles are introduced suggests that they are sub-
sections which are each intended to carry equal weight. This parity requires
the three sections to be equally subordinate to a main heading of some
kind.’

Second, if 7.1 were the opening verse of a free-standing Peri document,
then the process of baptism would be remarkably undemanding for the
initiate. That is to say, the newcomer would only be required to receive a
washing in running water, presumably ‘in the name of the Lord’ (cf. 9.5),
in order to be transformed from an outsider (9.5; cf. 10.6) into a person
worthy of participating in the eschatological feast. Given this mismatch it
is preferable to suppose that 7.1 was originally preceded by some mecha-
nism to show that the initiate had stepped into a new state of membership.
Rordorf (1996a: 156) notes (having previously argued that the Didache
was addressed to a Gentile audience): ‘The situation of those first converts
from Paganism seeking baptism [meant that] it was necessary to instruct
them, prior to their baptism, in the rudiments of ethical behaviour in accor-
dance with faith in one God’.!° This suggests that Did. 7.1 is likely to have
been preceded by a set of requirements to be laid on the initiate prior to
baptism. Such a requirement is amply described by the Two Ways tradi-
tion recorded in Did. 1-5.

That Did. 7.1 was indeed designed to follow from the Didache’s aug-
mented Two Ways tradition is indicated by a number of factors. First, the
curious juxtaposition of two distinctly different types of text (a traditional
Jewish ethical exposition and a manual of Christian liturgical instruction),
requires an explanation. The ‘principle of relevance’, a linguistic phenome-
non noted by Sperber and Wilson (1986), notes that each succeeding part
of any discourse, however constructed, must contain some element that
makes it relevant to that discourse at the point of introduction. This means,
for example, that, even in a collection of unrelated aphorisms, each new
saying may be seen as relevant simply because it belongs to the common

9.  The nature and location of this main heading will be discussed in Chapter 9.

10. That pre-baptismal catechesis was a feature of Gentile conversion from the
earliest times is intimated by the remarks of Pliny the Younger in his letter to Trajan,
10.96.7 regarding the ethical promises made by Christians prior to their sharing in a
common meal.
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genre ‘aphorism’. Similarly, as occurs elsewhere in the Didache, a new
layer of text may be considered relevant to the preceding text because it
contains common subject matter or a common catchword. In the case of
Did. 1-5 and Did. 7.1, however, there is almost no overlap of wording or
genre that explains their combination. However, the fact that they are
combined suggests that the person responsible for their juxtaposition
considered one to be relevant to the other. The location of such relevance
may be found in the fact that Did. 1-5 invites initiates to step from the
‘way of death’ to the ‘way of life’, thus providing a suitable preamble to
baptism. As N. Mitchell (1995: 250) notes:

There can be little doubt, in the opinion of most contemporary scholars, !
that the materials of Did 1.1-6.1a should be understood as instructions
which are designed primarily for catechumens. The very structure of the
Two Ways schema in 1.1-6.la invites decision.

The functional logic of the relationship between Did. 1-5 and Did. 7 is
supported by evidence of the use of Two Ways types of instruction in bap-
tismal catechesis in the early Christian centuries. As Rordorf(1996a: 158—
59) notes:

There was, without doubt, an uninterrupted tradition of prebaptismal ethical
instruction in the Christian church of the first two centuries, a tradition
which has its roots in Judaism, which has its Sitz im Leben in the context of
the initiation of Gentile converts, and which led to the instruction of the
Christian catechumens at the end of the second century. The duae viae has
its place in this tradition.

Further, Rordorf (1996a: 152) notes the longstanding appreciation (even
before the discoveries made at Qumran) of the relationship between
Jewish proselyte catechetical instruction and the duae viae. He continues:
¢ Although we might be poorly informed of the baptism of Jewish prose-
lytes in the primitive Christian epoch, the parallels which it presents to
Christian baptism are undeniable’. Records of Jewish proselyte baptism
from the end of the first century CE show that the Law was recited prior to
the washing. While it is possible that this practice developed in imitation
of the Christian baptism this nonetheless suggests that that which was imi-
tated contained a recitation of an ethical code prior to baptism, as is found
in the Didache.

If Did. 1-5 did indeed provide a suitable preamble to baptism, then Did.
7.1 must always have been preceded by linking lines that explain the role

11. Mitchell cites Niederwimmer (1989: 88); Draper (1991: 359) and Rordorf
(1972b: 503).
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of the ancient Two Ways teaching in relation to the baptismal rite. Without
such intervening material a spoken liturgy that drove straight through from
5.2a (the end of the Two Ways, cf. Chapter 4, section 6) into 7.1 would
sound ridiculous and would be potentially misleading; the impression could
be given that initiation was into the ‘way of death’, rather than the ‘way of
life’.

The intervention of Did. 6.1 between 5.2a and 7.1a is vital to the transi-
tion between the two texts. This verse presents the Two Ways as a valid
expression of the community rule to which initiates should seek to adhere.
The vital service performed by 6.1, in binding the Two Ways and the
baptismal liturgy together, suggests that it formed an original element of
the Peri layer.

The inclusion of Did. 6.1 as part of the Peri layer still leaves a question
mark over the status of 6.2-3. From a liturgical point of view these verses
are a little clumsy. That is to say that it would be neater to pass straight
from the summarizing statement of 6.1 into the baptism without the added
details of 6.2-3. However, this clumsiness does not in itself disqualify 6.2-
3 from the Peri layer since, if these instructions were considered important
for initiates at the time at which the Peri layer was composed, it is difficult
to see where else they could have been included. A factor which suggests
that these two verses were added as part of the Peri layer is the parallel
use of the ‘mept 8¢ formula in Did. 6.3 and 7.1 (Tepi 8¢ s Bpcdoecos
...mep1 8¢ ToU BamTiopaTos...).2

The strong connection between 6.3 and 6.2, in terms of their shared in-
terest in ‘doing what you are able” with respect to the ‘yoke of the Lord’,'3
leads towards the further conclusion that 6.2 and 6.3 were written by the
same author. These considerations mean that, although the section 6.2-3 is
liturgically untidy, it is likely to have been added at the same time as 6.1
and the instructions regarding baptism, eucharist (and apostles).

The beginning of this section argued that 7.1 is unlikely ever to have
been the opening verse of a free-standing document. This position was
taken because of the need for a preamble to baptism, and for a main head-
ing under which sub-sections on baptism, eucharist and apostles could sit.
The former of these requirements was satisfied by Did. 1-5, thus creating
a need for linking verses between Did. 1-5 and 7.1, which, it has been
argued, is satisfied by Did. 6.1 (along with 6.2-3). I therefore conclude

12. So Kraft (1965: 161-63).
13. Flusser (1996: 199) and Draper (1995: 290) take ‘the yoke of the Lord’ to refer
to the Torah.
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that Did. 6.1-3 formed part of the Peri layer that linked Did. 1-5t0 7.1a,c,
e,4aand 9.1-5a."4

3. Apostles: Didache 11.3a, 4-6

Thus far, the Peri layer has shown a logical progression. Did. 6.1-3 sums
up the legal requirements incumbent upon initiates and adds details con-
cerning food, Did. 7.1a, c, e, 4a describes the initiation ritual itself, and
Did. 9.1-5a orders the eucharist to which only the baptized may be ad-
mitted. In combination with Did. 1-5, therefore, these elements of the Peri
layer appear to constitute a complete and practical document. However,
there is one further section that presents a strong claim for inclusion in the
Peri layer: Did. 11.3a, 4-6.

Before attempting to argue for the inclusion of Did. 11.3a, 4-6 it is
necessary to show that these verses do not belong to the same layer as the
immediately following or preceding text.

The case for the separation of 11.3-6 from 11.7-12 has two strands.
First, there is disjunction between the style, subject matter and structure of
the two paragraphs. Thus, 11.4-6 contains clearly ordered instructions
regarding the arrival, stay and departure of an apostle:

ARRIVAL 11.4 Let every apostle who comes to you be received as the Lord.

STAY 11.5 He shall stay only one day, or, if need be, another day too. If
he stays three days, he is a false prophet.

DEPARTURE 11.6 When the apostle leaves, let him receive nothing but enough
bread to see him through until he finds lodging. If he asks for
money he is a false prophet.

Didache 11.7-12,' on the other hand, is an ambiguously introduced,
loosely arranged and repetitive set of statements devoted to the issue of how
the community should respond to prophetic speech. These two issues are
not unrelated, but it is nonetheless surprising that they are not treated in a
more integrated manner if one author is responsible for both paragraphs.

14. One possibility that has not been considered here is that the Peri layer was a
free-standing document, opening at either 6.1 or 6.2, that was later appended to Did.
1--5. This pattern is unlikely given that 6.1 must be preceded by a description of what
‘this way of the teaching’ might be. Did. 6.2 cannot open a free-standing document
because the use of “yap’ presupposes some preceding text, namely 6.1. In addition,
neither 6.2 or 6.3 provide a suitable heading under which all the subsequent ‘mept 8¢’
subheadings may be set.

15. InChapter 7, § 1 it will be argued that Did. 11.10-11 do not belong to the same
layer as Did. 11.7-9,12.



102 The Gospel of Matthew's Dependence on the Didache

A possible explanation for the awkward relationship between 11.3-6 and
11.7-12 is signalled by the close continuity between Did. 10.7 and 11.7:

10.7 Allow the prophets to give thanks as much as they wish 11.7 and (xart)
every prophet speaking in the Spirit neither test nor judge; every sin shall
be forgiven, but this sin shall not be forgiven.

In contrast to the awkward join between 11.6 and 11.7, the flow from
10.7 to 11.7 is remarkably smooth. These two sentences are a perfect gram-
matical match. Most notably, this sequence avoids having a grammatically
unattractive ‘koi’ at the introduction to the subject of prophetic speech,
and places it instead between two sentences of related subject. Since the
non-interruption of prophetic speech is not addressed anywhere else in the
Didache, it is particularly noteworthy that 10.7 and 11.7 both focus on this
subject. Thus, 10.7 commands that prophetic thanksgiving over the eschato-
logical meal should be allowed to continue for as long as the prophet
wishes; while 11.7 rules, in the strongest possible terms, that the speech of
a prophet should not be tested in mid-prophesy.

The quality of the connection between 10.7 and 11.7 suggests that these
two lines originally formed one sentence in the previously existing docu-
ment to which they belonged. Their split location in the Didache may be
accounted for on the basis that the material concerned with the eucharist
was inserted after the eucharistic instructions in Did. 9, and verses con-
cerned with church leaders was paired with teaching on a similar subject
in Did. 11.3-6. This type of spliced interpolation can also be seen in Did.
7, where a previously existing document was added to the host in two
parts. Thus, teaching on baptism (7.1b, d, 2-3) was added after the host
text’s teaching on baptism (7.1a, ¢, e), and rules for the baptismal fast
(7.4b) were inserted after the host’s rules for the baptismal fast (7.4a).1¢

The relationship between 10.7 and 11.7 has implications for a number
of further aspects of this study. In the meantime, however, it affects the
question in hand in that, if 10.7 and 11.7 are adjacent verses in the same
layer, then they cannot also belong to the same layer as 11.1-6. If this point
may be accepted, then it is possible to go on to consider the status of 11.3-
6 with respect to the Peri layer. (Conclusions regarding this connection
will then assist in the consideration of the status of 11.1-2; see Chapter 7,
section 3. below.)

The isolation of Did. 11.1-6 in relation to Did. 10.7 and 11.7 assists in
the identification of 11.3-6 with the Peri layer because of the effect that
this has on the heading in 11.3.

16. Cf. § 1, above.
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Did. 11.3 operates as a heading that introduces the subject of apostles
and prophets. However, if, as the foregoing analysis has argued, 11.4-6
(concerning apostles) was not originally followed by 11.7-9, 12 (concern-
ing prophetic speech), then the heading that originally introduced 11.4-6 is
unlikely to have mentioned prophets as well as apostles. Further, it will be
argued below (Chapter 8), that in the developing community the curious
instructions regarding apostles and prophets required subordination to the
teaching of the later mainstream tradition. This requirement could have
been achieved by adding ‘kaTor To Soyuo ToU svayyeAiou oUTw Tol-
noaTe’, as a means of abrogating the difficulties and contradictions of
the ensuing instructions. The version of 11.3 that is most likely to have
originally appeared in combination with 11.4-6 is therefore: ‘mepi 8¢ TV
amooToAwv’. This short heading shows striking similarities with the in-
troductions to baptism and eucharist in the Peri layer; not only in the char-
acteristic use of ‘mepi 8¢°, but also in the repetition of the subject word
immediately after the heading:

9.1 Tlept 88 TS sUXOPIOTIAS,  OUTGS EUXOPIOTIOOTE"
71a  Tlepi 8¢ 1ol Pamtiopotos, oUTW BamTicaTe
11.3a,4 Tlepi 8¢ TGV dmootohwv,  mas [88]17  &mooTohos.

This parallel form of subheading, in combination with the same pithy
and direct style of the following instructions in each case, suggests that
Did. 11.3-6 represents a further element of the Peri layer. The lack of any
further uses of the formula ‘mep1 8¢’ suggests that this layer does not con-
tinue into the ecclesial instructions of Did. 12-15.

My conclusion regarding the status of 11.3-6 (less the reference to proph-
ets and the gospel in 11.3) is very largely in accordance with, and is some-
times dependent on, those of Jonathan Draper (1996d: 343-44):

[The] instruction concerning apostles corresponds to the form of the instruc-
tions which precede it. Each set of instructions is prefaced by the same for-
mula: mepi 88 TGV...0UTw TomoaTe. Only one subject appears in the title
of each section introduced in this way, with the exception of 11:3, where
the introduction of prophets into the title seems to be a redaction made at a
time when instructions concerning prophets were added. The reference to the
8oy ua ToU evaryyeAiou also marks this as a later interpolation, as we have
seen. The original title probably read mepi 8¢ TV XTOOTOAWY, OUTW
moimoaTe. The instruction of 11:3-6 show the same casuistic development

17. Draper (1996d: 345) believes the 8¢ here is inauthentic and that the title did not
originally include a reference to prophets. A¢ is absent from the Coptic and Ethiopic.
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and the same brevity as the other instructions in the section 6:2-10:6.['8]
The instructions on prophets are in marked contrast: detailed, self-
contradictory[lg] in places and vivid. The instructions concerning prophets
have tended, for this reason, to dominate discussion on the Didache.

Nevertheless, there are signs of controversy surrounding the institution
of apostles in the Didache too. Here I wish to focus particularly on 11:1-2.
K. Niederwimmer sees this passage as a composition of the ‘Didachist’,
connecting the liturgical tradition of 910 with further traditional material
concerning apostles. However, the form of instructions does not require
such connecting links between sections, which are simply introduced by
mepi 8¢. Thus 11:1-2 should not be seen as a connecting link but as a later
redaction, modifying the instructions on apostles in 11:3-6 in the light of
new circumstances in the community.

In summary then, Draper sees 11.3-6, less the references to prophets
and the gospel, as originally part of the Peri layer. I am in almost complete
agreement with this conclusion. The following discussion of the redactional
status of 11.1-2; 11.3b; 11.7-12, and so on, will offer further reasons for
supporting Draper’s position.

4. The Peri Layer and Didache 16.1-6, 8-9

The aim of this section is to consider the possibility that Did. 16.1-6, 8-9
formed an additional element of the Peri layer.

In Chapter 3 it was argued that Did. 16 consists of two main elements.
The older part, Did. 16.3-6, 8-9, records a previously existing eschatologi-
cal scheme that is coherent, whole and apparently free from later amend-
ment (with the exception of the interpolation at Did. 16.7, which is set
aside in the following discussion). The younger part, Did. 16.1-2, appears
to have been written in the light of Did. 16.3-6, 8-9 and serves to bind the
older eschatological discourse onto the end of the Didache. The linking
function of Did. 16.1-2, with respect to 16.3-6, 8-9, means that neither of
these two elements is likely to have been added to the Didache without
the other. Thus, the point at which Did. 16.1-2 was written is very likely
also to be the point at which Did. 16.3-6, 8-9 was added to the whole.

The process of identifying a redactional location for 16.1-2 (and thereby
also of 16.3-6, 8-9) will be undertaken in two stages. In Chapter 9, during

18. An observation that is even more accurate if Did. 9.1-5 alone carries the euchar-
istic instruction of the Peri layer; cf. Chapter 2.

19. Ishall present a redactional explanation for these self-contradictions in Chapter
7,8 1.
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the study of the full extent of the Peri layer, further evidence will be
offered to suggest that Did. 16 formed part of this layer. At this stage,
however, it is already possible to note some points of connection between
Did. 16.1-2 and Did. 6.1-3 which, according to the case presented in sec-
tion 2 above, belongs to the Peri layer.

6.1 See that no one leads you astray from this way of the teaching, since
this one teaches apart from God. 6.2 If you are able to bear the whole yoke
of the Lord, you will be perfect, but if you cannot, do what you can. 6.3
Concerning food, bear what you can, but abstain strictly from food offered
to idols, for it is worship of dead gods.

16.1 Watch over your life. Let your lamps not go out and let your loins not
be ungirded but be ready, for you do not know the hour at which our Lord
is coming. 16.2 You shall assemble frequently, seeking what your souls
need, for the whole time of your faith will be of no profit to you unless you
are perfected at the final hour.

These two passages serve a common function in that they both exhort
the reader to adhere to a comprehensive standard of behaviour. The threat
to compliance in both cases is that they will be led astray by false teach-
ing. Thus, in the eschatological discourse following 16.1-2 the readers are
warned of the approach of one who will lead the world astray (0 koopo-
mAavns) with the result that some will be lost (16.4b-5). In 6.1 the fear is
expressed that the reader will be led astray (rAawvron) from the preceding
way of teaching by one who teaches apart from God. The goal of compli-
ance is also similar in each case. Thus, in 6.2 the baptismal candidates are
told that if they keep the whole yoke of the Lord they will become perfect
(TeAetos €om).2 This goal of perfection is also held up before the readers
of 16.1-2 where they are told that, although incomplete adherence to the
‘yoke of the Lord’ may be initially acceptable, at the end it is perfection
that is required, ‘for the whole time of your faith will be of no profit to you
unless you are perfected (TeAe1coBnTe) at the final hour’. These common
themes of resisting deception while seeking perfection suggest that the
linking material in 6.1-3 and 16.1-2 were both written by the same author.
If this is the case, then Did. 16.1-6, 8-9 may initially be seen as belonging
to the Peri layer alongside 6.1-3; 7.1a, ¢, e, 4a (baptism); 9.1-5a (eucharist);
and 11.3a, 4-6 (apostles). As mentioned above, further reasons for assigning
Did. 16.1-6, 8-9 to the Peri layer will be considered in Chapter 9, section 4.

20. “The word TéAsios (perfect) is a technical term which refers to the fulfilment
of Torah according to the halakah of a particular group’ (Draper 1995: 290). See also
n. 13.
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5. Sub-Summary: The Peri Layer

A discussion of the full extent of the Peri layer must wait until Chapter 9,
after the status of the rest of the text has been evaluated. At this stage,
however, the following portions of the extant text have been identified as
belonging to the Peri layer:

6.1-3: A commendation of the Two Ways teaching to those being baptized,
with additional instructions not covered by the Two Ways.

7.1a, c, e, 4a: Rules for the administration of baptism and preparatory
fasting associated with that rite.

9.1-5a: Rules for the administration of the eucharist to which only the
baptized may be admitted.

11.3a, 4-6: Rules governing the treatment of apostles.

The possibility has also been raised (and will be pursued further in
Chapter 9) that 16.1-6, 8-9 formed an eschatological warning at the con-
clusion to the Peri layer.



Chapter 6

THE PROPHET DOCUMENT: 10.1-7; 11.7-9, 12; 12.1-5

The purpose of the preceding chapter was to identify those parts of the
Didache that belong to the same redactional layer as the eucharistic prayer
recorded in Did. 9.1-5a. The aim of this chapter is to find those parts of
the text that belong to the same layer as the parallel eucharistic prayer
recorded in Did. 10.1-6.

1. Didache 10.7 and 11.7-9, 12

In Chapter 5 it was noted that Did. 11.6 and 11.7 are roughly juxtaposed,
while Did. 10.7 and 11.7 form a cohesive whole when placed together. This
invites the possibility that Did. 10.7 and 11.7 were joined prior to their
addition to the Didache. This in turn suggests that these two verses were
part of a previously existing document, separate from the Didache, which
was divided at 10.7/11.7 and inserted into the host text in two separate
parts.'

Did. 10.7 shows a strong affinity to 10.1-6 in that both are concerned
with the practice of giving thanks. This suggests that 10.1-6 formed an
additional part of the separate document to which 10.7 and 11.7 belonged.
The abrupt division of Did. 10.7 and 11.7 provides a clue to the possible
continuing extent of this separate document. If 11.7 were the final element
of this document, then it is surprising that the interpolator did not simply
include 11.7 after 10.7, rather than detaching it from 10.7 and placing this
defence of the sanctity of prophetic speech after a discussion of how apos-
tles may be identified as false prophets. However, if 11.7 was always fol-
lowed by 11.8, then the extant arrangement makes better sense. In this
circumstance the means of recognizing apostles who are false prophets
(11.5, 6), coheres with the test for false prophets provided in 11.8. It is
likely, therefore, that 11.8 always followed 11.7 as part of the interpolated

1. A motive for this action is offered in § 3, below, and Chapter 10, § 2.
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document (hereafter referred to as the Prophet document, because of its
concern for prophets and prophecy).

Did. 11.8 teaches: ‘But not every one speaking in the Spirit (§v wveu-
poT1) is a prophet, but only those whose behaviour is as the Lord’s, by
their actions you can discern the false prophet from the prophet’. Did.
11.9 goes on to give a concrete example of an action that betrays the false
prophesy of a false prophet. Thus, if someone claims to be “in the Spirit’
and uses this to gain food for themselves, then their claim to inspiration is
false. In the same way, and using similar language, Did. 11.12 explains
that if someone uses the cover of inspired speech to gain money or posses-
sions, then they are a false prophet issuing false prophecy.

11.7 ...and every prophet speaking in the Spirit (ev TveduaTi) neither test
nor judge; every sin shall be forgiven, but this sin shall not be forgiven.
11.8 But not every one speaking in the Spirit (§v TvedpoT1) is a prophet,
but only those whose behaviour is as the Lord’s, by their actions you can
discern the false prophet from the prophet.

11.9 Every prophet calling for a table of food in the Spirit (ev TvevpaT)
will not eat of it. If he does he is a false prophet...

11.12 If any prophet, speaking in the Spirit (€v TveupaTt) says, ‘Give me
money’, or anything else, do not listen to him. On the other hand, ifhe calls
you to give it to someone who is in need, do not judge him.

The shared use of the expression ‘€v TvevuaTt’ in 11.7, 8, 9, 12, and
the structural coherence of teaching that moves from the general (11.8) to
the specific (11.9, 12), suggests that these four verses belong together, and
thus belong to the Prophet document, along with Did. 10.1-7.

The structural and stylistic coherence of this programme is disrupted by
the inclusion of Did. 11.10-11. In Chapter 7, section 1 below, I will argue
that these two verses were inserted as part of a later layer written in
response to a possible misinterpretation of Did. 11.9.

The addition of Did. 10.7; 11.7-9, 12 to the eucharistic prayer of Did.
10.1-6 has the effect of revealing a document with a particular relationship
to the Peri layer. As was noted in Chapter 2, the eucharistic prayer in Did.
10.1-6 is closely parallel to the eucharistic prayer in the Peri layer (9.1-
5a). The level of similarity between these two prayers points to the direct
dependence of one upon the other. That Did. 10.1-6 is a later development
of Did. 9.1-5 is likely in the light, for example, of the differences between
the calls for eucharistic exclusion in Did. 9.5 and 10.6. In the former this
rubric is silent, while in the latter a public statement is made. Thus, in 9.5,
there is a presupposition of the eucharistic president’s knowledge of each
member of the congregation, while 10.6 implies the presence of a larger,
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more anonymous gathering, suggestive of a later development in the
Church’s life.

The addition of 10.7; 11.7-9, 12 to the Prophet document’s eucharistic
teaching creates a set of instructions that build upon, but go beyond, that
which is set down in the Peri layer. Thus, the basic teaching of the Peri
layer with regard to the eucharistic prayer itself (9.1-5a) is largely adhered
to by the Prophet document. However, where the Peri layer fails to address
an issue, in this case the boundaries that should be placed on prophets when
they give thanks at the eschatological meal, this deficiency is made good
by a further elaboration in the Prophet document (10.7; 11.7-9, 12).

2. Didache 712.1-5

Just as Did. 10.1-7; 11.7-9, 12 is closely dependent on Did. 9.1-5, while
being willing to additionally respond to circumstances created by the pres-
ence of wandering prophets, so also Did. 12.1-5 pays consistent homage
to Did. 11.3a, 4-6, while adapting those instructions to accommodate the
ministry of itinerant prophets:

THE WELCOME:

11.4 Let every apostle who comes to you be received as the Lord.

12.1 Let every one who comes in the name of the Lord be received,

after that, when you have tested him, you will know what he is like—for
you will have right and left perception.

The language and sentiment of the welcome in each case is remarkably
similar. Did. 12.1, however, appears to address a situation where ‘apostle’
is no longer a suitable description for the type of visitor that is apparently
in mind. This term is replaced by ‘those who come in the name of the
Lord’. This expression suggests individuals engaged in service on behalf
of the Lord. A clue to their specific identity may be found in 12.2-3, where
it is implied that these visitors adopt a perpetually wandering lifestyle,
although the option to settle was apparently open to them. The immediate
juxtaposition of 12.1-5 to 11.7-9, 12, combined with the parallel references
to evaluation of prophets (11.8-9, 12) and evaluation of visitors (12.1), also
suggest that those ‘who come in the name of the Lord’ are synonymous
with the prophets mentioned in 10.7; 11.7-9, 12. It may be concluded,
therefore, that the author of the Prophet document took the Peri layer’s
teaching concerning apostles and reapplied it to the situation of wandering
prophets. These prophets, like the apostles, are to be welcomed, although
the visitors must then be subjected to the tests outlined in Did. 11.8-9, 12.
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THE STAY:

11.5 He shall stay only one day, ot, if need be, another day too. If he stays
three days, he is a false prophet.

12.2b He shall not stay with you more than two or three days if this is
necessary.

Despite the similarity of subject and vocabulary the seemingly direct
discrepancy between these two verses may give the impression that the
latter cannot have been directly influenced by the former. However, the
situation of the apostles referred to in 11.5 may have been very different
from those of the wandering prophets. The apostles mentioned here are
likely to have been envoys sent from and returning to a home base, rather
than permanent wanderers.? While the two-day limit may have been
feasible for an occasional traveller of this type, it would have been a dis-
abling restriction for a permanent itinerant. The very fact that the Prophet
document, which appears to hold prophetic ministry in high regard (cf.
10.7; 11.7), preserves a harsh limit of three days suggests that the continu-
ing influence of the Peri layer instructions may indeed be seen here. That
the Prophet document goes on in 12.3-5 to provide a means by which
wanderers may settle (implicitly disallowed by 11.5), further indicates that
the priority of this author is to create a viable situation for prophets. Over-
all then, the Prophet document’s treatment of residence shows an aware-
ness of the strictures of the Peri layer instructions, at the same time as
wishing to work beyond those previously imposed limits to create viable
conditions for travelling prophets, both those who wish to continue travel-
ling and those who wish to settle.

THE DEPARTURE:

11.6a When the apostle leaves, let him receive nothing but enough bread to
sec him through until he finds lodging.

12.2a If the one who comes is a traveller, help him as much as you can,

Once again the Prophet document tackles a question also addressed by
the Peri layer. A similar pattern persists. The principle of providing for the
ongoing journey of the traveller is taken from the Peri layer and aug-
mented in favour of the itinerant in the Prophet document’s version of the
teaching.

2. Draper (1995: 295) sees the apostles mentioned in Did. 11 as envoys sent from
Jerusalem who were expected to return home after delivering their message.



6. The Prophet Document: 10.1-7; 11.7-9, 12; 12.1-5 111

THE ISSUE OF MONEY:

11.6b If he asks for money he is a false prophet.

11.12 If any prophet, speaking in the Spirit says, ‘Give me money’, or
anything else, do not listen to him. On the other hand, if he calls you to
give it to someone who is in need, do not judge him.

The issue of money does not need to be explicitly tackled in Did. 12.1-5
because it has already been covered in 11.12. According to the Peri layer
asking for money is the sign of a false prophet, this is echoed by the
Prophet document in 11.12. The issue of money is also implicitly tackled,
in line with the teaching of 11.6b, in the instructions of 12.3-5, where a
prophet is not permitted to use Christ to make a living.

In conclusion, the faithfulness of Did. 12.1-5 to the Peri teaching in
11.4-6, combined with a willingness to expand on the earlier teaching to
serve a new situation, suggests that these verses were written by the author
who also wrote Did. 10.1-7; 11.7-9, 12, where a similar relationship to the
Peri layer’s eucharistic prayer (9.1-5a) may be found.

3. Conclusion: The Prophet Document

The aim of Chapter 6 has been to identify as much of the extant text of the
Didache as was written by the author of Did. 10.1-6. It was noted that
Did. 10.7 appears to belong to the same discourse as both Did. 10.1-6 and
11.7, and that the message and style of Did. 11.7 are continued into 11.8-
9, 12. The unit Did. 10.1-7; 11.7-9, 12 was then noted as appearing to
build directly upon Did. 9.1-5a at the same time as expanding the teaching
of the earlier text to address the situation of wandering prophets; a pattern
repeated in Did. 12.1-5% in relation to 11.4-6. It was concluded, therefore,
that Did. 12.1-5 was written by the same hand as Did. 10.1-7;11.7-9, 12.

The material so identified is here labelled the ‘Prophet document’. This
text is referred to as a document, rather than a layer, because the rough
separation of 10.7 from 11.7 suggests that this text had a life prior to its
insertion into the Didache (at which point it became, of course, an addi-
tional layer). The dependence of the Prophet document on the Peri materials
offers an explanation, not only for the shape of the Prophet teaching, but
also for the fact of its insertion and the way in which it was inserted into
the Peri text. That is to say that the person responsible for this interpolation
may have done so precisely because the document’s teachings are so

3.  Did 13.1-7 cannot belong to the Prophet document because it reacts against
the teaching of 12.3-5. See Chapter 7, § 2.
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similar to those of the Peri layer. Further, the fact that the Prophet docu-
ment addresses two separate subjects also addressed by the Peri text pro-
vides a rationale for the rough separation of the Prophet document at 10.7/
11.7. Thus, rather than disrupt the order of the Peri layer’s teaching on the
eucharist and apostles, the Prophet document was divided and its two
halves inserted alongside the parallel materials in the host text.

In conclusion, the content of the Prophet document may be found in the
Didache in10.1-7;11.7-9, 12; 12.1-5. As such it forms a redactional layer
of the Didache and so may also be referred to as the Prophet layer.



Chapter 7

THE MODIFYING TEACHER LAYER:
1.5a-6; 7.1b, d, 2-3, 4b; 8.1-2a, 2¢-3; 9.5b;
11.1-2; 11.10-11; 13.1-15.2

As can be seen from the string of references in the chapter title, the layer
now to be considered is a complex one. Its analysis is best undertaken in
small stages which can progressively be built up into a whole. The first
section to be considered is Did. 11.10-11.

1. Didache 71.10-11

In the preceding analysis of the Prophet layer it was noted that Did. 11.10-
11 appears to have been inserted into the Prophet layer in response to a
potential misunderstanding of Did. 11.9. This statement requires explana-
tion at this point.

Did. 11.7-9, 12, it was observed, is uniformly concemed with the regu-
lation of prophetic speech ‘év TveupoT1’. The instructions begin with the
general points that prophetic speech should never be interrupted for test-
ing, and that when testing becomes possible it may be done on the basis of
the prophet’s actions and their consistency with the manner of the Lord.
Did. 11.9 and 11.12 then provide specific examples of how false inspira-
tion, used to gain food, money or things, may be recognized.

Did. 11.10-11 interrupts the flow of these instructions with material that
differs from the immediate context in two respects. First, there is no men-
tion of what a prophet says ‘¢ MVeUPOTL’; rather, there is an interest in
what the prophet teaches (818&okew is used three times in 11.10-11 and
not atall in 11.7-8, 12) and does (To1€co is used five times in 11.10-11 but
never in 11.7-9, 12). In addition there is an emphasis on the ‘true’ status
of an acceptable prophet in 11.10-11 (*518&okcov THv &AnBetov’ in 11.10
and ‘8eSokipacpevos aAndivos’ in 11.11) which does not occur in 11.7-
9, 12. This change of focus from what a prophet says (11.7-9, 12) to what
a ‘true’ prophet does (11.10-11), as well as the disruption to the unity of
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11.7-9, 12 caused by the inclusion of 11.10-11, suggests that the latter was
interpolated into the former.

Before attempting to attribute this interpolation to a redactional layer of
the Didache it is necessary to identify a motive for its inclusion in the
extant text. The most important evidence in this regard is provided by the
location of the insertion. Didache 10.9 informs its readers that a prophet
who eats food called for ‘in the Spirit’ is a false prophet. This invites the
possibility that the insertion at 11.10-11 represents an attempt to respond
to this teaching. An itinerant who depended on the hospitality of local con-
gregations may have had such a motive, since, if asking for food ‘in the
Spirit” could be taken as the mark of a false prophet, then it is possible that
asking for food in any circumstance could be treated with circumspection.
The presence of Did. 12.1-5 further exacerbates the prophet’s difficulty
since this contains a call to be on guard against those who ‘trade on Christ’.
I offer the possibility that the obscure interpolation at Did. 11.10-11 was
inserted as part of an itinerant’s defence of the right to a living without
manual work.

I suggest that the strategy of modification was as follows. First, the inter-
polator affirms the preceding teaching by offering an unexceptionable meth-
od for identifying false prophets (11.10), namely, failure to do what they
teach. Then a single exception to this rule is introduced: a prophet may be
one who ‘TOIV €15 LUGTNPIOV KOOUIKOV EKKANGias’, without teaching
others to do the same. This is certainly an enigmatic saying. Two interpre-
tations are commonly offered by scholars. Either, the ‘worldly mystery of
the church’ is a prophetic action, or it refers to spiritual marriage. The for-
mer was clearly favoured by the author of the Ethiopic Apostolic Church
Order (Statute 52), and is the view held by Draper (1995: 297 n. 36):

Many commentators on the Didache take this as a reference to ‘spiritual
marriage,” for which there is not a single piece of evidence. It is better
understood from the perspective of Mt 13:10-17, where Matthew greatly
expands the material in Mk 4:10-12. The disciples have been given the
power ‘to know the mysteries of the kingdom of God.” This is then specifi-
cally related by him to the call of Isaiah to prophesy in Is 6:9-10, which is
cited. The theme of prophecy is then repeated: ‘Blessed are your eyes that
see and your ears that hear. For truly I say to you that many prophets and
righteous people have yearned to see the things that you see, and to hear the
things which you hear and did not hear.” In other words, the ‘mysteries’ are
both seen and heard by Matthew’s community. This is probably the situ-
ation that lies behind the Didache text also.

The difficulty with this view is not only that it is somewhat tenuous in
itself, but also that it provides no obvious explanation as to why this par-
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ticular modification should be inserted into the Prophet layer at all. Fur-
ther, Niederwimmer (1998: 180-81) makes some valid points against the

prophetic action interpretation in his defence of the spiritual marriage
alternative:

the text...can be understood still more concretely if one thinks not of a
symbolic action, but of the whole of the prophet’s way of life, namely a
matrimonium spirituale in which the prophet lives with his companion. The
marriage (as the key phrase puoTrplov koouikov ekkAncias would
suggest) is ecclesiologically motivated; that is, it represents the union of
Kyrios with his bride, the church. The advantage of this interpretation is
that it achieves a focused meaning for an otherwise baffling text; the disad-
vantage is that it requires us to locate the beginnings of the institution of
spiritual marriage relatively early.

Niederwimmer has a strong point when he suggests that the phrase
refers to the prophet’s whole way of life, and that this action is ecclesi-
ologically motivated. However, the conclusion that spiritual marriage is
therefore referred to is extremely dubious. For one thing, a crucial detail
of the writer’s defence is that this is a practice that has a precedent in the
behaviour of the ancient prophets, in other words those of the Old Testa-
ment period. Also, as has already been noted in the preceding quotation
from Draper, there is not a single piece of evidence for the spiritual mar-
riage interpretation.

Given the apparent impasse over the interpretation of ‘the mystery of
the church in the world’ it may seem preferable to agree with Schollgen
(1996: 55) that v. 11 has ‘not yet been satisfactorily explained’. However,
there is one avenue of approach that has yet to be considered.

Thus far a number of minor pieces of evidence regarding the meaning
of 11.11 has been collected: (1) the context (after 11.9) suggests that this
interpolation may be concerned with the prophet’s right to ask for food;
(2) the phrase appears to refer to the prophet’s whole way of life; (3) this
lifestyle expresses something about the nature of the church’s relationship
to the world; (4) this lifestyle is not to be copied by ordinary Christians;
and finally (5) this lifestyle was also adopted by the ancient prophets.

These clues combine to suggest that Did. 11.10-11 presents a defence of
prophets’ right to food without work because of their unique lifestyle,
described as ‘ToOIQV €ls HUOTAELOV KOGKIKOV EkkATGlas’. The phrase
may refer to prophets’ special experience of heaven even while still located
on the earth. The picture painted is then of someone whose feet are still
in the world but whose head is already in the heavenly experience, from
whence prophesy may be given. This exalted spiritual state is possibly
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meant to imply that the prophet in question should not be expected to en-
gage in such earthly pursuits as manual work to earn a wage. In the absence
of such a source of income they must, like the ancient prophets, rely on the
hospitality of communities of the faithful. This is a lifestyle that they can-
not teach others to copy, but it is very much in their interests to argue that
this particular inconsistency between action and teaching should not be
regarded as a sign of falsity.

In this interpolation the modifying prophet/teacher begins to show some
trademark concerns and techniques of operation: (1) the affirmation of an
agreed principle (11.10); (2) the offering of a modification, in the interests
of a prophet’s lifestyle, to the established norm (11.11); (3) this modifi-
cation is justified by a reference to some external authority, in this case,
the practice of the ancient prophets (11.11).

2. Didache 13.1-7

Before considering the relationship of Did. 13.1-7 to 11.10-11 it is neces-
sary to examine the possibility that 13.1-7 contains a piece of integrated
external tradition.

Clues to the fact that 13.1-7 is not a homogenous text may be found in
the presence of features common to 13.1-2, 3b-4, which cannot be found
in 13.3a, 5-7. The former verses address plural recipients and consider the
treatment of the individual prophet or teacher whom this audience might
encounter (the reference to plural high priests in v. 3b is necessitated by
the sense of the preceding clause). By contrast, 13.3a, 5-7 addresses the
receiver in the singular, apparently assumes the presence of many prophets
and makes no reference to teachers at all.!

Schollgen (1996: 56-57) argues that this pattern is created by the author’s
concern with the prophets and teachers’ traditional claim to provision.
Schollgen (1996: 57) thus suggests that

To address this question [of provision], the author [of 13.1, 2] had at his
disposal a clearly identifiable piece of traditional material. It is clearly dis-
cernible, for one thing, in that it is in the Second Person Singular, in con-
trast to the context; in addition it forms a stylistic and material unity:

3a. Every firstfruit of the product of the vine and of the threshing floor, of
the cattle and of the sheep, take now and give the firstfruit to the prophets.
5. If you make dough, take the firstfruit and give it according to the law.

1. Niederwimmer (1998: 191) says: ‘it is striking that now [13.3-7] the text speaks
explicitly and solely of the prophets as the recipients of these benefits’.
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6. In the same way, if you open a jug of wine or oil, take the firstfruit and
give it to the prophets.

7. But of gold and of clothes and of every possession take the firstfruit, as it
seems appropriate to you, and give it according to the law.

In terms of content, all four verses are concerned with how the amopxr is
to be provided. Formally they are constructed according to the same schema:
TV amoapxrv (with concrete specification) AaBwv 86s Tols mpodriTats
and KaT& TV EVTOANY, alternating according to an ABAB-Scheme.

