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iheiy foremost features are Mariolatry, miracle-mongering,
imaginative elaboration of incidents briefly sketched in the

Clanonical Gospels, and a free invent
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g Among

101 of other incidents
out of canonical materials, Of the first two there is no
trace in the Fragments, and of the third and fourth only a

dlight suspicion. The mason’s speech, the speech of
s to the rich man, and the appearance of Jesus to James,
ab first seem to be mere elaborvations of eanonieal
‘f?ia{{% mason’s speech, however, is very brief, and

“Jesus” hardly the mosh 1 kely for
{o be

a forger to gz,{i{:s@%;% i‘y e story of the rich man seems
altogether independent of the anonical versions. 'The
pearance of Jesus to Jomes i told in language not less
fhan beautiful, and the Paoline Epistles are not the source
from which a Nazarene swould be most likely to draw. There
is better cause to vegard the Preface as a mere compilation
wonical data: but we have to
corn an Bbionite copy and not
a good reason to

(and a very bald one) from
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Apocrypleal or Hevetical ? 79

from it beeanse they were not to be reconeciled with Ebionite
theories of the natnre of Jesus, Nor can we doubt that
the denunciation of sacrifices put into the mouth of Jesus

a pure forgery in support of their anti-sacrificial
views. s professed disinclination (opposed to Luke xxii. 15)
to eat ¢this wresw the passover’ with his ciz%ezpw- looks

like a wilful perversion to suit their own strict vegetarianism,
wid the non-mention of locusts as part of the ‘i%&;é‘iw{ 8 f()(}(l
secomes in this light very suspicious.

Nothing of this can be charged against Jerome's Naza-
renie copy, or, indeed, against é&w w;ﬁeg quoted by other
Pathers. 1 have argued that Jerome’s copy contained Math.
i 5, 15, 28, There are, however, a fow of the Nazarene
fragments which cull for some remark,

}'s Fy, 6 Jesus, while asserting his sinlessn i§ repre-
sented as qualifying this assertion with the ’W{}}’?{}.S “except
perchance this very thing that T have said is ignorance.
The question whether Jesus, as man, was able, conseiously or
ancousciously, to sin is, I ,.}{EEHW@ one which hag varely been
discussed, and never been pronounced on by the Chureh.
That bis knowledge, as man, increased with his years is
said in Luke i, 52, and in Mark xiii. 32 a certain Hmitation
is agsigned to it, such Hmitation, I may add, being recognised
by so orthodox a doctrinal teacher ag Canon Liddon ( Bampton
Lectures, 459, seqq.), who guotes on the same side Irenaeus,
Cyrdd, Athanasius, and {f;éy{}w('a}*@f Nazianzen.

Tv Fre. 81 Jesus calls the Holy Spirit E;m mother, and
Hilgenfeld remarks that iﬁzu 8, in which the Holy Spirit
addresses him as “my Son,” is analogous. This is sufficient
to prove to M. de Presgensé that <we have heve that eternal
fernale element which formed part of the primordial duslity
of the Hlkasaites, and which® they likened to the Holy
Spivit” (Heresy and  Christion  Doctrine, 1373 ed.  1558).
My, Baring Gould has similar observations, and says that
¢ fz’iw words ¢ '}"'z"}f’ mother” are, 1t can scavcely be doubted, a

mostic interpolation” (Lost and Hostile Gospels, 130, 131).
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80 The Gospel according to the Hebrews.

Verily he must have a keen eye for heresy who can
diseover it here. Does not Matt. 1. 18 say that Mary ¢ was
found with child of the Holy Spirit,” and Matt. 1. 20 that
“that which is eonceived in her is of the IHoly Spirit’?
Does not Luke 1. 85 say ¢ The Holy Spirit shall come upon
thee, and the power of the Highest shall overshadow thee:
therefor also that holy thing ‘which shall be born of thee
shall be called the Son of (;x-m,i’z} Is not the word ¢ Spirit’
feminine in *Aramaic P fizzéﬁ, ig it then a sign of heresy
that Jesus who spoke of the Tirst Person of tho Trinity as
his Father should be represented as speaking of the Holy
Spirit as his Mother? ¢ We must not think,” says TJerome
{(writing without any reference to the Gospel according to
the Hebrews), ¢ that there is sex in the Powers of God, since
oven the Holy Spirit himself is w{;km of according to the
peculiavities of the Hebrew language in the feminine gender
ag Ruhay in Greek In the neuter, ag ro Hvstpa s in Latin in
the masculine, as Spirfus; whence we must understand,
when there is discussion about those above, and anything is
putb in the masculine or feminine, that it is not so much sex
that is signified as it is the idiom of the language that 18
being uttered.  Since God himself, invisible and incor
z;?z";}m%iﬁ@ is a}m?wﬁ of in almost every language in the mas-
culine gender, although sex does not apply fo him.” Bub
§1nce {f}r‘igﬁm?jﬁ who himsgelf encountered and denounced

‘?«w?