That this piece of previously existing tradition was incorporated by the
author of 13.1, 2, rather than having been added on at a later date, is sug-
gested by the presence of 13.3b-4. These lines are written in direct response
to 13.3a, and yet they show strong affinity with 13.1-2. Not only does 13.4
revert to the plural addressee, but it also uses ‘prophet’ in the singular.
With respect to 13.3b Scholigen (1996: 58 n. 88) notes: “V.3b, which
betrays that it belongs with vv.1-2,4 through the Uucdv, clearly indicates
that the traditional piece of material 3a, 5-7 cannot be a later interpola-
tion’.2 At the risk of confusing rather than clarifying the issue, this means
that 13.3a, 5-7 could not have been added to the Didache without the pres-
ence of 13.1-2; Did. 13.3b-4 could not have been added without the
presence of 13.3a, 5-7, while 13.3b-4 belongs to the same layer as 13.1-2.
In consequence, all of these verses must have been added to the Didache
at the same time.

At this stage, therefore, 13.1-7 may be seen as a section concerned with
the right of prophets and teachers to provision. In support of that right the
author of 13.1, 2 refers to, integrates and modifies (by means of 13.3b-4) a
previously existing piece of tradition now recorded in Did. 13.3a, 5-7.

Before going on to compare 13.1-7 with 11.10-11, a detail of the way in
which the tradition about firstfruits is modified by 13.3b-4 is worthy of
note. Niederwimmer (1998: 191-92) observes:

with the term amapxn (awkwardly used twice), the Didachist deliberately
adopts a term from Old Testament cultic language. He decrees that the
cultic demand of Scripture (the OT) that the &mapxn be surrendered as an
offering is now translated into an obligation towards the Christian prophets
active in the community. To them is due the amapxn of what God gives to
humanity, and this is because they, the prophets, take the place in the Chris-
tian community that belonged to the high priests in Israel. Indeed the
prophets are ‘your’ high priests (Did 13.3b).

2. Audet(1958: 105, 110) and Rordorf and Tuilier (1978: 190 n. 5) think vv. 3b-4
provide a later expansion. However, Schéllgen’s case is strengthened by the link
between 13.3b and 11.11, as noted in the continuing discussion.
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The thrust of Did. 13.1-7 is, therefore, that prophets should be treated in
the same way as the ancient priests.

Having considered the structure and purpose of 13.1-7, it is now
possible to consider the links between this section and 11.10-11.

Did. 13.1-2 shares with 11.10-11 two conceptual links expressed in
common vocabulary that is exclusive to the modifying contributor. First,
there is a concern for the treatment of prophets who are decribed as ‘true’
(11.10 and 13.1). Second, there is also a common interest in those who
teach (11.10 and 13.2). Both passages also share a similar context, being
located after verses which could be taken as threatening a prophet’s right
to food/support (11.9 and 12.5).

Both 11.10-11 and 13.1-7 appeal to an external authority or precedent in
an attempt to justify their modification of the host text. Thus 11.11 appeals
to the practice of the ancient prophets, while 13.1-2 is supported by the
external authority quoted in 13.3a, 5-7.

The equation of prophets with priests in 13.3 may also throw further
light on the enigmatic ‘duoTNPIOV KOGUIKOV EkKkATiGlas” in 11.11. This
equation allows 11.11 to be read as referring to the practice of the ancient
priests. These priests, as is pointed out in 13.1-7, received the people’s
firstfruits. Thus, it may be argued, the prophets of the present day, who
also have an apparently priestly function with respect to the eucharist
(10.7, also 14.1-2), should not be judged for living by the same means.

In conclusion, the similarities of language, context and rhetorical method
suggest that Did. 11.10-11 and 13.1-7 were added to the Didache by the
same modifying author.

3. Didache /1.1-2

Before considering the relationship of 11.1-2 to the work of the modifying
contributor it will be helpful to consider more precisely the identity of this
author. One of the features of this writer’s contributions to the Didache is
a grouping together of the terms ‘prophet’ and ‘teacher’. Thus, there is
reference to ‘any prophet teaching the truth who does not do what he
teaches’ (11.10), and prophets and teachers are expected to receive equal
treatment in 13.1, 2. Eugene Boring (1982: 79) observes that this connec-
tion between prophets and teachers is also a feature of the New Testament:

Prophets and teachers are often closely associated in our [NT] sources ...
Among recent writers there seems to be a fresh perception of the way the
functions of prophecy and teaching shade into each other, with the result
that the prophet is now seen as much more of a teaching figure than
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formerly. All the above discussion indicates that the picture of teachers
who hand on the firmly-guarded tradition of the sayings of Jesus in one
context, while charismatic prophets deliver their inspired, ephemeral revela-
tions from the risen Jesus on the other, is based on fantasy. The horizontal,
traditioning function of the churches ministry operated conjointly with the
vertical, revelatory aspect. Prophets and tradents[®] were partners engaged
in a complementary and mutually-enriching ministry of the word; prophet
and tradent were sometimes the same person.

Boring’s analysis of the New Testament sources introduces the possi-
bility that a prophet may also be a teacher. It is in the interests of the author
of 11.10-11 and 13.1-7, however, to be seen as a prophet more than a
teacher because in this role the support due to prophets, according to the
tradition cited in 13.3a, 5-7, may be demanded. At root, however, what this
so-called prophet does is teach. Thus the way in which prophets should be
measured, according to 11.10, is not by the accuracy of their prophecy,
but by what they teach.

This prophet/teacher ambiguity also explains the inclusion of 13.2
within the argument. If the author who introduced 11.10-11 and 13.1, 3-7
was purely and obviously a prophet, then an appeal to the lifestyle of the
ancient prophets and the tradition expressed in 13.3a, 5-7 could have been
enough to justify their claim to support. If, however, this character was
more obviously a teacher, then an equation between ‘prophet’ and ‘teacher’
must also be drawn to ensure that that which applied to prophets also
applied to the modifying author. The equation between prophets and teach-
ers is subtly introduced in 11.10 and then made explicit in 13.2. This evi-
dence suggests that whoever wrote 11.10-11 and 13.1-7 saw themselves,
at the very least, as a teacher.

At this stage, therefore, it is possible to deduce certain difficulties faced
by the modifying teacher, and the technique by which they are overcome.
At the centre of the teacher’s unease lay the Didache’s strict instructions
regarding the feeding, paying and settlement of itinerants. In an attempt to
circumvent these rules the teacher appeals to alternative directives from
alternative sources of authority, which offer loopholes in the Didache’s
strictures (hence 11.10-11 and 13.1-7). However, the introduction of alter-
native teaching, especially when it directly contradicts the existing Didache,
requires prior legitimation. This is the role performed by the insertion of
Did. 11.1-2.

3. Draper (1995: 302) remarks, with respect to this passage from Boring, ‘Boring’s
subtle transition from the use of the title “teacher” to that of “tradent”...must be chal-
lenged in important aspects. It is better to retain the term teacher.’
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Didache 11.1-2 once again bears some trademark features of the modi-
fying teacher. It begins with a resounding affirmation of the authority of
the existing text. Thus, those who teach the above are to be received and
those who turn to an alternative doctrine are to be ignored (11.1-2a). This
statement serves a parallel purpose to that performed by 11.10, in that it
confirms the unimpeachable orthodoxy of the author. In 11.2b, however,
comes the real purpose of the insertion. After the disarming affirmation of
the established text comes the introduction of the possibility that an alter-
native teaching might, after all, be acceptable: ‘but if [the other doctrine]
aims at promoting righteousness and knowledge of the Lord, receive him
as the Lord’.

That this final line is the goal of the insertion is betrayed not only by the
fact that it is at the end of the insertion, but also by the inclusion of the
command to ‘receive him as the Lord’. This instruction is not included
with reference to those who are simply orthodox (11.1), and yet those who
teach another doctrine are to be given this ultimate honour. In Did. 11.1-2,
therefore, it appears that a teacher who wished to introduce alternative
teaching was preparing the ground for later innovations. These changes
allow the teacher to be supported by the community and also to settle
there. A permanent teaching presence would, it could be argued, lead to a
greater knowledge of the Lord, thus affording the right to be received ‘as
the Lord’.

4. Didache 1.5b-6

Thus far a pattern in the modifying teacher’s approach to the host text has
been noted: the modifier affirms the existing teaching (11.1-2a; 11.10),
modifies it (11.2b; 11.11a; 13.1-2), and then refers to an external authority
in justification of the modification (11.11b; 13.3a, 5-7). An identical pat-
tern of modification also occurs in Did. 1.5b-6:

AFFIRMATION OF THE HOST TEXT:
1.5b Blessed is the one who gives according to the commandment, for he is
guiltless.

MODIFICATION OF THE HOST TEXT:

1.5¢ Woe to the one who receives. For if he receives because he has need,
he is guililess, but if he does not have need, he shall stand trial as to why he
received and for what, and being put in prison he will be examined about
what he has done, and he will not come out of it until he pays the last
penny.
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EXTERNAL JUSTIFICATION FOR THE MODIFICATION:
1.6 But of this it was also said, ‘Let your charitable gift sweat in your
hands until you know to whom you give’.

Also observing some of these features of Did. 1.5b-6 Niederwimmer
(1998: 86) writes:

One receives the impression that the Didachist wanted, by quoting this
aphorism, to restrict the appeal to unconditional almsgiving that existed in
his tradition. He affirms the tradition. Indeed, blessed is the one who gives!
But at the same time he warns against giving too quickly.

This pattern of affirmation, modification and justification points towards
the teacher who wrote Did. 11.1-2, 10-11; 13.1-7 as also responsible for
Did. 1.5b-6.

5. Didache [14.1-15.2

Did. 14.1-15.2 has a number of points of contact with the body of
material that has so far been attributed to the modifying teacher.

Did. 14.1-3 includes the pattern, ‘affirm, modify, justify’. Thus, 14.1
affirms the host text by instructing its readers to continue meeting for the
eucharist (cf. Did. 9 and 10) and confessing their faults publicly (cf. 4.14).
Did. 14.2 then modifies this tradition by introducing an exception to this
pattern for members who are in dispute (14.2). This modification is then
justified, in 14.3, by means of an appeal to the external authority of Mal.
1.11.

Did. 15.1-2 shows parallels to the language of 11.10-11 and 13.1-7 in
shared references to the concept of testing and truth (11.11 and 15.1), and
the pairing of prophets and teachers (13.1-2 and 15.1-2). Further, there is
an interest in money that extends from 1.5b-6 through 11.10-11; 13.1-7 to
the call for the appointment of those who are not greedy for money in
15.1.

Some scholars are reluctant to see a direct follow through from Did. 13
to 14 because, as Schéllgen (1996: 59) observes, ‘Ch 14...does not stand
in close relation to what precedes’.* However, this apparent distance is
caused by the integration of a previously existing tradition in 13.3a, 5-7
and so should not be mistaken for a change of author. Further, Kraft
(1965: 173) sees an associative relation between the firstfruits of Did. 13
and the sacrificial thought of Did. 14. In both of these chapters there is a

4. So also Knopf (1920: 35).
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transfer of imagery from a Jewish context to a Christian one. Thus, in Did.
13 the Jewish high priest becomes the Christian prophet, while in Did. 14
the Jewish sacrifice becomes the Christian eucharist.

In conclusion then, Did. 14.1-15.2, by virtue of its parallel rhetorical
structure, vocabulary and use of imagery appears to be the work of the
same modifying author who also added 1.5b-6; 11.1-2, 10-11; 13.1-7 to
the Didache.

6. Didache 7.1(c)’d, 2-3, 4b

In the preceding discussion of the extent of the Peri layer (cf. Chapter 5,
section 1) it was noted that an external baptismal tradition appears to have
been introduced into the baptismal instructions of the Peri layer. Certain
features of this addition suggest that this may have been the work of the
modifying teacher.

First, the tradition presented in 7.1(c)d, 2-3, 4b shows some similarities
to the tradition used by the modifying teacher in 13.3a, 5-7. As well as
addressing the second person singular, both insertions adopt a similar
structure. Thus, both traditions begin with a general statement that might
be taken as covering every eventuality:

7.2a If you do not have running water, however, baptize in other

13.3a Therefore, when you take any firstfruits of what is produced by the
wine press and the threshing floor, by cows and by sheep, you shall give
the firstfruits to the prophets,

This is then filled out with paired considerations of further eventualities:

7.2b (1) if you cannot in cold,
7.2b (ii) then in warm.

13.5 (i) If you make bread, take the firstfruits and give them according to
the commandment.

13.6 (ii) Likewise, when you open a jar of wine or oil, take the firstfruits
and give them to the prophets.

Finally, there is a further statement that accounts for any other uncon-
sidered eventuality:

5. The bracketing of 7.1c is intended to indicate that 7.1¢ may have appeared
in both the host text (7.1a, ¢, e) and the interpolated tradition (7.1¢, d and possibly
7.1e). The dimensions of the host and the inserted text in Did. 7 were discussed in
Chapter 5, § 1.
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7.3 But if you have neither, pour water on the head three times in the name
of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.

13.7 Take the firstfruits of money and clothing and whatever you own as
you think best and give them according to the commandment.

Similarities of grammar and structure do not, in themselves, provide
compelling evidence of a common interpolator. However, it is significant
that these two traditions were used to modify the base text in similar ways.
The insertion of 7.1(c)d, 2-3, 4b shifts the Didache from being a text that
shows no distinct or profound break with the theology or practice of estab-
lished Judaism, to one that is indisputably Christian. This change is effected
by the (proposed) replacement of baptism in the name of the Lord (cf. 9.5)
with baptism in the name of Father, Son and Holy Spirit. The original
formula shows continuity with the ‘yoke of the Lord’ in Did. 6.3. The
‘Lord’ in this case may be readily understood as referring to the One God,
and so baptism into his name could represent an initiation from Paganism
into a form of Judaism. With the introduction of the threefold formula,
however, the initiation can no longer be seen as bringing the baptized
person into the fold of Judaism. Thus the new formula creates a shift away
from established Judaism towards a distinctively Christian initiation. This
shift is also illustrated by a willingness to depart from the traditional Jew-
ish requirement of living water, although this method is still preferred.

The effect of the baptismal insertion is similar to that created by the
insertion of the firstfruits tradition (13.3a, 5-7) because of the modifying
teacher’s interpretative comment regarding the identity of the prophets,
¢...for they are your high priests’ (13.3b). This remark casts the inter-
polator’s readers as belonging to an institutional structure that is parallel
to, but certainly separate from, that of established Judaism. Thus, what
was due to the leaders of the old institution, the Jewish high priests, is
now due to the Christian prophets, the leaders of a new institution.

This pattern of endorsing or setting up a practice that is parallel to that
of established Judaism, at the same time as being distinctively different
from it, is characteristic of other elements of the modifying teacher’s con-
tribution. Thus, in 14.1 the teacher instructs the congregation to meet on
the Sunday of the Lord, rather than the Sabbath; in 14.2, 3 certain rules
governing the sacrifice of the Old Testament are still to be kept (hence the
reference to Mal. 1.11), but are now to be applied to the eucharist.

Thus, while it is possible that the baptismal insertion could have been
made at almost any point in the text’s history, it is most likely that it was
inserted by the modifying teacher. This is suggested by a parallel instance
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of the modifying teacher’s willingness to use an external tradition (13 .4a,
5-7) to modify the text, and by the separating effect (with respect to main-
stream Judaism) that this insertion shares with the modifying teacher’s
other contributions.

7. Didache 8.1-2a, 2¢-3

Before attempting to argue that Did. 8.1-2a, 2¢c-3 was added to the Didache
by the modifying teacher it is necessary to confirm the separate nature of
Did. 8 with respect to the preceding and following text. Draper (1996b:
85) expresses an uncontroversial view when he observes:

Did. 8 appears to be a later addition to the earliest text of the Didache. It is
inserted after the reference to the baptismal fast in 7:4, but it has quite a dif-
ferent reference to ‘stationary fasts’ and daily prayer. It breaks up the natural
flow in the catechetical manual from baptism to the eucharist. Moreover, it
is not introduced by the formula which characterizes the liturgical sections
of the Didache (Tepi 8¢), and in the Ethiopian version it is set after 11:3-13.

Given that Did. 8.1-3 is a later addition to the text, what features does
this insertion share, if any, with the contributions of the modifying teacher?
Neither a pattern of affirmation, modification and justification, nor a sepa-
rate appeal to an external authority are to be found here. (That the appeal
to ‘the gospel’ is a later addition will be argued in Chapter 8, section 2,
below.) However, Draper in his article, ‘Christian Self-Definition against
the ‘Hypocrites’ in Didache VIII’ (1996¢), argues convincingly that the
function of Did. 8 is to create a publicly perceivable distance between tradi-
tional Jews and converts to Christianity. Thus, he concludes (1996¢: 243):

This study of the redactional process at work in the Didache has revealed a
community which started by defining itself primarily against the Gentiles.
The material was originally collected for the catechesis of Gentile converts.
Differentiation of the Christian community from the pagan world was a key
part in preparation for initiation. However, the lack of clear differentiation
from other Jewish groups seems to have caused problems for the commu-
nity at a later stage, perhaps under attack from the Pharisees...the instruc-
tions [of Did. 8] provide for Christian behaviour in the crucial public areas
of fasting and prayer which would differentiate them from their opponents.

The effect of Did. 8 is, therefore, to create a readily perceptible difference
between Christians and Jews. Thus, while (Pharisaic) Jews fast publicly on
Mondays and Thursdays, Christians can demonstrate their membership of
a distinctly different group by fasting publicly on Wednesdays and Thurs-
days (Draper 1996¢: 233-35). In the same way Christians can be identified
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as such by their audible and possibly public recitation of the Lord’s Prayer
three times a day, instead of praying the traditional Shema or Shemoneh
Esreh of Judaism (1996c¢: 235-36).

These acts of self-definition against Judaism are aimost exactly similar
to the “parallel but different’ practices advocated elsewhere by the modify-
ing teacher: from high priest to prophet (13.3b), from Sabbath to Sunday
of the Lord (14.1), from sacrifice to eucharist (14.1-3). It may therefore be
observed that 8.1-3 shows signs of having been added to the Didache by
the modifying teacher.

Before moving on, one additional observation needs to be made. While
the teacher may have been responsible for the insertion of 8.1-2a, 2¢-3 this
should not be taken as implying that this modifier was also responsible for
the creation of the Lord’s Prayer as found in 8.2d. The purpose of the
prayer in this context is to create public differentiation between Christian
and Jew. This means that in place of the thrice-daily recitation of a distinc-
tively Jewish prayer a distinctively Christian prayer is required. Thus, what-
ever its original context,’ the prayer at 8.2c must have had an established
and distinctive life in the Christian community.

8. Didache 9.55

The quotation offered at the end of Did. 9.5 is so brief that it is impossible
to offer a conclusive assessment of the redactional layer to which it belongs.
However, two features of this line do suggest, on balance, that it is likely to
belong to the additions made by the modifying teacher.

The content of the quotation at Did. 9.5b may be credibly attributed to
the modifying teacher, inasmuch as, like other elements of the teacher’s
contribution, it serves to emphasize the differentiation between acceptable
and unacceptable members of the community.” However, this is also an

6. The Lord’s Prayer (especially the version in Lk. 11) shares a number of charac-
teristics with the eucharistic prayers recorded in Did. 9 and 10. It is possible, therefore,
that this prayer is distinctively Christian because it derives from early eucharistic
prayers.

7. Revelation shows a similar pattern to that exhibited in Did. 9.5 in that ‘dogs’
are barred from the heavenly city (22.15). These persons are not necessarily non-Jews,
since ‘those who practice falsehood’ may also include the traditional Jews who are
condemned in Rev. 2.9 and 3.9. If the reference to ‘dogs’ in Did. 9.5b was intended in
the same sense as its use in Rev. 22.15, then the differentiating force of Did. 9.5b is
consistent with the differentiating force of other elements of the Modifying Teacher
layer, such as are noted in §§ 6 and 7, above.
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interest of the author of the Peri layer (in 9.5a at least) and so particular
weight may not be placed on this point.

Perhaps more significantly, the author of the Peri layer (to whom Did.
9.1-5a s attributed) does not otherwise use quotation formulae, unlike the
modifying teacher. Further, the quotation formula used in Did. 9.5b is very
similar to that used by the modifying teacher in Did. 1.6:

1.6 GMa k&l Tepl TouTou 8¢ E1pnTal...
9.5b Kol yop mepl ToUTOY ELPTKEV O KUPIOS...

Thus Niederwimmer (1998: 45) may well be Justlﬁed in expressmg the
opxmon ‘I consider 9.5 redactional. In Kol y&p Tepi TOUTOU EIPTKEV O
KUp10s ..., the Didachist [modifying teacher] betrays his presence (cf.
1.6)’.3

While recognizing the limited evidence available Did. 9.5b will be
treated, on the strength of the similarity between Did. 1.6 and 9.5b, as part
of the modifying teacher’s work in the following discussion. However, it
should be noted that the attribution of this line to the Peri layer would
make only a negligible difference to the later discussions with regard to
the relationship between the Didache and Matthew’s Gospel.

9. Additional Minor Contributions by the Modifying Teacher

In addition to the more major additions made, according to this proposal,
by the modifying teacher two further additions may also be attributed to
this redactor.

The linking line ‘ToUT& TAVTA TPOEITTOVTES, at 7.1b, is sometimes
identified as a later addition. It bears a strong resemblance to 11.1 and so
may be the work of the modifying teacher. However, this does not change
the status of the relationship between Did. 1-5 and the Peri layer. The
addition of 7.1b, at whatever stage it was made, merely serves to make
plain the service rendered to 7.1 by Did. 1-6. This addition clarifies rather
than modifies.

A similar clarifying instinct may perhaps be found in Did. 5.2b. It was
argued in Chapter 6, section 6. that this line was inserted after the addition
of Did. 6.1 to 5.2 to make plain what was already clearly implied by 6.1.

8. Niederwimmer attributes the whole of 9.5 to the ‘Didachist’ (the final redactor).
However, this would be a very curious interpolation given the confusing arrangement
of Did. 9 and 10 as they currently stand. Further, the parallel between Did. 9.5 and
10.6 suggests that some form of prohibition against the unworthy is likely to have
stood in the original eucharist at Did. 9.1-5.
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Inasmuch as this type of clarification is close to that performed by the
addition of ‘TaUTo TAVT TPOEITOVTES” in 7.1, then the addition 5.2b
may also be seen as the work of the modifying teacher.’

10. Summary and Conclusion: The Modifying Teacher Layer

The work of the modifying teacher leaves an intermittent trail across the
extant text of the Didache. However, these contributions are linked by a
common method of modification'® and by a common interest in two distinc-
tive and related priorities: the rewards due to teachers and the need to
achieve institutional separation from traditional Judaism.

The subject of the honouring and payment of teachers is addressed in
the instruction to equate teachers with prophets and high priests, and to
reward them on the basis of that equation (11.10-11 and 13.1-7). A similar
focus appears in the call to receive ‘as the Lord’ those whose teaching
leads to an increase in righteousness, even if their doctrine is at variance
with that of the Didache itself (11.1-2). The instruction to appoint bishops
and deacons who are ‘not greedy for money’ (15.1) may reflect a desire to
ensure that funds to itinerant teachers are not curtailed by local leaders.
While securing the teacher’s income the modifier’s insertions also limit
their potential outgoings. Thus, 1.5b-6 offers a defence against the expec-
tation that a teacher should lead by example in giving ‘to anyone who asks
you, and do not ask for it back’. It is perhaps also significant that the
honour due to teachers and prophets is set as the standard for the regard in
which bishops and deacons should be held (15.2), since this encourages
local leaders to uphold the honour of itinerants.

Passages concerned to achieve institutional separation from Judaism
include: the threefold baptismal rite (7.1b-3, 4b), which offers a distinc-
tively Christian pattern of initiation, in contrast to the more ambiguous
baptism ‘in the name of the Lord’ likely to have preceded it in the Peri/
Base layer (cf. 9.5a). A similar effect is achieved by the modifier’s teach-
ing on fasting and prayer, in contradistinction to the practice of the

9. None of the following arguments for Matthew’s use of the Didache depend on
an accurate assessment of the redactional location of Did. 5.2b or 7.1b. These assess-
ments are made for the sake of completeness.

10. The teacher adopts the practice of affirming the existing text, offering a
modification of that text and then justifying that modification by means of appeal to an
external authority. This pattern occurs in response to the Didache’s teaching on un-
conditional giving (1.5b-6), the payment of prophets and teachers (11.1-2, 10-11; 13.1-
7), and the celebration of the eucharist (14.1-3).
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‘hypocrites’ (8.1-2a, 2¢-3). Separation is also expressed by the replace-
ment of Jewish priests with Christian prophets and teachers (11.10-11;
13.1-3), the Jewish Sabbath with the Christian Sunday of the Lord (14.1)
and the Jewish sacrifice with the Christian eucharist (14.3).

The two strands of the status of teachers and separation from Judaism
are interwoven in the modifier’s contributions and intersect, for example,
in Did. 13.1-3. Here the teacher equates prophets with teachers, and then
prophets (and thus teachers) with high priests. The result is a rationale for
the financial support of prophets (and teachers) but it is one that requires
the institutional separation of the Christian movement from Judaism.

In conclusion, the passages considered in this chapter (Did. 1.5b-6;
5.2b;7.1b,d, 2-3, 4b; 8.1-2a,2¢-3; 9.5b; 11.1-2; 11.10-11; 13.1-15.2) dis-
play a consistency of method, vocabulary and purpose that is suggestive
of a single redactor.!

11. Tt is not crucial, for the purposes of the argument in Part II, that one redactor
was responsible for the insertion of all of these passages. Indeed, this ensuing argu-
ment depends on the presence of multiple contributors to the Didache, and so would
benefit from arguments to suggest that these additions were made by more than one
contributor. That said, such a conclusion would adversely affect my later arguments if
it could be shown that elements attributed to the modifying teacher were in fact added
after the insertion of the four references to ‘the gospel’. This is not possible, however,
in the crucial case of Did. 8. because the references to ‘the gospel” within this chapter
could not have been made in the absence of 8.1-2a, 2¢-3. Similarly, the ‘gospel’ refer-
ences in 15.3-4 are unlikely to have been added to a text in which the instructions of
14.1-15.2 were not already present. Given the threads of connection that bind 8.1-2a,
2¢-3 and 14.1-15.2 to the other verses considered in this chapter, it is unlikely that any
of these passages were added after the insertion of the ‘gospel’ references.



Chapter 8

THE GOSPEL LAYER:
8.2b; 11.3b; 15.3-4

The Didache’s four references to ‘the gospel” have, as noted in Chapter 1,
profoundly influenced perceptions of the whole text’s relationship to Matt-
hew’s Gospel.

The following chapter challenges the assumption that these verses
demonstrate the post-Matthean composition or compilation of the Didache,
arguing instead that 8.2b; 11.3b and 15.3-4 are best understood as a dis-
tinct and final! contribution to the host text.

Prior to any attempt to assess the relationship of Did. 8.2b; 11.3b and
15.3-5 to the rest of the Didache it is necessary to consider a number of
preliminary issues.

1. Preliminary Issues

1.1. The Redactional Unity of Didache 8.2b; 11.3b and 15.3-4
This point is best considered in the light of a direct comparison of the pas-
sages in question.

8.2b s EKEAUEGEV O KUPIOS EV TE) EVOyYEALG auTol (followed by the
Lord’s Prayer).

11.3b kai Tpodn TV, KT TO SoYHa TOU ey YEAIOU OUTE TTOINCaTE
(followed by rules for behaviour towards itinerant teachers).

15.3 EAéyxete 8¢ aAArjAous un &v opyT, AN EV ElpTvn, WS EXETE EV
TG eVoyyehicd' KOl TOVTL GOTOXOUVTI KOTO TOU £TEPOU Wndels
AceiTeo pnde o’ UGV AKOUETE, EGS OU UETAVOTIOT).

154 Tas 88 suxas UMV kai Tas EAEMUooUVas Kol TOOOS TS
TpdEels oUTw TOMOOTE, WS EXETE &V TG EUaYYEAiy TOU Kuplou
NHAV.

Niederwimmer (1998: 49) comments with respect to these passages:

1. With the exception of the Jerusalem addition, Did. 16.7.
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What is immediately obvious is the symmetry of the diction:

£V T evoyyehic auTou (8.2)

&V T eloyyshio (15.3)

&V T evayyeAicd ToU kupilou fucv (15.4)

ws EKENUECEY O KUpIOS (8.2)

KoT& TO 80yua Tol evayyerioul?] (11.3)

ouTw mpooevxeadel*] (8.2)

oUTe TomooaTe (15.4),

All these formulations express the same concept, and it should be obvious
that all of the texts can be traced to one and the same author.

Despite the unity of these sayings not every scholar has attributed them
to the same author. For example, Audet (1958), because of his understand-
ing of the redactional history of the Didache, attributes different signifi-
cance to the use of ‘gospel’ in 8.2 and 11.3; 15.3-4 (he believes them to
have been written by the same author, but at different times).* Rordorf and
Tuilier (1978: 87-88) also perceive the references to ‘the gospel’ in 8.2;
11.3 and 15.3-4 as belonging to two different redactional layers. However,
these conclusions should be treated with caution because they are influ-
enced by wider decisions regarding the redactional history of the larger
blocks of text within which these references fall. This method of redac-
tional analysis is not sensitive to the possibility that one interpolator could
make several small insertions across the spread of a text. At this stage in
the analytical process, therefore, it is preferable to recognize that the con-
ceptual similarity of these four references to ‘the gospel’ suggests that they
were all written by one author. This consideration must then be taken into
account in any larger conclusions regarding the redactional history of the
whole text.

1.2. The Form of the Didache’s ‘Gospel’
Does an oral or written gospel lie behind the Didache’s references to ‘the
gospel’? The blame for the considerable scholarly confusion over this

2. Niederwimmer, surprisingly, elects to exclude ouTceo TowjoaTe from this ver-
sion of Did. 11.3, even though he considers this to be characteristic of the author of
Did 15.4.

3. In his commentary, originally written in German in 1989, Niederwimmer in-
cludes oUTed TpooeUxecte as part of the insertion containing a reference to the ‘gospel’.
However, in a later article (1995: 29) he appears to locate this phrase in the tradition to
which the gospel reference was subsequently added.

4. Audet’s general understanding of the Didache’s compositional history of the
Didache 1s outlined in the introduction to Part I. His position regarding the gospel refer-
ences is criticized by Nautin (1959: 195-96).
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issue may perhaps be laid at Késter’s door. His approach to this question
was to treat each mention of ‘the gospel” on its own merits. This approach
is commendable at a certain stage in the analytical process, but it runs the
risk of missing the wood for the trees if individual results are not also
viewed against a broader backcloth. That K&ster has failed in this regard
is illustrated by his extraordinarly complex conclusion (1957: 240):

An einigen weiteren Stellen aber [in contrast to Did. 1.3-6] war dic Wahr-
scheinlichkeit sehr grof3, daB sie vom Kompilator der Did. nicht unbewuft
innerhalb groferer Komplexe ibernommen, sondern von ihm bewuBt aus
eigener Kenntnis synoptischer Uberlieferung in sein Werk eingefiigt wurden
(Did. 7,1; 8,2; 9,5; 15,3). In der unmittelbaren Nachbarschaft gerade solcher
Stellen fanden sich auch die Hinweise auf das svayyéAhiov, das zwar Did.
8,2 auch die miindliche Predigt bezeichnen kénnte, aber in Did. 15,3.4
doch wohl ein schriftliches Evangelium meint. Dennoch stammen Did. 7,1;
8,2; 9,5; 15.3 nicht aus einem schriftlichen Evangelium sondern aus der
freien Uberlieferung.’

The difficulty with Kster’s position is that it requires the author of 8.2b;
11.3b and 15.3-4 to behave in an extraordinary manner. Thus, according
to Kdster, the reader is expected to recognize a written authority concerned
with every aspect of Christian behaviour (including a specific mention of
prayer) in ‘the gospel of our Lord’ (15.4), and a different oral authority,
which also carries instructions regarding prayer ‘as the Lord directed in
his gospel’ (8.2b). If one author was responsible for both appeals to the
Lord’s gospel, then it is highly unlikely that two different gospels are in
mind in both cases.

Despite the inherent difficulties resulting from the bringing together of
Koster’s carefully considered individual conclusions, the influence of his
work is clearly demonstrated in Niederwimmer’s (1998: 51) presentation
of the possible permutations in the oral/written gospel debate:

(a) All four passages refer to oral tradition (but can 15.3-4 be understood in
this way?). (b) Eoaryyéhiov refers to different things in the four passages:
in 8.2, and perhaps in 11.3 as well, we are still dealing with the older usage

5. ‘However, in the case of a few more verses [in contrast to Did. 1.3-6], the
probability was very high that the compiler did not unconsciously include them as part
of larger sections, but inserted them consciously in his work from his own knowledge
of the synoptic tradition (Did. 7.1; 8.2; 9.5; 15.3). In the immediate context of these
verses in particular we found the references to the euoyyéMiov, which in Did. 8.2 could
denote oral preaching, but which in 15.3, 4 refers more likely to a written Gospel.
Nevertheless, Did. 7.1; 8.2; 9.5; 15.3 do not come from a written Gospel, but from free
tradition.’
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(meaning the ‘living voice of the good news’ [viva vox evangeliil); in
contrast, evoryyéAlov in 15.3 and 4 (but also 11.3?) already refers to a
gospel in written form (evangelium scriptum): thus Koester. Audet adopted
a similar opinion, seeing in 8.2 and 9.5 reference to an oral gospel, and in
11.3 and 15.3-4 to a written gospel. Rordorf and Tuilier employed this
notion to distinguish a hypothetical second layer of redaction: only the sec-
ond redactor could have understood evayyeAtov in 15.3-4 as evangelium
scriptum. But not only is this hypothesis of a double redaction question-
able, in my opinion; the conceptual consistency of the clauses in which the
key word ‘gospel” appears does not suggest such an idea. Finally, we can-
not completely exclude (c), the possibility that the redactor means the same
thing in all four passages, namely, a written gospel, known to him and his
readers and, because it preserves the words of Jesus, serving as a norm of
faith and life. Koester also accepted this construal for 15.3-4, and considered
it possible for 11.3; even for 8.2 he did not wish to exclude it absolutely.

If one author is likely to have been responsible for all four of the
Didache’s references to ‘the gospel’ (as argued above), then it is also
highly likely that this author had one authoritative ‘gospel’ in mind in
each case. The question of whether an oral or written tradition is referred
to thus becomes a question of which type of source sits most easily with
all four references to this ‘gospel’.

The reference to the gospel in Did. 15.3-4 indicates the presence of an
external authority, in the possession of the readers, which may be con-
sulted by them for final guidance with respect to church discipline, prayer,
alms and all aspects of Christian behaviour. Scholars are in general
agreement that Did. 15.3-4 probably refers to a written gospel.®

The reference to the gospel in 11.3b is followed by a set of instructions
which, by virtue of their complex redactional history, are sometimes far
from clear or self-consistent. This invites the possibility that the purpose
of 11.3b was to point the reader to a more coherent and authoritative set of
instructions on the subject of visitors and teachers. This suggests that the
‘gospel’ in view was at a more advanced state of stabilization than the text
of the Didache itself. This is suggestive of a written text.

Of the four references to ‘the gospel” the only instance where an appeal
to a written text is problematic is 8.2b. The difficulty is twofold. First, and
less significantly, the phrase ‘as the Lord commanded in his gospel” could
be taken as referring either to the spoken instructions of the Lord which
have been passed on orally, or to a written account of those spoken instruc-

6. Niederwimmer (1998: 50-51) cites Audet, K&ster and Wengst, in addition to
himself, as in favour of a written gospel at 15.3, 4. T am not aware of any scholar who
sees a reference to an oral gospel in 15.3, 4.
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tions. However, since this formula may be taken either way it poses no
obstacle to understanding ‘the gospel” as a written text which reports the
spoken directions of Jesus, as occurs in all our extant gospels. The second
difficulty is that the version of the Lord’s Prayer recorded in Did. 8.2¢
does not appear in this precise form in any written gospel now known. It
was Koster’s (1957: 203-209) careful observation of this fact which caused
him to consider the possibility that an oral tradition is referred to here.
However, this does not exclude the possibility that an unknown written
gospel is in view, or, as is argued below, that the mention of ‘the gospel in
8.2b serves a function other than to introduce a quotation from that written
text.

In conclusion, since only one entity is likely to be behind the Didache’s
repeated use of the term ‘gospel’, and since a written text is possible in all
four instances, and preferable in three of those four, then it may be con-
cluded that a written, rather than an oral, authority is likely to be indicated
in each case.

1.3. The Identity of the Written Gospel

Given the written form of the Didache’s ‘gospel’, there are two possible
texts to which it could refer; either the Gospel of Matthew, or some other
gospel that is now lost. Matthew’s Gospel is the only possible candidate
among the extant texts because it is the only one that carries instructions
for every dimension of behaviour mentioned by the Didache in connection
with ‘the gospel’; namely, prayer (Mt. 6.9-13; Did. 8.2b), prophets and
visitors (Mt. 10.10, 40-42; Did. 11.3b), church discipline (Mt. 18.15-17;
Did. 15.3) and almsgiving (e.g. Mt. 5.42; 6.1-4; Did. 15.4).

A further point in favour of the identification of Matthew’s Gospel with
the Didache’s ‘gospel’ may be found in Did. 15.3. This verse is interest-
ing because, unlike 15.4, it does not simply refer to the ‘gospel’ and ex-
pect the reader to find all that they need to know on the subject in this
external and superior text. Instead, 15.3 adds the detail, ‘and let no one
speak to anyone who wrongs another, let him not hear from you until he
has repented’ (15.3). If Matthew’s instructions (18.15-17) are referred to
in Did. 15.3, then a motive for the addition of this explanatory note may
be offered. Matthew’s reference to treating someone ‘as a pagan or tax
collector’ may have seemed obscure or outdated to the person responsible
for Did. 15.3. This could explain the inclusion of the supplementary note
that to treat someone in this way meant to refuse to talk to them.

Given that Matthew’s Gospel is the only extant gospel which contains
teaching on church discipline, and given that this teaching also provides
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an explanation for the additional note in Did. 15.3, it may be concluded
that Matthew’s Gospel is a strong candidate for the text behind the
Didache’s references to ‘the gospel’.

The piece of evidence that causes the greatest difficulty for the straight-
forward identification of the Didache’s ‘gospel’ with Matthew’s text is the
conundrum posed by Did. 8.1-3. Here, Did. 8.2b calls upon its readers to
pray ‘as the Lord directed in his gospel” but the prayer that follows is not
a quotation from any extant version of Matthew’s Gospel. There is one
particular variation that exemplifies the problem.” The Didache’s prayer
has ‘TTaTep MUV 0 eV TG oupavey’, while all known manuscripts of
Matthew’s Gospel read ‘TTaTep UGV 0 v TOls oupavols’. This means
either that the author of Did. 8.2¢ quoted from an eccentric version of Mat-
thew’s Gospel which has now been lost, or that Did. 8.2¢ is not a quotation
from Matthew’s Gospel at all. The former possibility cannot be completely
discounted but it does require a curious set of circumstances. First, there is
no evident reason why a copyist should have introduced ‘16 oupavey’ for
“Tols oupavols’, since this change carries no theological significance and
such a change disrupts a passage likely to be widely known in another
form. Second, if such a variant did arise it is unlikely to have been pre-
served by later copyists because of the tendency to assimilate variant
versions of the Lord’s Prayer to the mainstream Matthean text (seen, for
example, in manuscripts of Lk. 11.1-4). This means that, if Did. 8.2¢
derives from Mt. 6.9-14, then a very unusual version of Matthew’s Gospel
must have been used. Further, the author who used that unusual version
must also have assumed that the Lord’s Prayer was not already well
known to the Didache’s potential audience in its standard Matthean form.

The difficulties associated with seeing Did. 8.2¢ as a direct quotation
from Matthew’s Gospel led Késter (1957: 240) to a new position:®

Es ergibt sich also, dal der Kompilator der Did. wohl schon ein schrift-
liches Evangelium kannte, aber nicht selbst benutzte, sondern nur auf
dasselbe verwies.’

7. Other variations are noted and further discussed below. See also Niederwimmer
(1998: 135, Table 9 and 136-37).

8. Prior to Koster (1957) it was fairly common for scholars to see Matthew’s
Gospel behind 8.2b, so e.g. Schaff (1885: 188) and Massaux (1993: 154-55). See also
Wengst (1984: 26-27). Koster (1957: 203-209) presented a powerful case for the non-
quotation of Matthew’s Gospel in Did. 8.2c. Koster’s line has also been taken by
Audet (1958: 171-73); Giet (1970: 200); Rordorf and Tuilier (1978: 86).

9. “Thus, the result is that the compiler of the Didache is likely to have known a
written gospel, but he himself did not use it; he only referred to it.’
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Niederwimmer (1998: 51) follows this lead when, at the end of the
passage quoted at length above, he adds the observation: ‘Nota bene: This
understanding does not mean that the author also guofes this gospel’. Thus
Késter and Niederwimmer imagine that the Didachist could have referred
to a written gospel at 8.2b, while not quoting from that gospel at 8.2c.
This is an extraordinary position. It requires that an author who regards
the Lord’s gospel as normative for every aspect of Christian behaviour
(15.4) including, specifically, prayer (8.2b; 15.4), should immediately turn
aside from that gospel to quote a different tradition as exemplary for
Christian practice (8.2c). If one author was responsible for 8.2b and 8.2c,
then it is hard to believe that the latter is not a quotation taken from the
gospel mentioned in the former. Herein lies the difficulty for the view that
‘the gospel’ is that according to Matthew, since Did. 8.2¢ appears nof to
be a direct quotation of Matthew’s Lord’s Prayer.

This raises a further possibility, that Matthew’s Gospel is not in mind in
Did. 8.2b and that another ‘lost’ gospel, containing this similar but differ-
ent version of the Lord’s Prayer, is directly quoted instead. Technically
this is always a possibility, but it is not one without difficulties. In this
case it is necessary to hypothecate a gospel that shares Matthew’s other-
wise unique combination of teaching on prayer, visitors, discipline and
alms. In addition it is necessary to hypothecate the loss, without further
trace, of a text that had sufficient authority and availability to be simply
deferred to as a guide (without quotation) ‘in everything that you do’
(15.4).1 Hypotheses of this kind must always be considered, but perhaps
only as a last resort. This invites discussion of a fourth possible explana-
tion for the pattern of Did. 8.1-3.

The potential contradiction within Did. 8.1-3 could be reconciled if this
passage was in fact laid down in two separate stages. Thus, if Did. 8.1-2a,
2¢-3 were composed as an act of Christian self-definition by the modify-
ing teacher (cf. Chapter 7, section 7), then it need not have been taken
from Matthew’s Gospel. The subsequent publication of Matthew’s Gospel
and its rise to authoritative status might, however, have created a motive
for the later insertion of the instruction to pray ‘as the Lord directed in his

10. This position also requires that 8.2b serves as a formula designed to introduce a
quotation from ‘the gospel’. However, this cannot be the function of the reference to
the gospel in either 11.3b or 15.3-4. In the case of 11.3b this is because this verse is
followed by a multilayered text which cannot have been lifted in this form from
another text. In the case of 15.3-4 there is an indication of the gospel’s content in 15.3,
but 15.4 is far from a quotation formula in that the reader is here invited to consult the
gospel without any further indication of the precise content of that authority.
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gospel’. This is the case because a discrepancy between the versions of
the Lord’s Prayer in Did. 8 and Mt. 6 could have caused confusion in later
liturgical practice.!’ This circumstance invites one of two responses.
Either the text of Did. 8.2¢ could have been altered to make it match the
Matthean tradition, or instruction could have been given to guide the read-
er’s perception of the Didache’s version of the Lord’s Prayer in relation to
that provided by Matthew. The eccentricities of the Didache’s prayer mean
that it is highly unlikely that the first option was taken. This leaves the
possibility that 8.2b was designed to subordinate the Didache’s prayer to
the ‘superior’ version in Matthew’s Gospel, while preserving the estab-
lished text of the Didache as it had been received. '

The interpretation of ‘gospel” in Did. 8.1-3 is far from straightforward.
However, a reading which sees this term as part of a redactor’s attempt to
subordinate the Didache to the superior authority of Matthew’s Gospel
has two points in its favour. First, it does not require the hypothecation of
a definitive ‘gospel’, remarkably similar to Matthew’s, which has now dis-
appeared. Second, a subordinating function for ‘gospel’ in Did. 8.2b is
fully consistent with the way in which this term is used in Did. 15.3-4. In
the latter instance the Christian is directed to this external source for ulti-
mately authoritative advice regarding every aspect of Christian behaviour,
including a specific reference to prayer.

With regard to the identity of the ‘gospel’ referred to in the Didache,
therefore, it may be concluded that the strongest candidate is Matthew’s
Gospel. The popularity of this gospel in the early Church makes it com-
patible with the role of ‘the definitive gospel’. Matthew’s Gospel addresses
all the issues mentioned in the Didache in connection with the gospel, and
does so in a way which makes sense of the explanatory comment in Did.
15.3. The mention of the gospel at 8.2b creates a difficulty for this view if
this line is seen as introducing a quotation from that gospel, which appears
not to be Matthew’s, in 8.2c. However, the possibility that 8.2b was not
intended to serve as part of a quotation formula is suggested by the fact
that, in Did. 11.3b and 15.3-4, appeals to the ‘gospel’, far from introducing
quotations, are used to subordinate the Didache to an external authority. A
similar function is attributable to Did. 8.2b if it was an insertion designed

11. InChapter 11, § 3 it will be argued that Matthew directly quoted from the modi-
fying teacher’s work in Did. 8. This offers an explanation for the very close relation-
ship between the two texts.

12. Examples of the common technique of altering the force of a text by means of
interpolation, rather than by direct alteration, may be found in the contributions of the
modifying teacher.
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to subordinate the Didache’s prayer to a version that was understood to be
the directly expressed ‘instructions of the Lord’. The Lord’s Prayer in
Matthew’s Gospel is presented in precisely these terms. I conclude, there-
fore, that the ‘gospel” appealed to in the Didache was in fact that accord-
ing to Matthew.

2. The ‘Gospel’ References and the Modifying Teacher Layer

So far ] have argued that Did. 8.2b; 11.3b and 15.3-4 were all contributed
by someone who used the term ‘gospel’ to refer to the Gospel of Matthew.
If this is the case, then what implications follow for the redactional status
of these insertions?

The relationship of Did. 8.2b; 11.3b and 15.3-4 to the rest of the text
boils down to the question of whether or not these verses could have been
written by the modifying teacher. This is the case because 8.2band 15.3-4
both presuppose the presence of the Modifying Teacher layer and so could
not have been added to the whole in its absence. The following analysis
will concentrate, therefore, on each of the ‘gospel” verses in turn and will
ask whether they could have been written by the modifying teacher.

2.1. Didache /5.3-4
To suggest that Did. 15.3-4 was written by the modifying teacher is to
claim that the section 14.1-15.4 was penned as a continuous whole. The
first indication that this might not be the case is provided by the eccentric
order in which subjects are addressed. Thus, the issue of discipline is men-
tioned in 14.1-3, and also in 15.3, but advice on the appointment of bish-
ops and deacons intervenes in 15.1-2. This arrangement causes Knopf
(1920: 38) to suggest that 15.3 should be attached to 14.2 so that ‘If the
case in 14.2 occurs, and those concemed cannot be reconciled with one
another, the other members of the community should intervene and gently
put them right’.'3

Knopf’s attempt to reconstruct the text in this way is understandable but
difficult to justify. There is good reason to suppose that Did. 14.1-15.2
was written by one author because these verses all show a consistency
with the interests or compositional techniques of the modifying teacher
(cf. Chapter 7, section 5). The return to the subject of discipline in 15.3
may therefore be attributed, either to this author’s return from a digression
to readdress the subject after realizing that it had been incompletely

13. This translation of Knopf is from Niederwimmer 1998: 203 n. 1.
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considered three verses earlier, or to the work of a new and separate
author who wished to supplement the teacher’s earlier contribution.

That two separate authors were responsible for Did. 14.1-15.2 and Did.
15.3-4 is also suggested by the fact that the ‘gospel’ is appealed to in one
case but not in the other. This is significant because the gospel is presented
in 15.4 as an ultimate authority, beyond even the authority of the preceding
text, for ‘all that you undertake’. If the author who held this view of the
gospel in 15.4 was also responsible for writing 14.1-3, then why was the
gospel not mentioned in support of the instruction to ‘be reconciled’ in
14.2? This is particularly surprising if the gospel in question is that of
Matthew, since Mt. 5.23-24 reads:

5.23 So if you are offering your gift at the altar, and there remember that
your brother has something against you, 5.24 leave your gift there before
the altar and go; first be reconciled to your brother, and then come and offer
your gift (RSV).

This text offers much more direct support for the instruction ‘be
reconciled before sacrificing’ (14.2) than does the somewhat oblique
appeal to Mal. 1.11 actually used in Did. 14.3. The fact that Malachi 1.11
was preferred to Mt. 5.23-24 invites an explanation. If one author was
responsible for the whole of 14.1-15.4, then it must be supposed that
Malachi was preferred in 14.3 because its superior authority made even
oblique support for the instruction in 14.2 preferable to that offered by the
gospel. This explanation is difficult to sustain under a ‘one author” hypothe-
sis, however, because the author of Did. 15.4 evidently understands the
gospel to be a text with ultimate authority in the direction of Christian
behaviour. An alternative explanation for the use of Malachi at Did. 14.3
is that ‘the gospel” was not known to, or understood as authoritative by,
the author of 14.1-3. In this case the author of Did. 14.1-3 cannot also
have composed Did. 15.3-4.

The case for the separation of 15.3-4 from the immediately preceding
text is further supported by the observation that these appeals to ‘the
gospel’ ultimately undermine the efforts of the modifying teacher. That is
to say, the effect of 15.3-4 is to send the reader to consult the gospel, whose
authority is to be accepted even over the careful modifications of the
teacher. This would be like my including advice that a better study of
Matthew’s relationship to the Didache can in fact be found elsewhere. I
might make such a statement when the alternative study contains an argu-
ment with which I agree, but not when it proposes an opposing view. It is
true that Matthew’s Gospel is essentially in accordance with the line taken
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by the modifying teacher in Did. 14.1-3; however, as will be considered in
the following sections, this is not the case with all the teacher’s instructions.
In summary, Did. 15.3-4 does not stand in continuity with the work of
the modifying teacher in 14.1-15.2 for three reasons. First, the single topic
of church discipline is considered in two separate places. Second, the teach-
er’s failure to appeal to the gospel in 14.3 suggests that an authoritative
gospel to which readers could be referred was not available in this case,
while such was available to the author of 15.3-4. Third, the efforts of the
teacher to explain the need for reconciliation between church members
was perhaps unnecessary if this same author was immediately willing to
subordinate this teaching to the superior authority of the gospel.

2.2. Didache 8.2b
The problem of a contributor who immediately subordinates their additions
to the superior authority of the gospel is again raised by the idea that the
whole of Did. 8.1-3 was composed by one person. If the gospel referred to
was Matthew’s, then it must be proposed that this author demanded one
action in 8.2b (pray as Jesus commands, as reported in Matthew’s Gospel),
and another in 8.2c (pray according to the slightly different wording set
out below). Kgster (1957: 209, 240) attempts to sidestep this difficulty by
proposing that a not fully authoritative gospel is referred to in Did. 8.2b.
This position is, however, very difficult to sustain. The text refers to the
personal directions of the Lord, and this suggests that the author of 8.2b
believed the gospel to be an authentic conduit of the teaching of Jesus. It
is difficult to suppose that such a text could have been understood as only
partially authoritative by author or readers. The treatment of the gospel in
Did. 15.4 adds to the impression that this ‘gospel of the Lord’ was an
ultimate authority. Thus, the problem remains. Why does 8.2b point the
reader to the directions of the Lord in the gospel, while 8.2c appears to
carry a version of that prayer that does not come from any known gospel?'*
The answer to this question may be that 8.2b was inserted into the Didache
by the same person who also wrote 15.3-4, and for the same reason;
namely, as a means of subordinating the teaching of the Didache to the au-
thority of Matthew’s Gospel, especially where the two texts are at variance.
In summary, those who see Did. 8.1-3 as the work of one author must
explain why the direct speech of Jesus in Mt. 6 appears to be appealed to
in 8.2b, but is not adhered to in 8.2¢. Given the difficulties of this position

14. § 1.3, above, concluded that ‘gospel’ is likely to refer to Matthew’s Gospel
rather than a lost text.
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it is perhaps preferable to suppose that the function of Did. 8.2b was to
assure the reader that Matthew’s version of the prayer was the one to be
followed. This solution coheres with the apparently similar function of
Did. 15.3-4, where the gospel is appealed to as an external authority with-
out further quotation.

2.3. Didache 11.3b

In Chapter 7 it was concluded that the Modifying Teacher layer included,
among other verses, Did. 8.2a,2¢-3; 11.1-2, 10-11; 13.1-15.2. Given that
8.2b and 15.3-4 could only have been added to the Didache alongside or
after the addition of this layer, and given that 11.3b was added by the
same hand as 8.2b and 15.3-4, it follows that 11.3b must have been added
either alongside or after the modifying teacher’s addition of 11.1-2, 10-11;
13.1-15.2. This section considers which of these two alternatives is the
more likely.

The Didache’s rules for the treatment of church leaders provokes the
most substantial bout of activity on the part of the modifying teacher. An
initial attempt to establish the legitimacy of the modifier’s alterations is
presented in 11.1-2; insertions that gainsay the previously existing version
of the Didache are then made in 11.10-11 and 13.1-7; and additional
instructions regarding the selection of leaders offered in 15.1-2. Is it likely
that the person responsible for these alterations should, at the same time,
undermine their efforts by referring the reader to the external authority of
the ‘gospel’? Such an act of self-abrogation would be required if the modi-
fying teacher were also responsible for the appeal to the ‘gospel” in 11.3b.

Another factor draws a question mark over the modifying teacher’s
authorship of Did. 11.3b. The modifier appeals to the practice of the
ancient prophets in 11.11 and an otherwise unknown text quoted at 13.3a,
5-7. If this teacher also knew and was prepared to point to the ‘gospel’ at
11.3b, then why was this authority not directly employed in the defence of
the wider position? That is to say, the attribution of 11.3b to the modify-
ing teacher requires that this author ranked the practice of the ancient
prophets and the text quoted at 13.3a, 5-7 in higher esteem than the gos-
pel. Such a conclusion is at odds with the description of the gospel as that
‘of the Lord’ which provides guidance for all aspects of Christian behav-
iour. If this authority was so satisfactory, then why was it not quoted? If it
was not agreeable, then why is it mentioned at all?

These difficulties are multiplied if the gospel in question is that according
to Matthew. The instructions for travelling disciples in Mt. 10.5-15, and for
those who receive them in Mt. 10.40-42, do not support the modifier’s
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contention that prophets, teachers and workers should receive the commu-
nity’s firstfruits (Did. 13.1-7). For example, Mt. 10.8 explicitly states that:
“You received without payment; give without payment’. It is unlikely,
therefore, that the modifying teacher would have included a cross-refer-
ence to this gospel in 11.3b.

In summary, the proposal that the modifying teacher was also responsible
for the inclusion of the appeal to the gospel at 11.3b is difficult to sustain
because it requires the immediate subordination of this author’s own exten-
sive emendations of the host text to a separate, and not necessarily agree-
able, authority.

3. Summary and Conclusion: The Gospel Layer

This chapter began with an attempt to establish some preliminary questions.
It was concluded that 8.2b; 11.3b and 15.3-4 were all written by the same
hand, all referred to the same ‘gospel’ and in doing so very probably
referred to the Gospel of Matthew. It was then noted that, according to the
results of the preceeding redactional survey, these lines could only have
been added alongside or after the addition of the Modifying Teacher layer.
The possibility that these lines formed part of this teacher’s work was then
considered, but was rejected for three reasons. First, because of disconti-
nuities in the treatment of subject matter in Did. 14.1-15.4. Second, the
teacher’s failure to appeal to the gospel when this would have forcefully
supported the modifications being made. Third, it was considered unlikely
that the teacher would have made careful modifications of the host text
while then immediately pointing readers to the superior authority of the
(not always agreeable) gospel.

Having concluded that Did. 8.2b; 11.3b and 15.3-4 were not composed
by the modifying teacher, and given that these lines could not have been
added prior to the addition of the Modifying Teacher layer, it follows that
these verses constitute a separate redactional layer.



Chapter 9

THE FULL EXTENT OF THE PERI LAYER

In Chapter 5 I began to consider which elements of the Didache were
added to the whole at the same time as Did. 9.1-5, and therefore formed
part of the Peri layer. This discussion did not consider the possibility that
the Peri layer also extended into Did. 1-5. I introduced this delay because
the subsequent identification of Did. 1.5b-6 as part of the Modifying
Teacher layer considerably simplifies the analysis of the relationship
between the Peri layer and the various elements of Did. 1-5; the subject of
this short chapter.

1. The Peri Layer and Didache 1.3-5a

Did. 1.3-5a contains ‘Q’ sayings. This makes the redactional status of
these verses a matter of particular interest. Many scholars assume that,
because these lines are so close to Matthew’s and Luke’s Gospels, this
section must have been added to the Didache alongside other additions
where an explicit reference to ‘the gospel’ is made, or at least that these
lines belong to one of the final redactional layers of the text.! These con-
clusions are called into question, however, by the previously unrecognized
change of redactional layer between Did. 1.3-5a and 1.5b-6.

In Chapter 7, section 4, above, it was noted that Did. 1.5b-6 exhibits the
distinctive characteristics of the modifying teacher: an affirmation of the
preceding teaching, the modification of that teaching and a justification of
the modification by reference to an alternative tradition. Did. 1.5b-6
modifies 1.3-5a, and 1.3-5a must predate its own modification. Therefore,
1.3-5a must have been part of the Didache prior to the addition of the
Modifying Teacher layer.

1. For example, Draper (1996b: 76); Jefford (1989: 52-53); Audet (1958: 261—
80) and Wengst (1984: 66).
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Of the layers that predate the Modifying Teacher, the Peri layer stands
out as a likely location for Did. 1.3-5a. This is the case negatively in that
the sayings in 1.3-5a have no affinity with the subject matter, form or style
of the Prophet layer, and sit uneasily within the flow of the Two Ways/
Teknon material. On the other hand a positive connection may be found
between 1.3-5a and the Peri layer in their shared use of the concept of
‘becoming perfect’ in 1.4b(r) (kat €om) TEAe105) and 6.2 (TéAsios £0T). As
already noted in Chapter 5, section 4, this term represents a standard of
behaviour in accordance with the halakah of a particular group. The con-
cept of perfection appears twice in the Peri layer: it is set as the ultimate
goal for initiates (6.2) and is required of all at the final test (16.2). Given
the importance of acquiring ‘perfection’, a description of this behavioural
standard may be expected. The addition of kot £om TEAe10s to the set of
sayings at 1.3-5a, suggests that these verses offer the relevant information.?

As noted in Chapter 4, section 3 the collection of individual sayings
in 1.3-5a appears to have been formed prior to its inclusion within the
Didache. However, ko €01} TéAe10s disrupts the symmetry of these say-
ings and thus suggests that this line was added to the collection at a later
date. If the function of this addition was to make clear that the instructions
of 1.3b-5a epitomize the standard of perfection held up in 6.2 and 16.2,
then it is likely that 6.2, 16.2 and 1.4b(r) were all added to the Didache at
the same time. With 6.2 and 16.2 identified as elements of the Peri layer,
then 1.4b(r), and hence the rest of 1.3-5a, may be attributed similarly.

2. The Peri Layer and the Title of the Didache

The title of any text has a profound influence on the way it is read. It is
necessary, therefore, to consider the place of the title in the formation of
the Didache.

2. Beyond the use of TEAe10s, Did. 1.3-5a has two other features in common with
other elements of the Peri layer. First, parallel transitional phrases occur at 1.3a, 6.1
and, more elaborately, 16.1-2. Second, both 1.3-5a and Did. 16 use other traditions to
expand or illustrate an idea. This use of other traditions is dissimilar to the practice of
the modifying teacher because these traditions are used to build up, rather than under-
mine, the existing text.

3. Itis, of course, possible that 1.4b(r) was added to 1.3-5a after these sayings had
already been added to the Didache. However, this would merely have the effect of fur-
ther increasing the antiquity of this group of sayings. Note: ‘(r)’ refers to a redactional
insert in the midst of 1.4b.
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2.1. The Puzzle of the Double Title

The Jerusalem manuscript preserves a coloured sequence at the opening of
the Didache. The superscribed title is written in red ink, the body of the
text in black.*

\ ~ ’ b [4
S18oixr) TAV 8eddeka X TOGTOAGV
AiSoyn xupiou i T@v 8cddekor amooTOAwY Tols EBveaiv oot uo
glol, pia Ths Coofls kai pia Tol Bavatou, Siadopo 88 ToAAY ..

The latter of these two titles forms the first line of the main body of the
text and continues into Did. 1.1 without a break. Why does the text have a
double title?

Scholars commonly view the double opening of the Didache as the
presentation of two alternative titles. Rordorf (1979: 106) says that the
short title refers to Acts 2.42 and the long title to Mt. 28.19. Kleist (1948:
153 n. 1) suggests that the short title was written on the outside of the
scroll and the long one at the start of the text itself and was thus copied
twice by Leon (the scribe responsible for the Jerusalem manuscript). These
solutions, however, introduce unnecessary complication.

It has long been recognized that ancient authors did not use superscribed
titles. Their texts simply began at the beginning and continued to the end.
This is not to say that the opening lines of a text might not have contained
vital information for appreciating the subject and genre of the text; it is
simply to observe that it was usual for texts to be given a title by later
readers who needed a handle by which to refer to them. The title ‘AiSoxn
TQV 8cd8eka amooTOAWVY’ is an uncontroversial choice in the case of a
text beginning, ‘A1Saxn kuplou Sixx TV 8cd8ekar GTOOTOAWY TOIS
€bveciv’.

An almost identical process of titling may be found, for example, in the
case of the book of Revelation. In the several manuscripts of this text the
occurrence of a double title is entirely standard. Thus the introductory
lines provided by the author himself: ‘The Revelation of Jesus Christ
which God gave him to show his servants what must soon take place; and
which he made known by sending his angel to his servant John’ (Rev.
1.1), are commonly abbreviated and superscribed as ‘The Revelation of
John’, or some such.

The doubling of the title in the Jerusalem manuscript provides good
evidence for the antiquity of the long title (the first line of the text) relative

4. A (black and white) photograph of the manuscript is provided in van de Sandt
and Flusser (2002: 7).
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to the superscribed title. The earliest students of the text were convinced
of this position.” However, more recent scholarship has tended to see the
long title as a later addition.®

The sole reason, as far as [ can establish, for this latter position is the
supposition that the Didache depends upon the Doctrina apostolorum.
The Doctrina begins with a short title, ‘The Teaching of the Apostles’,
and opens with the line ‘There are two ways in the world...” On the basis
of this evidence Niederwimmer (1998: 56-57) asserts, ‘There is very good
reason to suppose that, at a relatively early period, this was the title of the
Christianized Two Ways tractate, and that this title then transferred to the
Didache’. This position is, however, difficult to sustain.

First, and most importantly, as argued in the excursus in Chapter 4, the
dependence of the Didache on the Doctrina is extremely doubtful.

Second, the pre-Christian origin and widespread occurrence of the Two
Ways tradition provides no clear reason as to why the title ‘The Teaching
of the Apostles’ should have attached to yet another version of the Two
Ways, such as appears in the Doctrina. However, if the Doctrina depended
on the Didache, rather than the reverse, then attribution to the apostles
would be entirely understandable.’

Third, if the original title of the Didache was ‘The Teaching of the
Apostles’, then it is very difficult to see why the long title should ever have
been created and inserted under the short title. What purpose could such
an operation serve? By contrast, the abbreviation and superscription of the

5. This was the view of Harnack (1884: 24-37); Bryennios (1883: 3) and Knopf
(1920: 3).

6. Variations on this view are expressed by Audet (1958: 91-103, 247-54) and
Niederwimmer (1998: 56-57).

7. Something of which Niederwimmer seems unaware is that the Doctrina and
the Didache’s sharing of the same title is a problem that must be overcome by those
who espouse the relative antiquity of the Doctrina. Audet (1996: 135) does detect this
problem and attempts to addresses it as follows: ‘Moreover, the title Doctrina apostol-
orum, which the Duae viae of Schlecht carries, does not present any serious difficulty
[for Audet’s view that the Doctrina predates the Didache]. Because, on the one hand,
the Duae viae designated in this way by Rufinus did not have its own title, and because
on the other hand, it appeared in almost identical form at the beginning of a writing
bearing the title A1Sax1] TGV &TooTOAwY, it could have been enough that the two
writings intersected in the course of their distribution in the same milieu for the titie of
the Didache to have passed to the Greek Duae viae and then, naturally, to its Latin
version.” Thus, Audet implicitly admits that his view requires that the Two Ways did
not originally bear its present title.



146 The Gospel of Matthew’s Dependence on the Didache

long title to form the short title is entirely logical and is paralleled in
numerous other texts.

In conclusion, if the Doctrina apostolorum is not relevant to discussion
of the Didache’s history, then there is every reason to suppose that the
long title appeared first, and that the superscribed title was added later as a
short-hand means of referring to the text we now describe as ‘the
Didache’.

2.2. The Redactional Location of the Long Title

Having concluded that the long title is the more original, it is possible to
consider its redactional location. This is a two step process. First, it is
necessary to identify the function of the long title. Then it will be possible
to ask when this function is most likely to have been employed.

The function of the title, in this case, is not simply to attribute the text
to an authoritative author, but also to specify that the teaching is directed
‘Tols €Bveciv’. This ambiguous term may be interpreted as referring
either to nations in general, or to non-Jewish nations in particular, that is,
Gentiles. A reason for preferring ‘to the Gentiles’ in this case is that ‘ToOlS
€Bvec1v’ acts as a qualification of the initial statement. An author who
sought to widen, rather than limit, the applicability of the teaching, might
have done better to omit “Tois éBveatv’ altogether, or at very least to have
used ‘Tols mao eBveoty’ ®

If the function of the title was to indicate the applicability of the
teaching to the situation of Gentiles, then when is this title likely to have
been introduced? The Modifying Teacher layer is a poor candidate since
this layer appears to assume a Jewish background among his readers (cf.,
for example, 13.3). The Prophet layer is also unattractive since there is
nothing here to suggest a Gentile audience. The Peri layer, on the other
hand, does show signs of having been addressed to the situation of Gen-
tiles. The central concern of the Peri layer is the question of who may be
admitted to table fellowship at the community’s eschatological meal. The
answer given is that those who accept the Two Ways’ as a declaration of
the community rule, and who do their best to keep the food laws and the

8.  Translations of the New Testament usually interpret ‘T¢ £0vn’ as ‘the Gentiles’
and ‘mavTa To E8vn’ as “all the nations’. Bauer er al. (1957) state that ‘t& £6vn’ is
usually used of foreigners, rather than every nation.

9.  ‘The precepts envisaging pederasty, magic, abortion, and exposure of babies,
which are opposed to the commandments of the Decalogue, are more comprehensible
if they are addressed to ancient Pagans’ (Rordorf 1996a: 156). See also Audet (1958:
286).
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whole ‘yoke of the Lord’!® (6.2-3) may be baptized (7.1), and thus entitled
to share in the eschatological meal (9.5a). This initiation seems speci-
fically designed for Gentiles who wish to join a form of Christianity gov-
emed by ethnic Jews. Certainly Did. 6.2-3 gives the impression that it was
written by Jews consciously conceding to the moral inferiority and ignor-
ance of incoming Gentiles.

6.2 If you can bear the entire yoke of the Lord, you will be perfect, but if
you cannot, do what you can. 6.3 As for food, bear what you can, but be
very much on your guard against food offered to idols, for it is worship of
dead gods.

The Peri layer’s interest in the initiation of Gentiles makes it an ideal
redactional location for the long title of the Didache.

3. The Peri Layer and the Two Ways Material

Chapter 4 identified a number of separate elements within Did. 1-5. It is
important to note, however, that the identification of separate elements
does not necessarily equate to the identification of separate redactional
layers. This is the case because an older tradition, or collection of traditions,
may be incorporated into a younger base text. For example, if an artist com-
poses a collage entitled ‘Autumn’ and incorporates within it an older picture
called ‘October’ the compositional history of ‘ Autumn’ may only be traced
back to the single point at which ‘Autumn’ was created. It is not correct to
say that ‘October’ represents an earlier stage in the history of ‘Autumn’
(even though it is an older composition), because ‘Autumn’ is not a devel-
opment in the history of ‘October’; it is the creation of a new and separate
piece of art.

In seeking the base layer of the Didache, therefore, it is not necessarily
the case that the oldest tradition represents the foundational layer. Rather
the base layer may be identified as coinciding with the point at which the
Didache distinctively became the Didache.

The identity of a text is crucially determined by its title. Thus, in the
same way that ‘Autumn’ became ‘Autumn’ at the point where it was so
named, the Didache became the Didache at the point when the long title
was added. This teaching to the Gentiles happened to incorporate some
older traditions, but its history is not the history of those incorporated units.
From a redaction history point of view, therefore, the base of the Didache,

10. Flusser (1996: 199) and Draper (1995: 290) take ‘yoke of the Lord’ to refer to
the Torah.
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to which later developments were added, is the text originally following the
title ‘The Teaching of the Lord, by the Twelve Apostles, to the Gentiles’.

It was concluded, in Chapter 4, that Did. 1.3-5a must have been inserted
into an form of the Two Ways that already included 1.2b and 2.1. Further,
since 1.3-5a has been identified as part of the Peri layer, it may be con-
cluded that the Peri layer consisted of the long title followed by a version
of the Two Ways (already including the Law Summary and possibly also
the Teknon material) which was further augmented by the addition of 1.3-
5a. This whole collection of ethical teachings was then presented as a pre-
baptismal rule by which Gentiles might be admitted to baptism, and thence
to the eucharist.

The relationship of the Two Ways, Law Summary and Teknon material
to the Peri layer may therefore be seen as akin to the relationship of *Octo-
ber’ to ‘Autumn’. These ancient, combined traditions were taken and incor-
porated into a new document entitled ‘The Teaching of the Lord, by the
Twelve Apostles, to the Gentiles’.

4. The Peri Layer and Didache 16.1-6, 8-9

In Chapter 5, section 4. it was noted that Did. 16.1-2 has certain affinities
with Did. 6.1-3: both warn against deception while recommending the goal
of perfection, and both have the form of linking material which affirms the
preceding text. On this basis Did. 16.1-6, 8-9 was preliminarily linked
with the Peri layer.

At this stage it is possible to observe an additional feature of Did. 16.1-
6, 8-9 which points to its membership of the Peri layer. During the course
of this chapter it has been argued that the Peri layer was in fact the base
layer, or the original version, of the Didache. This document describes a
system of initiation whereby a version of the Two Ways, variously aug-
mented, was presented as a standard of moral perfection (1.4b and 6.2).
Those who wished to enter the community were required to recognize this
standard and to aspire to complete conformity with it, even if such had not
yet been attained (6.2-3). Once initiation had occurred then participation
in the community’s meal, which presaged the eschatological ingathering,
could take place (9.5a).!! Did. 16.1-6, 8-9 serves as a suitable conclusion'?

11. Additional instructions regarding the management of apostles are also included
at 11.3a, 4-6.

12. Jefford observes (1989: 113-14): ‘.. .there can be little question that one finds
here [in Did. 16) atypical, early Jewish-Christian tendency to conclude important writ-
ings with the promise and threat of an eschatological warning’.
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to this document because it traces the fate of the initiate along similar lines.
Thus, the community member is urged to conform completely to the estab-
lished standard of perfection (16.1-2). Success in this regard allows entry,
after the final judgment, to the complete eschatological reward (16.9; cf.
16.2).

In summary, Did. 16.1-6, 8-9 may be seen as a suitable conclusion to
the Peri document because it reinforces the earlier parts of that document
in warning against deceivers (6.1; 16.4b), in setting the goal of perfection
(1.4b; 6.2; 16.2) and in looking forward to the heavenly destination of those
who truly belong to the community (9.4-5a; 16.2, 9).

5. Conclusion: The Full Extent of the Peri/Base Layer

On the basis of the preceding considerations, the full extent of the Peri
layer, which was also, [ propose, the Base layer (and thus the original text
of the Didache), may be identified as: long title; 1.1-5a; 2.1-5.2a; 6.1—
7.1a, ¢, e, 4a; 9.1-5a; 11.3a, 4-6; 16.1-6, 8-9.



Chapter 10

CONCLUSION: THE COMPOSITIONAL HISTORY OF THE DIDACHE

The aim of Part I has been to show that the Didache is not a unified
whole, but is made up of different redactional layers which themselves
incorporate barely adapted, previously existing traditions. Five stages in
the composition of the Didache have been identified.

1. The Peri/Base Layer Consisting of:
The Long Title; 1.1-5a; 2.1-5.2a; 6.1-7.1q, c, e, 4a;
9.1-5a; 11.3a, 4-6, 16.1-6, 8-9.

At the foundation of the whole lies the Peri/Base layer. This composition
provides a base for the later insertions. From this analysis it is apparent
that the author of the Peri/Base layer was concerned to provide instruction
regarding baptism, eucharist and apostles. A version of the ancient Jewish
Two Ways teaching was used as a baptismal rule, expanded by the Teknon
unit (3.1-7), the Law Summary unit (1.2b, c; 2.1) and a further sayings
collection (1.3-5a), itself comprising five originally independent sayings.
The resultant community code was then commended as a whole to those
who sought baptism (6.1) and certain other legal details and attitudes
added in 6.2-3. A description of the baptismal rite and accompanying fast
followed in 7.1a, ¢, e, 4a, and the eucharist that the initiates were conse-
quently entitled to join (cf. 9.5a) was ordered in 9.1-5a. The Peri/Base
layer goes on to consider the management of apostles and then concludes,
in traditional style, with an eschatological warning (16.1-6, 8-9) that in-
corporates a previously existing ‘apocalypse’ (16.3-6, 8-9).

The practice of incorporating whole sections of previously existing tradi-
tion, which themselves had incorporated or gathered further originally
separate traditions/sayings, means that the Peri/Base layer includes (exclud-
ing the redactional comments of the compiler) nine previously separate
units of tradition.
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2. The Prophet Layer: 10.1-7; 11.7-9, 12; 12.1-5

The creation of the Prophet document appears to have been precipitated
by the base document’s limitations with regard to the ministry of prophets.
This was the case in that the original teaching on the eucharist (9.1-5a)
took no account of the practice of prophesying over the eschatological meal
and so failed to regulate this behaviour. Further, the Peri document, if its
teaching on apostles was applied to wandering prophets, was in danger of
extinguishing the prophetic ministry altogether. Thus, it appears that, in
response to the need for fuller teaching on prophets, the Prophet document
was written. This document remained faithful to the teaching of the Peri/
Base document where practicable, but re-framed conditions for wandering
prophets so that they did not have to be forever on the move to avoid accu-
sations of falsity.

While the Prophet document was initially independent of the Peri/Base
document, the similarities of subject and language between these two texts
appear to have prompted the later insertion of the Prophet text into the
original version of the Didache. The common subject matter and language
of Did. 9 and 10 provided a basis for the juxtaposition of the two eucharistic
prayers, and the remainder of the Prophet text, concerning the testing and
reception of prophets, was considered suitable for insertion after the Base
layer’s parallel teaching on the reception of apostles (11.3a, 4-6).

The Prophet document, which became the Prophet layer upon incorpora-
tion into the Didache, is thus a unified text. Although it appears to have
been written under the influence of the Peri/Base layer it does not incor-
porate (unchanged) any previously existing units of tradition.

3. The Modifying Teacher Layer:
1.5b-6; 5.2b; 7.1b, d, 2-3, 4b; 8.1-2a, 2c-3;
11.1-2,9-10; 13.1-15.2

The contribution of the modifying teacher is tied, by definition, to the text
that it modifies. On this basis it can be confidently concluded that this layer
was added to a version of the Didache to which the Prophet document had
already been added, since this layer is modified by the teacher’s material.
A desire for financial stability appears as a central motivation for the
teacher’s modifications. This may be seen directly in the modifications
regarding giving (1.5b-6) and support for prophet/teachers (13.1-7), and
indirectly in the teacher’s desire to create institutional differentiation
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between traditional Judaism and Christianity (7.1d, 2-3, 4b; 8.1-2a, 2¢-3;
14.1). This had financial implications for the modifier because institutional
separation brings with it a channelling of resources away from the old hier-
archy and towards the new one (cf. 13.3).

The modifying teacher’s efforts to re-draw the rulings of the Didache
show a respect for the existing text, inasmuch as orthodoxy is demonstrated
by endorsing the existing instructions. However, a desire to challenge the
thrust of the basic Teaching prompts the quotation of three alternative tradi-
tions (at 1.6; 13.3a, 4-7 and 14.3). The modifier’s desire to create institu-
tional separation between Christians and Jews provides a motive for
introducing two further traditions, regarding baptism (7.1c, 2-3, 4b) and
prayer (8.2¢). Consequently, besides the modifying teacher’s own contri-
butions, six additional authors are also quoted.

4. Gospel Layer: 8.2b; 11.3b; 15.3-4

The raw addition of the Prophet document to the Peri/Base text, combined
with the subversive activities of the modifying teacher, created a text that
was sometimes unclear or self-contradictory. In addition to these diffi-
culties the appearance of Matthew’s record of the direct speech of Jesus
created a situation where contradictions were not only internal, but also
external in relation to Matthew’s work. The inclusion of the Gospel layer
suggests that an interpolator, recognizing the authority of the Didache but
also its conflict with Matthew’s Gospel, chose to preserve the text of the
Didache at the same time as ultimately subordinating it to the authority of
the gospel. Thus, where there is a conflict between the Didache and the
gospel regarding prayer (8.2b; 15.4), prophets (11.3b), discipline, alms-
giving or any other matter (15.3-4), the authority of the gospel is ulti-
mately upheld.

5. The Jerusalem Addition: 16.7

With the addition of the Gospel layer the history of the basic text comes to
a close. Following Matthew’s presentation of the teaching of Jesus there
was no need for further additions to be made to the Didache. However, in
the particular version of the Didache preserved in the Jerusalem manu-
script, there was at least one further twist in the tail. The loss of the ending
of Did. 16, after verse 8, created an apparent ambiguity as to who would
participate in the resurrection. With the loss of a final judgment scene the
resurrection appeared to function as an indiscriminate final reward. Using
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a thread of information remaining from the quotation of Zech. 14.5 in
16.8, a later scribe chose to indicate, by inserting 16.7, that the resurrec-
tion of 16.6 was selective, and that therefore only the ‘holy ones’ would
receive this final benefit.

6. Essential Conclusions from Part I

For the sake of completeness, Part I attempted to present a full analysis of
the compositional history of the Didache. This is a complex task and one
that is unlikely to be correct in every detail. Progress towards Part 11, how-
ever, requires the tenability of just two of these conclusions.

First, it is vital that the Didache should be seen as containing at least
two units composed by different authors at different times.' The foregoing
analysis goes well beyond this basic requirement in that it identifies four
different redactional layers, of which the first three were said to contain a
total of sixteen previously existing units of tradition. This means that my
method for establishing Matthew’s dependence on the Didache includes,
in this regard at least, a substantial margin for error.

One other, more specific, conclusion from the preceding Part is also
essential to the following discussion. This is the view, put forward in Chap-
ter 8, that references to the ‘gospel’ were added after earlier layers of the
text had been laid down. On this basis, all parts of the text that predate
these additions may theoretically have been available to Matthew. If, as
argued in detail above, Did. 8.2b, 11.3b and 15.3-4 represents the full
extent of the ‘Gospel layer’, then Matthew’s use of every other part of the
text (besides 16.7) cannot be ruled out. By the same token, however,
should the Gospel layer be shown to include more text than I have
allowed, then any parts so included could not have been used by Matthew.

To sum up, if the diagram overleaf represents an even approximately
accurate assessment of the compositional history of the Didache, then the
ground is prepared for Part 1.