1€

In Hebrew Ruach, which i sometimes masenline,

218 Do Seraplin et Colonls (Martinnay's ed,
1, HZ2E) ¢ Eﬁi‘iﬁéif&i.iiiiﬂ.& sexum esse in Virtotibus Dei, quum
etiam ipse Spiritus Sanctus secundum proprietates 1133;,,;’1&&& }:iwr NEAe
fominine genere proferatur Nuhe; Graece neniro ro lreipa; Latine
' Spiritus.  Jox quo intelligendmm est, quando de superiori-
bus disputatnr et masculinum aliquid sew femininum ponitur, non
faan ';éé-"ﬁ"i”{ﬁ s;f wmiﬁea i’*i quam idioma sonarve lnguae.  Siquidem ipse
neorruptibilis omnibus pene hingunis profertur

FOTETE i cadat sexus” By * Hebrew’
Jorome means Aramaic, a8 in %}f’hé-ﬁr places {&;m‘* p. L, note).  COf to

the same effeet Comon, in Ised. xl 11 (lib. xi), where this fragment
is also quoted.

T See the extract quoted i‘éy Buosebius (list. Leol. vi. 38) from
Origen’s lost Homily on Ps. 82,
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fur %;h@f in itg defeuse.

Ty, 19 is decidedly remarkable. It lays down two pro-
_'g:;(faﬁ%zizfmf vespecting the prophets, (1) that they were zm;m% ed
by the Holy Spirit, (2) thabt novertheless ‘ utterance of sin’ is
found in thom.

To those who find in (2) a proof of heresy le ‘i me ;;;z:g.‘éz

ions.  Is the expression of sinfnl fe
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s The "xg}m%ai 1 Mnmm ntary,” 1 observe, gzz:‘gz;izétiez Hy abandons
any such attempt.  “Js a Christion spivif,) it as “to be <\‘=s:l><>{;§“<"~{§
always in the psalms?  Would the wovds of C1 xz*»a% { Matt. é
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s he Church, while the Gospel according
to the ié ebrews was yeb extant in its entivety, referved to it
always with respect, often wibh revercnce: some of them
mzéﬁmzi tingly aceo; aémi it as being what tradition affirmed
it to be--the “"*WEI’E& of Matthew—and even those who have
not put on vecord their expression of this opinion have not
)1 Is such an attitude consistent with the st
Gospel according to the Hebrews
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Flereliwal 7 ‘33

anto thee that thou art Peter, and upon
build wmy chuoreli; and the gates :
ik, And T will give unto thee
lom of heaven: and whatsoever
wrth shall be bound in heaven s iméé whatsoe
loose on earth shall be loosed in heaven,’
There is no need o look further through Matt
passages on which, if they came to us as ?m 3¢
Nazavene Gospel, we should not b
lieretical tendency. In i1, 23 we
uge of an apocry ;}?ME i;m& even if
wtention to s 'y the name
: ;?m:;?{i fi

T
e

6 that it began with
&1 &{; uld i(*}ﬁw 3%% wm“éw & éimg it was é’éwzn
y that Jesus was mere man until
deos mw%aﬁ into him 1o the shape of a dove, Anc
SO and that hour knowelh no man
ch ave in heaven, neither the
;@ﬁm*ﬁzﬁ,& have found no safficient 3

Fath a”i”}/ we
Sk
come to us e :
and had suel { wmm;é mui,} Q ;:aig 36
he was conceived of the Holy Bpirit, and, ?f, 3,
was the reason why he was called the Son m’
not denounce this as the wildest 1 ¥
asl where Jesus referved to the Holy Spirif ag his £
mother, whether he did not rather imply that the Holy Spirit
proceeded from himself, whether he was not ealled ‘iiw on
of God beeause he was the Son of {w& the '?‘za‘i whether
i fine we weve not i”ssxiwmu wziff;a‘f v ox i SUBalEnL OF
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spel aceording o the Flebrews.

30 : if it came to us only iu
from an ﬁsz of 1 §w way body of Christians not
- into  rolations  with the Chureh at lavge
el in our minds by local, national, and to o g
s cevemonial aflinity with z‘f%_z_é_:ﬁ anti-Catholie sect

and

&w}» Eyi i_m;:; Leen written about the Nazarenes, and so
fow pe @pﬁﬁ; T imagine, have had occagion to study their
history or dootrines, that I shall here quote what is said of
m by ‘i‘»&\?’@ eoc &éiz 1 higtorians of such eminence and un-

Neander and the late Dean Mansel.

¢ After t}m (i@ irmi-m*' of Jerusalem,” writes Mansel
fe F des, 123), “this . Tewish-Christian Church con-
éwzw% ias exist in Pella and the neighbouring region beyond
the Jordan, to which it had withdrawn during the siege,* and
have remained until the reign of Hadrian
‘hen, after the revolt and destruction of Bar- Cochab and his
followers, the Roman city of Allia {/apziiéh 13 was founded on
the ruins of the ancient Jerusalem.t In that eity no Jew
5 permitted to dwell, and the prohibition wonld naturally
W o those Christians of Jewish origin who had not re-
ir fovefathers.t This cireunmstance
. Churel, the Goutile members of if,
the less rigid Jewish Christians, establishing

on 1 the

2%\* %m&f’z% {?m :
h}mi

b have ret : .
ment, and subl ibs 'éj-‘tj*{g%_;% g‘\{a p. :_gi
Lenveyer ag Milman sw TTist, of Jews, 1




j z,{{ % {f SOFOHEE,

themselves at Jerusalem uwnder a succes

Gentile birtd
wherve alte

ion of bishops of
I, § while the strict Judaizers remained at Pella,
‘iiw depavture of their brethren they would
naturally orce their own rites with greater strictness than
pver, Under these circumstances the Jewish Christian
wié loment % %ﬂ&z rotadining its old *}‘*');’}ﬁ%if;éﬁé}% of Naozarene
zzf}}% i:z*mn inz*‘m“ of "mjg;mm }x 1d probably
ems to have

@ “*i&ua?é} wiazgmz g @ eer-
tain kkiud of ac k:mm 314 dfzfzzzézaza;i’; i,'}f. ? esus a8 ‘i‘Ew Messianh, but
ceasing ab lash to ack m }“;’ig' fmai ;w z;m»;iv;wﬂ
s heretical views w
consiste:
the bwo bionites, of whom %éw'a
or Nazarenes, were probably the earlier 1n poin
Speaking of the Gospel according to the I
pmm&;iﬁy says (126) “In the fourth century, it not m;hm
there were two different recensions of ib, one of which
omitted, while the other retained, the first two chapters
S, Mattheow, The former was used by the Ebhionit
who denied the supernatural birth wi our Lord,
was acecepted by t the more ovthodox Nazarenes,” 9
et us now tarn to Neander, "é:sém chitef of ecclesiastical
historians, who, curiously enough, was o Jow by birth and up
to his eighteenth year by religion also.  After dismissing
the Ebionites, he says (Ilistory of the Christian Religion and
Cloreh, ¥ng. trans. i, 18) “Tn Jevome, on the contrary,
ander the name of Nazarene (the original name given to all
Christinns by the Jews, see Acts xxiv. 5), W find the des-
cendants of those Jewish Christinns of a ™ genuine evangelic
disposition, who would not allow the existence of auy contra-
diction between the agywiimj the same people of whom we
found the last trace in Justin Marbyr (see above). They
pointedly combated the regulations and the ceremonial

awied

by some than E;z ui%ziu gz,;ifss'i thus
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The (rosped acrordine fo the Flebrews,
L "

oas and, while they themselves
they did mnot force it on the
stle Paul as a teacher
: seculiarly chosen for his
sament, for téza; ""%1“}%};@ <.>.§: ij};,zz:}gg*i'z}g the tidings
to the heathen nabions. They lamented the
i own people, and louged for the time whe
stld be converted "i’;f:‘s the Lord whom they had
ii. ) ﬁm??gmm m)zﬁa%

of the Pha
the ecoremonial img
Th : 3

erueified
E?& aié ne k }}- the
ap i opposit g
er of God, ;‘me% szi“i @,Ew 3% zcﬁ g}ié&xi‘f‘;i‘%{} ;;}éé;‘?:.zfzséeax them-
, in the faney of their own wisdom, would be converted
e Lord. Mw thought that they found this promise in
sheeies of Tsaiah (xxxi. 7,8%. The conclusion which

itled to draw clear E;} émm all this is, that from the
of the apostles varions sorts of Jewish Christians
themselves abroad, which people have been led into
with each other by the common names which were

SPred 11

confusing

are the people, heirs of the church of Peter and
whom we have the most relics of the Gospel
Tebrews, and whose history and character
v, farnish warvant in its favour rather t

e

to the Eﬁii‘?%’i‘@%‘?% fm{i m?wy
canonical.

ith which it has most {two
In common 1 %;Emﬁ%; which was called ¥ sometimes

/(;
LTI i commentar. in Tesaiam, ed. Martianay, £.1i1 p. 79,
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Related fo any Uncanonieal Books? &

the Freoel der, sometimes the Preaching of Pl
@{}mz}fgmm Sz"~ ’3 wmfgs,mf of Peter, and which pm?(*s%ed to
sive an account of the joint preaching of those two ;{L‘g{}‘ les
ab Rome, It is st @ .z@iml by Hervacleon, in o fragmeont of
his preserve d by Origen. The date of Heracleon }m&é not
Enﬁéfzummé y dete s"szmw@ but it is fair fo pub him at 170 4.0,
& may 1 fg,z;iai have been a little older or youuger, butb
was ab an 3 ate contemporary with Hegesippus, the first
riter whom we « r:m“‘%:ﬁ;iﬁﬁiy know to have quoted the Gospel
according to the Hebrews.
abstance of Fr. 6 and T, 80 was, as we have ¢
conts %%hwi in this work, but if either borrowed from the %E;w
the aunthor of the Precching of f“f  must have borrowed
frow é’%w é\é A@ir aceording f:u i:%m : E book
evangelic

61,

that any
spels were

iﬂ/:,sxl TS an account of it from

it represents Peter and

who cites Hing
Panl as m*f‘w’w ’i«f‘.,‘ '%Em £
That the Teaching of Peter was the