1. This is vital for the effectiveness of the arguments offered in Part II. A summary
of this mode of argument was offered in Chapter 1.
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7. Summary Diagram

The results of Part I are summarized in Figure 1, opposite. The Didache’s
chapter numbers, alongside indications of major subject areas, are arranged
across the top of the page (note that the long title is included before Did.
1.1). In the body of the diagram the redactional layers rise from the oldest
to the youngest.

Patterned blocks indicate sayings and traditions which existed prior to
their incorporation into the Didache. A pattern that recurs in two or three
places signifies the same tradition on each occasion.

Each incorporated tradition has a two letter label. These correspond to
labels used in column B in the text of the Didache at the beginning of this
volume. These letters have the following meanings:

Within the Peri/Base layer:

LS = Law Summary unit (Did. 1.2b, d-¢; 2.1)

SO = Sayings Onion (Did. 1.3-5a)

[within the Sayings Onion, a=1.3b;b=1.3¢c;c=1.4a;d=1.4b;e=1.52a]
TK = Teknon unit (Did. 3.1-7)

TW = Two Ways (Did. 1.1-2a; 2.2-7; 3.8-5.2a)

AP = Apocalypse (Did. 16.3-6, 8-9)

The Prophet layer consists of one originally external tradition:
PR = The Prophet Document (Did. 10.1-7; 11.7-9, 12; 12.1-5)
Within the Modifying Teacher layer:

GV = ‘Let the gift sweat in your hand’ (Did. 1.6)

BP = Threefold baptismal tradition (Did. 7.1d, 2-3, 4b)
LP = Lord’s Prayer (Did. 8.2¢)

DG = ‘Do not give what is holy to dogs’ (Did. 9.5b)
FF = Firstfruits tradition (Did. 13.3a, 5-7)

ML = Malachi 1.11 (Did. 14.3)
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7. Essential Conclusions from Part [

For the sake of completeness, Part I attempted to present a full analysis of
the compositional history of the Didache. This is a complex task and one
that is unlikely to be correct in every detail. Progress towards Part II, how-
ever, requires the tenability of just two of these conclusions.

First, it is vital that the Didache should be seen as containing at least
two units composed by different authors at different times.” The foregoing
analysis goes well beyond this basic requirement in that it identifies four
different redactional layers, of which the first three were said to contain a
total of sixteen previously existing units of tradition. This means that my
method for establishing Matthew’s dependence on the Didache includes,
in this regard at least, a substantial margin for error.

One other, more specific, conclusion from the preceding Part is also
essential to the following discussion. This is the view, put forward in Chap-
ter 8, that references to the ‘gospel’ were added after earlier layers of the
text had been laid down. On this basis, all parts of the text that predate
these additions may theoretically have been available to Matthew. If, as
argued in detail above, Did. 8.2b, 11.3b and 15.3-4 represents the full
extent of the ‘Gospel layer’, then Matthew’s use of every other part of the
text (besides 16.7) cannot be ruled out. By the same token, however, if the
Gospel layer could be shown to include more text than I have allowed,
then any parts so included could not have been used by Matthew.

If it may be accepted that various diverse elements of the Didache were
composed by more than one author at one time, and that references to ‘the
gospel’ appear in one of the text’s later redactional layers, then the ground
is prepared for Part II.

2. Thisis vital for the effectiveness of the arguments offered in Part I1. A summary
of this mode of argument was offered in Chapter 1.



Part I

THE POINTS OF CONTACT BETWEEN THE DIDACHE AND
MATTHEW’S GOSPEL



INTRODUCTION TO PART 11

The introductory chapter observed that, if the Didache is a multi-layered
document, then the presence of four references to ‘the gospel” cannot be
taken as proving a post-Matthean date for the whole text. It is now possi-
ble to add detail to this general observation in the light of Part L.

The foregoing analysis of the Didache’s composition concludes that the
four appeals to ‘the gospel’ are restricted to a final redactional layer (the
Gospel layer 8.2b; 11.3b; 15.3-4). This means that the use of ‘gospel’ in
these verses may not be taken as requiring a similar knowledge of Matt-
hew’s Gospel by the rest of the Didache. Indeed the opposite implication
might almost be taken, in that the need to subordinate the earlier layers of
the Didache to the gospel implies that they were somehow out of tune
with that text; a feature which may have arisen through ignorance of Matt-
hew’s work. Be that as it may, if 8.2b; 11.3b and 15.3-4 form a final and
self-contained layer of the Didache, then references to ‘the gospel’ in this
layer need not be taken as indicating a post-Matthean date for the other
layers of the Didache (less the Jerusalem addition at 16.7).

If the references to ‘the gospel’ do not demonstrate that the earlier
layers of the Didache were composed after the writing of Matthew’s Gos-
pel, then Matthew’s direct dependence upon the first three layers of the
Didache becomes a live possibility. Indeed, if the conclusions of Part I are
even approximately correct, then it becomes possible to present a positive
argument for Matthew’s direct dependence on the Didache.

Part I identified 18 separate direct and indirect contributions to the first
three layers of the Didache. These are listed below in Table 1 (alongside
the two letter codes also used with the text of the Didache at the beginning
of this volume). Alongside each of these elements are listed points in
Matthew’s Gospel commonly observed as having a link with the Didache.!

This table (opposite) shows that 14 of the 18 direct and indirect contri-
butions to the Didache have one or more points of contact with Matthew’s
Gospel. Taken at face value, this pattern of connection is most readily ex-
plained if the diverse elements of the Didache were brought together by
the creators of the first three layers, and the resulting composite document
was then used by the author of Matthew’s Gospel.

1. See, for example, links examined and/or listed in, Jefford (1989: esp. 160-61);
Court (1981: 111); Massaux (1993: esp. 181-82); Tuckett (1996) and Késter (1957).
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Table 1: Elements of the Didache and links with Matthew’s Gospel

Contributions to Did. Location of contacts in Matthew's Gospel
Peri/Base Layer P/B 25.8,13;28.16, 19-20
Two Ways ™ 5.7,21,27,33;7.13-14; 15:19; 19.18
Law Summary LS 7.12;22.38-39
Sayings Onion SO.a 5.44
SO.b 5.46-47
SO.c
S0.d 5.39
SO.e 5.42,45
Teknon unit TK 5.5,21,22,27,28
_Apocalypse AP 16.27; 24.10-12, 30-31; 25.31, 34, 46
Prophet Layer PR 12.31
Mod. Teacher Layer MT 5.19,24,26; 6.2, 5, 16; 10.10
‘Let the gift sweat’ Gv
Threefold baptism BP 28.19
Lord’s Prayer LP 6.9-13
‘Do not give to dogs DG 7.6
Firstfruits tradition FF
Malachi 1.11 ML

Alternative explanations for the pattern of connections between the two
texts face considerable difficulties. For example, if the earlier layers of the
Didache all used Matthew’s Gospel, then numerous direct and indirect con-
tributors must all be supposed to have used Matthew’s Gospel, and in a
remarkably similar way.?

Even greater complexities arise for the view that the Didache and
Matthew’s Gospel both depend on common traditions. In this case it must
be supposed that numerous direct and indirect contributors to the Didache
ecach happened to use, over a period of time, the same traditions that were
coincidentally also gathered, at one time, by Matthew.

Having noted, on the basis of macro-Jevel observation, that the simplest
explanation for the pattern of contacts illustrated in Table 1 is that Matthew

2. Two points of similarity are noteworthy. First, with the exception of Did. 9.5b
= Mt. 7.6 and Did. 13.1 = Mt. 10.10, none of the points of similarity are exactly
identical; even the two Lord’s Prayers differ slightly. Second, the majority of material
shared by the two texts is, as Court (1981: 111) puts it, ‘from Matthew’s special
material or from the synoptic traditions at points where Matthew’s distinctive reading
is preferred’. Thus, if the Didache is dependent on the gospel, then several of the
Didache’s diverse contributors must all have had an uncanny ability to select Mat-
thew’s special material.
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depended directly on the first three layers of the Didache, it is appropriate
to test this hypothesis at the micro-level. In testing whether or not each
individual point of contact may be credibly understood as due to Matthew’s
direct use of the Didache it is not necessary to show that this is the only
possible explanation for a particular parallel between the two texts. That is
to say, the implications of the macro-level observation will only be under-
mined if, for some reason, the micro-level investigation reveals that Matt-
hew cannot have depended upon the Didache in a particular instance.
Thus, the following studies need only show that Matthew’s direct use of
the Didache is feasible in each case. However, in the interests of thorough-
ness, 1 shall attempt to show that Matthew’s direct use of the Didache is
probable, and not merely possible, at the majority of their individual points
of contact.



Chapter 11

MATTHEW’S GOSPEL AND THE MODIFYING TEACHER LAYER

As noted above, the aim of this chapter, and of the next four chapters, is to
show that each point of contact between Matthew’s Gospel and the Didache
may be explained by Matthew’s direct dependence upon the Didache. Bey-
ond this efforts will also be made, where possible, to show that such
dependence is not only possible but probable.

It is worth noting, in the case of points of contact within the Modifying
Teacher layer, that success in demonstrating Matthew’s knowledge of any
part of this layer indicates Matthew’s knowledge of the whole of the rest
of the Didache (less, of course, the Gospel layer and Jerusalem addition).
This is the case inasmuch as the Modifying Teacher layer cannot, by defini-
tion, have been composed apart from the two earlier layers that it modifies.

1. Be Reconciled: Matthew 5.24 and Didache 14.2

Massaux (1993: 156-57) assesses the relationship between these two pas-
sages thus:

These words [Did. 14.2] recall Mt. 5:23-24... This passage is peculiar to
Mt. The presence of the word S iaAMay@otv in this text of the Teaching
suggests a literary contact with Mt., which has the same verb SiaAAaynft,
a verb which is found only here in the New Testament. Let me add that the
general idea is identical to that in Mt.: do not offer any sacrifice — compare
Bucta (Did.) with 8cpov ... Wi T0 Bugiaathpiov (Mt.) — to the Lord
before being reconciled to your neighbour.

Massaux is justified in pointing out the noteworthy similarities between
Did. 14.2 and Mt. 5.23-34. However, this does not provide a basis for con-
cluding that the former necessarily recalls the latter.

In Chapter 7 it was argued that Did. 14.1-3 exhibits the modifying
teacher’s mode of operation whereby the host text is affirmed (14.1),
modified (14.2) and the modification justified by appeal to an external
authority, in this case Mal. 1.11 (14.3). If this author were in possession of



162 The Gospel of Matthew’s Dependence on the Didache

Matthew’s Gospel, then the pattern of argument used in these verses is
somewhat surprising. In this case it must be supposed that, in an effort to
teach reconciliation prior to sacrifice, an allusion to the specifically rele-
vant words of Jesus (Mt. 5.23-24) is made in Did. 14.2, but without any
attempt to remind the reader that these are the words of the Master. In-
deed, rather than claim authority for these words on the basis that they are
those of Jesus, the teacher finds their justification in a partially relevant
quotation from Mal. 1.11. In this vein Niederwimmer (1998: 198), without
further comment, remarks:

The verb SiaAh&ooeaba . ..recalls the dominical saying in Matt 5:23-24. ..
Strikingly enough, however, the Didachist supports his demand not by
appealing to the Lord’s words in Matt 5:23-24, but by means of an Old
Testament quotation.

Rather than supposing that the teacher knew Mt. 5.23-24, but chose not
to directly invoke it, it is preferable to suppose that Matthew’s record of
Jesus’ words is not referred to because it was not known by the modifying
teacher.

The only difficulty with this conclusion is that, at some point, the tradi-
tion of Jesus’ teaching reconciliation prior to sacrifice did emerge. If Mat-
thew believed that Jesus used these words, then from where did he gain
this impression, and why was this information not used by the modifying
teacher? An answer to these questions may be provided if the modify-
ing teacher was responsible for composing Did. 14.2, and if this verse was
then found by Matthew in its present context.

A feature of Did. 14.1-3 suggestive of the modifying teacher’s directly
responsibility for the composition of 14.2, is the use of the sequence: affir-
mation of the existing text (14.1), modification of the existing text (14.2),
justification of this modification by appeal to external authority (14.3).
This pattern suggests that the purpose of the whole unit was to introduce
new material into the standing text, and that the nub of that new material
is contained in the central modificatory passage, in this case 14.2. Cru-
cially, the fact that the teacher felt it necessary to appeal to an external
authority to support the force of Did. 14.2 suggests that the statements
within this verse did not already have a firmly established pedigree in the
Christian tradition.

If the modifying teacher was originally responsible for the wording of
Did. 14.2, then there is no difficulty in understanding why this teaching is
not directly attributed to Jesus. At the same time, if Matthew came upon
Did. 14.2 in its present context, then his direct attribution of this teaching
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to Jesus also becomes explicable. This is the case because Did. 14.2 stands
within a text entitled, ‘The Teaching of the Lord, by the Twelve Apostles,
to the Gentiles’.! If Matthew knew this text, then it is possible that he
treated its entire contents, including the contributions of the modifying
teacher, as the teaching of Jesus.

This point of contact between the Didache and Matthew’s Gospel is an
important one for the claim that Matthew depended directly on the first
three layers of the Didache. If the modifying teacher composed Did. 14.2,
then neither theories of a shared root tradition, nor of the Didache’s use of
Matthew’s Gospel, can explain the connection between the two texts. The
case for Matthew’s knowledge of Did. 14.2 in the context of ‘The Teaching
ofthe Lord’ also challenges the possibility of Matthew’s indirect depend-
ence on the Didache. This means that Matthew’s direct knowledge of Did.
14.2 is not only feasible, it is also considerably more probable than the
available alternatives. Further, if the observations made in Part I are accu-
rate, then it follows that, if Matthew knew Did. 14.2, then he must also
have known the rest of the Modifying Teacher layer, and, consequently,
the two preceding layers that it modifies.

2. The Last Penny: Matthew 5.26 and Didache 1.5¢

Mt. 5.26 and Did. 1.5¢ have a striking phrase in common in their shared
reference to the paying of the last penny. At the same time these passages
are distinctly different inasmuch as Did. 1.5b-6 is concerned with combat-
ing abuses of the command to give without expecting a return, while Mt.
5.26 continues to deal with the subject of anger that runs throughout
Mt. 5.21-26. These passages also differ in that Did. 1.5b-6 does not refer
to the words of Jesus, while Matthew’s discourse is placed on Jesus’ lips.

A number of scholars note that some form of literary connection between
the two texts is likely because of the unique shared use of ‘GmoSwds/
amod6) Tov Eoxatov kodpavtny’.2 However, it is unlikely that Did. 1.5¢
represents a conscious allusion to, or quotation from, Mt. 5.26 because
such an invocation would not altogether serve the thrust of Did. 1.5b-6.
That is to say, these verses are concerned to combat the abuse of free gen-
erosity by presenting the threat of gaol to potential offenders. The force of
Mt. 5.26, on the other hand, is directed towards the promotion of recon-
ciliation, a more eirenic outcome than that envisaged by the Didache. The

1. For a discussion of the redactional location of this title see Chapter 9, § 2.2.
2. For example, Massaux (1993: 151-52) and Jefford (1989: 48-49).



164 The Gospel of Matthew’s Dependence on the Didache

case against a direct appeal to Matthew’s Gospel is also supported by the
fact that no reference to the gospel is made in this passage. Indeed, rather
than appeal to Jesus’ words in the gospel, the authority of the teacher’s
remarks are supported, in Did. 1.6, by the quotation of a saying of unclear
origin.>

While it is unlikely that Did. 1.5c represents a deliberate attempt subtly
to invoke the authority of Mt. 5.26, it is possible that the teacher, having
soaked up the language of Matthew’s Gospel, unconsciously spoke in
Matthean idiom at this point.* However, this explanation requires a con-
siderable level of unconscious coincidence.® Of course this solution is
always theoretically possible, but it should be treated with caution while
less tenuous explanations are also on offer.

An appeal to unconscious coincidence is not required by the proposal
that Matthew depended directly on Did. 1.5¢. As with the cali for recon-
ciliation prior to sacrifice (Did. 14.2), the threat of having to pay back the
last penny occurs within a unit in which the modifying teacher affirms the
host text (1.5b), modifies that text (1.5¢) and then justifies this modifica-
tion by appeal to an external authority (1.6). As noted above, this pattern
suggests that the central modificatory section is the original work of the
modifier, hence the need to support this view by appealing to an external
authority. If this is the case, then the wording of Did. 1.5¢ may be seen as
original to this setting and its reappearance in Mt. 5.26 as due to Matthew’s
presupposition of Did. 1.5¢. More than that, the fact that Matthew presents
these words as the direct speech of Jesus, while the teacher does not, sug-
gests that Matthew knew them in a context suggestive of this exalted origin.
The title of the Didache creates a setting for Did. 1.5¢ which would allow
Matthew to see the contribution of this modifying teacher as part of ‘The
Teaching of the Lord’.

Having considered the case for the Didache’s conscious or unconscious
use of Mt. 5.26, and for Matthew’s direct use of Did. 1.5¢, it is appropriate

3. The quotation offered at 1.6 is commonly identified as originating from a trans-
lation of Sir. 12.1. However, Niederwimmer (1998: 84-85) suggests that it has not yet
been possible to give a secure demonstration of its source.

4. Tuckett (1996) does not specifically address the connection between Did. 1.5¢
and Mt. 5.26. However, he is anxious elsewhere in his discussion (e.g. 1996: 102) to
point out that he perceives the Didache’s allusion to, rather than direct quotation of,
Matthew’s Gospel.

5. Anappeal to coincidence, even on one occasion, is never entirely satisfactory.
However, it must be remembered that every time this type of explanation is offered the
level of coincidence rises accordingly.
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to give some attention to the possibility that both texts shared a common
tradition. This type of understanding is offered by Jefford (1989: 51), who
declares the Didache’s reference to paying the last penny is ‘a blatant
quotation of the material that appears in the Sayings Gospel Q’.

There are two difficulties with this position. First, if, as seems likely,
Did. 1.5c¢ is the original work of the modifying teacher, then there is no
basis for supposing that this line relies on some earlier tradition. Second,
if Did. 1.5¢ consciously alluded to any other text, then it is surprising that
this fact is not mentioned in support of the authority of the teacher’s modifi-
catory idea. Further, such a tradition may be expected to preserve the words
of Jesus (hence Matthew’s placement of the relevant phrase on Jesus’ lips),
but no mention of such an authoritative origin is mentioned by the modi-
fying teacher.

The primary objective of this section has been to show that Matthew’s
direct use of Did. 1.5¢ is feasible. There is certainly no obstacle to this con-
clusion and so the observations made in the introduction to Part II hold
good at this point. Beyond this minimum requirement I have also sought
to present positive evidence for Matthew’s direct use of the Didache.

3. Fast and Pray: Matthew 6.5-16 and Didache 8.1-2a, 2¢-3

There are striking similaritics between Did. 8.1-2a, 2¢-3 and Mt. 6.5-16.
Both texts teach a practice of fasting and prayer that is self-consciously
distinct from the discipline of ‘the hypocrites’, and both texts include very
closely related versions of the Lord’s Prayer.

Alongside these strong similarities, however, these texts exhibit some
distinctive differences. With regard to fasting, the Didache teaches that
Christians should demonstrate their differentiation from ‘the hypocrites’
by publicly fasting on different days (Draper 1996¢: 233-35). Matthew,
on the other hand, condemns the public piety of the hypocrites and teaches
that fasting should be done without any public show at all. A similar pattern
occurs in the case of prayer. The Didache expects its readers to demon-
strate their difference from the hypocrites by publicly praying a different
prayer from that used by ‘the hypocrites’ (Draper 1996¢: 234-38). This
demand is quite different from that required by Matthew, where the empha-
sis is once again on the value of private over public piety.

The versions of the Lord’s Prayer provided by each text are also slightly
different: Matthew has the plurals Tols oupavols and Ta odetAfjuaTe,
while the Didache has these words in the singular; forgiveness is a present
event in Matthew but a past one in the Didache; the Didache explicitly
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expects thrice daily repetition of the prayer, whereas Matthew’s Gospel
does not; the Didache includes a closing doxology, while the more widely
favoured manuscripts of the gospel do not. Matthew, on the other hand,
includes features that do not occur in the Didache: a reference to differen-
tiation from the practice of Gentiles (before the Lord’s Prayer), a rein-
forcement of the importance of forgiveness (after the Lord’s Prayer), and
a rule for private piety in almsgiving.

The verbal similarities between these two texts are so extensive as to
make some form of literary relationship between them extremely likely,
and this is a universal opinion amongst scholars.® Three types of relation-
ship are logically possible. Either the Didache is directly dependent on
Matthew,” or both texts depend on another unknown written/oral source,®
or Matthew is directly dependent on the Didache.” The most credible option
will be the one that provides the best explanation for the differences, as
well as the similarities, between the two texts.

6. ‘There is clearly a close relationship between these two texts. The question of
literary dependence cannot easily be settled, since the great verbal similarity is accom-
panied by a difference of ethos. The direction of dependence between two such texts
will depend on prior assumptions’ (Draper 1996¢: 242). See also Draper (1996b: 85—
86) and nn. 7 and 8 below.

7. Massaux (1993: 154-55) sees the sequence of the whole block of Jesus material
in Did. 8.1-2 as proof of such dependence. Streeter (1924: 508): ‘The relationship of
this passage [Did. 8.1] to Matt 6.5-16, is clear. It is an interpretation according to the
letter, but in flagrant discord with the spirit, of the Sermon on the Mount.’

8. Koster (1957: 203) favours the view that the Didache here refers to the oral
preaching of the Lord, although he does not rule out a reference to a written gospel.
Difficulties with this position were raised in Chapter 8, § 2. Niederwimmer (1998: 136)
states that the deviations between the two versions of the Lord’s Prayer mean that ‘It is
hard to suppose that the Didache quotes directly from Matthew’s Gospel. The agree-
ments would rest on a common liturgical tradition.” Glover (1958: 18-19), responding
to the quotation from Streeter noted in the footnote immediately above, writes: ‘The
Didachist’s interpretation is not according to the letter of the Sermon on the Mount.
The letter of Matt 6.16-18 is defied as flagrantly as the spirit. The Didache may indeed
have found the first part of Matt’s text “in some recognised official document”: but it
is hard to believe that the document was our gospel since an author with Matthew’s
interpretation before him could scarcely venture to substitute the extraordinary alter-
native found here.’

9. Draper (1996¢: 243) says: ‘If there is a schema underlying Matthew’s choice of
material, which is not unlikely, then it is not unlikely that it would resemble Didache
8!” In making this statement Draper comes close to saying that Matthew is directly
dependent on the Didache. However, he does not actually take this step, preferring
instead to see both texts as dependent on a common source (cf. Draper 1996b: 85-86).
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In seeking to explain the differences between Did. 8.1-2a, 2¢c-3 and Mt.
6.5-16, it is necessary to recognize that any number of hypothetical cir-
cumstances might be devised for this purpose. This means that the issue
here 1s one of probability rather than necessity. I shall begin, therefore, by
presenting my favoured explanation for the differences between the two
texts. The relative merits and deficiencies of this hypothesis will then be
compared with the main alternatives.

3.1. Matthew Conflates Mark 12.40-44; 11.25 with Didache 8

I propose that the differences between Mt. 6.1-18 and Did. 8.1-2a, 2¢-3
are best accounted for as the product of Matthew’s conflation of these
verses from Did. 8 with the teaching of Jesus recorded in Mk 12.40-44.

Mk 12.40-44 is generally assumed, by those who accept Markan
priority,'” to have been omitted by Matthew in his use of Mark’s Gospel.
To argue that these verses were in fact used in the construction of Mt. 6.1-
16 it is necessary to show, first of all, that there is nothing about Mk 12.40-
44 that requires its complete omission by Matthew. In addition, I aim to
show that this supposed omission is so surprising that an alternative expla-
nation for the apparent disappearance of these verses from Matthew’s
Gospel is invited.

It is commonly recognized that Matthew’s Gospel incorporates a very
high percentage of Mark’s Gospel. Stanton (1989: 63) says that ‘Only
about 50 of Mark’s 662 verses are not found in Matthew’. Goulder (1974:
34) goes further and suggests that

The things which Matthew felt called to omit were...: The Young Man in
the Sheet (Mark 14.51f) as being of dubious relevance; the Widow’s Mite
(Mark 12.41-4) probably as breaking the thread of the Woes discourse in
23; the Strange Exorcist (Mark 9.38f) as bringing discredit on John — but
the logia at the end of the unit find a place elsewhere in Matthew; and a
general statement at Mark 3.20, which disappears in Matthew’s reformation
of the Beelzebub incident. This gives a total of nine verses which have disap-
peared without trace, 1% per cent of Mark. This figure is noticeably less
than those customarily suggested, because we are accounting for such pas-
sages as the Seed Growing Secretly, or the coming of Jesus’ relatives to lay
hold of him, as being altered, and not omitted.

Whatever criteria are employed for measuring Matthew’s faithfulness to
Mark there can be little dispute that Matthew includes the vast majority of
Mark’s Gospel. In particular, a comparison of Mk 10.1-16.8 and Mt. 19.1-
28.5 shows that Matthew preserves, in order, every element of Mark’s text

10. Markan priority is assumed for the whole of this section.
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almost without exception. The two omissions being the young man in a
sheet (14.51-52), the loss of which is not surprising, and the lines includ-
ing the widow’s mite (12.40-44).

Goulder’s explanation for Matthew’s omission of the widow’s mite,
quoted above, is standard but inadequate. As Goulder admits in relation to
the logia in Mk 9.39-42 (and as occurs on numerous other occasions),
Matthew is perfectly capable of rearranging his sources to suit his own
structure. The complete omission of Mk 12.40-44 suggests, therefore, that
Matthew singularly objected to the content of these verses and not just
their location in Mark’s Gospel. West (1967—68: 80-83) proposes that the
righteous widow did not fit in with Matthew’s attitude to women, or that
Matthew fought shy of the widow’s willingness to give all that she had.
However, this does not provide a motive for leaving these verses out
altogether. That is to say, lessons may be gleaned from these verses other
than that a woman may be especially commended, or that the giving of
every possession is required of Christians.

Matthew’s seemingly complete omission of Mk 12.40-44 is particularly
startling when it is observed that these verses include one of the very rare
occurrences where the teaching of Jesus is actually recorded by Mark,
rather than merely commented on in retrospect. Matthew’s interest in the
teaching of Jesus is made plain by the length and prominence of the Ser-
mon on the Mount, where other loose!! fragments of Jesus’ teaching sup-
plied by Mark are included. It is striking, therefore, that one of Matthew’s
most significant omissions from Mark’s Gospel should consist of material
that is both rare in Mark and particularly precious to Matthew.

Two observations, therefore, suggest that Matthew is highly likely to
have included Mk 12.40-44, in some form, in his gospel: Matthew includes
almost every element of Mark’s work and he shows a particular interest in
the teaching of Jesus. That the widow’s mite is not readily detectable in
Matthew’s Gospel may, therefore, be due to the alteration of these verses
in some way, rather than their complete omission. The conflation of Mk
12.40-44 with Did. 8.1-2a, 2b-3 would provide an explanation for this type
of alteration.

At the heart of the case for Matthew’s conflation of Mk 12.40-44 and
Did. 8.1-2a, 2b-3 is the observation that the influence of Mk 12.40-44,
combined with Matthew’s compositional strategy, may credibly account
for almost every difference between Did. 8.1-2a, 2b-3 and Mt. 6.1-18.

11. By the term ‘loose’, I mean fragments of teaching that are not parables, or
otherwise tied to an event in the narrative.
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Before attempting to demonstrate this point in detail it is appropriate to
identify a particular element of Matthew’s compositional technique that
appears to be at work in his construction of Mt. 6.1-18.

Matthew 1s a thematizer and collator who tends to group and conflate
similar materials together. For example, his parables, healings and dis-
courses are often arranged in blocks of similar kind or subject. In the
Sermon on the Mount (a thematized discourse on Jesus’ ethical teaching)
Matthew arranges his material, where possible, within a wider organiza-
tional framework. As Draper (1996d: 347) remarks: ‘The Sermon on the
Mount is [Matthew’s] own creation, ordering originally independent mate-
rial (found partially scattered in Luke) according to a grand design’.

This technique may be seen particularly clearly in the antitheses (Mt.
5.21-48). H.D. Betz (1995: 201) comments:

There clearly appears to be a rationale behind the six antitheses and their
arrangement in the SM [Sermon on the Mount], but that rationale has so far
eluded scholarship; few scholars have even discussed the question. A num-
ber of possibilities might be taken to provide an answer to each problem of
the arrangement, but at closer inspection, each turns out to be a false lead.

Can the arrangement of the antitheses in the SM be explained on the
basis of the Decalogue (Exod 20:2-17)? The answer 1s negative because
only the first two offenses, murder and adultery, follow each other in the
Decalogue as well. ..

A possible explanation for the arrangement and content of the antitheses
is that their content was determined by the resources available to Matthew,
while their form was determined by his interest in presenting Jesus as
giver of the true Law. According to this theory the Decalogue may be
maintained as the organizing principle, while the deviation of the anti-
theses from the substance of these commandments may be attributed to
the failure of Matthew’s resources to supply further examples of their re-
presentation by Jesus.'? Faced with this situation, it is possible that Mat-
thew chose to continue his new version of the commandments by creating
headings, or ‘theses’, related to the teaching of Jesus that was available to
him. For example, it is apparent (by virtue of Luke’s and Matthew’s shared
knowledge of a group of sayings expressed in Lk. 6.27-30 and Mt. 5.39-
42, respectively) that Matthew had access to a saying of Jesus regarding
non-retaliation. The thesis that precedes this antithesis is therefore selected
by virtue of its appropriateness to the saying in hand, not because the lex

12. Certainly, no further examples of such teaching may be found in Matthew’s
resources so far as they are represented by Mark’s and Luke’s Gospels.
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talionis is part of the ten commandments scheme that Matthew initially
appears to be using (Mt. 5.21, 27). The same pattern occurs in Matthew’s
section on the love of enemies (5.43-48), and so may be suspected in the
case of the other antitheses. This observation is supported by the absence
of any of Matthew’s sectional headings (the ‘theses’) in Luke’s Sermon
on the Plain. It appears, therefore, that Matthew gathered the teaching of
Jesus pertaining to the Law, from whatever sources he had available, and
arranged this material under suitable headings drawn from traditional
sources. '

Matthew’s policy of collating and organizing his resources according to
a wider organizational framework may also be seen in Mt. 6.1-18, where,
instead of creating a new rendering of ‘the Decalogue’, Matthew offers a
new version of a Three Rules saying. The ‘Three Rules’ form has already
been mentioned in Chapter 4, section 3 in connection with the three rules,
‘bless, pray and fast’ for your enemies in Did. 1.3. Jefford (1989: 44)
claims that ‘There is no question that the assemblage of the Three Rules
derives from Jewish tradition’. He goes on to cite examples from Tobit
12.8 and Gospel of Thomas 6a, 14a. It is possible, therefore, that Matthew
used this organizational scheme to manage the teaching on fasting,
praying and almsgiving that he found in Did. 8 and Mk 12.

The distinctive of Jesus’ Three Rules, as presented by Matthew, is his
emphasis on the virtue of private piety and the heavenly reward that this
will bring. The privacy aspect of this theme was, I suggest, taken by Mat-
thew from the teaching of Jesus as presented in Mk 12.38-44. The placing
of the account of the widow’s offering immediately after Jesus’ condem-
nation of those who exercise an ostentatious piety invites the possibility
that Matthew saw Jesus’ commendation of the widow as associated with
the humility and privacy of her offering.

The ‘hope of a future reward’ motif is, I suggest, taken up and repeated
according to the pattern of the Three Rules in a manner similar to Mat-
thew’s threefold expansion of the concept of reward in Mt. 10.40-42 = Mk
9.41.

These ideas of privacy and reward are then combined in Matthew’s
introduction to his Three Rules teaching:

6.1 Beware of practicing your piety before others in order to be seen by
them; for then you have no reward from your Father in heaven.

13. Inthe antitheses, Matthew’s headings are not always entirely apposite. However,
the antithetical form placed a constraint on the wording of the headings because they had
to appear as traditional sayings that were then intensified by the teaching of Jesus.
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This combined principle is then applied individually to almsgiving,
prayer and fasting. Matthew’s framework employs a repeated pattern
whereby public righteousness leads only to earthly reward, while private
righteousness leads to a heavenly reward.

ACT: 6.2 So whenever you give alms

PUBLIC: do not sound a trumpet before you, as the hypocrites do in the
synagogues and in the streets, so that they may be praised by others.
EARTHLY REWARD: Truly I tell you, they have received their reward.
PRIVATE: 6.3 But when you give alms, do not let your left hand know what
your right hand is doing, 6.4 so that your alms may be done in secret;
HEAVENLY REWARD: and your Father who sees in secret will reward you.

ACT: 6.5 And whenever you pray

PUBLIC: do not be like the hypocrites; for they love to stand and pray in the
synagogues and at the street comers, so that they may be seen by others.
EARTHLY REWARD: Truly I tell you, they have received their reward.
PRIVATE: 6.6 But whenever you pray, go into your room and shut the door
and pray to your Father who is in secret;

HEAVENLY REWARD: and your Father who sees in secret will reward you.

ACT: 6.16 And whenever you fast,

PUBLIC: do not look dismal, like the hypocrites, for they disfigure their
faces so as to show others that they are fasting.

EARTHLY REWARD: Truly I tell you, they have received their reward.
PRIVATE: 6.17 But when you fast, put oil on your head and wash your face,
6.18 so that your fasting may be seen not by others but by your Father who
is in secret;

HEAVENLY REWARD: and your Father who sees in secret will reward you.

This regular framework is fleshed out with detail provided by both Mk
12 and Did. 8. Thus, the teaching on alms is provided by Mk 12.41-44,
prayer comes from both Mk 12.40 and Did. 8.2, while fasting comes from
Did. 8.1 alone. Opposition to hypocrisy is taken from Did. 8.1-2a and
applied to all three actions. Similarly the virtue of private piety is taken
from Mk 12.38-44 and applied to each case.

Into this basic and regular framework Matthew includes further instruc-
tions on the subject of prayer. The possibility that these additions were
taken from a previously existing source is heightened by the fact that the
neat pattern of the Three Rules structure is disrupted by these expansions.
Almost all of these additions regarding prayer may be traced to either
Mark’s Gospel or the Didache.

6.7 When you are praying, do not heap up empty phrases as the Gentiles
do; for they think that they will be heard because of their many words.
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This phrase echoes the condemnation of the scribes’ lengthy prayers for
show recorded in Mk 12.40. In changing the culprits from scribes to Gen-
tiles, Matthew extends his response to the hypocritical practice of those
who ‘pray in the synagogues’ and so on (6.5), to include Gentiles who
exercise an ostentatious piety.

6.8 Do not be like them, for your Father knows what you need before you
ask him.

This line does not appear in Mark or the Didache. However, there is a
parallel in Mt. 6.32b, which may suggest that Matthew has incorporated
this line from teaching on prayer provided by the source that is also used
in Mt. 6.32.

6.9 Pray then this way:

Our Father in heaven (¢v Tols dupavois)
hallowed be your name.

6.10 Your kingdom come.

Your will be done,

on earth as it is in heaven.

6.11 Give us this day our daily bread

6.12 And forgive us our debts (op1eAruaTa),
as we also have forgiven (adrjkapiev) our debtors.
6.13 And do not bring us to the time of trial,
but rescue us from the evil one.

The above version of the Lord’s Prayer, as already noted, is very close
to that found in Did. 8.2. There are, however, four differences between the
two texts: the Didache has gv T oupave instead of Matthew’s gV Tols
oupavots; the Didache has opeihv instead of Matthew’s opreAijpoTa;
the Didache has aiepev instead of Matthew’s adrkouev; and the Didache
preserves a doxology whereas the most widely favoured manuscripts of
Matthew’s Gospel do not. The first of these differences is perhaps the
most noteworthy. No known manuscript of Matthew’s Gospel contains a
reference to heaven in the singular at this point. This means that, if the
teacher was quoting Matthew’s Gospel, then it is highly unlikely that the
version used contained the singular form. If the teacher knew Matthew’s
prayer, therefore, it is necessary to suggest a reason why Matthew’s ver-
sion is altered at this point. However, such a change carries no obvious
theological significance, and so a motive for this change is not apparent.
On the other hand, reference to heavens in the plural form is a widely
recognized feature of Matthew’s redactional activity.!* In this vein, if

14. So Draper (1996b: 86). Examples of occasions where Matthew introduces a
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Matthew depended on the Didache’s version of the prayer a change from
singular to plural heavens may be simply and credibly attributed to Mat-
thew’s redactional activity.'> The other differences between the two pray-
ers offer less clear advice since, as is so often the case, arguments for the
direction of dependence are open to reversal.'® What may be said, however,
is that there is no obstacle to supposing that Matthew may have used the
Didache’s version of the prayer, even if other alternatives are also possible.
This much is all that is required for the defence of the larger argument
currently in progress.

6.14 For if you forgive others their trespasses, your heavenly Father will
also forgive you; 6.15 but if you do not forgive others, neither will your
Father forgive your trespasses.

A final difference between Mt. 6.1-18 and Did. 8.1-2a, 2¢-3 is the pres-
ence of a re-emphasis of the importance of forgiveness immediately after
Matthew’s version of the Lord’s Prayer (6.14-15). This passage was, [
propose, taken from the minimal teaching on prayer to be found in Mk
11.25. As noted above, Matthew is willing to draw snippets of Jesus’ loose
teaching in Mark’s Gospel for inclusion in the Sermon on the Mount. Mk
11.25 is the only instruction regarding prayer that Mark preserves; it is
credible, therefore, that Matthew should incorporate this verse in his section
on Jesus’ teaching on prayer.

Before moving on to consider alternative explanations for the similarities
between Mt. 6.1-16 and Did. 8.1-2a, 2¢-3, it is worth recalling the strengths
of the above ‘conflationary’ hypothesis in response to the challenge in
hand. Of first importance is a recognition that Mt. 6.1-16 and Did. 8.1-2a,
2¢-3 not only contain a large number of words in common, but also exhibit

reference to plural heavens where they do not appear in Luke/Q or Mark include, for
example: Mt. 7.21 = Lk. 6.46; Mt. 11.12 = Lk. 16.16; Mt. 13.31 = Mk 4.30. Within
Matthew’s ‘Special Material’ plural heavens are referred to in, for example: 18.23;
23.9;25.1. In all, Matthew refers to heaven using the plural on 56 occasions, and in the
singular 27 times.

15. Késter (1957: 206) seriously entertains the possibility that the Didache’s ver-
sion of the prayer is the older and suggests specifically that the singular form VTR
oUpavcy may be original.

16. Niederwimmer (1998: 136-38) offers a detailed discussion of the various possi-
bilities. While firm conclusions are not easily drawn regarding the significance of the
differences between the two prayers, Niederwimmer (1998: 136) expresses the opinion
that It is hard to suppose that the Didache quotes directly from Matthew’s Gospel’.
Niederwimmer favours the view that both versions rely on a common liturgical tradi-
tion. This possibility will be addressed in due course.
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three types of difference: Matthew emphasizes a private piety, while the
Didache is concerned with public acts of prayer and fasting; Matthew
includes additional Markan teaching on prayer and almsgiving which is
absent from the Didache; and Matthew’s version of the Lord’s Prayer
differs slightly from that recorded in the Didache. A satisfying explana-
tion for the similarities between the two texts must also explain these
dissimilarities.

The hypothesis of Matthew’s conflation of Mk 12.40-44; 11.25 with
Did. 8.1-2a, 2¢-3 has three specific points in its favour. First, the influence
of Mk 12.40 offers an explanation for Matthew’s emphasis on private
piety over against the Didache’s interest in public expressions of Christian
identity. Second, this theory explains the absence, from Did. 8, of all the
Markan elements within Mt. 6. Third, the slight differences between the
two Lord’s Prayers, especially the variation in the first line, are accounted
for as being consistent with similar examples of Matthew’s redactional
activity.

It is also noteworthy that the conflationary and organizational pro-
grammes demanded by this hypothesis are consistent with several exam-
ples of this type of activity elsewhere in Matthew’s work.!” In addition,
this hypothesis offers an explanation for Matthew’s apparent omission of
Mark’s account of the widow’s mite. According to the above, Matthew
did include this teaching (in 6.1-18) but chose to interpret the significance
of the widow’s offering in the light of the condemnation of ostentatious
piety that immediately precedes it.