Y 's;:;*‘:fsz;é:i fromm the fact that neibhor

vw one olse has stated that

thres works, or if
INES Aro one w m% ; ing another izza} 3t
ity Els ai 1o i?zx, {}é)‘* pel m‘a*w*aiasw to the Hel
fened,  For o the fest place there would 1o longer

be the aeenmnlative ovidence of two "Eﬁ?‘;?:z,g‘zz'zm'z?
v of Paul that the substance

anme boolk s for it swag in the :

of Fr. G, and in the Teaching of Peter that {he substance of I, 80
was to bo fonnd,  And, as regavds Ir. 6,1f the Preaching of Paul
be nob the same as that of Deter, there s no evidence for 1bs

before the 4th cent.z s z%i«:x as ¥ gr«w»w*{%:f; Fr, 80, theve is no evidence

rowing that af
be fuvther wonke

agrecing with the
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i ;@é% with %;:-g
ing that such bave not been
il ff_ was with you supposed that
;ii; faith, and, not baving gone
th 2*&}&@,‘,? the : by them in Peter’s name, 1
said < If this iz all ’éﬁiméz seems to give you discouragement,
iai it be 'aff;ézz;ﬁi,’ * But now, ftrzm*?@;g learnt that their mind
1 to lovk dnoa ee v from what I had eaid, L
sasten to come again i{} g{}’z'}_; so that, brethren, look for

lily.” Then follows a very mrm%}% sentence which
may mean § © And you, brethren, after unde standing of what
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we yefus
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Related to any Uncanonical Books ? 8¢

heresy Marcianns was, will learn from what has been written
for you [or ¥ by usg] how he contradicted oven himself,
not knowing what he was saying. Then Serapion says
‘Por from others of those who affected this same Gospel,
that is from the suceessors of those who first employed it,
whom we call Doketists (for the opinious are mainly of
the school of those men), from them we borrowed it and
were able to go through it and to find the larger part « of
its contents of the right word of the Saviour, but some
things superadded, which we have also subjoined for your
benefit.
| As to who the otherwise anknown Mareianus wasg, I can
only conjecture, with the utmost diffidence, that the Gospel
%wm\’(}mw to Peter professed to have been taken down from
Peter’s <Eu*mmmzww translated from Peter’s antograph—Dby
a person of that name, whom Serapion believed to be the
real guthor of the G mpaj The name is curiously like that
Mark (Marcos) whom early tradition represents as having
been Peter’s interpreter and as having Written hig Gospel
from notes of what he had heard Peter say.”

for vpir.  All three of the old readings look very like mistakes of
the ear made by a person copying from diet mozi {(maybe from the
dictation of Rusebins himself to his clerk), Yuei¢ and ‘Iueic, i
and Huir, were hardly to be distinguished by ear and are perpotually
confounded in N, T, M8S.  In modern Greek there is also the only
slightest distinetion of sonnd Ezwﬁw;{\m o ;m{i «:9 'iiw mza\:m 01 a»f“
WL}{ B s likewise common in N, T2
copyist to lose the sound of @e in Hw i%t h‘}ﬂ‘ﬂ)hﬁ e M he ;;w
veding word, especially if (as also in modern Greek) the ns spirats in
we was not sonnded. 1 since find that Rufinus, who translated
Tusebins about 408 ap., ronders as if he read wg ral.

Seo howovey Addens

U Asave Ducanus, fmfms%, Leneing—the namos of the assumed
+ ov authors of apoeryplal books-—to Lade.

In relation to ;‘%m subject 1t is instructive to <“<xm;z:&r@ two
passnges in Swupernotural Religion. In vol L i}(} (4th ed.) the
author aims at showing 1he %niiqu%%y of the G according to
Peter and the }%o’xm?;}inj of Justin’s having referved to it: he there.
for says “'We learn from Ilusebius that Serapion, who became
Bishop of Antioch about 4.0, 190, composed a hook on the * Gospoel
according to Peter” (wept rob Aeyoudvov wera Hérpor sbayyiniov)

Q”'\s

;;}.
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GO

1. 3) mentions the ( A
. ; ter a ;;(}zzy several awz? s attributed to mim“
fi!iiui‘ééiﬁ?@ the Y‘ reaching) which ¢ we do not know to have
been ever reckomed by tradition among catholic wribings,
since no ecelesiastic al w riter, ancient or modern, bas em-
ployed their testimony,*  Tu this, however, he is wrong, for
Origen refers to it (Hom. in Math, x. 17) as asserting that
the brethren of Jesus were sons of 5 <swp§ by a former wife,
a view of which he proceeds to declare himself a supporter.
It is vulucky that we bave no forther in Hormation about
this Gospel and that no specimen }w»; b sevved of what

brought against Marcion (see I coar Smith's
Dible Dictionary, il. 507), that fgi'wé' %zzw}ﬂzmam g mw%z% w0 too
far. But, whatever its character, and whether or not it was
uged by the Nazavenes, there is not the remotest trace of
any connexion bebween it and the Gospel according to the

lebrows,

(b) We are now free to examine the re lation (if any) of
Gospel according to the He

,;

the ows to books inside the
Canon of the New Testament. The only wﬁu%g%iwm Wi *23
of conducting this examination is to analyse the interns

vical pmzémzﬁ {}E ’izs.a, }i\i A ’E@ amer
hes i{} X Ea an nne mzmz«“ié hook i i3

sweh about a0, 190, bual when

» to Poter wa
churel of Rho

on took place ab any rate during the i
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evidence afforded by each fragment in turn, and to tabulate
and sum up our results, after which, but not before, we shall
be entitled to draw conclusions.