The next stage in the defence of this hypothesis is to measure its bene-
fits against those of alternative explanations for the similarities and differ-
ences between Did. 8.1-2a, 2¢-3 and Mt. 6.1-18.

3.2. Dudache 8 is Directly Dependent on Matthew 6.5-16

Streeter (1924: 508) suggests that Did. 8 depends directly upon Mt. 6. How-
ever, Glover (1958: 18-19) takes him to task for his over-simple assump-
tion:

On Did. viii.1 Streeter comments, ‘The relation of this passage to Matt. vi.
5-16, is clear. It is an interpretation according to the letter, but in flagrant
discord with the spirit, of the Sermon on the Mount. Such interpretations

17. Since the development of the Four Source Hypothesis, Matthew has been
widely regarded as a conflator of prior traditions. Several examples of Matthew’s
conflationary activity are presented in each of the following four chapters, especially
Chapters 13 and 14.
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only arise where there is a letter to misinterpret and would compel us to
assume that the words stood in some recognised official document, even if
the author did not expressly quote them as from “his (i.e. the Lord’s)
Gospel”’.

... Here one may observe that the Didachist’s interpretation is not
according to the letter of the Sermon on the Mount. The letter of Matt. 16-
18 is defied as flagrantly as the spirit. The Didachist may indeed have
found the first part of Matthew’s text ‘in some recognized official docu-
ment’; but it is hard to believe that that document was our gospel since an
author with Matthew’s interpretation before him would scarcely venture to
substitute the extraordinary alternative found here.

Glover’s point, with regard to the Didache’s teaching on fasting, is
essentially the same as that which has already been made regarding the
distinct difference between the ethos of Did. 8 and Mt. 6.1-16.'% This
difference is so great that it cannot be explained by a simple copying of
Matthew by the Didachist; it appears that some other factor must have
been at work. It is possible that the differences between Mt. 6 and Did. 8
may be attributed to the expression of the Didachist’s own concerns or the
conflation of Matthew with some other hypothetical document.!” However,
hypothetical solutions are less satistying than those, such as that offered in
the immediately preceding section, which rely solely on extant sources.

A further difficulty for the view that Did. 8 used Mt. 6 is the fact that
the Didache succeeds in completely avoiding every part of Matthew’s text
which may be seen as coming from Mk 12.40-44 or 11.25. This omission
of Markan material in Did. 8 may be coincidental, but such coincidence
need not be appealed to if, in fact, Did. 8 was composed separately and
prior to the formation of Mt. 6.

In summary, those who claim the direct dependence of Did. 8.1-2a, 2¢-3
on Mt. 6.1-16 must provide some explanation for the distinctive differ-
ences between these two texts. Such an explanation may theoretically be
provided, but not without additional hypothecation and appeals to precise
coincidence.

18. See Chapter 8, § 2.2. Draper (1996¢: 242) notes: ‘The great verbal similarity
[between Did. 8 and Mt. 6.1-16] is accompanied by a different ethos’.

19. Such a hypothetical text would have to be conceived as accounting for every
difference between Did. 8 and Mt. 6.5-16. Since every detail of Did. 8 has some ele-
ment of difference from Mt. 6.5-16, it would be necessary to hypothecate a text with
teaching on each aspect covered by Did. 8. Such a text would need to be extremely
close to Did. 8 as it now stands. If Did. 8 were dependent on such a text, then there is
little motive for the additional use of Mt. 6.
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3.3. Matthew 6.1-16 and Didache 8.1-2a, 2¢c-3 Depend on Common Tradi-
tion

Scholars such as Koster (1957), Glover (1958) and Niederwimmer (1998),
who conclude that the differences between Mt. 6.5-16 and Did. 8.1-3 can-
not be accounted for by the Didache’s dependence on Matthew, view the
similarities between these two texts as the product of their shared depen-
dence on a common tradition.

The hypothecation of common tradition is, of course, a possible means
of explaining the relationship between these two texts but it is unsatisfac-
tory for a number of reasons. A multiplication of entities is methodologi-
cally acceptable when no other more straightforward explanation of the
evidence is available, as appeared to be the case for those scholars who
assumed that the Didache must post-date Matthew’s Gospel. As I have
attempted to show, however, this assumption is unjustified. Further, Mat-
thew’s conflation of Mark’s Gospel and Didache accounts for the differ-
ences and similarities between these texts to a high degree of completeness.
In this circumstance it is unnecessary to appeal to yet another shared
hypothetical tradition.

When the actual shape of a suitable hypothetical source is considered in
detail a further difficulty arises. Draper (1996¢) argues persuasively that
the function of Did. 8 was to provide a means of public differentiation
between Pharisaic Jews and emerging Christians. In this context he notes
(1996c: 238):

In both cases, of instructions on fasting and on prayer, it is clear that the
practices are not new. The community was already fasting twice a week, in
solidarity with other Jewish groups, or the Pharisees at least. The commu-
nity was already using the Lord’s Prayer liturgically, as the doxology and
amen shows. What the instruction does is to use these two practices to dif-
ferentiate between the Christian community and its opponents, Pharisaic
Jews. The days are changed for fasting... The prayer to be recited daily
three times to replace the prayers of Pharisaic Judaism in the Lord’s Prayer,
thus providing a daily re-affirmation of the community’s difference from
other Jewish groups.

Draper observes that the practice of fasting is not changed, merely the
time at which fasting occurs. However, the time at which prayers are said
is not changed, therefore the point of differentiation is the content of these
prayers. Thus, although Draper is probably correct that the Lord’s Prayer
was already known in another context it is likely that this prayer had never
been used before as the essential thrice-daily prayer of the individual.?

20. The Lord’s Prayer (especially the version in Lk. 11) shares a number of
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The differentiatory function of Did. 8 implies that this teaching on
fasting and prayer had never previously been configured in this form. This
severely limits the options for the shape of any earlier tradition sup-
posedly shared by both Matthew and the Didachist. The only viable possi-
bility is that the original version of this tradition was incorporated virtually
unchanged into the Didache and was also used, with alterations, by
Matthew.

3.4. Conclusion

The primary objective of this section has been to show that Matthew’s
direct use of Did. 8.1-2a, c-3 is feasible. There is certainly no obstacle to
this conclusion and so the observation made in the introduction to Part II
holds good at this point.

In addition, it has been observed that the similarities and differences
between Mt. 6.1-18 and Did. 8.1-2a, ¢-3 are explained if, to create a new
Three Rules saying, Matthew conflated the Didache’s teaching on fasting
and prayer (Did. 8.1-2a, 2¢-3) with Mark’s teaching on prayer and alms
(Mk 12.40-44; 11.25). In suggesting that Matthew did, after all, incor-
porate the record of Jesus’ teaching preserved in Mk 12.40-44, this
proposal has the additional advantage of explaining the apparent omission
of'this passage in Matthew’s otherwise (almost entirely) faithful preserva-
tion of Mk 10.1-16.8. These factors combine to suggest that Matthew’s
direct use of the Didache is, at this point at least, not only possible but
probable. ‘

4. Preservation of Teaching: Matthew 5.17-20 and Didache 11.1-2

The numerous points of contact between these two passages suggest that
there may be a literary dependence between them.?!

In addition to elements of vocabulary shared by both passages (particu-
larly the uncommon word kaTaAUoat in relation to teaching on the Law;
cf. Draper 1996d: 349), there are also four points of conceptual similarity.

First, there is a common understanding that a body of teaching is to be
retained unchanged (Did. 11.1) and preserved from destruction (Mt. 5.17).

characteristics with the eucharistic prayers recorded in Did. 9 and 10. It is possible that
this prayer, distinctive to Christian worship, was taken and converted into a ‘Christian
Shema’ as an act of community self-definition.

21. Draper (1996d: 346-52) draws attention to this similarity and concludes that it
is the result of Matthew’s direct dependence on the Didache. I have not repeated his
reasoning here because it is coloured by the agenda of his wider argument.
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The Didache seeks to preserve Did. 1-10 (which, in Did. 1-6, contains a
summary of the community’s understanding of the Law); in Matthew the
teaching that is not to be destroyed is, once again, the Law.

Second, there is a common disapproval of those who destroy (Did.
11.2) or relax (Mt. 5.19a) the teaching. In the Didache these people are
not to be listened to; in Matthew they are the least in the kingdom.

Third, there is a common commendation of those who preserve the
teaching (Did. 11.1) and/or commandments in question (Mt. 5.19b). In the
Didache these are to be received in the community; in Matthew those who
do and teach the commandments are greatest in the kingdom.

Fourth, there is a common perception that it is possible to add to the
righteousness of the Law. Did. 11.2b allows that a new teaching may come
which leads to an increase in righteousness and knowledge of the Lord;
Mt. 5.20 teaches that such an increase in righteousness, beyond the prac-
tice of the Scribes and Pharisees, is necessary for those who wish to enter
the kingdom.

The verbal and conceptual similarities between Did. 11.1-2 and Mt.
5.17, 19-20 suggest the possibility of some literary link between the two
texts. Draper (1996d: 348) remarks concerning the vocabulary, ‘The word-
ing is so close that some kind of literary relationship between the two
writings seems to be required’.

It is unlikely that the Didache depended directly on Matthew at this
point for two reasons. First, if it is accepted that Did. 11.1-2 belongs to the
Modifying Teacher layer, then these verses form part of the teacher’s
characteristic pattern of affirming the host text (11.1-2a) and modifying it
(11.2b), before justifying these subsequent modifications by appeal to
various external authorities (cf. Chapter 7, section 3). On this basis Did.
11.1-2 may credibly be attributed to the original creativity of the modifier
and so dependence on another text is unnecessary. Second, it is note-
worthy that although Mt. 5.17-20 contains a number of elements in com-
mon with Lk. 16.16-17, none of these shared elements also appear in Did.
11.1-2. This means that any proposal of the Didachist’s supposed use of
Mt. 5.17-20 must include an explanation as to why only ‘non-Lukan’ ele-
ments of that passage were chosen/alluded to.

The case for Matthew’s direct use of Did. 11.1-2 is less difficult to
defend. First, if Did. 11.1-2 represents the original work of the modifying
teacher, then any literary link with another text may be taken as demon-
strating that text’s presupposition of these verses of the Didache. Second,
the fact that, once again, Matthew places this common material on the lips
of Jesus, while the modifying teacher does not, suggests that Matthew



11. Matthew’s Gospel and the Modifying Teacher Layer 179

found these words in a context where they could be taken as belonging to
Jesus himself. Such a context is provided if Matthew found these words
inserted into a text entitled ‘The Teaching of the Lord, etc.’.?? Third, if
Matthew depended on Did. 11.1-2, then his conflation of this text with
Lk./Q 16.16-17% could account for the absence of any Lk./Q material
within Did. 11.1-2.

In the light of these factors it is possible to conclude, not only that Mat-
thew’s direct use of Did. 11.1-2 is feasible, but also that such a dependence
is positively supported by the available evidence. Thus, the micro-level
analysis of the link between Did. 11.1-2 and Mt. 5.17-20 coheres with the
macro-level observation made in the introduction to Part II.

5. Threefold Baptism: Matthew 28.19 and Didache 7.1¢, d, e

The majority of scholars account for the close connection between the
baptismal formulae in Mt. 28.19% and Did. 7.1 by supposing that they
both rely on common liturgical practice (cf. Niederwimmer 1998: 127).
Even Massaux, who detects the Didache’s direct dependence on Matthew’s
Gospel at almost every opportunity,?® believes that the Didache’s direct
literary dependence on Matthew’s Gospel is, in this case, doubtful (Mas-
saux 1993: 174-75). The case for the Didache’s direct dependence on Mt.
28.19 is made all the more dubious if the observations made in Chapter 5,
section 1 are accepted. Here it was concluded that Did. 7.1d, 2-3, 4b has
the character of a previously existing tradition that has been inserted into
the base layer of the Didache. This separate tradition shows little sign
(other than the shared baptismal formula) of connection with Matthew’s
Gospel, being principally concerned with practicalities such as the types
of water that may be used and the length of the pre-baptismal fast.

At first sight, the view that Did. 7.1d, 2-3, 4b existed as a separate tradi-
tion prior to its insertion into the body of the Didache adds weight to the

22. See Chapter 9, § 2 for a discussion of the redactional location of the Didache’s
long title.

23. In Chapter 14 1shall present a side argument suggesting that Matthew depended
directly on Luke’s Gospel. However, if Matthew depended on Q for the material also
preserved in Lk. 16.16-17, then Mt. 5.17-20 may equally be seen as the conflation of
Did. 11.1-2 with Q 16.16-17.

24. ‘The suggestion that these verses are later additions to the Gospel seems to go
too far, and the evidence adduced in support is rather flimsy’ (Hartman 1997: 148).

25. The only other passage that Massaux places in this ‘doubtful” category is Did.
2.1-3.
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possibility that such traditions were common in the milieu of early Christi-
anity.?® If this were the case, then it is not impossible, as most scholars
suppose, that Matthew and the Didache were both dependent on a com-
mon tradition in their use of the threefold formula. However, there is an
important feature of Matthew’s text which militates against the use of a
common source and suggests, instead, Matthew’s direct dependence on
the Didache.

A consideration of the wider context of Mt. 28.19 introduces the possi-
bility that Mt. 28.16-20 was, at least in part, directly inspired by Matthew’s
knowledge of a version of the Didache which included both the long title
and the threefold baptismal formula.

Mt. 28.16, Now the gleven disciples (EvSeka uafnTot) went to Galilee, to
the mountain to which Jesus had directed them. 16.17 When they saw him,
they worshipped him; but some doubted. 16.18 And Jesus came and said to
them, ‘All authority in heaven and on earth has been given to me. 16.19 Go
therefore and make disciples of all nations (wavto To £6vr), baptizing
them ip the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit,
(BamTifovTes aUTous £ls TO GVOUN TOU TATPOS Kai TOU Ulod Karl Tou
aylou TveupaTos) 16.20 and teaching them (51840kovTes aUTOUS) to
obey everything that I have commanded vou. And remember, I am with

you always, to the end of the age.’

Did.long title, The Teaching (A18axn) of the Lord, by the Twelve
Apostles (8c38exa amooTOAwv), to the Gentiles (Tols #0veoty) ...
[followed in 1.1-6.3 by an exposition of the commandments in preparation
for baptism] ... 7.1c, d Baptize in the name of the Father and of the Son
and of the Holy Spirit (BamTicaTe £is TO Svopa Tol TOTPOS Kol Tou
viol kai Tol ayiou TVelaTos).

A version of the Didache that began with the long title and incorporated
7.1d, 2-3, 4b, would have included: an instruction by the Lord, via his
twelve apostles, to teach Gentiles his interpretation of the commandments
prior to their baptism in the name of the Father, the Son and the Holy
Spirit.

These characteristics also appear in Mt. 28.16-20: Jesus commissions
his eleven disciples to make disciples of all nations, to baptize them in the

26. Interms of extant texts the Didache and Matthew’s Gospel represent the only
two occasions when the threefold baptismal formula is used prior to Justin Martyr.
This does not preclude the possibility that it was a common rite; however, the fact that,
elsewhere, the New Testament frequently refers to baptism ‘into the Lord Jesus’ but
never mentions the threefold formula, does not encourage the view that the latter was
common liturgical practice.
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name of the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit, and to teach them to obey
his commandments.

This level of connection is particularly striking because, according to
the redactional study in Part I (Chapters 5, section 1 and Chapter 7, section
6) the tradition containing the threefold formula was not added to the
Didache at the same time as the long title and the exposition of the com-
mandments in Did. 1-6. This means that, if the Didache was directly
dependent on Mt. 28.16-20, then two or more separate authors would have
had to return to the same passage of Matthew to recreate, in stages, a text
reflecting this commission by Jesus.

This difficulty does not arise if Matthew was inspired to compose the
Great Commission by his knowledge of a version of the Didache that
included the long title, an exposition of the commandments (1-6), and the
threefold baptismal formula (7). With such a text in front of him, Matthew
could have surmised that the very existence of the Didache provided evi-
dence of an occasion in Jesus’ life when he commissioned his twelve
apostles to teach the nations his interpretation of the commandments, and
to baptize them in the name of the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit.
The final verses of Matthew’s Gospel thus records Jesus’ direct speech in
commissioning the eleven disciples®’ (28.16) to make disciples of all
nations (28.19), to baptize them in the name of the Father, Son and Holy
Spirit (28.19), and to teach them to obey his commandments (28.20).

In conclusion, the connection between Mt. 28.16-20 and the long title of
the Didache, Did. 1-6 and Did. 7.1c, d is most adequately explained by
Matthew’s direct knowledge of a version of the Didache in which all these
elements had already been gathered.

6. Giving What is Holy to Dogs: Matthew 7.6 and Didache 9.5b

The apparently proverbial nature of the saying, ‘Do not give what is holy
to dogs’ suggests at the outset that its appearance in both Mt. 7.6 and Did.
9.5 may be due to their shared and independent knowledge of a common

27. The change from Twelve Apostles to eleven disciples is typical of Matthew’s
redactional activity. The change from twelve to eleven is consistent with Matthew’s
special interest in the fate of Judas (e.g. 27.3-10). The change from Apostles to disci-
ples is consistent with Mt. 10.1; 11.1 and 20.17 where the twelve are described as the
twelve disciples against the witness of Mark and Luke. Matthew only uses the term
Twelve Apostles once, at their commissioning, and consistently avoids it thereafter.
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tradition. A difficulty with this view, however, is that this proverb does
not appear in this form in any other known text.*®

The similarities between the two texts extend beyond their content and
the speaker to whom they are attributed in that both texts bear a connection
to the eucharist.?’ It is generally overlooked that Mt. 7.9-10 has fish and
bread as the desired elements, rather than fish and egg, as in Lk. 11.11-12.
It is possible, given the eucharistic flavour of other fish and bread meals in
the gospels,*® that Matthew made this change to improve the connection
between the saying used in Mt. 7.6 (if it was known to have a eucharistic
origin) and Mt. 7.7-11.

Given the three points of similarity between Mt. 7.6 and Did. 9.5b,
there are grounds for suggesting that a direct link of some kind exists
between them. However, the direction of that link, when taken in isolation,
is difficult to determine. There is strong evidence that both texts quote
from another source. In Did. 9.5 the quotation formula makes this self-
evident. In Mt. 7.6 the saying is so odd in its context that it is highly un-
likely to be due to Matthew’s redaction.®' That is to say, it appears directly
to contradict the sense of the preceding verses (do not judge) and the

28. Massaux (1993: 156) notes that the Talmud contains no trace of a proverb of
this kind. Moreover, the fact that Jesus/the Lord is presented as the author of this saying
in both cases renders unlikely the suggestion of Bultmann (1972: 107) that a stock
secular proverb lies behind the quotations. One possible origin for a Lord’s saying of
this kind may be found in Rev. 22.15, where ‘dogs’ are excluded from the holy city,
within which the final messianic banquet may be expected to take place. In Garrow
(1997: 52-53) I note the possibility that Revelation was designed to be performed ina
eucharistic context. If this was the case, then the prohibition of dogs from the city may
reflect the prohibition of the unworthy from the eschatological feast of the eucharist.
However, even if Matthew and the teacher did derive their saying from Revelation, it
is unlikely that they both independently re-shaped this saying so as to arrive at iden-
tical renderings. It is, of course, possible that another eucharistic prophecy contained
the exact words used by both Matthew and the teacher. However, the fact that no
record of such a prophecy survives means that such a proposal requires the creation of
another hypothetical entity. The relationship between the Didache and Matthew’s
Gospel creates considerable scope for the proposal of such entities, but their multipli-
cation ultimately leads to a requirement for untenable levels of coincidental sharing by
both Matthew and the diverse contributors to the Didache.

29. Massaux (1993: 156) overstates the case when he says that ‘It is certainly
undeniable that the “thing to preserve” in Mt. is not the Eucharist’ [emphasis added).

30. Fish and bread eucharists are commonly depicted in catacomb and sarcophagus
art of the early Christian centuries. See Heidenreich (1962).

31. Tuckett (1996: 108) concurs that ‘Do not give what is holy to dogs’, is not
clearly MattR.
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following (give to those who ask). If Matthew had wanted to balance the
teaching on judging and giving with some redactional remark, then he
could surely have managed something a little smoother than the famously
awkward Mt. 7.6.3?

Since both texts quote from another source, and both texts quote an
identical proverb attributed to Jesus, there is little scope for pinning down
the direction of the dependence between them. Therefore, it must be
concluded that, when taken in isolation, this parallel may be equally well
attributed to Matthew’s direct dependence on the Didache, or to the
Didache’s direct dependence on Matthew.*’

7. The Worker’s Food: Matthew 10.10 and Didache 13.1-2

That there is likely to be some form of literary link between these two
passages is suggested by the fact that they preserve an identical saying
that is distinct from similar sayings found elsewhere. As Massaux (1993:
166) notes, regarding Did. 13.1-2:

There is an exact verbal coincidence with Mt. (&E105 yap 0 EpyaTns Ths
Tpodtis oiTou), and it is all the more discernible that in Lk. and 1 Tim.,
Tpodrs is replaced with pioBou.

Beyond this it is difficult to draw firm conclusions regarding the rela-
tionship between the two texts because it is not possible to demonstrate
that the saying was originally composed by either author.

It is highly unlikely that the modifier is responsible for the creation of
the saying as it stands in Did. 13.2. The rights of teachers and prophets,
rather than ‘workers’ per se, are the prime concern of the modifier. Thus,
the additional mention of workers makes most sense if the teacher at-
tempted to apply a generally accepted principle, ‘the worker deserves his
food’, to the particular situation of those working as prophets and teach-
ers. Taken in isolation, therefore, there is no reason why the modifier
could not have taken this saying from Mt. 10.10.

To observe that the Didache’s use of Mt. 10.10 is possible is not, by
any means, to say that such dependence is necessary. Matthew’s Mission
Discourse, in common with the Sermon on the Mount, shows signs of

32. Goulder (1974: 265): “This is the most difficult text in the Gospel on any
account’. H.D. Betz (1995: 493): ‘The saying in 7:6 has always been known for its
obscurity...’

33. Vande Sandt (2002) argues in some detail that the Didache is unlikely to have
borrowed from Matthew’s Gospel in this instance.
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having been conflated from a collection of related sources.* If Matthew
used a prior source in this case, then there is no reason why that source
could not also have been quoted by the modifying teacher in Did. 13.2. At
the same time there is no specific obstacle to the possibility that Did. 13.2
was one of the resources upon which Matthew drew in the creation of his
Mission Discourse.

Ultimately there is not enough evidence to pin down the exact nature of
the relationship between Mt. 10.10 and Did. 13.2. The fact that Matthew
presents this saying as the direct speech of Jesus, while the Didache does
not, might possibly be taken as pointing towards Matthew’s knowledge of
this saying in the context of ‘The Teaching of the Lord, etc.’. At the same
time, however, alternative explanations for the shared use of this saying
are also viable.

8. Conclusion: Matthew’s Gospel and the Modifying Teacher Layer

The introduction to Part II observed that the simplest explanation for the
presence of so many points of contact between the first three layers of the
Didache and Matthew’s Gospel is that Matthew found and used the
diverse traditions previously gathered together in this layered document.

The purpose of this chapter has been to test this hypothesis by examin-
ing whether or not Matthew’s direct dependence on the Didache is credible
at each of seven proposed points of contact between Matthew’s Gospel
and the Modifying Teacher layer.

Having conducted individual studies of the relevant parallels it is possi-
ble to conclude that there is no obstacle to the feasibility of Matthew’s
direct dependence on the Didache at any of the seven points of contact
considered. More than that, it has been argued that Matthew’s direct use
of the Didache provides the fullest and simplest explanation for the simi-
larities and the differences between the two texts in the case of: ‘be recon-

34. Since the development of the Four Source Hypothesis, Matthew has been
widely regarded as a conflator of prior traditions. Examples of Matthew’s conflation-
ary activity are presented in each of the following four chapters, especially Chapters
13 and 14. Dungan (1971: 51-63) argues, against majority opinion, that Matthew’s
Mission Discourse is not a conflation of Luke/Q, Mark and Special Matthew. Dungan’s
arguments are reversible and so it remains likely that Matthew does here conflate a set
of related traditions. However, even if Dungan’s thesis were correct, this could not be
taken as in any way demonstrating that ‘the worker deserves his food’ is original to
Matthew.
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ciled’ (Did. 14.2 = Mt. 5.23-24), ‘the last penny’ (Did. 1.5¢ = Mt. 5.26),
‘pray and fast’ (Did. 8.1-2a, c-3 = Mt. 6.1-16), ‘preservation of teaching’
(Did. 11.1-2=Mt. 5.17-20) and ‘threefold baptism’ (Did. long title + 7.1d
= Mt. 28.16-20).



Chapter 12

MATTHEW’S GOSPEL AND THE PROPHET LAYER

At the start of the following discussion of the single link between the
Prophet layer and Matthew’s Gospel (Did. 11.7 = Mt. 12.31) two pre-
liminary points may be recalled. First, as noted in the introduction to Part
II, Matthew’s direct knowledge of the first three layers of the Didache
provides the simplest explanation for the pattern of contacts between the
two texts. Second, the Prophet layer (10.1-7; 11.7-9, 12; 12.1-5) is, accord-
ing to the analysis offered in Part I, modified by the Modifying Teacher
layer (at 11.1-2, 10-11 and 13.1-15.2). If, as argued in the preceding
chapter, Matthew knew the Modifying Teacher layer, then it follows that
he must also have known that which it modified, including the Prophet
layer. These two initial points set up the hypothesis of Matthew’s direct
knowledge of Did. 11.7, which this short chapter is designed to test.

1. The Unforgivable Sin: Matthew 12.31 and Didache 11.7

Synopsis 1 (on p. 188) illustrates the verbal and conceptual similarities
between Mt. 12.31 and Did. 11.7, and thus suggests that there is likely to
be a literary connection between the two. Three types of explanation for
this relationship are logically possible. Either, the Didache presupposes/
depends upon Matthew’s Gospel, or Matthew presupposes/depends upon
the Didache or both texts refer to a common source.

The most recent and exacting exponent of the view that the Didache
presupposes Matthew’s Gospel is Christopher Tuckett (1996).!

At the heart of Tuckett’s case for the Didache’s knowledge of Matthew’s
Gospel is his application of Koster’s method for establishing the depen-
dence of one text on another.

Tuckett (1996: 95), who describes this method as ‘exemplary’, explains
its mechanics as follows:

1. Tuckett’s article first appeared in 1989.
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If material which owes its origin to the redactional activity of {one author]
reappears in another work, then the latter presupposes the finished work of
[the former].

Tuckett (1996: 95) goes on to warn that

one must not rule out the possibility that a feature could have been added to
the tradition by two independent redactors. Nor should one assume that any
dependence which is established on the basis of this criterion is necessarily
direct: the later document may be several stages removed from the earlier
one.

In the final analysis, however, Tuckett (1996: 95) concludes that

this criterion is really the only one which ultimately can determine whether
[one text presupposes another].

The application of this method to the particular instance in hand means
that, if Tuckett is able to identify examples of Matthew’s redaction of
Mark, which also appear in the Did. 11.7, then his case is made. To this
end Tuckett (1996: 104—105) observes that ‘the Didache’s wording agrees
exactly with Matthew’s redaction of Mark in Mt 12.31/Mk 3.28".

This bold statement prompts one obvious question: is the non-Markan
material in Mt. 12.31 necessarily original to Matthew, that is, MattR?

There is nothing in Matthew’s additions to Lk./Q 12.10 and Mk 3.28-29
which could be described as necessarily Matthean. Further, there is no
clear motive for the creation of such additions since Matthew appears to
have conflated the parallel traditions preserved by Mark and Luke,? and
thus has twice as much material as he needs to express the essential thrust
of this passage already. The additional material does nothing to clarify,
modify or otherwise enhance the (somewhat obscure) point being made,
and so sits uneasily under the description ‘MattR’.

If Matthew’s inclusion of these additional elements is unlikely to have
been driven by a clarifying or modifying motive, then it is possible that
some other factor was at work. An author who sought to conflate Mk
3.28-29 and Lk./Q 12.10 with some other source might reasonably be
expected to create a long-winded discourse such as Mt. 12.31-32. It is
plausible, therefore, that what Tuckett ascribes to MattR is in fact the
product of Matthew’s attempt to be faithful to an additional source.

2. Koster (1957: 216) expresses the confident belief that Matthew combines the
Markan and Q versions of this saying.
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Synopsis 1: The unforgivable sin
Did. Mt. Mk.
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These observations suggest that the non-Markan material in Mt. 12.31
is not necessarily MattR. This renders Tuckett’s method for establishing
the Didache’s dependence on Matthew unsafe at this point.

Further uncertainty surrounds Tuckett’s conclusion in that it requires
the Didachist to extract from Matthew’s Gospel only those elements (with
the exception of a¢ebroeTan and ouk adebrioeTan, which are essential to
any discourse on the subject) that are not common to either Mark or Luke.
If the whole of Mt. 12.31-32 was available, then why did the Didachist
avoid, to such a large extent, words in Mt. 12.31-32 drawn from either
Lk./Q 12.10 or Mk 3.28-29?
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An alternative explanation for the presence of non-Markan elements
in Mt. 12.31 is that Matthew included another source in his conflation of
Mk 3.28-29 with Lk./Q 12.10. An entirely suitable candidate for such an
additional source is Did. 11.7, a text that shows signs of independent ori-
gin,? addresses the subject in hand, and contains almost every word that
Matthew cannot have derived from either Mark or Luke/Q.

Before rushing to conclude, on this basis, that Mt. 12.31 depends on
Did. 11.7 one further possible explanation for their similarities must be
noted. Koster (1957: 216) observes that Mark’s version of the unforgiv-
able sin is almost entirely different from that in Luke. He takes this, with
some justification, as showing that a saying of this type circulated in vari-
ous forms in early Christianity. This makes it possible that Matthew and
the Didache both had independent access to a saying, or similar sayings,
of this type. Taken in isolation Koster’s argument is feasible. However,
this explanation for the similarities between Mt. 12.31 and Did. 11.7
requires the hypothecation of yet another lost tradition of which Matthew
and the Didache are the sole surviving representatives.

In conclusion, the view that the Didache here presupposes Matthew’s
finished Gospel, while not impossible, requires superfluous redactional
activity on the part of Matthew and remarkably exact selection of those
redactional elements by the Didachist. Kaster’s proposal of a shared com-
mon tradition is also technically feasible, but multiplies the hypothecation
of lost sources. By contrast, the view that Mt. 12.31 conflates related teach-
ing preserved in Mk. 3.28-29, Lk./Q 12.10 and Did. 11.7 is consistent
with Matthew’s conflationary practice,® does not require the additional
hypothecation of lost sources, and plausibly explains the shape of Mat-
thew’s long-winded treatment of the subject of the unforgivable sin. Of
the available options, therefore, the most probable is that Matthew knew
and used Did. 11.7.

3. Kaster (1957: 216-17) argues that the Didache contains a more original ver-
sion of the saying than does any of the Synoptic Gospels. While this type of argument
is fraught with difficulty, Koster makes a reasonable case.

4. For scholars who accept the Two Source Hypothesis it is conventional to see
Matthew as an author who conflates ‘Q’ with Mark’s Gospel. For further examples
of Matthew’s conflationary activity see Chapter 11, § 3.1. and Chapters 13, 14 and 15.



Chapter 13

MATTHEW’S GOSPEL AND DI/DACHE 16

Having considered the contacts between Matthew’s Gospel in the Modify-
ing Teacher and Prophet layers, attention now turns to the earliest layer of
the Didache, the Peri/Base layer. The number and complexity of the points
of contact within this layer invites their treatment in three separate chap-
ters. The first of these concerns the parallels between Did. 16 and certain
elements of Matthew’s Gospel.

The version of Did. 16 preserved in the incomplete Jerusalem manuscript
is widely regarded as sharing some form of link with Mt. 24. The present
chapter begins with a critique of Christopher Tuckett’s view that this con-~
nection is due to the Didache’s presupposition of Matthew’s Gospel. This
is then followed by the presentation of a case for the direct dependence of
Mt. 16.27; 24.10-12, 30-31; 25.31-34, 46 on Did. 16.3-6, 8-9.

1. Didache 16°s Presupposition of Matthew 24

Tuckett (1996: 95), the principal proponent of the view that Did. 16 pre-
supposes Mt. 24, notes that

Did 16 is widely recognized as containing a significant cluster of links with
the synoptic tradition and it may be regarded as an important test case in
the discussion of the problem of synoptic tradition in the Didache.

Tuckett’s method for establishing the Didache’s dependence on Matthew’s
Gospel (see Chapter 12, section 1) requires a single instance where Did.
16 preserves Matthew’s redaction of Mark’s Gospel. He finds what appears
to be a suitable example in Did. 16.8:

The most significant connection between the Didache and material in both
Matthew and Mark occurs in Did 16:8 (ToTte OpeTon O KOOHOS TOV
KUPIOV EPXOUEVOY ETTAVLY TV VEPEAQV Tol oupavol). The allusion to
Dan 7:13 here is very similar to that in Mt 24:30 (cf. Mk 13:26). The very
close relationship between the Didache and Matthew has often been noted.
In particular the Didache shares with Mark and Matthew the use of
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oyeTot/ dpovtal and the inversion of the order of ‘coming’ and ‘clouds’
as compared with Dan 7. Further, the Didache agrees with Matthew’s
redaction of Mark in using emaveo (Matthew emi) for Mark’s v with the
‘clouds’, and adding Tol oupavou. A priori there is a strong case here for
seeing the Didache reflecting MattR of Mark and hence presupposing
Matthew’s finished gospel. (1996: 98-99)

So far as it goes Tuckett’s assertion is entirely correct. That is to say, if
Did. 16.8 reproduces Matthew’s alterations of Mark’s Gospel, then Did.
16.8 must presuppose Matthew’s Gospel. The critical flaw in Tuckett’s
case is that it rests on the untested assumption that Mk 13.26 is not depend-
ent on Did. 16.8. This assumption must be tested because if, in fact, Mk
13.26 knows/presupposes Did. 16.8, then (assuming Markan priority)
Matthew must also presuppose Did. 16. Under these circumstances the
shape of Mt. 24.30 may be accounted for as the result of Matthew’s con-
flation of Mk 13.26 and Did. 16.8 (cf. section 2.2 below).

Excursus: The Relationship Between Mark 13 and Didache 16

The possibility that Mark’s little apocalypse might in any sense be depend-
ent on Did. 16 has never been addressed. It is appropriate at this stage,
therefore, to challenge the consequent untested assumption that Mk 13
does not know Did. 16. I aim to show that there is one particular indicator
of Mk 13’s knowledge of Did. 16 which accords with Koster’s method for
establishing literary dependence. Tuckett (1996: 95) expresses this method
as follows:

If material which owes its origin to the redactional activity of [one author]
reappears in another work, then the latter presupposes the finished work of
{the former].

This method for establishing literary dependence may be applied in the
case of Did. 16 and Mk 13 because both texts use a similar redacted form
of Dan. 7.13 (LXX).

Dan. 7.13 (LXX):
...ET1 TAV vedeADV Tol oupovol
s Ulos avBpwdTou RPXETO, ...

Did 16.8:

ToTe OYeTon O KOGHOS TOV KUplov

EPXOLEVOV ETTOVL TGV VEPEAGY TOU oupavol,
KO TTAVTES Ol Gylol HET oUTOU
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Mk 13.26:

kel TOTE OYOVTOL TOV VIOV TOU avBpdtrou
gpxOpEVOY EV VedEATIS

peTo Suvapes TOAARs kot 8okns.

The alterations made to Dan. 7.13 that are common to both Mk 13.26 and
Did. 16.8 include: the addition of TOTe; the addition of oy Tat/OPovTat; a
rearrangement of the word order so that instead of Daniel’s, ‘on the clouds,
the Son of man, coming’, the Didache and Mark share the word order,
‘Son of man/Lord, coming, with/on the clouds’; a change in the direction
of travel of Son of man/Lord (from heaven to earth rather than towards the
Ancient of days).

These common redactional changes suggest that one text’s redaction of
Dan. 7.13 reappears in the other. This means that, according to Koster’s
criteria, either Did. 16.8 presupposes the existence of Mk 13.26, or the
reverse. To determine the direction of dependence it is necessary to estab-
lish, if possible, the origin of the redactional changes common to both
texts. If they originate with the Didachist, then Mk 13.26 presupposes
Did 16.8, and vice versa.

The likely origin of each of the redactional changes may be considered
in turn. First, TOTe is not a favourite word of Mark’s. It occurs only six
times in his gospel, four of which are in Mk 13. Mark uses kai very much
more frequently to denote ‘then’; it is therefore unlikely that the inclusion
of TOTe was the original work of the gospel writer. By contrast, TOTE is
the means by which the Didachist introduces each paragraph of the apoca-
lypse (with the exception of the opening paragraph). There is therefore no
difficulty in seeing the Didache apocalypse as responsible for the intro-
duction of this change to Dan. 7.13.

Second, the introduction of oyetai/oyovTat. As noted in Chapter 3,
section 4.3, the addition of quETal in the Didache’s allusion to Dan. 7.13
assists the creation of an oppositional parallel between the appearance of
the world-deceiver (16.4b) and the being seen by the world of the Lord
(16.8):

16.4b xai  TOTE povriosTor O KOOHOTAGWNS s uios Beol
16.8 TOTE opeTan 0 KOOUOS TOV KUptov

The structural benefit derived from this change suggests that it may
credibly be seen as the original work of the author of the Didache’s apoca-
lypse. By contrast, the use of &ovTtat in Mk 13.26 is inconsistent with its
context. Thus Hooker (1991: 319) notes that
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these words [OWovtai and following] are no longer addressed to the
disciples, perhaps because this saying or section was originally independent.
It is by no means clear who the people referred to as ‘they’ are.

This lack of clarity is explicable if Mk 13.26 presupposes the Didache’s
independent vision in which the ‘they’ referred to are o xoouos. The
reverse view, that Did. 16.8 here presupposes Mk 13.26, requires Mark to
make redactional changes to Dan. 7.13 that create ambiguity in his own
text, but which happened to create a neat oppositional parallel when
incorporated into the Didache’s apocalypse.

Similar observations may be made with regard to the common changes
in Daniel’s word order. It is possible that Mark made these changes, but if
so, then they were highly convenient to the Didache’s structural pro-
gramme. It is more likely, therefore, that the changes in word order were
made by the Didachist to conform the text to the structure of the apoca-
lypse, and that Mark then absorbed these changes.

Finally, the common change in the direction in which the Lord/Son of
man travels. That Mk 13 apparently depicts the Son of man as travelling
from heaven to earth, despite the fact that Daniel’s text portrays this figure
as travelling towards the Ancient of Days, is a point that is passed over
without elaboration by some commentators. For example, Hooker (1991:
319) writes:

Mark does not tell us in what direction he moves: in Daniel, the one like a
son of man comes to God, and in isolation the saying here could have the
same meaning; in the context Mark gives it, however, it is natural to think
that they will see the Son of man coming towards them.