Tr. 1 (Ebionite) has no evangelical parallel. 1t looks, as
I have already said, like ¢a mere compilation (and a very
bald one) from eanonical data.” The objeet of it—to attach
to the Gospel the stamp of direct apostolic authority—is in
any case suspicious. It agrees with the three Synoptics
when it mentions the call of twelve apostles, the fact that
Simon had a house at Capharnalum, and, if Levi and
Matthew be one (which T greatly doubt), the eall of Matthew
(otherwise with Matthew only). With Matthew and John
alone it calls Tscariot € the Tseariot® (unless the article be due
to Tipiphaning). With Mark alone it says that Jesus entered
5 house after ordaining the Twelve, and with him alone
(probably) or with him and Matthew it gives the name of one
of them as Thaddaeus., With Luke alone it states the age
of Jesus, calls the sea of Galilee a ¢lake’ and Simon the
Clanannean ¢ the Zealot” s bub in Aramaic one word represents
sea and lake, and Cananaean means Zealot, so that the Avamale
original of the fragment (if it had one) would not show

g

these two peculiarities of Luke’s Gospel. Lastly, with John
alone it attaches to the sea of Galilee the name of the town
¢ Piberins” Tt is clear, therefor, that the author of this
fragment has not borrowed specially from any one of our
Gospels : but he is much to be suspected of having borrowed
impartially from at least two,

Py, ¢ (Nazarene) is quoted by Jerome as = Matt. il
exactly as it stands in the Curetonian Syrise and other
authorities: Bethlehem is ealled ¢ Bethlehem of Judaea’ in
Matthew only, and is not mentioned in Mark.

Fr. 8 (Nazarene) = Matt. il. 15, verbatim: there is no
parallel in the other Gospels.

Ty, 4 (Nazarene) = Matt. il. 23, verbatim: there is no
parallel in the other Gospels.

Fr. 5 (Ebionite) agrees generally in substance with the
three Synoptics. V. (1) in the shortest version bears a slight
trace of connexion with Matt. iii. L ov its avchetype, the two
longer versions a much stronger one.  The longest version
also introduces mention, peculiar to Luke, of the parentage

;2‘»‘

5,
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A § I AR I i . 5
Gospel accordung 1o 100 Hebrews,

st and the priesthoo

d of { it uf;mm Both

contain the
:&;’i&zz{i 111 .
them s

g’ {f:fy;m”;z} Iéﬁfa;m“ii;}s)y} agree witl
the veading in Mark 1. 4 which, though ;{;3‘*0%}&%2& Wrong, 18
that of the greatb igm}mzi% of MBS, and versions, V. (2]
Matt, i Z}, and Mark i. 5: the mention m‘, ‘5 arisees’ ==
Matt. #i. 7, John i 24, and € all Jerusalem’ }%é seuliny o
Matthew, Mark having ©all they of Jerusalem. V. (8) ==
Matt, 3. 4 and Mark 1. 6, with the omission, possibly 5%%3%:5
Thionite vegetarianism, of ¢ locusts.” The proplecy in-
serted in Matt, i 8, Madk i 8, Loke fil 4, Jobn i ’%; is
omitted, also possibly out of lostility to the prophets: yoet
there is mo sueh veason why Math, iii. 2 should have been
left out, except muybe to ngree with the form of Mark--an
anwise atm in a g}i@iew{f&h M z“i thaean (0s]
}f'; is difficult to malke much out of all this, The onthine
of the passage according to the shortest coples agrees closely
with Mark, vv. (1) g\lﬁ?} (8) exactly corres gmz&a}w in m“&@v with
Mark i 4, 5, 6. V. (2)is much more like Mab ,, from
whom the bt ‘*ffi_.zrz_z:u;;y of v. (1) also seems bo be abrid "“i %2@ Of
there is no separate trace in the shovbest
gopies,  Jonoer version v. (1) containg traces of cone
nexion with Matthew {(one), f‘{%g;;% wm}s Tuke {(one), and a
phrase found in Mark and Luke’ }iié,,;b {331,%3;
Altogether we must, T think, iz?&w the fragment us allied
More zmmﬁ%y to Matthew than to our other {mmv%w and must
assign its omissions and additions to dogmatie dishonesty on
the part of the Bbionites, recognising the certainty that they
ised Luke or a similar Gospel, and the full i.xmxms}z v that
é;;%:_z_w nsed Mark, for their purpose.
Fr, 6 (Nazavene) has no émwwz;m? gm :;g'g:;,, '?%'3 v. (1
Chehold 18 o W{%m} gpecin ‘
Lufﬁsﬁ{z* *iw is%iw ¢ Lord”

the words  began Eﬁczfg;éz::{

Sl

Lwke and Jobr

of s zf';»'s g?
thoug r’%

s 2 %
B8 S PEIASSION. U; S8 : b Sl
Luke against seven times in *1?% “éim &%éaa 'y ;/w% i:«i 'i%za Z T.
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%:2& v, iﬁ;\f Josus disclaiming sin veminds us of John viii. 46,
X on of & possible Hmitation of his knowledge