This change of direction invites an explanation. It is, of course, possible
that Mark independently chose to interpret Dan. 7.13 in this way, despite
the fact that this source does not directly invite such a change. Alterna-
tively, the origin of such an alteration may be located in the Didache’s
combination of Dan. 7.13 with Zech. 14.5. As discussed in Chapter 3,
section 4.3, Did. 16.8-9 appears to have combined some of the rare Old
Testament references to God’s personal inbreaking to earth from heaven.
Thus, Did. 16.8 opens with Zechariah’s image of the Lord coming as
judge and king and conflates it with Daniel’s vision of one like a son of
man coming on the clouds of heaven. The Didache then returns to Zech.
14.5 to note that the Lord is accompanied by all his holy ones.
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Zech. 14.5 Dan. 7.13
Ko nEet kuptos o 8g0s pov, ... €Mt TV VEpeAQV ToU ovpavoy
1 o 10 otasel] s vios &vBpdToy FoxETo,
Did. 16.8

’ ¥ T 7
TOTE OPETUL O KOOUOS
TOV KUQIOV E0XOUEVOV ETTGVE TCOV VEpEAWY TOU oupavou,

Kol TQVTES O ay1oL LIET QTOY

According to this arrangement Zechariah’s vision provides the narrative
base, while Dan. 7.13 provides a descriptive detail. Thus, the Lord’s direc-
tion of travel is taken, without alteration, from Zechariah. This means that
Mark’s estimate of the Son of man’s movements may credibly be ex-
plained if Mk 13.26 relies on Did. 16.8 and has sought to emphasize the
eschatological role of Jesus by exchanging ‘the Son of man’ for ‘the
Lord’. Alternatively, to argue that Did. 16.8 presupposes (however indi-
rectly) Mk 13.26 requires that the Didachist changed ‘the Son of man’ to
‘the Lord’; changed ‘in clouds with great power and glory’ to ‘upon the
clouds of heaven’; and added, ‘and all his holy ones with him’, in order to
introduce an allusion to Zech. 14.5. This is an unnecessarily complex ex-
planation of Did. 16.8, which may be understood as a conflation of Old
Testament texts without any reference to Mark’s Gospel. It is preferable,
therefore, to see the Lord/Son of man’s direction of travel as determined
by the Didache’s version of Zech. 14.5, which then provided a basis for
Mk 13.26.

Thus, the addition of TOTe, the addition of e Ta/0ovTan, the rear-
rangement of Daniel’s word order, and the direction of travel of the Lord
Son of man, all appear to have their origin in the work of an author who
quarried Old Testament references to God’s personal inbreaking from
heaven and conformed them to a carefully structured oppositional narrative.
The reappearance in Mark’s Gospel of these elements of the Didachist’s
redactional activity suggests that Mk 13.26 presupposes the finished
Didache apocalypse.

Most dependency arguments are reversible and strongly susceptible to
subjective bias. It is therefore worth recalling and re-examining Koster’s
method with respect to the above conclusion.

First of all Tuckett (1996: 95), following K&ster, stated that

if material which owes its origin to the redactional activity of [an author]
reappears in another work, then the latter presupposes the finished work of
[the former].
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A potential difficulty in the application of this criterion can be that it is
not always possible to state with confidence that a piece of redactional
activity is original to a particular author. The viability of the argument pre-
sented above depends crucially, therefore, on the quality of the evidence
that suggests the unique hand of the author of the Didache’s apocalypse in
the creation of the version of Dan. 7.13 now found in Did. 16.8.

It was further noted that Tuckett (1996: 95) warns:

Such a criterion must of course be applied with care, and one must not rule
out the possibility that a feature could have been added to the tradition by
two independent redactors.

The level of coincidence required for the independent redaction of Dan.
7.13 in both Mk 13.26 and Did. 16.8 is unusually high because of the four
redactional steps involved: the addition of TOT, the addition of oyeTo/
E’)xpovrou, the rearrangement of Daniel’s word order, and the direction of
travel of the Lord/Son of man. It is unlikely, therefore, that the similarities
between these two versions of Dan. 7.13 were created by changes made
by two independent redactors.

Tuckett (1996: 95) finally cautions that

Nor should one assume that any dependence which is established on the
basis of this criterion is necessarily direct: the later document may be
several stages removed from the earlier one.

Once again, this is a warning that must be heeded. All that can be con-
cluded on the basis of the evidence considered above is that Mk 13.26
appears to presuppose the existence of Did. 16.3-9 at some remove or
other.

Tuckett (1996: 95) sums up this methodological discussion by stating that

Nevertheless, this criterion is really the only one which ultimately can
determine whether [one] text...presupposes [another text].

This observation is important because too often dependency arguments
are constructed on the basis of the possibility that general similarities and
differences between two texts may be accounted for by the dependence of
one text upon the other. Such arguments are close to worthless because
they are almost always reversible. Thus, although a line of development
from Did. 16 to Mk 13 could certainly be drawn' the reverse is also

1. For example, there is no difficulty in reading Mk 13.13, ‘0 8¢ UTropgtvas &l
Téhos ouTos oceabnostar’, as a redactional development of Did 16.5, ‘ot 8t
UTopelvavTeS €V TT) TIOTEl OUTAV owbrigovTat UT auTol Tol xortabéuaTtos’,
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conceivable, with the notable exception of the relationship between Did.
16.8 and Mk 13.26.

In conclusion, Mk 13.26 appears to have known a version of Dan. 7.13
redacted by the author of Did. 16.8. On the basis that Did. 16.3-6,8-9is a
unified text (cf. Chapter 3), it may be concluded that whoever penned Mk
13.26 (and the other verses that form a unity with this verse) knew the
whole of Did. 16.3-6, 8-9.2

1 now return to the question of the relationship between Mt. 24 and Did.
16. If Did. 16.8 was a source, at whatever remove, for Mk 13.26, and if
Mk 13 was a source for Matthew’s eschatological discourse, then it is a
logical impossibility that Did. 16.3-6, 8-9 could presuppose the existence
of Matthew’s Gospel. This argument, if cogent, removes the centrepiece
of Tuckett’s case for the Didache’s presupposition of Matthew’s Gospel.

The remainder of Tuckett’s argument regarding the relationship between
Did. 16 and Mt. 24 runs as follows. First, he notes that

Many who have argued against any dependence of the Didache on
Matthew’s gospel have appealed to the peculiar pattern in the parallels
between the Didache and the synoptic gospels. It is said that Did 16 only
shows links with material peculiar to Mt 24 in the synoptic tradition: the
Didache does not have any links with material from Mt 24 which Matthew
has derived from Mark. Hence, it is argued, the Didache is more likely to
be dependent on the source(s) which lie behind Mt 24 and which were
available to Matthew alone; if the Didache were dependent on Matthew,
one would expect some of Matthew’s Markan material to be reflected as
well. Such an argument is in danger of ignoring some of the evidence of
Did 16 itself. For the text of Did 16 contains possible allusions to synoptic

and so on. However, it is also possible to conceive of circumstances under which the
direction of development between these two texts might be reversed.

2. Additional support for Mark’s knowledge of Did. 16.3-6, 8-9 may be found in
a further indicator of the extreme antiquity and importance of the Didache apocalypse.
In Chapter 3, § 4.3 it was argued that the rendering of Isa. 64.4 in Did. 16.9 was created
by the Didachist so as to complete the sense and structure of the closing apocalypse. It
is noteworthy therefore that in 1 Cor. 2.9 Paul quotes an identical version of this verse.
It is unlikely that the various redactional changes involved were found by the Didach-
ist ‘ready made’ for insertion into the apocalypse, so it is probable that Did. 16.9
represents the first occurrence of this rendering of Isa. 64.4. Paul’s quotation therefore
implies that the Didache’s apocalypse predates the writing of 1 Corinthians, and thus
is highly likely to predate the composition of Mark’s Gospel. The issue of Paul’s
relationship to the Didache is beyond the scope of this project. I aim to publish further
research on this subject in due course.
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material in four verses common to Matthew and Mark (and which Matthew
presumably derived from Mark). (1996: 96)

Tuckett then goes on to consider, in turn, those occasions where the
Didache contains material common to Matthew and Mark. With reference
to Did. 16.4 he writes:

Did 16:4 mentions the koopomwAavns who, it is said, will do (Troinoet) signs
and wonders (onpeia kat Tépata) and will perform iniquities & oUSETOTE
yéyovev €€ aicdvos. The language used is similar to that of Matthew and
Mark. Mk 13:22/Mt 24:24 refers to the coming of false messiahs and false
prophets who will perform onusio kai TépaTa, ‘leading astray’ the elect;
and in Mk 13:19/Mt 24:21 the coming tribulation is said to be such as never
has been (o0 YEyovev) since the creation of the world. (1996: 96)

These overlaps do not carry the significance attributed to them by
Tuckett when the unjustified assumption of Markan priority relative to the
Didache’s apocalypse is removed. Thus, if Did. 16 is presupposed by Mk
13, then it is unsurprising that the Didache’s expectations about the com-
ing world-deceiver should be picked up by Mark, and subsequently, by
Matthew. Ironically, Koster (1972: 182) comes close to this explanation
when he argues that, since Mk 13.19, 22 come from the Vorlage used by
Mark in Mk 13, the Didache here shows contact only with Mark’s source
and not with Mark’s Gospel itself.

Kaoster has been justly criticized for taking this route because of the lack
of evidence for the form of Mark’s Vorlage. However, if Mark’s source
was in fact Did 16, or some derivative of that text, then Kdster’s case
need only be amended to the extent that, since Mk 13.19, 22 come from
Did. 16, it is logically impossible that Did. 16 could be dependent on either
Mark or Matthew (assuming Markan priority).

The next instance where Tuckett notes a possible link between the
Didache and Markan material used by Matthew is in the phrases, ‘ot 8¢
UTOHEIVOVTES €V TR TOTEl QUTQV cwbhoovTal U  quTol Tou
kaTaBspaTos’ in Did. 16.5, and ‘0 8¢ Umopeivos €1s TEAOS OUTOS
owbnoeTar’ in Mk 13.13/Mt. 24.13; 10.22. The connection between Mk
13.13 and Did. 16.5 is entirely to be expected if Mk 13 depends on the
Didache apocalypse. This enigmatic line of the Didache is pivotal to the
structure and perlocutionary force of that discourse (cf. Chapter 3, section
1) and so may be expected to recur in later versions of this eschatological
scheme. Mark’s simplification and interpretation of the line (in making the
perseverence to the ‘end’ and through the omission of the enigmatic refer-
ence to ‘the curse itself”) suggests, although it does not compel, develop-
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ment from Did. 16.5 to Mk 13.13. Further, as Tuckett (1996: 98) notes,
‘Many regard the verses [Mk 13.13] as pre-Markan and it is certainly not
easy to point to any clear Markan characteristics’. If Mk 13.13 is indeed
pre-Markan, and derives in the first instance (like Mk 13.26) from the
Didache’s apocalypse, then the reappearance of Mark’s version of this
line in Mt. 24.13; 10.22 serves only to demonstrate a relationship between
Matthew and Mark and nothing more.

It is at this stage in Tuckett’s programme that he addresses the impor-
tant case of the use of Dan. 7.13 in Did. 16.8, Mk 13.26 and Mt. 24.30. As
argued above, the relationship between these four texts points to Did. 16.8
as the source of the redacted form of Dan. 7.13 which reappears in Mark
and Matthew. As such this instance points to Mark’s presupposition of the
Didache and not, as Tuckett proposes, to the Didache’s presupposition of
Matthew.

Tuckett concludes this section with the following rebuttal to those who
claim that the Didache cannot have known Matthew because it appears
only to know that in Matthew which is not common to Mark:

Thus Did 16 has links not only with Matthew’s special material, but also
with material common to Matthew and Mark and, in the last Instance con-
sidered, presupposes Matthew’s redaction of Mark (1996: 101).

Tuckett’s response to his opponents is justified inasmuch as they claim
too much and so invite Tuckett’s correction. However, as Tuckett himself
would attest, the crucial piece of evidence is contained in ‘the last in-
stance’; if the Didache presupposes Matthew’s redaction of Mark, then
Tuckett’s case is as good as sealed. However, if, as argued above, Matthew
shows knowledge of Mark’s redaction of the Didache, then the centrepiece
of his case is removed.

Tuckett’s argument continues with a consideration of those passages
where Did. 16 reflects material that is peculiar to Matthew in the synoptic
tradition. Here Tuckett attempts to continue the application of Késter’s
method by considering first of all whether or not the material peculiar to
Mt. 24 is, by origin, Matthean redaction. If he can prove that it is, then
its reappearance in Did. 16 will provide almost certain evidence of the
Didache’s presupposition of Matthew’s Gospel.

Tuckett’s progress in this line of argument is obstructed by his inability
to prove that the material peculiar to Matthew in Mt. 24.10-12 and 24.30a,
31 is original to that writer. Tuckett bases his case for the MattR status of
these verses entirely on the fact that “Within Matthean scholarship there is
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widespread agreement that [Mt. 24.10-12] are due to MattR’ (1996: 101-
102),* and with reference to Mt. 24.30a, 31 (1996: 104), ‘Again many
would ascribe this material to MattR in Matthew, though the limited ex-
tent makes any certainty impossible’.* The fact that a number of scholars
have decided that these verses are MattR is not sufficient to make
Tuckett’s case. What is required is convincing evidence that these verses
are entirely Matthew’s work. Such evidence cannot be provided, and so
this section of Tuckett’s article does not further his overall thesis.

Tuckett’s argument for the direct dependence of Did. 16 on Mt. 24 closes
at this point. Although he succeeds in exposing the inaccuracy of the claim
of his dialogue partners (that the Didache and Matthew only share mate-
rial peculiar to Matthew), he fails to show that the Didache presupposes
Matthew’s redaction of Mark. This means that the case for Didache 16’s
use of Matthew has not been made and alternative explanations for their
relationship remain worthy of exploration.

2. Matthew’s Gospel Depends Directly upon Didache 16

The commonly proposed alternative to the view that Did. 16 directly
depends on, or presupposes, Mt. 24 suggests that both texts draw on a hypo-
thetical common tradition. This particular view will be examined more
closely at the close of this chapter. The other possible alternative, that Mt.
24 depends directly on Did. 16, has not previously been considered; an
omission which may be attributed to the commonly held belief that Did.
16 must post-date Mt. 24. However, as the earlier excursus sought to
demonstrate, this assumption is far from soundly based. There is therefore
no obstacle to the possibility that Matthew used Did. 16. directly.

The case for Mt. 24’s direct dependence on Did. 16 requires the defence
of four propositions:

3. Tuckett (1996: 102 n. 43) lists Lambrecht, Didier, Kilpatrick, Burmnett, Kith-
schelm and Gundry as proponents of this view. A trawl through these authors will
produce a collection of arguments for proposing Matthew’s originality in these verses.
However, it is extremely difficult to identify Matthew’s original creation with any real
confidence because he so clearly relied on written sources. Thus, that which may
appear characteristic of Matthew may simply be characteristic of one of his sources.

4. Inthis case (1996: 104 n. 48) Lambrecht and Gundry are cited. The note con-
tinues, ‘Clearly Matthew is using traditional ideas and phraseology so that in that
sense Matthew’s language is traditional; the question is whether Matthew himself has
supplied this traditional language’. This is, of course, an impossible question to answer,
and so it can make no contribution to the debate in hand.
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1. There is a definite connection of some kind between the two
texts.

2. That connection cannot be due to the Didache’s direct or indirect
dependence on Matthew’s Gospel.

3. Direct dependence by Matthew upon Did. 16 is plausible or
probable.

4. Matthew’s Gospel and Did. 16 are unlikely to have shared a
common tradition.

The density of parallels between Did. 16.3-6, 8 and Mt. 24.10-12, 30a, 31
means that the first of these propositions creates no difficulties. Tuckett
(1996: 101) is correct in asserting that “The existence of links between
Did 16 and material peculiar to Mt 24 is accepted by all’.’

The second proposition was defended in this chapter’s excursus, where
it was argued that Did. 16.3-6, 8-9 contains an original redaction of Dan.
7.13, which then reappears in Mark’s and Matthew’s Gospels. If this
observation is correct, then both gospels must presuppose the existence of
Didache’s eschatological discourse. Further points in support of this
proposition are contained in the following section.

What follows addresses the third proposition. (The fourth will be con-
sidered in section 4, below.) This entails the examination of individual
poiats of contact between the two texts to consider whether Matthew’s
direct use of Did. 16 is plausible or probable in each case.

2.1. Matthew 24.10-12 and Didache 16.3-5

Synopsis 2 shows that Mt. 24.9b follows Mk 13.13a almost verbatim.
Matthew then abruptly breaks off from Mk 13 and immediately introduces
material parallel to Did. 16.3-5. Mt. 24.13 then continues with verbatim
use of Mk 13.13b.

Synopsis 2: Events endured before the end

Mk Mt. Did.

13.12 xai 24.9 TOTE

Tapadeoet aSeAdos TepaSIgoUsIY UUGS £iS
adeAdov sis BavaTov )NTY

Kal TOTNP TEKVOV, Kol

ETTOVOOTOOVTO! TEKVX

£l YOVETS Kal

BavoTLICOUOY OUTOUS® KO GTTOKTEVOUGHY VUGS,

5. Scholars such as Kloppenborg (1979); Koster (1957) and Glover (1958) see the
link as an indirect one, but detect it nonetheless.
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This pattern is consistent with Matthew’s conflation of Mk 13 and Did.
16 according to the following sequence:

Matthew decides to gather signs of the end of the age to create a teach-
ing discourse on this subject. He begins, in Mt. 24, by following Mk 13
very closely. At Mk 13.9 he finds a reference to persecution that he has
already used in Mt. 10. Being unwilling to make a direct link between his
audience’s current experience and the end of the age Matthew summarizes
this section with simple references to betrayal, eschatological tribulation
and execution in Mt. 24.9 (cf. Mk 13.12). Matthew then continues with
the things that must be endured by those who, by their steadfastness, shall
be saved. The first of these comes naturally from his next verse in Mark,
that is, Mk 13.13a. However, Matthew is aware that Did. 16 also has a
similar reference to endurance before salvation. Matthew therefore turns
to the Didache for supplementary information. He finds the reference to
steadfastness in 16.5 and then works backwards through Did. 16.3-5 to
pick out further details of this stage of history. He omits reference to per-
secution because that has already been covered by the ‘tribulation” men-
tioned in 24.9; he omits reference to the antichristian figure (Did. 16.4b)
because this is duplicated in the abomination of desolation in Mk 13.14;°
he omits the sheep and wolves because they have already appeared in Mt. 7.
However, he does include, in reverse order, the causing of many to stumble,
betrayal, hatred and the rising of many false prophets. He then summarizes
the Didache’s contribution by pulling together references to multiplication,
wickedness and reversal of love (Mt. 24.12). Matthew then rejoins Mk 13
at precisely the point where he left off in Mt. 24.9. Thus, Mt. 24.13 uses
Mk 13.13b verbatim.’

This reconstruction has the advantage of explaining all the differences
between Mt. 24.10-12 and Did. 16.3-5, as well as their similarities. If the
direction of dependence were reversed, then it would be difficult to ex-
plain why the Didache expresses such a dense interest in these two verses
of Matthew while there is hardly a point of contact between the two texts
for the next seventeen verses of Matthew’s Gospel. Further, it would be
difficult to explain why Did. 16.3-5 might have reversed the order of Mt.
24.10-22 if there were direct dependence by the former on the latter.
Tuckett attempts to explain the inexact quotations of Matthew by the

6. Balabanski (1997: 192) also notes this correspondence.

7. Inthis process Matthew follows what Vokes (1938: 111) describes as ‘the cus-
tom of all apocalyptic writers, of stringing together old materials in a new form’. Vokes
curiously attributes this activity to the composer of the remarkably unified Didache
apocalypse, whom he sees as reusing Matthew — however eclectically or eccentrically.
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Didache by claiming that the Didache is in the habit of alluding to Mat-
thew, without quoting directly. The image he conjures is of the Didache
breathing the atmosphere of Matthew’s Gospel. Henderson (1995: 182)
notes:

That individuality which asserts itself wherever the Didache resembles the
synoptics is so pronounced that Tuckett must remind the reader at least
eight times about the freedom with which the Didache appropriates material
which is in synoptic styles.®

This appeal to free allusion could explain the differences in the wording
between Matthew’s Gospel and the Didache, but it makes the extreme
localization of these allusions all the more puzzling. What Tuckett pro-
poses in the end is that the Didache breathes the atmosphere of Matthew,
but is careful only to inhale almost exclusively non-Markan air. Given that
twenty-nine verses of Mt. 24.1-36 appear to derive from Mk 13, it is
remarkable that almost all of these so-called allusions should be densely
located in five of the seven non-Markan verses.

In summary, the relationship between Did. 16.3-5 and Mt. 24.10-12,
may be understood most plausibly as the product of Matthew’s conflation
of teaching on ‘what must be endured prior to salvation’ from both Mk
13.1-13 and Did. 16.3-5.

2.2. Matthew 24.30-31 and Didache 16.6, §

As Tuckett (1996: 103) observes, ‘Parallels between Did 16.6 and Mt
24.30a, 31 are also widely recognised’. Here several features of the rela-
tionship between Mt. 24.10-12 and Did. 16.3-5 are repeated. Once again,
as can be seen in Synopsis 3 (opposite), there is a strong relationship
between the Didache and the non-Markan material in Matthew. Once
again, a motive for the inclusion of this material at this particular point
may be found in Matthew’s desire to supplement Mark’s material with
information on a closely related subject to be found in the Didache.’

8. Henderson (1995: 182 n. 11) cites the page numbers for these eight occasions
from the 1989 version of Tuckett’s article. These are: 1989: 198-99 and n. 11, 201 n.
19,207-208, 211 n. 68, 212 and n. 71, 222 n. 108 and 226.

9. ltisnot within the scope of this project to consider Matthew’s relationship with
the book of Revelation. However, Matthew’s inclusion of the further detail ko ToTE
kOWovTat Taoon oi duhal Ths yRs’ may indicate his knowledge of the account of
the coming of the Son of man in Rev. 1.7.
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Synopsis 3: Signs of the Lord’s coming
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Thus, while following Mark’s Gospel, Matthew finds a reference to the
appearance of the Son of man in the clouds. He is aware that Did. 16.6, 8
also contains a reference to this point in history. If the sequence of events
in the two accounts are set side by side then it is possible to see the infor-
mation potentially available to Matthew.

Synopsis 4: Two sets of signs accompanying the Lord’s coming

Mk Did.

(13.9-23 persecution) (16.5 Testing fire of persecution)

13.24 But in those days after that 16.6a And then shall appear the signs of
suffering, truth

the sun will be darkened, 16.6b first the sign of extension in

and the moon will not give its light, heaven

13.25 and the stars will be falling from  16.6¢ next the sign of the trumpet call
heaven, and the powers in the heavens  16.6d and third the resurrection of the
will be shaken. dead

13.26 Then they will see ‘the Son of 16.8 Then the world will see the Lord
man coming in clouds’ with great coming upon the clouds of heaven,
power and glory.

13.27 Then he will send out the angels,

and gather his elect from the four winds,

from the ends of the earth to the ends of

heaven.

Matthew is faced with something of a puzzle here. Clearly, both texts
refer to the same point in history, but they do not exactly agree because
the events presaging the arrival of the Lord/Son of man are different: the
moment of resurrection precedes the coming of the Lord in the Didache,
but appears to follow it in Mark.

Matthew’s version of the events surrounding the coming of the Judge
may credibly be interpreted as his conflation of these two slightly different
accounts. A possible conflationary programme may be reconstructed as
follows:

Matthew decides to follow Mark’s order and to use the Didache’s mate-
rial as a supplement to Mark’s scheme. Thus, Mark’s signs of the coming
Judge, following the tribulation, are preserved by Matthew. Rather than
then going on to list the Didache’s version of these signs Matthew elects
to meld the last two signs of truth with events that occur (according to
Mark’s account) after the coming of the Judge. Thus, Mark’s angels use
the Didache’s trumpet (sign two) to gather the elect. This gathering may
be seen as equivalent to the Didache’s resurrection of the dead (sign
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three), and so the Didache’s version of this event is omitted to avoid dupli-
cation. This leaves Matthew with the puzzle of the Didache’s first sign of
truth, the enigmatic ‘sign of the extension’. He elects to interpret this as a
more general ‘sign of the Son of man’ and allows it to remain as one of the
events preceding the coming of the Judge. All that remains for Matthew to
do now is to conflate the common material concerning the coming of the
Judge himself. He takes the first line from Mark (they will see the Son of
man), the second line from the Didache (coming on the clouds of heaven),
and the third line from Mark (with great power and glory).

This conflationary process is illustrated below. Here the text of Mk
13.24-27 and the re-ordered text of Did. 16.6, 8 are set alongside one
another. The text of Mt. 24.29-31 may be almost exactly recreated by
selecting the underlined words while reading from left to right across the
whole page. Note: Italicized words indicate Matthew’s deviations from
the exact text of Mark and the Didache.

Synopsis 5: The creation of Mt. 24.29-31 from Mk 13.24-27 and Did. 16.6, 8§

Mk Did.

(13.9-23 Persecution) (16.5 Testing fire of persecution)
13.24 But in those days after that

suffering,

the sun will be darkened,
and the moon will not give its light.
13.25 and the stars will be falling from
heaven. and the powers in the heavens
will be shaken. 16.6a And then shall appear
the signs of truth
16.6b first
the sign of the Son of Man in heaven
[Rev. 1.7 and ther all the tribes of the

earth will mourn.]

13.26 And then they will see ‘the Son of 16.8 Then the world will see the Lord

man coming in clouds’ coming on the clouds of heaven,
with power and great glory.
13.27 And he will send out the angels,  16.6¢ next the sign of the
with a loud trumpet call
and gather his elect from the four winds, 16.6d and third the resurrection of the
from one end of heaven fo another. dead.
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Matthew’s text may, therefore, plausibly be explained as a conflation of
Mk 13.24-27 and Did. 16.6, 8. By contrast, the Didache’s text is difficult
to account for on the basis of its supposed dependence on Mt. 24.

First, there is the outstanding problem of the redacted version of Dan.
7.13 which is found in Mk 13.26, Mt. 24.30 and Did. 16.8. As noted in the
excursus above, these redactional changes create a snug fit between Dan.
7.13 and the structure of the Didache’s apocalypse. If the Didachist inher-
ited this version of Dan. 7.13 from Matthew, then it is a remarkable coin-
cidence that the redactional activity of Mark and Matthew should have
prepared Dan. 7.13 so neatly for its insertion into the Didache’s closing
eschatological discourse.

Second, those who propose the Didache’s dependence on Mt. 24 must
explain how the Didachist ‘alluded’ to Matthew, while so heavily favour-
ing those parts of that gospel which do not come from Mark. This is true
to the extent that all the parallels between Did. 16.6, 8 and Mt. 24.30-31
occur in Matthew’s non-Markan material, with the single exception of the
redacted version of Dan. 7.13.

Third, there is the puzzle of the relative order of the signs of the Judge’s
arrival in Matthew’s Gospel and the Didache. If the Didache depended on
Matthew, then it is extraordinary that the three signs of truth, which an-
nounce the coming of the Judge, should be constructed out of non-Markan
elements of Matthew’s text which both precede and follow the coming of
that Judge in Matthew’s account. If signs of the Judge’s coming were
sought by the Didache from Matthew’s text, then it is hard to explain why
the large collection of signs listed in Mt. 24.29-30a (parallel to those in
Mk 12.24-25 and Rev. 1.7) were not quarried for this purpose.

In summary, the relationship between Did. 16.6, § and Mt. 24.30-31 may
credibly be understood as the product of Matthew’s conflation of teaching
on ‘the coming of the Judge’ from both Mk 13.24-27 and Did. 16.6, 8. By
contrast, it ts difficult to reconstruct circumstances under which the
Didache’s text could have arisen from a dependence on Mt. 24.

2.3. Matthew 16.27 and Didache 16.8-9

The lost ending of the Didache’s apocalypse was reconstructed in Chapter
3, where it was concluded that a line with a similar function to that of
‘reward each according to his deeds’ (16.8) is likely to have formed part
of the Didache’s original text (Chapter 3, section 4.4). It was also noted at
that point, however, that the similar wording of both Did. 16.8-9 and Mt.
16.27 may have been created by the later assimilation of the Didache’s
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text to that of Matthew. This brief section will consider the further possi-
bility that Mt. 16.27 depends directly on the original text of Did. 16.8-9.

Synopsis 6: Judgment according to deeds

Mk Mt. Did.
8.35 05 yap eav BEAn 16.25 o5 yop tav B6An
X LR oA ) —ORQLEL A
anohcotl QY 05 8 gL <1 . amohccel auTy: o< § \on. T :
QUTO EVEKEV ELCY QUTOU EVEKEV ELICU

kol TOU euayyehiou £UpPNoE!

0wOE! QUTAY, QuTAY.

8.36 TLydp 16.26 TLydp

wbeAel wdeAnbnoeTat
dubpwmov kepdficat Tov  Swlowatios Eav ToU
KOGHOV AoV Kai KooV Ohoy
{owcobfven Thy Yuynv  xepdion v 8 Yuxny
QUTO; abTol {nuicafll;

8.37 Ti yop 8ol N Tt Seyoet

o vTa) i Tl

8.38 05 yop Eav
emonoxuvl) pe kai Tous
gHoOUs Aoyous &v T1)
YEVEQ TOUTT Th

16.8 Tote OeTal O
KOOUOS TOV KUpIoV

HoixoAiS1 kol EpXOuEVOV
AHAPTWAR, Kal 16.27 peMer yap ETAVCI TAV VEPEAV
oulos ToU GvBpcdmoy  QUIoS ToU avfipdiou  Tol oupavol, ko
ematoxuvinoeTa Epxeobon TAVTES Ol Y10l YET
auTtov OTow EAB gV T EV.TR avToU

dofn Tou maTeos auTol  Sofn Tol TaTEos auToy Emi Bpovou BactAeias
UETO TRV &yYEAY UETOL TQOV Ay yEAwv KO TOKPLVO TOV

TV ayicov. auTou, KOOLOTAQVOV Ka(

9.1 Kot EAeyev

autols, AN Aéye
< ~ er 3 !’ T 5
TV EGTAKOTGLIV QI TIVES

v PactAeiav Tov Beou
EAnAuButav &v Suvdpet.

Kol TOTE AmodcioE!
EKEOTCY KATA THY
npaEv alTov. 16.28

o~ L ~

ULV OT1 €101V TIVES TCOV
@8 EGTCOTWY OITIVES
davéiion toos &y 15

TOV Utov Tob avbpcdToy
EPXOMEVOV EV T])
BaoiAsio ouToU.

amodolva
EKAOTEG KOTX THY
mpaEiv avTou.




13. Matthew’s Gospel and Didache 16 209

Synopsis 6 shows that Mt. 16.25-28 follows Mk 8.35-9.1 very closely.
Only two significant deviations from Mark’s text are made and in both
cases a parallel may be found in Did. 16.8.

If Did. 16.8 were dependent on Mt. 16 then, once again, the Didachist
would have to be credited with a very particular ability to allude to non-
Markan elements of Matthew. It is perhaps simpler to suppose that Mat-
thew has once again conflated Mark’s Gospel and the Didache at a point
where they both address the subject of the coming Judge.

Thus, Matthew deviates from Mark’s account of the coming Judge to
include a reference to ‘his’ angels rather than Mark’s ‘the’ angels. This
may indicate the influence of Did. 16.8, which (in the reconstructed
version) states that the Lord comes with all Ais holy ones.

Matthew distinctly deviates from Mark to include a reference to repay-
ing each according to their deeds. This happens to match the record of an
event which, according to Did. 16.8, also follows the arrival of the Judge.

Matthew further deviates from Mark in changing ‘before they see that
the kingdom of God has come with power’ to, ‘before they see the Son of
man coming in his kingdom’. This change might also be under the influ-
ence of the Didache’s (reconstructed) vision of the returning Lord, which
has him coming ‘on his kingly throne’.

It would be unwise to rest too much on a proposed reconstruction of the
lost ending of the Didache. However, the pattern of parallels between these
three texts is remarkably similar to those considered earlier in this chapter.
As such these parallels point towards Matthew’s conflation of Mk 8.34—
9.1 with Did. 16.8, rather than to the Didache’s selective dependence on
the non-Markan material in Matthew.

2.4. Matthew 25.31-46 and Didache 16.8-9

A notable feature of Matthew’s eschatological discourse is that a very high
proportion of its narrative elements has some parallel, however distant,
with material also to be found in Mark’s Gospel, Luke’s Gospel and (in
the above-mentioned instances) the Didache. The largest exception to this
rule may be found in Matthew’s final judgment scene where the sheep are
separated from the goats. Following the reconstruction of Did. 16.8-9, how-
ever, some distinctive parallels between this final element of Matthew’s
discourse and the Didache may also be found.
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Synopsis 7: Arrival for judgment

Mk Mt. Did.
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9.1 Then he said to them, 25.32-46 Scene of final 16.9 Scene of final
‘Truly I say to you, there  judgment judgment

are some standing here

will not taste death defore

they see the kingdom of

God come in power’.

(9.2-8 The

transfiguration.)

Synopsis 7 shows that the event-line and wording of both passages are
closely related. Thus a judge comes, accompanied by others and seated on
a throne, to separate all people according to their actions; rewarding the
righteous with an inheritance prepared for them and eternal life, while send-
ing the wicked to eternal punishment. This collection of points of contact
suggests a literary relationship of some kind between these two passages.

The Didache’s dependence on Mt. 25.31 is unlikely, however, because,
as Synopsis 7 illustrates, this relationship would require the Didachist to
change every element of Matthew which also agrees with Mark. Thus,
Matthew and Mark’s ‘0 ulos ToU avBpcdmou’ becomes ‘Tov Kupiov’ in
the Didache; Matthew and Mark’s ‘0Tov éABy’ becomes ‘€pxOHEVOV’ in
the Didache; Matthew and Mark’s ‘v Tq 8o€n (Tol TaTpos) auTol’
becomes ‘€ Tavw TV vedeAdV Tou oupavoy’ in the Didache; and Mat-
thew and Mark’s ‘&yyeAot’ become ‘aytol’ in the Didache.



13. Matthew’s Gospel and Didache 16 211

The pattern of relationship between these three texts is more easily
explained if Matthew’s Gospel here conflates Mk 8.38 and Did. 16.8. In this
case Matthew may be seen as leading into an expansion of the Didache’s
Jjudgment scene by combining the Didache’s vision of the coming Judge
with a parallel scene in Mark’s Gospel. This pattern accounts for all of
Matthew’s deviations from Mark (with the exception of the detail that the
Judge ‘shall sit’ on the throne), including the fact that, like the Didache,
Matthew includes a scene of universal judgment, where this is absent from
Mark.!?

If Mt. 25.31 is most readily understood as a conflation of Mk 8.38 and
Did. 16.8, then it follows that the small similarities between the scene of
judgment in Did. 16.8-9 and Mt. 24.32-25.45 (see Synopsis 8) may also
be seen as due to Matthew’s dependence on the Didache. Matthew’s judg-
ment scene may be either an imaginative expansion on the idea of repay-
ment for actions (Did. 16.8) and the virtue of being a ‘sheep’ (Did. 16.3),
or a conflation of the Didache with some other vision of judgment.

Synopsis 8: The universal judgment

Did. Mt.
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10. Certainties in this matter are even less readily available than usual, given that
the lines ‘koti TAVTES Ot &ry10t MeT oUToU” and ‘€t Bpovou PaoctAeias’ are part of
my reconstruction of the lost ending of the Didache. However, some additional sup-
port may be found for this reconstruction inasmuch as it accounts for almost every
element of Matthew’s text which is non-Markan. If the reconstruction were merely an
assimilation to Matthew’s text, then the complete omission of the Markan material in
Matthew would require a high level of coincidence.



212 The Gospel of Matthew’s Dependence on the Didache

Did.

Mt.

€188V Kot oUs OUK RKOUGEY
kol 6 kapSiov avlped oy
ouk avePT,

& [TOlpOCEY O Be0s TOIS
AYQTOIY GUTOV.

16.9a ToTe
GTEAEUOOVTON O [IEV
Tovnpot

b4 3 7 ,
£1S G1CIVIOV KOAGGIY,
ot 8¢ Stkonot mopeucovTat
ets Lwonv aicdviov,

kataBoANs koopou® 25.35 EMEIVOon YOp Kl
£8COKTE pot paryety, ESIYnoa kol EmoTIoNTE
ue, EEvos Hunv kai ouvryayeTE e, 25.36
yupvos kai meptePaAeTé ue, noBevnoa kai
emeokeoobe pe, v dulaxy Hunv kai ABaTe
TPOs He. 25.37 TOTE aTokptBNOOVTAL QUTE) O
Stkanot AéyovTes, Kipig, ToTe o eidopev
TEWOVTA Kol E0pEPaey, T} SIPVTA Kal
gTmoTioauEY; 25.38 WOTE 8¢ o £180usv EEvov kal
OUVIY&YOUEY, T) YUHVOV Kol TrepteBahopiey;
25.39 moTe 8¢ ot eidouev aobevouvTa Ty fv
$uaxh ket HABopev mPos oF; 25.40 Kol
amokpifeis o PaciAeus epel auTols, Auny
Aéyces Uy, ¢ 00OV ETOIMONTE EVi TOUTGOV
TV a8eAGRY pou TRV EAaXioTwv, Eloi
ETOMOTE.

25.41 ToTe £pel kal Tols &€ suwvipwy,
TTopeteaBe &M EuoU o1 KATHPOUEVOL Els TO THUP
TO CICIVIOV TO NTOIHOOHEVOY TG StaBoAe Kal
TOlS GYYEAOIS QUTOU" 25.42 EMEIVAON Yap KAl
OUK ESCOKOTE Lot poryEly, eSiPnon kol ouk
EMOTIONOTE e, 43 EEvos Tumy Kol ou
OUVIYAYETE E, YURVOS Kol oU TiepiePaAeTe e,
aoBevns kol év GuAaky kot oUk

¢meokeaode pe. 25.44 TOTE amokpifnoovTal
kot autol AeyovTes, Kupte, moTe o8 £i8ousv
newavTa f Spevta 1y Eévov 1) yupvov Ty
aoBev) T) &v GUAGKT Kol oU SITKOVIOOUEY GOt;
25.45 T0oTe amokpiBnoeTat alTols Aéycav,
"Aunv Aéyco Uy, €¢ 000V OUK ETTOINGHTE EVi
TOUTGV TQV EAaXI0TCV, OUSE EUOT ETOINCOTE.
25.46 ko1 &WEAEUOOVTO OUTOL

ElS KOAOIV OiCAVIOY,

oi 8¢ Sikaiot

gls Loy aicdviov.

The concluding verse of Matthew’s judgment scene, and of the whole
eschatological discourse (25.46), is closely related to Did. 16.9. These
verses are so similar that, taken in isolation, it would be difficult to estab-
lish the direction of dependence. In context, however, the evidence for the
dependence of Mt. 25.31 on Did. 16.8 points towards Matthew’s continued
dependence on the Didache in Mt. 25.46. This view is perhaps further
supported by the observation that the construction of Did. 16.9 conforms



13. Matthew’s Gospel and Didache 16 213

to the structural priorities of the composer of the Didache’s apocalypse
(see Chapter 3, section 4.2).

3. A Further Challenge to Didache 16’s Direct Use of
Matthew’s Gospel

Following the completion of the immediately preceding section, it is
possible to offer a further challenge to the case for Did. 16’s direct use of
Matthew’s Gospel.

It was noted in Chapter 3 that the eschatological discourse recorded in
Did. 16 is a tightly structured and balanced whole (cf. Chapter 3, section
4.8). The view that this discourse was directly inspired by Matthew’s
Gospel requires that its author chose to create this discourse by working
together Mt. 16.27;24.10-12, 30, 31; 25.31-46. This arrangement requires,
not only the taking of inspiration from dispersed elements of Matthew’s
work, but also the taking of elements from passages that, almost exclu-
sively, occur at points where Matthew deviates from an otherwise close
following of Mark’s Gospel.

All things are theoretically possible, but this explanation for the creation
of the Didache’s eschatological discourse stretches credulity to its limit.

4. Conclusion: Matthew’s Gospel and Didache 16

I mentioned earlier that the case for Matthew’s direct dependence on Did.
16 requires the defence of four propositions. First, that there is a definite
connection of some kind between the two texts. Second, that that connec-
tion cannot be due to the Didache’s direct or indirect dependence on Mat-
thew’s Gospel. Third, that direct dependence by Matthew upon Did. 16 is
plausible or probable. Fourth, that Matthew’s Gospel and Did. 16 are un-
likely to have shared a common tradition. A defence has now been offered
for the first three propositions (the fourth will be considered shortly).

First, it has been noted that there is wide evidence for, and universal
acceptance of, a connection of some kind between Did. 16 and Mt. 24.

Second, the presence, in Did. 16.8, of an original redaction of Dan.
7.13, which then reappears in Mark’s and Matthew’s Gospels, suggests
that the Didache cannot depend on either of these texts. Further, the cre-
ation of the closely tailored eschatological discourse in Did. 16.3-6, 8-9
via allusion to, or straightforward dependence on, Mt. 16.27; 24.10-12,
30-31; 25.31-32 was shown to require eccentric selections from Matthew’s
non-Markan material on the part of the Didachist.
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Third, it has been shown, in section 2 above, that the relationship
between Mark’s Gospel, Did. 16 and Mt. 16, 24 and 25 may plausibly be
explained by Matthew’s conflation of Mark’s Gospel and the Didache
where they address similar subjects.