verbal analysis suggests relations to
¥r bionite) runs parallel to Mabt. il 13-17, Mark 1.
911, and Luke iii. 21, 22 (John 1. 32, 33 being analogous
but .sé}?; 3;;{54.&«,2:5&;,}% V., (1) agrees very nearly with Luke iii. 21.
'2Y ig far nearer to Matbh. 111, 16 than to the other accounts,
he noticeable exception of the words “in shupe of @ dove,’
which vecall Luke. ’;%f% tmportant preposition ¢ anfe” has
M; the )é 01 ; et support (D and all the Latin versions) in
coad by D and some other authorities in
thew. T v. (3) the words of the voice
Taoke alone, and the second utterance, ¢ 7
answers to Justin’s form ‘“é..‘iwtz
3] rotten thee, which 1s also
é 313:; Tauke by D, the Old Lafkin, Clement of Alexandria,
C&e. V. (4) oives the story of ":Ei o light in Jorvdan which
s inserted ?m m 0 @é“‘i hzi} . in Mabt. 116, 15, and which
Tustin mentions not ouly as a fact but, if we accept Tischen-
dorf’s wvery slight g;az?{xezgé%gségzmzaﬁ as & fact velated by the
A;)ﬁM les in their memoirs. The question ¢ Who avt Lhou,
197 following a voice from heaven and a great light,
ds that the language of Luke in his three accounts of
. conversion of Paul was influenced by this or some similar
qecount of the Baptism, or else that this account of the
Baptism was 1*5;??25%{ fzi by Fake’s account of the conversion
of Paul—ywhich seems less likely, V. (5) in repeating the
voice gives the same words as Matthew. Vv, (6) and (7)
answer to Matt. iii. 14, 15, but are placed atber the Baptism
tnghe m\i of before it.
‘ove woe have the most unmista
Hhew and Take, and with
at forny of the evangelical text : ,
Las most in common is ome which, whether correct or not,
was cortainly current as early as the fivst halt of the second
century.

Iy

z‘%.g?;,%f{:‘:é exact %x with

f:@gz;ff@ thes day b

et

B2

®

ve we than 1o vegard this fragment as a compilation

from Matthew and Luke ® 1t does indeed come to us from



G4 The Gospel according to the Hebrews.

an Ebionite source, and we have seen good reason to doubt
the honesty of the Hbionite text; i Fr. ‘éﬁ moreover, wo
N

o
detected in some of the El Zé'};;iiv copies signs that Luke, or

at least some kindred work to Luke, }méi 2}6} en laid under
contribution. Bu, on the other hand, none of the suspected
Ehbionite m&rx;yimn&é geem to have been made withoul an
ohject, whereas it is diffieult to see what end the veviser of
a Matthaean wz‘{mu& text had to gain by adopting Luke iil. 21
in preference i‘f@ Matt, 11 15, by transposing Matt. i, 14, 15,
or by introducing the quostion of John and the last voice
from heaven. Tt was indeed necessary to transpose Matt,
i 14, 15 i Johw's gzam%%@zz and the heavenly answer
were inserted, but why insert them?

Fr. 8 (Nazavene) has no evangelic parallel, but the resting
of the Spirvit (with the mwrm%-u -al light of Fr. 7) may just
possibly be alluded to in 1 Pet. iv. 14, while ¢vested upon
Jiim? is the reading of the Curetonian ;331*1;3,;: in Matt, 111, 16,
A single phrase, that reignest for ever, has its annlogy in

Lke,
Fr. 9 {\‘\Mgm ne ) = Matt. iv. 5 and Luke iv. 9, speaking

J

of ¢ Jeruselem ® with the latter and not ¢ the holy eity” with
the former. A Nazarene reviser of the canonical Matthew
would surely have kept ¢ the hely eity)

Fr. 10 (Nazavene) seems to = Matb. v. 22, and po other
passage. Lhe me faphorical use of ¢brofher’ is specially
characteristic of Matthew, as regards the Gospels

e, 11 (Nazavene) does nob=sany passage in the (m%e&m
The word dyam, Mszi th would represent ecaritis in Greelk, is
8 p{*"*z{géh eharacteristic of Joln's Gospel, which also contains
severnl injunctions to the disciples to love each other, but the

wor of 1 }w fragment ig far more mwwwuw of Matthew

gmfman% wlyy or Luke.

e, 19 (Nazavene) == Matt. vi. 11, Luke xi. 8, only.

Fr, 3,,«3 {M}mmé@ = Matt. x. 25, mniv

Fr. 14 is quoted by Busebios in reference to Matt. x. 54,
Take xil 5L It has 1o eva f*iw parallel, §§!}nm il
Father in the heavens hath given me’ recalls Johuo xvil, 6, < the
men which thou gavest 'mz"* ont of the world « thine they were,
fem} thou gavest them me,” 8 ;mkon by Jesus to the ¢ Father,
and b, 9, €1 pray not for the world, hut {or them which
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ou hast ;\»xz%zz me.” But ¢ Father in the heavens’ points very
hew, who is also wmore abundant than his
8 in g}}*v@@;m of good will to others.

1©) is an ade igfze;m detail to a b‘é{v5 told
9 seqr., Mark iii. 1 seqq., Luke vi. 0 seqq.
“sustenance’ may answer to Blov, a word used never
3@ ¥ ‘%- ;“fi;'ﬁ';zth;;%%‘%f or John, once by Mark, but four times by Luke ;
bub it may also correspond to ’z"p@gf}ig% The simple address
“Jesus s only found in Luke xxiil, 42 (best veading) 5 Jesus
is addressed by name (with addifional epithets) fwice more
Luke, and fhrice in Mark, but not at all in Joln or
f:wm;dtzw to %‘gw best reading of Matb, ix. 12).
Lake svis 3, “to beg L am
181 We h ave reason to suspeel relations

(Ebionite) =

,, att. xil, 47-50, Mark
,3{5 e vii, 20, 21, V. (1)=

oTees vm;‘«*‘% nearly with

325,
Latthew,

«

not having the word old,” and Mark introducing
8 {‘;éi‘ Jesus, V. (2) Ex f s;‘%z\z;,-{i@ nearer to Mark than

{Mzgz%m the question. V. (3) does nob
ibtle neaver to Mabtthow than to the
there is most trace of connexion with

othors,

Matthew,

4 (verbatbim), only.

e, 18 {:fédé&k‘ 10 -3} == Mutt, xvi, 17, only.

Fe, 19 (Nazorene) = Matt, xviil, 21, 22, Luoke xvil. 3, 4,
and 18 much nearer E,izé}: former. In v. (1) forgiveness is
made dependent on the contrition of the {sé%{ﬂzdw a8 in
§m e, Inov. (2) Peter is introduged as questioning Jesus on
4+ Luoke omits all mention of him, Such a style
as ¢ Simon s diseiple’ iy not found in our Gogpels, bub the
word ¢ diseiple” 15 much more frequent in Matthew than in
Luke (most frequent of all in John), while on the other
linnd Peter 1s spoken of or to as plain © Stmen” ouly onece in
Matthew, butb seven %msm in Mark and eight times in Lake
(once only in John). In Acts (four times) the second name
Petor is o added, ngin 2 Peton 1, Inove () the number
ces seven” 1 gsf‘*{,”{iiidi" i{; Matthew ; the latter
sty bul © ansinted

ot 5.

i_si; i’f;,s f?{; ...;; ;:sj;sﬂ-x SAVOWrs @i" Luke.
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1624, Mark x. 17-25, Luke xviil. 18-25. v
a conversation with some other rich man had gone before it,
and suggesty that the canonical accounts may have blended
theso two conversations, The two rich men, ag Hilgenfeld
suys, recall Matthew’s two demoniacs (viii. 28) and two blind
men (xx. 80, where Mark and Luke only mention one;
while, ou the other hand, he speaks of only one angel at the
sepulehre, but Luke and John of two. The abscnce of the
epithet  Good * in addressing Jesus agrees with the best
veading of Matt, xix, 16, ¢ Live” in the sense of ¢ have
oternal life ” is only found in Luke x. 28 among the Synoptics
there arve more instances in John: but “life” in the sense
of <etornal life’ never oceurs in Luke, bub four times in
Matthew, twice in Mark, and of course very often in Johmn,
<Man in v, (2) is o form of address peculiar to Luke, the
conjunction of the prophets with the law as a code of life is
equally peculinr to Mabthew. V. (4) is a little nearer to
Luke, who however omits ¢ (fo,” than to the others. V. (5]
vodnins the commandment € Thow shalt love thy nerghbour as
thyselfy omitted by Mark and Luke, ¢ Sons of dbvaliom’ =
¢ son of Abraham’ Luke xix. 9 and “daughter of Abrabam,’
<iti. 16, while ‘seed of Abrabam’ occurs twice in John
and <children of Abraham’ once. On ¢ Simon his dis-
ciple) v. (6), see my remarks on the last fragment; ¢ sifting
by him’ is a detail recalling Matthew. Altogetheor that
part of the fragment which corresponds with the canonical
acconnts agrees best with Matthew; so do two peculiarities
of matier, but the peculiarities of style recall Tke and John

Te. 21 (Nazarene) = Matt. xxi. 9 and Mark xi. 10 ver.
batim ; substantial parallels are also afforded by Pulee xix, 88

and John xii., 18,
Fr. 22 (Nazarvene?) may not be verbadly vepresented by

John vil, 58—vili. 11, But, if it is, v. (1) strikingly agrees
with Tmke wxi. 87 (substantially confirmed by ;;,:i:?_i;,é;ﬁxx{},}
while v. (2) offers @ gtill more remarkable parvallel to Lioke
cxi. 883 the word ¢ dawn,’ Gplpor, is also peculiar to Lulke
bk Juaping sk down” 18 much move 4 trait of Malthow,  In

b Bt

<.

v. (3) ¢ the seribes and the Pharisess’ 18 also vather suggestive
WIOYE COMINON 1n

of Matthew. ¢ Teacher, v. (4}, is a litble
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" v, (6), is wmore frequent in
%w bu b the form of the words

sorebiy fo aee > 18 more ke Luke.
ig specially

; azfiﬁwmmw (ive times) ; Luke
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pow containg a palp z%ia* error,
[Ee DS 2%? at must almost ce ;iamh have

7 &

Tor ¢ m

i%

(4}
is vor 3-'“
and 18

5““55””“ Yig s passover, that we may
. ) ?N?@zz%?‘ivmv COrTespond
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%i vk xiv, 71, with
wﬁiz;_%{z%;, ,s_i; is o detail 18 also

'g’.}é'ij};“‘i v verse corresponding to
' ”% 30 e?mm xviii, 40,

GO0 B8 G BUT

ay zia%é:z{:» _“§__zgww i;fﬁét}‘s"z given, in
oc ion wi“é’%; that form
ra*;:é:»% 18 ‘é’?w elreum

and zzzzztmii@sf are E}&.E‘E} @f
however, I do not believe—they
ely ke xxiii. 19.
i ﬁz% (1 (Nazavene) differs from Matt, xxvil, 81, Mark xv.
28, Lule xxiil, 45, but is parb of a verse answering to thew.
Fr. 26 ﬁg}ammw has no evangelic parallel, but almost
: sents the story “alluded to by Paul in
o fact mentioned by all four
mf desns was S-”“i“ippmé in
I of “ihe’ servant of the
“,\aﬁafz«;;gm of Jesus,
subgtantially.
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1 from 8 souree undetermined
i probably Nuzare
18 roma
POWE W

source (1, 83}, anc

one of which :
i yvhle if we
pel b b Matthew
or Mark, but not if we (3{:v*fi§m1 e si; Mi Egiﬂmﬁ who has about
82 seclions in common with them, but 87 peculiar to
himself.