At this stage, therefore, it is possible to observe that there is no obstacle
to the view that Matthew depended directly on the unified discourse pre-
served in Did. 16.3-6, 8-9. Indeed, the proposal that Matthew conflated
related material from Mark’s Gospel and Did. 16 provides an explanation
for both the similarities and the differences between Mt. 24.10-12 = Did.
16.3-5; Mt. 24.30-31 = Did. 16.6, 8; and Mt. 16.27 = Did. 16.8. An expla-
nation for Matthew’s deviations from his otherwise largely faithful use of
Mk 8.34-9.1 and 13.1-32 is also offered by this hypothesis.

The case for Matthew’s direct use of Did. 16 is further supported by the
conclusions drawn in Chapters 11 and 12, above; if Matthew knew the
Modifying Teacher layer and/or the Prophet layer, then there is every rea-
son to suppose that he also knew the Peri/Base layer. In addition, Mat-
thew’s direct knowledge of Did. 16 is consistent with the observation made
in the introduction to Part II, where it was noted that Matthew’s knowledge
of the Didache provides the simplest explanation for the spread of con-
tacts between the first three layers of the Didache and Matthew’s text.

Having said all this, there is one further possible explanation for the
presence of material held in common by Matthew’s Gospel and Did. 16.
This is the widely held view that Mt. 24 and Did. 16 depend on common
tradition.!! This hypothesis was developed by scholars who considered it
unlikely, for some of the reasons discussed above, that Did. 16 depended
directly on Mt. 24. This belief, combined with the assumption that Did. 16
cannot pre-date Matthew’s Gospel, led to the proposal that both texts
depend on a common source(s) or tradition(s).

This view has two important weaknesses. First, the assumption that Did.
16 could not pre-date Matthew’s Gospel (and thus could not be a direct
source for it) is without foundation. Not only is there no positive basis for
such an assumption, '? but there are strong indications of the extreme anti-
quity of the Didache’s eschatological discourse (see the excursus earlier in
this chapter). Second, if the case for Matthew’s direct use of Did. 16 is
plausible, then the introduction of further hypothetical entities is unneces-

11. This is the view expressed by: Koster (1957: 173-90); Audet (1958); Glover
(1958: 21-25) and Kloppenborg (1979).

12. Possible bases for this assumption are noted in the introductory chapter, and an
attempt to expose their weaknesses is offered in the course of Part L.
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sary. Not only that, but it is extremely difficult to reconstruct a suitable
tradition/source for such a role. This is the case because Did. 16.3-6, 8-9
shows every sign of being an original work inspired by a number of dif-
ferent ideas and sources.!® It is highly unlikely, therefore, that Matthew
should happen to have supplemented his Markan source with material
similarly, but independently, formed. A more realistic possibility is that
Did. 16.3-6, 8-9 was known by Matthew as a separate discourse prior to
its incorporation into the Didache. However, in view of the numerous
other points of contact between the rest of the Didache and Matthew’s
Gospel' it is more likely that Matthew knew Did. 16.3-6, 8-9 as the con-
clusion of ‘The Teaching of the Lord, by the Twelve Apostles, to the Gen-
tiles’, and thus used it to supplement Mark’s words of Jesus with regard to
the events of the End.

13. Old Testament sources for this discourse appear to include Dan. 7.13, Zech.
14.5 and Isa. 64.1-4 (Chapter 3, § 4.3.)

14. In addition to the points of contact noted above and below in Chapters 11 to
15, there is also a possible link between Did. 16.1 and Mt. 24.42 and 25.1-13 as noted,
for example, by Court (1981: 113) and Tuckett (1996: 108). This contact is not consid-
ered in full because the clarity of any link with Matthew’s Gospel is blurred by simi-
larities between Did. 16.1, Mk 13.35 and Lk. 12.35. However, two observations may
be made regarding this point of connection. First, there is no indication that Did. 16.1
must presuppose the existence of Matthew’s Gospel. To this effect Tuckett (1996:
108) admits: ‘Certainty is not possible. .. There is nothing here that is so clearly MattR
that it could only have derived from Matthew’s gospel.” This point having been noted,
it is also interesting to observe that Did. 16.1-6, 8-9 (as a whole) contains a number of
the elements seen by Wenham (1984) as likely to have appeared in an eschatological
scheme known by Matthew, Mark, Luke and Paul. Wenham (1984: 365) offers the con-
cluding observation: ‘If anything, Matthew appears from our study as the evangelist
who most often and most fully reproduces the pre-synoptic form of the tradition’. This
conclusion chimes with evidence gathered from elsewhere in the present volume. For
example, the excursus in this chapter argues that Did. 16.8 is presupposed by Mk 13.26.
It is significant, therefore, that an additional parallel between Mark’s little apocalypse
and Did. 16 occurs at Mk 13.35 = Did. 16.1. This is suggestive of Mark’s knowledge
of the tightly structured apocalypse quoted in Did. 16.3-6, 8-9 in its present context. If
this is the case, then there is no possibility (assuming Markan priority) that Did. 16.1
was written after the creation of Matthew’s Gospel. Under these circumstances it is
most likely that Matthew knew the Didache’s apocalypse in its present context, rather
than as an independently existing tradition.



Chapter 14

MATTHEW’S GOSPEL AND DIDACHE 1.1-6

The sayings source ‘Q’ has commanded keen scholarly interest over the
tast century. Catchpole (1993: 23-25) suggests that one of the best argu-
ments for the existence of a tradition shared by Matthew and Luke may be
found in the slight differences between Matthew’s and Luke’s renderings
of ‘turn the other cheek’ and ‘give your cloak/tunic as well’. He suggests
that the tradition behind these sayings was concerned with insults and so
probably contained Matthew’s version of ‘turn the other cheek’ and
Luke’s version of ‘give your tunic as well’. Thus he states (1993: 25):

The content of the first part of the bipartite saying in Matthew matches the
content of the second part of the comparable saying in Luke. Both Matthew
and Luke have in different ways marred it... [it is} likely that we have
chanced upon an original saying which was concerned with the subject of
insult and treated it by focussing on two of the most damaging forms that
insult might take.

It is striking that Catchpole’s reconstruction of this element of ‘Q’ is
remarkably similar to Did. 1.4b:

If someone strikes you on your right cheek, turn your other to him also, ...
If someone takes your coat, give him your shirt also.

Given this similarity it is surprising that there is no mention of Did. 1.4
in Catchpole’s discussion. This raises the further question of why so few
of the resources expended in the pursuit of ‘Q’ have overflowed into the
study of the extant sayings in Did. 1.3-5a. Once again, the assumption that
these sayings post-date the gospels is the likely cause. One of the aims of
this chapter is to challenge that assumption.

At the start of an analysis of the cluster of connections between Mat-
thew’s Gospel and Did. 1.1-6, three points may be recalled. As noted in
the introduction to Part II, Matthew’s direct knowledge of the first three
layers of the Didache (and the various complete traditions and quotations
incorporated therein) provides the simplest explanation for the spread of
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contacts between the two texts. Second, Did. 1.1-5a is modified by a
contribution of the modifying teacher at 1.5b-6. If, as argued in Chapter
11, Matthew knew Did. 1.5c, then it is highly likely that he also knew the
preceding verses thereby modified. Third, according to the compositional
analysis offered in Part I, Did. 16 and Did. 1.1-6 both belong to the same
redactional layer. On this basis, Matthew’s direct knowledge of Did. 16,
as argued in the preceding chapter, implies his knowledge of the rest of
the Peri/Base layer, including Did. 1.1-6.

These initial points serve as a reminder of the working hypothesis that
this chapter will explore and test; contacts between Did. 1.1-6 and Mat-
thew’s Gospel are best explained by the direct dependence of the latter on
the former.

Before entertaining the possibility that Matthew directly depended upon
Did. 1.1-6 it is necessary to begin with an important ground-clearing exer-
cise. Thus, section 1, below, will consider the feasibility of Matthew’s
dependence on the Didache in each individual case. Section 2 will then
argue that the clustering within Did. 1.1-6 of contacts with Matthew’s
Gospel indicates Matthew’s direct knowledge of this passage. Third, by
way of support for this conclusion, sections 3 and 4 offer an explanation
for the differences, as well as the similarities, between parallel passages in
Matthew’s Gospel and Did. 1.1-6.

1. The Points of Contact between Matthew’s Gospel and Didache 1.1-6

The purpose of this section is to show that Matthew’s direct use of the
various elements of Did. 1.1-6 is possible at each point of contact, even if
other dependency relationships are also, at this stage at least, comparably
feasible. This programme requires the demonstration that no part of Did.
1.1-6 demands the prior existence of Matthew’s Gospel. If this much may
be achieved, then Matthew’s use of Did. 1.1-6 remains a possibility and
the programme of this chapter may continue.

1.1. The Two Ways Saying and the Golden Rule: Matthew 7.12, 13-14 and
Didache /.17, 2e

While the two ways saying and the golden rule are not especially rare
teachings, two features of their use in Matthew’s Gospel and the Didache
suggest a link between the two texts. First, the two sayings are closely,
and unusually, juxtaposed in both cases (Massaux 1993: 147). Second,
they share a common appreciation of the golden rule as a summary of the
Law (Jefford 1989: 36-37). This is expressed explicitly in Mt. 7.12 and is
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implicit in the Didache inasmuch as Did. 1.2 provides a summary of the
Law that is then expanded in the teaching that follows (cf. 1.3a and 2.1).

Taken in isolation, there is no basis for determining the direction of any
dependence between Did. 1.1 and Mt. 7.13. The two ways saying was wide-
spread in both Christian and Jewish circles, and so it is not possible to
determine whether the Didache or Matthew preserves an older form. So
far as this saying is concerned, therefore, there is no reason to suppose that
the Didache must have taken this concept from Mt. 7.13, or vice versa.
This means that Matthew’s use of the Didache remains possible at this
point, as does the Didache’s use of Matthew’s Gospel.

Tuckett argues that the appearance of the golden rule in both Did. 1.2b
and Mt. 7.12 may be accounted for as the product of the Didache’s direct
dependence on Matthew. He writes (1996: 107): ‘The version of the golden
rule in Did. 1.2d may also be derived from Matthew. It is true that the ver-
sion given here uses the negative form which is found elsewhere in Jewish
sources.” It should be recognized, however, quite how unusual is the posi-
tive form of the golden rule. Its appearance in Matthew’s and Luke’s
Gospels represent its earliest known occurrence.! Even the Western text of
Acts 15, despite the positive version in Luke’s Gospel, has the rule in its
negative form. By contrast the negative form was, as Tuckett notes, avail-
able in Jewish sources. This means that the Didache’s version of the golden
rule need not depend on Matthew’s. Consequently there is, once again, no
obstacle to the possibility that Matthew here presupposes the Didache’s
version.

1.2. The Double Love Command: Matthew 22.37-40 and Didache 1.2b-d
The command to love God and love your neighbour is by no means
uniquely shared by Matthew’s Gospel and the Didache. However, the use
of mpcd>TN...SeuTepar in connection with this type of double love com-
mand is an unusual feature shared by both texts. Mk 12.28, 31 also uses
TpaT)...8euTEPQ, but the emphasis on two requirements to love is less
marked in this version because of Mark’s inclusion of the Shema as the
headline of the first command. Matthew’s omission of the Shema means
that his first command is, primarily, to love God. This increases the paral-
lel between the double love commands in Mt. 22.37-39 and Did. 1.2b-d,
which in turn suggests that some form of relationship between the two
texts is possible at this point.

1. Koster (1957: 168-69) refers to the rarity of the positive golden rule. I Clement
13.2¢ and Justin, Dial. 93.1. contain the only other occurrences in early Christian litera-
ture. Koster notes that the positive form appears to have been introduced by the gospels.
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Koster’s (1972: 172) observations regarding the pre-redactional nature
of the Didache’s double love command (relative to Matthew) may point
towards the Didache as the source of this formation. However, the direc-
tion of any dependence cannot be more firmly established with the evi-
dence currently in hand. This means that Did. 1.2b-d need not presuppose
the existence of Mt. 22.37-39, and thus Matthew’s use of the Did. 1.2b-d
remains a viable possibility.

1.3. Lex talionis and Love for Enemies: Matthew 5.38-48 and Didache
1.3b-5a

Tuckett’s analyses of the various points of connection between Mt. 5.38-
48 and the Did. 1.3-5a are characterized by scholarly caution regarding the
weight that should be placed on each piece of evidence. In fact there are
almost no points where Tuckett declares with any force that the Didache
must presuppose Matthew’s Gospel. The occasion when Tuckett is pre-
pared to express most confidence is in his observation that Did. 1.3b uses
8163k in agreement with Mt. 5.44b against Lk. 6.28b. Thus, he argues
(1996: 116):

The word may well be a Matthean favourite (cf. the use in the penultimate
beatitude Mt 5:10, which is widely regarded as due to MattR). Hence the
likelihood is that it is due to MattR here. One could argue that the word is
too general to carry much weight here; but against this is the fact that the
motif of persecution is not one that really dominates this, or any, section of
the Didache. 1t is therefore unlikely to have been added by the Didachist
himself. This small agreement between the Didache and Matthew may thus
be an instance where the Didache presupposes MattR and hence Matthew’s
finished gospel.

By Tuckett’s own confession the only factor that lends support to his
case here is the Didache’s supposed general lack of interest in persecution,
with the exception of this instance. This observation is not quite correct,
nor would it be relevant if it were correct. The element of inaccuracy lies
in the recurrence of an important reference to persecution in Did. 16.4-5.
On the evidence of Chapter 3, section 1 the Christian’s response to persecu-
tion is a determining factor of their ultimate fate, and, according to the
layer scheme presented in Part I, Did. 16 formed part of the same layer as
Did. 1.3b. On this basis responses to persecution may be seen as being of
continued interest to the original author of the text.

The more important weakness in Tuckett’s case is that it assumes that
the author of 1.3b was also the author of the rest of the Didache, or at least
some significant portion of that text. However, the Three Rules saying in
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which 81c0ke appears is likely to have been already independently formed
prior to its incorporation into the collection of sayings in Did. 1.3b-5a (cf.
Chapter 4, section 3). For Tuckett’s argument to carry any weight, there-
fore, he must show that persecution is a motif'that is recognizably alien to
the Three Rules saying in Did. 1.3b. However, as Rordorf (1991: 402)
notes:

In fact the verb 8tcdkw can scarcely carry the weight given it by Tuckett;
on the contrary, I believe precisely that the specifically Didache expression
‘fast for those who persecute you’ presupposes a concrete background of
persecution from the Jewish side.

Not only is there a lack of any concrete evidence that Did. 1.3-5a must
presuppose the existence of Matthew’s Gospel, but there is also evidence
that the Didache here preserves sayings that are more ancient than those
found in either Matthew’s or Luke’s Gospels. As noted at the start of this
chapter, Catchpole’s (1993: 23-25) reconstruction of the tradition behind
Matthew’s and Luke’s versions of ‘turn the other cheek’ and ‘give your
cloak/tunic as well’ is remarkably similar to Did. 1.4b. This suggests either
a knowledge of the evangelists’ source on the part of the Didachist, or that
the Didache was used and adapted by both Matthew and Luke.

Further details of the case for Matthew’s use of Did. 1.3-5a will be set
out in due course. In the meantime it need only be noted that Matthew’s use
of these verses remains a possibility, if only one possibility among others.

1.4. The Last Penny: Matthew 5.26 and Didache 1.5¢
An argument for Matthew’s direct use of Did. 1.5¢ has already been
presented in Chapter 11, section 2.

2. The Implication of Multiple Points of Contact within Didache 1.1-6

The discussion in section 1, above, set out to establish that there are
several points of contact between Matthew’s Gospel and Did. 1.1-6 and
that none of these requires the Didache’s knowledge of Matthew’s Gospel.
This means that Matthew’s knowledge of Did. 1.1-6 remains a possibility.
The aim of this section is to go beyond this point and show that Matthew’s
use of these verses is not merely possible, but probable.

To achieve this result it is necessary to recall observations made in Part
I regarding the compositional history of Did. 1.1-6. Here it was observed
that these verses became part of the whole in four separate stages:

2. The article which I cite as Tuckett (1996) was first published in 1989.
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TW: At the root of everything lies the original Two Ways document. This
accounts for Did. 1.1-2a, ¢ and 2.2-7; 3.8~5.2a.

LS: Prior to the incorporation of this Two Ways teaching into the Didache
a Law Summary including the second half of the double love command
and the golden rule was added (1.2b, d, e), along with a linking line to
restore the flow of the text (2.1) (Chapter 4, section 6).

SO: Upon the creation of the Base layer of the Didache the Two Ways
teaching was taken (already including 1.2b, d, e and 2.1) and a discreet
collection of sayings (1.3b-5a) was inserted into it as a means of fleshing
out the significance of the commands in 1.2. The creator of the Didache
introduced this collection of sayings with ‘TouTcv 8¢ TV Adywv 7
818axn eoTv autn’ (1.3a), and also inserted the comment ‘koi o7
TeEAs10s” (1.4b() (cf. Chapter 4, section 3).

MT: Some time later a teacher found it necessary to offer a modification
of the rules for giving and generosity set out in Did. 1.4b-5a. To this end
the modifying teacher added Did. 1.5b-6, which itself includes the quota-
tion of an external authority in 1.6 (see Chapter 7, section 4).

Further, it was noted that Did. 1.3b-5a comprises a collection of separate
sayings gathered around a central gnome. These sayings appear to have
been formed independently of one another, and to have been virtually
unaltered in the course of their collection (cf. Chapter 4, section 3).

SO.a: 1.3b a Three Rules saying.

SO.b: 1.3c asaying on making friends of enemies.

SO.c: 1.4a asaying regarding fleshly passions.

SO.d: 1.4b a set of sayings regarding response to insults.
SO.e: 1.5a a saying regarding giving.

This compositional history means that the text of Did. 1.1-6 may be
seen as ultimately deriving from ten originally separate points of origin:
the Two Ways source, the Law Summary, an ‘onion’ of five originally
separate sayings (with redactional comment at 1.3a and 1.4b(v), and a later
modification of those sayings, which itself included the quotation of an
external authority.

By contrast, there is good evidence to suggest that Matthew’s Sermon
on the Mount, aithough dependent on various different sources, was cre-
ated by one author at one time, and further, that this author reshaped his
sources to create a text that conformed to a unified style and agenda.
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Given the contrasting compositional histories of Did. 1.1-6 and Mt. 5-7
it is informative to note the pattern of contacts between the two texts. The
lettering system relates to the separately conceived elements of Did. 1.1-6,
as set out above:

The last penny: Mt. 5.26 = Did. 1.5¢ MT
Turn the other cheek: Mt. 539 =Did. 1.4b SO.d
Tunic and cloak: Mt. 5.40 = Did. 1.4b SO.d
The extra mile: Mt. 5.41 = Did. 1.4b SO.d
The request: Mt. 542 =Did. 1.5a SO.e
Response to enemies: Mt. 5.44 = Did. 1.3b SO.a
Character of Father: Mt. 5.45 = Did. 1.5a S0.¢e
As the Gentiles do: Mt. 5.47 = Did. 1.3¢ SO.b
Be perfect: Mt. 548 =Did 1.4bgry P/B
The golden rule: Mt. 7.12=Did. 1.2¢ LS
The two ways: Mt. 713 =Did. 1.1 ™

According to this analysis, Matthew’s Sermon on the Mount exhibits
contact with eight of the ten separate elements within Did. 1.1-6. This cir-
cumstance may be explained in one of three ways. Either eight individual,
self-contained, direct and indirect contributions to Did. 1.1-6 were forged
in consultation with Matthew’s Gospel, or Matthew found Did. 1.1-6 as an
already composed unit and used it to supplement his record of the teach-
ing of Jesus, or the several contributors to Did. 1.1-6 all happened to share
the same tradition(s) that were also used by Matthew.

The first of these options is difficult to sustain because it requires several
separate units to be coincidentally created in consultation with Matthew’s
Gospel. Not only that, none of these units fully reproduces Matthew’s
version of the sayings concerned (despite their inherent authority as the
reported words of Jesus). This means that each of the contributors to Did.
1.1-6 must be supposed to have had a motive for deliberately non-quoting
or merely alluding to Matthew’s Gospel.

The second option, Matthew’s direct knowledge of Did. 1.1-6, creates
no difficulties. The similar treatment of material from different layers of
the Didache is to be expected if Matthew knew Did. 1.1-6 as a completed
whole.? The elements of smoothing and development are also explicable if
Matthew found this group of individual sayings and chose to iron out the
redundancies and incongruencies among them.

3. Anexplanation for the variation between parallel sayings in Matthew’s Gospel
and the Didache is offered in §§ 3 and 4, below.
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Given that Matthew’s direct knowledge of Did. 1.1-6 provides a satis-
factory explanation for the relationship between these two texts, there is
no particular reason to multiply entities by considering the possible inter-
vention of a common tradition or traditions. However, this view is the-
oretically possible and thus demands attention.

The theory that each contributor to Did. 1.1-6 referred to tradition(s)
also used by Matthew is unlikely to be correct for one of two reasons. If a
single common tradition is proposed, then the creation of Did. 1.1-6 must
be seen as a piece-by-piece reconstruction of that original source. In the
end this hypothesis suffers from very similar difficulties to the idea that
the contributors to the Didache each faithfully consulted Matthew’s Gospel
and so built up a composite parallel to a unified whole. Alternatively, if
more than one common tradition was involved, then it must be supposed
that the direct and indirect contributors to the Didache each happened to
consult and bring together the same separate traditions, at different times,
that were also consulted and brought together by Matthew, at one time.
The larger the number of shared traditions the more coincidence is required
for the parallel collections in both Matthew’s Gospel and Did. 1.1-6.

The shared tradition theory is thus in a cleft stick. A single common
tradition requires the gradual reconstruction by the direct and indirect con-
tributors to Did. 1.1-6 of their own source; multiple common traditions
require the coincidental gathering of dispersed material by both Matthew
and the various contributors to Did. 1.1-6. It is simpler, and very much
more probable, therefore, to suppose that Matthew, in his search for exam-
ples of the teaching of Jesus, found the sayings gathered in Did. 1.1-6 and
incorporated them into his Sermon.

3. A General Explanation for the Differences between Didache 1.1-6
and its Contacts in Matthew’s Gospel

One point that the foregoing analysis of the relationship between Did. 1.1-
6 and Matthew’s Gospel did not consider is a possible explanation for the
verbal differences between these two texts, despite their extensive concep-
tual similarity. This does not mean that the above conclusion is invalid,
since, even without this detail, Matthew’s use of Did 1.1-6 remains the
simplest explanation for the connections between Matthew’s unified Ser-
mon and the composite teachings of Did. 1.1-6. However, these dissimi-
larities in wording present a puzzle that is worthy of further exploration.

Before attempting to provide an explanation for the differences between
Did. 1.1-6 and similar passages in Matthew’s Gospel it is necessary to
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consider the relationship of Luke’s Gospel to Did. 1.1-6 and of Luke’s
Gospel to Matthew’s Gospel in connection with these passages.

3.1. Luke’s Gospel and Didache 1.2-5a
Tuckett (1996: 127-28) is representative of the common view that Did.
1.3-5a presupposes the existence of Luke’s Gospel:

The result of this detailed analysis of Did 1:3-5a in relation to the synoptic
parallels in Mt 5 and Lk 6 shows that this section of the Didache appears
on a number of occasions to presuppose the redactional activity of both
evangelists, perhaps Luke more clearly than Matthew. This suggests very
strongly that the Didache here presupposes the gospels of Matthew and
Luke in their finished forms.*

Despite the widespread currency of this view, it is, once again, difficult
to sustain in the light of the compositional history of Did. 1.1-6 proposed
in Part I. Here it was argued that Did. 1.3b-5a is made up of five originally
separate sayings (cf. Chapter 4, section 3), and that Did. 1.2b, d-e was not
added to the Didache at the same time as this sayings collection. If these
suggestions are correct then Did. 1.2-5a may be said to contain material
from the six separate points of origin (labelled LS and SO.a-¢).

Compared with the complex compositional history of Did. 1.2-5a, Lk.
6.27-38 has a strong structural and thematic unity. This whole unit is built
along similar lines to the collection of sayings in Did. 1.3b-5a, although
on a larger scale. Thus the positive golden rule at Lk. 6.31 serves as the
central gnome, which is then expanded and interpreted by the sayings set
on either side. As Kirk (1998: 163) notes: ‘Verse 31...has long been a
bone of contention in exegesis of the passage, for it seems to advocate a
mild reciprocity ethic present in most everyday social relations and thus in
collision with the radical ethic of the sayings flanking it’. He goes on to
argue cogently that because the golden rule is hermeneutically open it is
interpreted in terms of the radical sayings with which it is juxtaposed.

A structural presentation of Lk. 6.27-36, illustrating its similarity to the
arrangement of the sayings collection in Did. 1.3b-5a, is set out below:

4. The confident tone of this conclusion, with regard to Did. 1.1-6’s presupposi-
tion of Matthew’s Gospel, may suggest that I have failed to mention some important
element of Tuckett’s case in my § 1, above. This is not the case. The presence of S1cokea
in Mt. 5.44 and Did. 1.3b is indeed the centrepiece of Tuckett’s argument. Its merits are
discussed in § 1.3, above.
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6.27 But I say to you that hear,

Love your enemies,
do good to the ones hating you,

6.28 bless the ones cursing you.
pray concerning the ones insulting you.

6.29 To the one striking you (sg) on the cheek, turn also the other;
and from the one taking your (sg) cloak also the tunic do not prevent.

6.30 To every one asking you — give,
and from anyone taking what is yours, do not ask back.

6.31 And as you wish that men may do to you, do to them the same.

6.32 And if you love the ones loving you, what thanks is to you?
For even sinners love those who love them.

6.33 And if you do good to ones doing good to you, what thanks is to you?
Even sinners do the same.

6.34 And if you lend from whom you hope to receive, what thanks is to
you?
Even sinners lend to sinners to receive as much again.

6.35 But love your enemies,
and do good
and lend, nothing despairing
and your reward will be great,
and you will be sons of the Most High
because he is kind to the unthankful and the evil.

6.36 Be merciful just as your Father is merciful.

Above the central gnome at 6.31 (italicized) Luke has created four pairs
of sayings. The first two pairs (6.27b, 28) are themselves pairs of opposed
responses. The second two pairs (6.29, 30) are also linked in that they
both respond to the actions of another, rather than their words or attitudes.
The whole set of sayings is suitably headed by ‘love your enemies’ since
all the following sayings may be seen as subordinate to that theme, and
they all serve to radicalize the significance of the central golden rule.

In the next three verses (6.32, 33, 34) Luke then elaborates on three
positive actions, ‘love, do good, lend’, that arise from the actions
approved of in Lk. 6.27-31. These three actions are then reinforced once
again, in this same order, in Lk. 6.35a. The theme of reward, which
emerges in 6.32-34, then reappears once more in conjunction with ‘love,
do good, lend’ in Lk. 6.35b. A summary statement, ‘Be merciful, just as
you Father is merciful’, then rounds off the whole at Lk. 6.36.
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Luke’s discourse thus has a balance of sayings around the central gnome.
This structure suggests that this arrangement has not been subsequently
disrupted, but that it was put together by one person at one time.> The con-
tent of the ‘onion’ also has a unity in its repeated calls to love, do good,
and give/lend; however, this unity is not so great as to imply that the
whole passage was created independent of any prior sources. In 6.27-31,
in particular, the differing structures of the first four pairs of sayings sug-
gests that this group was forged from originally separate sayings.® On the
basis of this analysis, Lk. 6.27-36 may be described as a unified discourse
in that it was forged, by one author at one time, from prior sources.

Given the contrasting compositional histories of Did. 1.2-5a and Lk.
6.27-36 the pattern of contacts between the two texts is, once again, infor-
mative. The letter annotations relate to the separately conceived elements
of Did. 1.2-5a, as set out above:

Love your enemies: Lk. 6.27=Did. 1.3cand 1.3b SO.band SO.a

Those hating you: Lk. 6.27=Did 1.3¢ SO.b
Blessing for curse: Lk. 6.28 = Did. 1.3b SO.a
The other cheek: Lk. 6.29 = Did. 1.4b SO.d
Cloak and tunic: Lk. 6.29=Did. 1.4b SO.d
Give to all who ask: Lk. 6.30 =Did. 1.5a SO.e
Do not ask back: Lk. 6.30=Did. 1.5a SO.e
Golden rule: Lk.6.31=Did 1.2e LS

Love the loving ones:  Lk. 6.32 = Did. 1.3¢ SO.b

What thanks due?: Lk. 6.32, 33, 34 = Did. 1.3¢ SO.b

According to this analysis Lk. 6.27-36 exhibits a dense concentration of
contacts with five of the six separate elements within Did. 1.2-5a. This is
more likely to be due to Luke’s knowledge of the complex of separate
sayings in Did. 1.2-5a, which he then forged into a unity, than to repeated
homage to Lk. 6.27-36 by five separate and indirect contributors to Did.
1.2-5a.7

5. This point is frequently disputed by commentators (e.g. Nolland 1989: 297).
However, a forward glance to the table of connections between Did. 1.2-5a and Lk.
6.27-34 shows that every line of Lk. 6.27-34 is paralleled in Did. 1.2-5a. It would be
remarkable, therefore, if part of Lk. 6.27-34 were a later interpolation, since neither the
structure of the whole, nor the link with Did. 1, is disrupted by this putative insertion.

6. For example, the change in the number of addressees in 6.29, compared with
the other sayings in the group suggests that, at some point, this saying did not belong
to the group in which it is now found. Incidentally, this variation also occurs in the
parallel saying in the Didache.

7. The proposal that Did. 1.2-5a depends on a gospel harmony does not ease this
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The proposal of Luke’s use of Did. 1.2-5a also serves to provide a
possible explanation for the emergence of a positive form of the golden
rule.® The Didache has a negative version of the rule (1.2d) which, by virtue
of compositional history of Did. 1, is expanded by a set of positive instruc-
tions (1.3-5a). This curious arrangement need not persist if Luke was
responsible for reworking the gathered elements of Did. 1.2-5a. To iron
out this mismatch it is possible that Luke changed the golden rule to a
positive form so as to make it consistent with the positive sayings by
which it is expanded and interpreted.

In summary, the presence of a dense sequence of contacts between the
non-unified text of Did. 1.2-5a and the unified text of Lk. 6.27-36 is ex-
plained most easily by Luke’s reworking of the Didache’s separate sayings
into an extended set of sayings arranged around a central gnome which he
then used as exemplary of the teaching of Jesus in his Sermon on the Plain.

3.2. Evidence for Direct Contact between Matthew’s and Luke’s Gospels
If Luke’s Gospel depended upon Did. 1.2-5a and Matthew’s Gospel also
depended upon Did. 1.1-6, then important implications follow for the
relationship between Matthew’s and Luke’s Gospels. This is the case
because of a number of instances of agreement between these gospels
against the Didache. The texts overleaf show these agreements underlined
and highlighted in bold.

The agreements between the gospels against the Didache can only be
explained by one of three means. Either the collection of agreements is
coincidental, or Matthew and Luke both made use of a text (now lost) that
had previously gathered material from Did. 1.1-6, or Matthew knew Luke’s
Gospel directly (or vice versa).

The number of agreements against the Didache makes pure coincidence
highly unlikely. Defence of the second option also incurs considerable
complication. This is the case because any intermediate text supposed to
have been used independently by both gospel writers must have contained
all their points of exclusive agreement. This means ultimately that any
proposed hypothetical text must be conceived as being remarkably similar
to either Matthew or Luke’s version of Did. 1. This situation is not impos-
sible, but it does require an unnecessary multiplication of entities when a

difficulty. Here it must be proposed that separate contributions to Did. 1.2-5a were all
made with reference to a gospel harmony in each individual case. Dependence on shared
traditions is also problematic for the reasons initially outlined in Chapter 1.

8. Seen. 1 of this Chapter.
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Mt 5.38-48: agreements with Lk. 6.27-36 against Did. 1.1-6

538 "Hkouoore 0Tt eppedn, 'OdbaAuov avti opbokuol kat odovTa
GVTI 086VTOS. 5.39 £yca 88 Afycd LIV T} QUTIGTRHVON T TTOVIPG”

aAN ooTis ot parilet eis Ty SeErav cioyova [cou], OTpEPOV QUTED
kot THY GAANY: 5.40 kot TG BEAovTi oot kpiffjvant Kol ToV X1 TQVG Gou
AoBETv, Gdes aUTE kol TO pGTIOV: 5.41 kol OOTIS GE AYYapPEUTEL
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direct connection between the two gospels provides a sufficient explanation
of the facts.’

In sum, the gospels’ agreements against the Didache mean that
(according to Koster’s method for establishing dependency, see Chapter 12
section 1), either Luke knows Matthew’s redaction of the Didache, or
Matthew knows Luke’s redaction of the Didache. At this point, therefore,
I venture the following general explanation for Matthew’s inexact
reproduction of material derived from Didache 1: Matthew conflated Did.
1 and Luke’s Gospel'® wherever these two texts present similar material. It
is now appropriate to examine this hypothesis in greater detail.

9.  The introduction of a hypothetical source adds further complications to the
relationship between Luke’s Gospel and the Didache in that it requires either Luke to
conflate this source with the Didache itself, or for this source to preserve a version of
Did. 1.2-5a which preserves both that which is exclusively common to Luke’s Gospel
and the Didache, and that which is exclusively common to Luke’s and Matthew’s
Gospels. In the latter case this hypothetical source would have to be remarkably similar
to Lk. 6.27-36 itself.

10. The possibility that Matthew directly depended on Luke’s Gospel has not been
widely explored — West (1967-68), Huggins (1992) and Hengel (2000: 169-207) repre-
sent notable exceptions to this rule. However, lack of activity in this direction cannot
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Lk. 6.27-36: agreements with Mt. 5.38-48 against Did. 1.1-6
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4. Matthew’s Conflation of Did. 1.1-6 and Similar Material in Luke’s
Gospel: A Specific Explanation for Differences between Matthew'’s
Gospel and Did. 1.1-6

That Matthew conflated his sources is widely accepted in contemporary
Synoptic studies.!! Matthew’s conflationary practice has also been illus-
trated in earlier elements of this volume. For example, Matthew was
described as conflating Did. 8 and Mk 12.40-44; 11.25 (Chapter 11,

be attributed to the identification of an inpenetrable obstacle to such a possibility, since
such has never been established. A full discussion of the synoptic relationships is not
within the scope of the present study. All that need be noted for the sake of the current
argument is that there is no established reason why Matthew could not have known
Luke’s Gospel. Thus, there is no bar to an explanation of the differences between
Matthew’s Gospel and Did. 1.1-6 on the basis of Matthew’s conflation of similar pas-
sages in both Luke’s Gospel and the Didache.
11. See, for example, Sanders and Davies (1989: 78) and Downing (1980: 38).
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section 3); Mk 3.28-29 and Did. 11.7 (Chapter 12, section 1); and Mk 13
and Did. 16 (Chapter 13, sections 2.1-4). It is therefore possible that
Matthew here conflated Did. 1.1-6 with similar material that he also found
in Luke’s Gospel. This theory is now expounded, albeit briefly, in an
attempt to provide a possible explanation for some of the differences
between Matthew’s Gospel and the material which, according to this
hypothesis, he drew from Did. 1.1-6.

4.1. Turn the Other Cheek, Tunic and Cloak, Extra Mile, etc.: Lk. 6.29-30
= Mt 5.38-42 = Did. 1.4b

Lk. Mt. Did.
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Savigaobat [cf. Lk. 6.35]
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oudt yop Suvaoai.
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If Matthew depended directly upon Did. 1.4b, then it is curious that he
did not preserve the Didache’s order, ‘cheek, mile, cloak’, but has instead
the order, ‘cheek, cloak, mile’. However, if Matthew conflated the similar
material in Lk. 6.29 with Did. 1.4b, then a possible explanation for this
change presents itself.

Thus, Matthew begins his antithesis to Lex Talionis with Did. 1.4b. The
Didache’s somewhat rough ‘8¢ pamioua’ is smoothed to ‘pamiler’ and
Matthew changes ‘€av Tis’ to ‘00Tts’, but otherwise the two lines are
almost identical.

Matthew, following a pattern of taking alternate lines from similar
source texts, then switches to the similar text in Luke’s Gospel where the
line following Luke’s version of the saying ‘turn the other cheek’ is, ‘and
from anyone taking away your cloak, do not withhold even your tunic’
(Lk. 6.29). Matthew sets this saying in a legal context, rather than the
context of insult that it has in Luke’s text, and reverses the order of cloak
and tunic accordingly.!? Additional changes are made to Luke’s vocabu-
lary to fit Matthew’s new setting for the saying.

Matthew then returns to the Didache for further examples of non-retali-
ation. He finds one in the Did. 1.4b that was omitted by Luke, namely the
call to go an extra mile. This saying is then adapted to Matthew’s structure
by converting the ‘éav’ to ‘00TIS”, and is then taken over almost verbatim
from the Didache.

Matthew closes his antithesis in 5.42 by returning, in his alternate fash-
ion, to Lk. 6.30. This gives him instructions regarding giving to those who
ask. However, Matthew takes a cue from Luke’s triad of ‘love, do good and
lend’ (cf. Lk. 6.34, 35) and completes his verse by interpreting Luke’s ‘kai
aTO Tol GIPOVTOS T GO UIj & TraTEL as ‘kol Tov BeAovTa aro oou
SavicoacBot un amootpadhs’.

An explanation is thus provided for Matthew’s change in the order of
Did. 1.4b. The supposed conflation of Lk. 6.29-30, 34 and Did. 1.4b also
goes some way to explaining the difference between the Didache’s stark
instruction to ‘give to all without expecting a return’ and Matthew’s call
to ‘give to those who beg and to lend to those who would borrow’.

12. Cf. Catchpole (1993: 23-25).
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4.2. Love for Enemies: Lk. 6.27-28, 32-35a

The Gospel of Matthew’s Dependence on the Didache

=Mt 5.44, 46-47 =Did. 1.3b-c

Lk.

Mt.

Did.
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The shape of Mt. 5.44, 46-47 may be accounted for as the result of
Matthew’s conflation of Lk. 6.27-28, 32-35a and Did. 1.3b-5a. Here, how-
ever, the pattern of combination is more complex.

Mt. 5.43 states that “hate your enemies’ was an existing saying, but this

is not attested in any extant piece of Jewish literature. It is likely, there-
fore, that Matthew appended this phrase to ‘love your neighbours’ so as
to create a suitable setting for the teaching of Jesus that he found in
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Lk. 6.27.1 Thus ‘love your enemies’ is taken by Matthew from Luke’s
Gospel.

The immediately following ‘pray for those who persecute you’ in Mt.
5.44 is a combination of the last two lines of the Three Rules saying in
Did. 1.3b.

MLt. 5.46-47 then reworks Did. 1.3c with reference to Lk. 6.32-35a. Mat-
thew essentially follows Did. 1.3c, but imports the concept of ‘reward’
from Lk. 6.35a to replace the ‘grace’ of Did. 1.3c.

The Didache’s single warning against common reciprocity is presented
in double form in Mt. 5.46-47, possibly a reflection of the triple form
found in Lk. 6.32-34. In Matthew the two actions considered are ‘love’,
taken from Did. 1.3c and ‘greet’, which is not found in either Luke’s
Gospel or the Didache. Common reciprocity is described by Matthew as
exhibited by tax collectors (5.46) and Gentiles (5.47). The former is unique
to Matthew; the latter may derive from Did. 1.3c.

In all, therefore, three of the differences between Did. 1.3b-c and Mt.
5.44, 46-47 may be accounted for by the hypothesis of Matthew’s con-
flation of the Didache with Luke’s Gospel.

4.3. Sons of the Father: Lk. 6.35b = Mt. 5.45 = Did. 1.5a

Lk. Mt. Did.

6.35b ka1 oeobe viol 5.45 0meds yévnoBe vlol  1.5a TavTi TG GITOUVTI
uioTov, OTI aUTOS TOU TOTEOS UMV Tou o€ 8iSou kat Un &maiTel:
XPTIOTOS ECTIV ETT TOUS €V OUPAVOLS, OTI TOV maot yop Behet SidooBat
aXOPIGTOUS Koti NAlov auTol avaTéMel O TP &K TQW 18icav
TTOVNEOUS. €T IIOVNEOUS KA XOPIOHATV.

ayabous kat Bpéxet e
Sikatous kol adikous.

Mt. 5.45 and Did. 1.5a share a conceptual similarity in that they both
call for indiscriminate generosity (of different kinds) on the basis that
such is consistent with the behaviour of the Father. Beyond this connec-
tion there are considerable differences between the two passages, a num-
ber of which may be accounted for if Matthew conflated Lk. 6.35b with
Did. 1.5a. That is to say, the second part of Mt. 5.45 may be seen as an
elaboration of Luke’s description of God’s generosity to all. Thus Matthew
takes the single saying from Lk. 6.35b and works it into a pair of sayings

13. Chapter 11, § 3.1. includes a brief discussion of Matthew’s method in the cre-
ation of the antitheses in Mt. 6.
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(a similar pairing of parallel sayings also occurs in the immediately ensu-
ing verses, Mt. 5.46, 47):

Lk. 6.35b Mt. 5.45b
For he is kind to the ungrateful for he makes his sun rise on the evil and
and the wicked on the good,

and he sends rain on the righteous and on
the unrighteous

Once again, therefore, Matthew’s use of Luke’s Gospel may account for
some of the differences between related texts in the Didache and
Matthew’s Gospel.

4.4. Be Perfect: Lk. 6.36 = Mt. 5.48 = Did. 1.4b(»)

Lk. Mt. Did.

6.36 Nveobe OlKTlpUOVES 5.48 Eosces olv uustg 1.4b(r) kol €01} TEAELOS
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£OTIV.

Mt. 5.48 shares an interest in human perfection with Did. 1.4b). How-
ever, unlike the Didache, Matthew makes his call for perfection on the
basis that this is a quality of the Father. This difference between the two
texts may be accounted for, with a remarkable degree of completeness, if
Matthew conflated Did. 1.4b(r) with Lk. 6.36.

4.5. The Golden Rule: Lk. 6.31 = Mt. 7.12 = Did. 1.2d

Lk. Mt. Did.
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Mt. 7.12 differs from Did. 1.2d in that it contains a positive, rather than
a negative, version of the golden rule. These texts, while conceptually
similar, share an inconsistent pattern of verbal similarity. That is to say,
their first lines are very similar but this commonality does not persist.
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The pattern of relationship between Mt. 7.12 and Did. 1.2d is explained
if, once again, Matthew referred to the Didache for the first part of his
version of the golden rule, and then to Lk. 6.31 for its completion.

4.6. The Two Ways: Lk. 13.23 =M. 7.13=Did. 1.1

Lk. Mt. Did.
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Matthew shares the concept of two widely contrasting ways of living
with Did. 1.1. However, his ways are towards ‘life’ and ‘destruction’, rather
than the Didache’s ‘life’ and ‘death’. Matthew has gates to his ‘ways’,
while the Didache has no equivalent, and he speaks of the numbers taking
one way or the other, while the Didache does not.

Matthew’s choice of ‘destruction’ rather than death is explicable in
terms of an independent redactional decision. That is to say that ‘death’ is
not a necessarily final destination in Matthew’s Gospel; indeed it is a route
that Christ himself must take. Thus it is possible that to convey the full
negativity of the way of death, Matthew chose to describe it as leading to
absolute destruction.

Some of the other conceptual differences between these versions of the
two ways may be explained if Matthew conflated Did. 1.1 with Lk. 13.23-
24. Luke refers to those who enter the narrow door. This could provide a
basis for Matthew’s description of his ‘ways’ as having a guarded entrance.
However, Matthew’s decision to refer to the Didache’s ‘ways’ means that
he cannot simply adopt Luke’s ‘door’, since doors are indoor features and
ways are outdoor ones. Hence, Matthew has a possible motive for changing
Luke’s ‘door’ into ‘gates’ so as to remain consistent with the image of
‘ways’ taken from the Didache.
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Luke also speaks of the number of those who will be saved, which, if
taken up by Matthew, would explain the inclusion of this element in Mt.

7.13 despite its absence from Did. 1.1.

4.7. The Last Penny: Lk. 12.59 = Mt. 5.26 = Did. 1.5¢

Lk. Mt. Did.
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Mt 5.25-26 has a number of parallels with Lk. 12.57-59. In the last line,
however, Matthew differs from Luke in referring to ‘the last koSpatny’,
rather than the last ‘Aemtov’. This divergence is explicable if, according
to the present hypothesis, Matthew follows Luke’s Gospel in the verses
preceding Mt. 5.26 but in the final phrase conflates Luke’s text with the
similar line in Did. 1.5¢.

4.8. Summary: The Differences between Didache 1.1-6 and Matthew’s
Gospel

It is not within the scope of this volume to offer a full consideration of the
relationship between the Gospels of Matthew and Luke. Nevertheless, it
has been possible to demonstrate that the theory of Matthew’s conflation
of similar material in Luke’s Gospel and the Didache does offer an expla-
nation for the divergences between Did. 1.1-6 and parallel material in
Matthew’s Gospel. To this extent the preceding section may be seen as sup-
portive of the primary hypothesis of this chapter; namely, that Matthew
made direct use of Did. 1.1-6.

5. Conclusion

This chapter began with a ground-clearing exercise (section 1) which
found no obstacle to Matthew's dependence on any element of Did. 1.1-6.

Section 2 then presented a positive case for such a dependence by focus-
ing on the differing compositional histories of Did. 1.1-6 and Matthew’s
Gospel (and particularly the Sermon on the Mount). To put this in terms
of an analogy, Did. 1.1-6 is something like a shelf full of ingredients; being
made up of a sequence of separately composed elements. By contrast,
Matthew’s Sermon is more like a cake; having the character of a unified
whole forged from disparate material. On the basis of this analogy, then, it
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is unlikely that the units within Did. 1.1-6 were independently created under
the influence of Matthew’s text. It is more credible to suppose that Matthew
found the sequence of elements gathered in Did. 1.1-6 and combined them
with one another, and with material from other resources, to create his
Sermon.

In sections 3-4 an additional piece of evidence was considered in support
of the above conclusion. Here it was suggested that the differences between
Did. 1.1-6 and similar passages in Matthew’s Gospel may be explained by
Matthew’s conflation of like material from both the Didache and Luke’s
Gospel. This latter suggestion has larger implications that cannot be ex-
plored in full in this monograph. However, so far as the issue may be taken,
an explanation for the relationship between Matthew’s Gospel, Luke’s Gos-
pel and Did. 1.1-6, simpler than the somewhat complex proposals usually
offered,'* may credibly be proposed on this basis.

In conclusion, the direct dependence of Matthew’s Gospel on Did. 1.1-6
provides an explanation of the relationship between these two texts that is
very much simpler than any of the alternatives, especially given the pres-
ence of material common to Luke’s Gospel within Did. 1.1-6. The conclu-
sion that Matthew directly depended upon Did. 1.1-6 has been arrived at
without relying on observations made previously in Part II; however, it is
a conclusion that is fully consistent with those findings.

14. Some scholars, e.g. Vokes (1938: 63); Robinson (1920: 50-58) and Layton
(1968: 377) explain the triangular relationship between Did. 1.1-6 and Matthew’s and
Luke’s Gospels by proposing that the Didache was dependent on both of the gospels
or some later harmony of the two. This type of explanation further complicates the
process by which, it must be proposed, each individual layer and unit within Did. 1.1-6
came to be formed.



Chapter 15

FURTHER POINTS OF CONTACT BETWEEN MATTHEW’S GOSPEL
AND THE PERI/BASE LAYER

Having considered, in Chapters 13 and 14, the dense collection of contacts
between Matthew’s Gospel and Did. 16 and Did. 1, this short chapter now
turns to examine links that occur at further points within the Didache’s
Peri/Base layer.

At the outset it should be noted that, if these additional points of contact
do indeed fall within the Peri/Base layer (as conceived in Part I), then
evidence for Matthew’s direct use of elements of this layer may be taken
as evidence of Matthew’s knowledge of the whole of that layer, including
these additional elements. Beyond this point, however, the purpose of this
chapter is independently to consider whether there is any feature of these
contacts which demands that their author knew Matthew’s Gospel. If no
such feature can be identified, then the viability of the hypothesis proposed
in the introduction to Part II is maintained.

1. Vice List: Matthew 15.19 and Didache 5.1

Butler (1961: 33) suggests that the order of the vices in Did. 5.1 is
explicable if the Didache were editing a list similar to that in Barnabas 20
in the light of the list in Mt. 15.19. Taken in isolation this is theoretically
possible, although it does not immediately account for the Didache’s in-
clusion of vices that appear neither in Barnabas, nor in Matthew’s Gospel,
for example emiBupiat, aioxpohoyla, {nhotutia and aAalovela. At
the same time, however, Butler’s view is not the only viable explanation
for the similarities between Mt. 15.19 and Did. 5.1, an alternative
possibility is that Mt. 15.19 represents the conflation of the vice lists in
Did. 5.1 and Mk 7.21, as set out below.
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Did. Mt. Mk
15.19 7.21 gocobev
Ul 5 R s
TV avBpwd TV
eEEpyxovTan
SioAoyiouol movnpol, ol S1IGAOYIOUOL Ot KOKOI
EKTTOpEVOVTAL,
5.1b godvor, hovol,
HOLXElQl, uoLxElal,
gmBupio,
mopveial, Topveial, TTORVELQL,
khomai, xhorai, khotat,
g18wAohaTplal, dovo,
payeiat, 7.22 yoixelad,
dbopuakial, mAsoveEiat,
apmoyal, Tovnpial,
YeuSopapTupian, YeuSopapTupial,
UTokplaels, Sohos,
Simhokapdia, 80Aos, agtAyela,
umepnavia, opBapos movnpos,
KaKio, BAaodnuiat. Bhaodnuia,
ovBadeia, umepnavia,
mheoveEla, appoouvry’
aloxpohoyla,
{noTtuTia,
Bpaoutns, Uos,
ahofoveia.

According to this theory every element of Matthew’s list is sourced
either from Mk 7.21 or Did. 1.5b. This is not to claim that Mt. 15.19 could
only have depended on the Didache and Mark’s Gospel, but it is to note
that such dependence is feasible. To this extent the working hypothesis of
Matthew’s direct use of the Didache remains unchallenged at this point.

2. The Meek and the Merciful: Matthew 5.5, 7 and Didache 3.7, 8

Tuckett (1996: 108) says of this relationship:

The saying ‘the meek shall inherit the earth’ in Did 3:7 could derive from
Mt 5:5, though the position and presence of that beatitude in Matthew is
textually uncertain and common dependence of the Didache and Matthew
on Ps 36.11 is equally likely.
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Despite this apparently balanced assessment Tuckett is not justified in
placing both options on an even footing. To say that Did. 3.7 is equally
likely to have been derived from Ps. 36 or Mt. 5.5 is to neglect the very
superior claim of Ps. 36. As discussed in Chapter 4, section 5, the whole
of Did. 3.1-7 has the form of a piece of Jewish Wisdom literature based on
an exposition of Ps. 36. It was also noted that the common reference to the
inheritance of the meek in both Ps. 36 and Barrabas 19 may explain why
the Teknon material was inserted into the Two Ways, and why it was in-
serted at precisely this point. Thus, there is every reason to suppose that
Did. 3.7, like the verses that precede it, derives from Ps. 36. Under these
circumstances there is no basis for supposing that Mt. 5.5 was anywhere
in view.

Conversely, the close combination of references to the meek and the mer-
ciful in both Did. 3.7, 8 and Mt. 5.5, 7 provides evidence for Matthew’s
direct dependence on the Didache. In Part I it was noted that Did. 3.7
forms a part of the Teknon unit, an exposition of Ps. 36 inserted into the
Two Ways tractate. Did. 3.8, on the other hand, does not fall within the
Teknon unit, belonging instead to the Two Ways tractate. It is noteworthy,
therefore, that elements from these originally separate traditions, closely
juxtaposed in the Didache, should reappear in similarly close combination
amongst Matthew’s non-Lukan beatitudes. This circumstance can either
be explained as the product of remarkable coincidence, or as the result of
Matthew’s conflation of Luke’s beatitudes with the instructions to be meek
and merciful in Did. 3.7 and 3.8.

3 The Commandments: Didache 1.2a, 4b¢); 2.2 and Matthew 19.17-21

Matthew’s version of Jesus’ response to the rich young man is, in many
ways, very similar to that recorded in Mk 10.17-22 (and Lk. 18.18-23).
However, Matthew deviates from these accounts in four respects. First, he
has Jesus preface the listing of the commandments with the phrase, ‘If you
wish to enter into life’. Second, he places the commandments themselves
in the future, rather than the present tense. Third, he adds a call to ‘love
your neighbour as yourself” as an additional commandment. Fourth, he
replaces Mark’s ‘one thing is lacking’ with ‘if you wish to be perfect
(TeAetos)’.

Each of these changes could be explained if Matthew conflated Mk
10.17-22 with Did. 2.2-3. Thus, the Didache’s presentation of the com-
mandments as part of the ‘way of life’ would account for Matthew’s inser-
tion of ‘If you wish to enter into life’. The Didache’s placement of the
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commandments in the future tense then gives rise to the similar pattern in
Matthew. The Didache maintenance of a close link between the command
to love the neighbour (1.2) and the commandments that spell out the mean-
ing of that command (cf. 2.1 leading into 2.2-3) would account for Mat-
thew’s inclusion of neighbour love as part of the essential list of command-
ments. Finally, the Didache’s presentation of ‘TeAg10s’ as the goal of its
ethical instructions (1.4b[r); see also 6.2 and 16.2) would explain why Mat-
thew replaced Mark’s ‘one thing is lacking’ with ‘if you wish to be perfect
(Tehe105)’.

This is not to suggest that Matthew could only have adapted Mk 10.17-
22 under the influence of Did. 2.2-3. However, the differences and simi-
larities between the two texts are neatly accounted for by Matthew’s use
of the Didache at this point.

4. The Commandments: Matthew 5.21, 27, 33 and Didache 2.2-3

The quotation of elements of the decalogue in Matthew’s antitheses has
never provoked particular comment because a source, for the first two at
least, is so readily provided by the Old Testament. However, this ready
source has blinded scholars to the curiosity of the prohibition “You shall
not swear falsely (oUk émiopknoets)’. This extremely unusual Greek word
for ‘swear falsely’ is not only a New Testament Aapax, it does not appear
in any contemporary Jewish or Christian text other than Mt. 5, Did. 2.3 and,
in a different form, the Jewish kalakah of Pseudo-Phocylides. This coin-
cidence suggests a further point of connection between the Didache and
Matthew’s Gospel. If such does exist, then there is insufficient evidence to
determine, in isolation at least, the direction of any dependence. To this
extent, therefore, Matthew’s direct use of the Didache remains feasible in
this instance.

5. Fencing the Law: Matthew 5.21, 22, 27, 28 and Didache 3.2-3

In terms of direct verbal parallels the connection between Did. 3.2-3 and
Mt. 5.22, 28 is not especially strong. However, their similar understanding
of the relationship between anger and murder, lust and adultery is striking
and raises the possibility of a connection between the two texts.

As observed in Chapter 4, section 5, the ‘Teknon unit’ (Did. 3.1-7) has
the character of an independently conceived Jewish Wisdom exposition
of Ps. 36, which was later incorporated into the Two Ways tractate. This
immediately suggests three reasons why it is unlikely to have been written
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in the light of Matthew’s Gospel. First, all the raw material for this unit is
available in Ps. 36 and so knowledge of Matthew’s Gospel is unnecessary
to explain its content. Second, the idea of a ‘fence to the law’ is character-
istic of Jewish wisdom and so appeal to a Christian text need not be used
to explain its form. Third, to maintain the theory that the Didache used
Matthew’s Gospel, the composer of the Teknon unit must be supposed to
have had a particular, or coincidental, reason for making selections only
from Matthew’s special material.

Given that the direct dependence of the Teknon unit on Matthew’s
Gospel is highly unlikely, three other possible explanations for their simi-
larity remain, besides appeal to sheer coincidence. It is possible that both
Matthew and the composer of the Teknon unit made use of a common
source, or that Matthew knew the Teknon unit before it was incorporated
into the Didache, or that Matthew knew the Teknon unit in its present con-
text. Of these options the first is unlikely since Ps. 36 appears to provide
the inspiration for Did. 3.1-7, while this is very much less obviously the
case for Matthew’s text. The second option requires Matthew to use a tradi-
tion which, coincidentally, was later incorporated into a text with numerous
other similarities to Matthew’s work. The third option, by contrast, merely
requires Matthew to draw material from the Teknon unit alongside his use
of several other of the Didache’s diverse elements. This option is particu-
larly attractive when it is observed that the direct speech of Jesus recorded
in Mt. 5.21-28 includes points of similarity not only with Did. 3.2-3, but
also with Did. 1.5b and 14.2 (cf. Chapter 11, sections 1 and 2).

In conclusion, there is nothing to suggest the Didache’s knowledge of
Matthew’s Gospel in this instance. Indeed, the similarities between the
two texts at this point suggest Matthew’s knowledge of the Teknon unit
after it had been incorporated into the Didache.

6. Summary: The Peri/Base Layer and Matthew’s Gospel

The last three chapters have sought to show that, taken in isolation, each
point of contact between Matthew’s Gospel and the Peri/Base layer may
feasibly be explained as due to Matthew’s direct knowledge of the Didache.
Further, it has been noted that in most cases Matthew’s knowledge of the
Didache is not only feasible but probable.

This result offers piece-by-piece confirmation of the hypothesis proposed
in the introduction to Part II; namely, that the several links between the
first three layers of the Didache and Matthew’s Gospel are most simply
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explained by Matthew’s direct use of these layers of the Didache to sup-
plement the words of Jesus available from other sources.
A table collating the individual findings of the last five chapters is set

out below.

Directions of dependence between the Didache and Matthew’s Gospel:
a summary of individual conclusions drawn in Chapters 11 to 15

Beatitudes
Immutable teaching
Be reconciled
Commandments
Fencing the Law
Last penny

Cheek, mile, coat
Love your enemies
As son of Father
Non-reciprocal love
Be perfect as Father
Alms, fast, pray
Giving to dogs
Golden rule

Two ways
Worker’s food
Unforgivable sin
Vice list

Judgment by deeds
The Commandments
Two loves

Signs of the End
The coming Judge
Hour of Parousia
Final judgment
Great Commission

Did. M. Mk Lk.
378 —————» 537 = 6.20-21
11.12—— 5.19

142 ————» 524

223<¢—— 52],27,33

323——» 52228

1.5b——————» 526 < 12.58-59
14b——> 539 = 6.29
13b———— 544 = 6.27-28
1.5a————> 545 < 6.35b
13c——————> 546 <= 6.32-35
14— 548 <= 6.36
8.1-2 — " 6.1-16 <——11.25; 12.40, 44
95— 76

12d———» 7.12 = 6.31
]l—————» 713 = 13.23-24
13.2«——» 10.10

11.7———» 12.31-32 «<—32829 12.10
50— 1519 <—— 72122
16.8-9———— 16.27b

1.2a;2.2; 1.4b@) > 19.17-20 «—10.17-22

1.2b, d-e ——» 22.37-39 = 10.27

16.3-5———» 24.10-12 «+—13.13
16.6, 8 ——» 24.30-31 <+—13.26-27
16.1 ———» 24.42; 251341335
16.8-9———» 25.31-46

title + 7.1d—»» 28.19

— denotes where one particular direction of dependence was considered probable.
-— denotes where (taken in isolation) dependence in either direction, or upon a common
source, was considered feasible.



Chapter 16

CONCLUSION

Bryennios’s discovery of the Didache held out the tantalizing promise of
new insight into little known aspects of early Christian belief and practice.
However, ongoing failure to establish its location within the web of early
Christian life and literature means that its full potential has yet to be
realized.

The aim of this volume has been to secure one dimension of the
Didache’s original context. I chose to examine its relationship to Matthew’s
Gospel because some form of connection with this gospel is all but un-
deniable. Of course, there is a world of difference between establishing
‘some form of connection’ and pinpointing a connection of a particular
type. In this case, however, two factors promised to overcome the usual
problem of perpetually reversible dependency arguments: Matthew’s Gos-
pel and the Didache share numerous unique similarities and the Didache
is a distinctively composite creation. I use the term ‘distinctively compos-
ite’ to convey the sense, not only that the Didache was laid down in layers,
but also that it contains previously existing elements that have maintained
their prior form. To use a crude illustration, the Didache may be likened
to a fish pie within which whole fish and substantial pieces of fish, of dis-
tinctly different types, may still be distinguished (for example, the Two
Ways tractate, the Sayings Onion, the Teknon unit, the Prophet Document,
the closing Apocalypse, and so on).

The composite character of the Didache promises to provide a means of
establishing its relationship to Matthew’s Gospel because points of connec-
tion between the two texts occur within so many of the separate elements
incorporated into the Didache, as well as within the editorial comments
of the Didache’s direct contributors. This combination of factors is best
explained, I propose, if Matthew took small pieces from the variety of
separate whole traditions within the Didache’s ‘pie’, as well as from the
editorial comment that surrounds them, and mixed them, with related
resources from elsewhere, to make a dish in which whole distinct tradi-
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tions are no longer apparent. Rather, Matthew’s creation is one in which
elements from different resources are thoroughly mixed together to create
a unified whole.!

While accepting the limitations of this analogy it succeeds in holding
simultaneously in view the distinctively composite nature of the Didache
as well as the presence of multiple contacts between the two texts. If my
“fish pie’ analogy is even approximately correct, then the two mainstream
explanations for the texts’ relationship face considerable difficulties.

Take, to begin with, the idea that the Didache consistently depends upon
Matthew’s Gospel. This proposal requires the various creators of the whole
traditions that ultimately became incorporated into the Didache, separately
and in each case, to refer to fragments of Matthew’s Gospel in the process
of creating these whole and self-contained traditions. Not only that but they
must also be supposed to have selected fragments that are often widely dis-
persed in Matthew’s Gospel and closely conflated with material from other
sources. In addition to the activity of these indirect contributors it is also
necessary to propose a repeated homage to Matthew’s Gospel by editors
who directly contributed to the Didache, most particularly the editor of the
third redactional layer.? As a result, therefore, it is necessary to imagine a
queue of indirect contributors, each with diverse backgrounds, interests
and styles, lining up over a period of time to draw inspiration from

1.  Analogies, while useful in some respects, are seldom capable of conveying the
full complexity of the case. The analogy of the unified fish pie is, strictly speaking, most
appropriate when applied to Matthew’s teaching discourses, such as the Sermon on the
Mount and the Apocalyptic Discourse. Most scholars recognize a combination of literary
craftsmanship combined with a use of prior sources in the construction of Jesus’
speeches. Carson, while arguing for the unity of the text, bears witness to a general
recognition that this unity was forged, largely successfully, by the combination of
prior sources. Carson (1984: 17) thus states: ‘The question of the unity of Matthew’s
Gospel has little to do with source-critical questions. Instead it deals with how well the
evangelist has integrated his material to form cohesive pericopes and a coherent
whole. In sections very difficult to interpret (e.g., Matt 24), it is sometimes argued that
the evangelist has sewn together diverse traditions that by nature are incapable of genu-
ine coherence. Failing to understand the material, he simply passed it on without recog-
nizing that some of his sources were mutually incompatible.

There are so many signs of high literary craftsmanship in this Gospel that such
skepticism is unjustified.’

2. Whether or not my analysis of the compositional history of the Didache is cor-
rect in detail, it remains the case that points of contact with Matthew’s Gospel occur
within parts of the Didache that may, with some confidence, be attributed to both
direct and indirect contributors.
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Matthew’s Gospel. Their work must then be gathered by direct contribu-
tors who have a similar surgeon’s instinct for selecting from the gospel
material that is ‘from Matthew’s special material or from the synoptic tra-
ditions at points where Matthew’s distinctive rendering is preferred’ (Court
1981: 111). This picture is incredible. I conclude, therefore, that the first
three layers of the Didache cannot have depended upon Matthew’s Gospel.

The majority of scholars in the contemporary debate agree that the
Didache did not directly depend on Matthew’s Gospel.> They propose,
instead, that both texts held a number of separate traditions in common.
This approach overcomes two important difficulties. First, evidence to
suggest the antiquity of the Didache’s traditions relative to Matthew’s
Gospel need not be over-ridden, since it is possible that the Didache
preserves the sources it shares with Matthew more faithfully than did the
evangelist. Second, this reading avoids the need for a row of direct and
indirect contributors who each picked out fragments of Matthew’s special
material from Matthew’s unified text. Instead, it may be imagined that
Matthew and the Didachist both fished in the same pool of early traditions
and gathered a number in common. Matthew, it may then be proposed,
conflated these with other related material to create substantial discourses
as well as shorter speeches of Jesus, while the Didachist preserved them
more or less in their original state.

The shared use of common traditions provides an initially plausible
explanation for the presence of similar material in both the gospel and the
Didache’s whole incorporated traditions. Even here, however, high levels
of coincidence must be appealed to. The first of which is that Matthew and
the Didache must have had access to a range of diverse traditions that are

3. Itis interesting to note that the line of approach used is not based on a compo-
sitional analysis. Instead, these scholars tend to prefer ‘development’ arguments. That
is to say, evidence is found to suggest that Matthew’s version of a particular saying is,
for some reason or another, more developed than the similar saying found in the
Didache. A small selection of these types of observation have been made in the pre-
ceding discussion. In most cases, however,  have favoured a compositional approach
in the belief that this type of argument is less easily reversed than the tracing of
supposed developments. Nonetheless, it is noteworthy that arguments in favour of the
antiquity of the Didache, in relation to Matthew’s Gospel, may consistently be made
where they share similar material — even if, on occasion, such arguments are not the
only possible explanation for the differences between the two texts. Scholars who detect
ancient traditions in the Didache, relative to their counterparts in Matthew’s Gospel
include, amongst others, Késter (1957); Rordorf (1991); Kloppenborg (1979) and van
de Sandt (2002).
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distinctively similar to one another in comparison with those preserved in
other early Christian documents. This implies, not only that they fished at
the same lake, but that they fished the same part of that lake at a similar
time (without drawing directly from one another’s catch). Other factors
suggest, however, that this is unlikely to have been the case. The composi-
tional analysis in Part [ noted that the Didache’s Base layer appears to
have been written by a Jew to a Gentile audience and by someone with no
identifiable interest in the ministry of prophets. The Prophet layer, by con-
trast, is solely concerned with regulating, protecting and making viable the
prophetic ministry. Then again, the Modifying Teacher layer appears to
have been written to an audience with a Jewish, rather than a Gentile, back-
ground. Furthermore, this author felt unable to modify the base text directly
but was forced to recognize and accept its authoritative status; an authority
likely to have been established over a period of time. These factors com-
bine to suggest that these layers were contributed by different editors at
different times and in different contexts. This observation decreases the
likelihood that Matthew and the Didachists fished the same part of the
lake at the same time, thus increasing the coincidence required to explain
their shared knowledge of otherwise unknown forms of tradition. On the
other hand, this difficulty does not arise if Matthew knew and used the
Didache. In this case there would be nothing surprising about the reappear-
ance in Matthew’s Gospel of elements from several of the Didache’s
diverse range of incorporated traditions.

The independent use of shared traditions requires an even greater level
of coincidence when it is observed that these separate traditions are some-
times similarly juxtaposed by both Matthew and the Didache. For example,
the concept of two ways is juxtaposed with the golden rule in Did. 1.1
(TW)*and 1.2e (LS); while a similar combination appears in Mt. 7.13 and
7.12. Instructions to be meek and merciful occur in Did. 3.7 (TK) and 3.8
(TW); and also in Mt. 5.5 and 5.7. A call for perfection is linked with
loving beyond those who love you in Did. 1.4b() (P/B) and 1.3¢ (SO.b);
and also in Mt. 5.46, 47 and 5.48. Separate traditions set alongside one
another in the Didache also re-appear in similar juxtaposition in Matthew’s
account of Jesus’ response to the rich young ruler. Thus, Matthew combines
the idea of entering life (Mt. 19.17) with a keeping of the commandments

4. The two letter codes used in this discussion refer to separate traditions identi-
fied as having been incorporated into the Didache during the process of its composi-
tion (cf. Part I). A key to these codes may be found in the introduction to the full text
of the Didache at the beginning of this volume.
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(Mt. 19.18), including love of neighbour (Mt. 19.19), to attain the goal of
moral perfection (Mt. 19.21). A uniquely similar arrangement appears in
the Didache’s combination of the ‘way of life’ (Did. 1.1 — TW) with a
demand to love the neighbour (Did. 1.2d — LS) to attain moral perfection
(Did. 1.4b[r] - P/B) and keep the commandments (Did. 2.2 — TW). On the
other hand, complex coincidence need not be appealed to if Matthew knew
and used the Didache directly. In this case the reappearance of separate
traditions in similar juxtaposition is entirely to be expected.’

Although demanding high levels of coincidence, an appeal to the inde-
pendent use of shared traditions provides a theoretically possible expla-
nation for similarities to Matthew’s Gospel that occur within one of the
Didache’s incorporated units. However, this explanation is very much more
difficult to apply when the point of contact occurs within the Didache’s
redactional material. For example, a point of contact falls within Did.
11.1-2 (=Mt. 5.17-20) which is highly likely to be an original creation of
the modifying teacher (cf. Chapter 11, section 4 and Chapter 7, section 4).
There are also strong reasons for supposing that Did. 1.5b is an original
composition, crafted for this specific location, by the modifying teacher.
First, it only makes sense in response to the preceding instructions regard-
ing giving. Second, resort is made to an obscure proverb, in Did. 1.6, to
support the authority of 1.5b. This suggests that 1.5b has no previous
authoritative pedigree of its own and thus, that the reappearance of a refer-
ence to paying back the last penny in Mt. 5.26 1s unlikely to be due to the
shared use of a common tradition.® A very similar circumstance occurs in
Did. 14.2, where the modifying teacher calls readers to be reconciled
before making sacrifice. Support for this instruction is sought, in Did.
14.3, from the tangentially relevant Mal. 1.11. This suggests that Did. 14.2
did not have a prior pedigree of its own to which appeal could be made, a
circumstance that sits at odds with Matthew’s apparent knowledge of a
saying of the Lord that directly addresses the relevant subject (Mt. 5.24).
If both texts depended on a common source, then why does Matthew
present it as a saying of Jesus, while the modifier mentions no authorita-
tive source at all? This problem does not arise, however, if Matthew knew
and used Did. 14.2. Under these circumstances the original contribution of

5. Even though an extraordinary set of coincidences is required, it is still theoreti-
cally possible that Matthew and the Didachists made independent use of several previ-
ously existing traditions, perhaps already clustered in groups. However, to account for
the spread of points of contact between the two texts any such clusters would need to
be so large as to be all but indistinguishable from the Didache itself.

6. For a full discussion of this point see Chapter 11, § 2.
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the modifying teacher could be understood as a Lord’s word because it
stood within a text entitled ‘The Teaching of the Lord, etc.”’

In all, therefore, an explanation for the several similarities between
Matthew’s Gospel and the Didache which proposes their independent use
of common resources must overcome the following difficulties: the coinci-
dental knowledge, at different times and circumstances, of several forms
of tradition that are not known in any other text; the similar juxtaposition,
on a number of occasions, of those separate traditions; and Matthew’s
consistent attribution of all this material to Jesus, even though the original
creativity of one of the Didache’s redactors is evident on at least three
occasions. On the other hand, if Matthew directly used the Didache, then
none of these factors presents a difficulty. Under these circumstances it
would be natural to expect redactional as well as traditional elements within
the Didache to reappear in the gospel, sometimes in similar combination.
Further, it would be unsurprising to find this material consistently treated
as the direct speech of Jesus, since, from Matthew’s point of view, it all
appears under the title, “The Teaching of the Lord, by the Twelve Apostles,
to the Gentiles’.

So far I have pointed out complications facing the two mainstream expla-
nations for the connections between the Didache and Matthew’s Gospel,
while at the same time seeking to show that these difficulties do not apply
if Matthew depended directly on the Didache. If this latter solution is so
simple, it may reasonably be asked, then why has it not been seriously
considered in the past? I offered an initial response to this question in
Chapter 1, but must now return to the crucial matter of the presence of
four appeals to ‘the gospel’ in Did. 8.2b, 11.3b and 15.3-4.

These references to a ‘gospel’ present an obvious obstacle to the view
that Matthew directly depended upon the Didache. 1f, as is highly likely,
these lines were written with knowledge of Matthew’s Gospel,® then a
significant qualification must be added to any theory of Matthew’s use of
the Didache; namely, that the references to ‘the gospel’ were inserted after
the Didache’s earlier layers had been made use of by Matthew.

7. For a full discussion of this point see Chapter 11, § 1. Additional points of
contact that fall within direct contributions to the Didache (on the basis of the analysis
presented in Part I) include: the long title, the call to be perfect (1.4b[r]), and the
linking verses prior to the closing apocalypse (16.1-2).

8.  Strictly speaking, if the ‘gospel’ referred to was an oral or lost gospel, then it
would not follow that these references must have been written after the creation of
Matthew’s text. However, as discussed in Chapter 8, § 1, it appears highly likely that
Matthew’s Gospel is in view here.
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At first sight, this assignment of the gospel references in Did. 8.2b;
11.3b and 15.3-4 to a wholly separate redactional layer may seem a rather
lame attempt to sidestep evidence that is hostile to my overall thesis.’ It is
not the case, however, that these gospel references present a puzzle for my
argument alone, or that they present fewer difficulties for the alternative
hypotheses. This can be illustrated by the crucial example of the Lord’s
Prayer in Did. 8. What must be wrestled with here is that Did. 8.2b in-
structs its readers to pray ‘as the Lord commanded in his gospel’, but the
immediately ensuing prayer is unlikely to have appeared in any manuscript
of Matthew’s work.!” Those who propose the Didache’s dependence on
Matthew at this point must provide some explanation for the absence of
Matthew’s version of the prayer. A related problem is posed for those who
see the Didache as compiled by someone who sometimes reveals a direct
knowledge of Matthew’s Gospel, but who prefers to quote that gospel’s
sources, rather than the gospel itself.!! These scholars must explain why
Jesus direct instructions, as recorded in Matthew’s Gospel, are setup as a
standard in 8.2b and then set aside in 8.2c.

Since the combination of an appeal to the gospel in 8.2b and its non-
quotation in 8.2¢ presents a puzzle for any theory that sees these two lines
as composed by the same author, it may be preferable to see them as
belonging to two different redactional layers. Under these circumstances
the disjunction between 8.2b and 8.2¢ need not be due to editorial incom-
petence, but may be explained in terms of a later contributor’s respect for
the basic text. Thus, a later interpolator may have wished to point readers
to Matthew’s version of the Lord’s Prayer, while at the same time being un-
willing to make direct alterations to the established document. The inser-
tion of 8.2b achieves this goal, even though the resulting text is somewhat
awkward. A similar effect is created when the modifying teacher avoids
direct revision of the host, but nonetheless manages to alter its force by
inserting new material. Here again the reading that results is sometimes
awkward and self-contradictory.

As well as providing an explanation for the disjunction between Did.
8.2b and 8.2c¢, two further factors favour the proposal that 8.2b; 11.3b and
15.3-4 were inserted to subordinate the Didache to Matthew’s Gospel.

9. Full details of my reasoning for the separation of Did. 8.2b; 11.3b and 15.3-4
from the rest of the Didache’s compositional history may be found in Part I, especially
in Chapter 7, §§ 3, 5, 7; Chapter 8, and Chapter 11, § 3.

10. See Chapter 11, § 3.1.

11. See the comments of Niederwimmer and Koster quoted on pp. 134-35.
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First, such an understanding allows each of the four references to ‘the
gospel’ to perform a similar function; something which cannot be achieved
if Did. 8.2b is seen as a quotation formula, since it is not possible for Did.
15.3, 4 to operate in this way. Second, this proposal presents a credible
motive for the inclusion of appeals to ‘the gospel’. Matthew’s proposed
conflationary practice results in divergences between his text and related
teaching in the Didache, which in tum creates a need for guidance as to
which set of instructions should be followed. Such guidance is provided
by appeal to ‘the gospel’ at those points where the differences between the
two texts are most likely to cause confusion (8.2b; 11.3b and 15.3) as well
as a catch-all indication that Matthew’s Gospel should be seen as having
the final word (15.4). By contrast, it is difficult to detect a credible motive
for the inclusion of references to ‘the gospel of the Lord’ by someone who
also added the Lord’s Prayer or, for example, rules regarding visitors. In
this case the interpolator’s additional contributions would be immediately
undermined by their simultaneous recognition of the ultimate authority of
Matthew’s divergent instructions.

On closer inspection, therefore, the assignment of Did. 8.2b; 11.3b and
15.3, 4 to a separate redactional layer provides the only explanation for
their inclusion that does not require inconsistent or eccentric behaviour on
the part of their contributor. This in turn means that, while there are severe
obstacles to the view that the Didache depended on Matthew’s Gospel, or
that both texts independently used common traditions, there is no barrier
to the conclusion that Matthew knew and used the first three layers of the
Didache. Indeed, the evidence points overwhelmingly in this direction.
The preceding discussion identified 26 points of contact between the two
texts (listed at the end of Chapter 15). Of this total, six fall within material
attributed to the original creativity of the Didache’s redactors, while the
remainder occur within 11 of the 15 passages identified as separate tradi-
tions incorporated into the Didache. Individual analyses of each of these
points of contact found positive evidence for Matthew’s knowledge of the
Didache in 22 of the 26 instances, and found no evidence to preclude
Matthew’s direct knowledge of the Didache in the other four. Even if my
specific identification of layers and incorporated traditions within the
Didache is inaccurate or incomplete, it remains undeniable both that the
Didache has a distinctively composite character, and that it contains widely
dispersed and unique points of contact with Matthew’s Gospel. I conclude
that the only credible explanation for this combination of factors is Mat-
thew’s direct dependence on those elements of the Didache that pre-date
the interpolation of the four appeals to external authority of ‘the gospel’.
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When Archbishop Bryennios stumbled across a manuscript of the
Didache he came to believe that he had made a sensational find. However,
ongoing failure to establish its location within the web of early Christian
life and literature has severely weakened the impact of his discovery. The
above case for Matthew’s direct knowledge of the Didache will, I hope,
lead to a secure appraisal of the Didache’s place within the life of the first
Christians.'? Once this location has been established, the frustrated poten-
tial of Bryennios’s remarkable discovery may finally come to fruition."

12. The hypothesis of Matthew’s use of the Didache opens up a number of new
questions, or places old questions in a new light. Among these are the nature of the
Didache’s relationship to the several other texts of the New Testament with which it
shares points of contact. A very partial exploration of this question has been undertaken
above in relation to Luke’s and Mark’s Gospels and, to an even lesser extent, with
regard to 1 Corinthians and Revelation. If the Didache is a pre-Matthean text, then
studies of its relationship to other first-century texts should serve, not only to confirm
this conclusion, but also to assist in the more specific identification of the Didache’s
dates, authorships and provenances.

13. If Matthew knew the Didache then a great many implications follow, some of
which are noted in the preceding discussion. One implication treated in partial detail is
that the Didache provides evidence for a new solution to the Synoptic Problem;
namely, that Matthew used Mark’s Gospel to provide the spine of his account and
supplemented this with relevant material from the Didache, Luke’s Gospel (possibly
Revelation) and other sources. This solution places the Didache in a ‘Q-like’ position
in that there is evidence for Luke’s and Matthew’s combined knowledge of the Base
layer of the Didache. However, the Didache also provides evidence for Matthew’s
direct knowledge of Luke’s Gospel, thus obviating the need for a more extensive ‘Q’
to explain the remainder of the double tradition. This provides an example of how a
new perspective on the Didache opens up the possibility of new solutions to otherwise
unsolved puzzles. The Didache’s ability to answer this and other questions will provide
its own means of further identifying and confirming its place amongst the documents
of the first Christians.
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