The fragments above specified do not, &2
v convineing evidence of o cowm
eanonical Gospels. But of the b
(6, 8) present verbal :gménw‘w* to [Linke,
51) some Ezui e "v‘»‘f:ts“im' I¢

ken together,
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proves that t
Luke or {?0{*%3 ments used by or de
suggests ‘Z}z{ﬁ use of Mar % also.  Fr.7is closely allied to both
?s%séi%ge%w & Luke, and « ally to se a?’w:% zmzzié*ms oxts
of these {,,mpf?” it a?w m;;% Bt

to an ineident thrice fold in Acts
likeness to Batthew, In the "?\é}z ZAYT
no eorvesponding verse in our
Fake’s phrascology,  Fr. 2

by

zgé‘ia@ ;%'m%s hiw

s
?f'ﬁ’i

e

s, in Ko E, éx “i-},ié*i%‘ 18 Mo 33
ene Py 15, ~§w<>;%; has

W
i
He

), where it rung paral 2
b owith Matthew, but in
. 28 vields no e g%(ié‘éiiﬁé‘

"%*ﬁ":)'é(:a.ﬁ‘i{%;‘ie}; accounts, agrees
is nearer to Latke and John. |
Third Deduction. There is no evidence
according to the Hebrews conbained mat
derived from Jobn,

Fowrth Deduetion. It contained gzﬁaisﬁ‘“‘ substanti
common to the three Synoptists, the passages incloding this
matter forming aboub L of the Fragments.

Fijth Deduetion.,
special likeness to Matih

One fragment {
Mark {}1‘;3;3 and

;‘mﬂmf nt {»

ke,
: parallel
to each.

no e wim;w that the Gospel
wny matber g}w esi iar to
be, in the interpo

)°va

Fbionite Ky 5,

Five fragments ;‘% E’}
and Tuke only.,  All these are I
which the source is undetermined, v, §
but no stress can be,laid on the one i%’{}“""%
12 ¢ identical with both.  Fr. 19 is neaver to Mal
with distinct points of resemblance to Luoke, I 2
oreater affiniby to Matthew, and is free from the » :
the Greel, Fr. 24 points decidedly to Lnke f Husebius has
kept the wording i}§ his original,

Sewventh De
sontained matber

24) are para.
ZATONE, OXC \;3
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containivg such matter forming between 4 and % of the Frag-

eifon,  Sueh matter, if borrowed at all, was
from el EM* {m% mww};y
10, 13, 17, 18) ave parallel to
, 4, 10 ave from a Nazarene
.z.{%z;ziw 17 ig of undeter-
substantially with Matthew
words,  The others agree
hew, most of them verbatim,
% aceording to the Hebrews
the passages contain-

HOUYCE 3 80 gm?mi}%

s.w‘

mined origin, I

sl ?zzz‘%; one mf Em
very ¢ i

contained matber peculiar

g mi%l,%f& matler im ming a H&w '_st;;zé?}w than L of the Irag-

'f-?? aceor dmw to ?;;}z{-s Hebrews
Luake, the passages containing
- of the E?ra‘;‘zs;;‘ézzeiz%;s;»

sspel () in great part m{iagwmi{ giks
our {m&-;;{w%ai, ggm"ﬁ (6) showing no signs

vk or John, but {¢) bearing a very
thew, and (d) a less consbant bub still

w affinity to Lale,

have now to enguire her ’%’E’;@ mmatter allied to
it

%
Matthew and Dnke was devived from the Greek Matthew
[ atthew of which i§§< Cireek was only a

(or an Arvamaie .

this theory ave compelled, by the great
tthew in the Fragments, supplemented
ity of tradition with regard to the Mat-
v of the Gospel, to suppose that our present

3

groundwork of i, and that the won-~
weve mervely incorporated into that

charae
formad the
ST ".}é}:i”‘f;'ii}‘ifz%

groundwork.

We shall, however, find that this theory, which for short-
ness I call the ‘compilationstheory,” fails to explain many of
the phaenomena of the Fragments, In Fr. 5, which seems
to be allied to Multhew, it does not very well solve the

of Matt, 11, 2, the fransposition of Matt. iil. 5, or
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Compilation-theory and ils Counler. 10}

indeper We should have expected his com-
pilation to i,;f;s ﬁﬁm ser than either; Wﬁ{}f is ib shorter? He
must bave omitted considerable jg;mmwm of hig groundwork;
yet we see that he did not object to miracles, or parables, or
other discourses——what are we to mpwuw that he omitted,
and what were his motives for omission?

The compilation-theory must %fm , L think, be dis-
missed, and we wmush seek some ééz T é»xpigz sation of the
agreement of the Gospel according to the Hebrews with
Matthew and Lulke.

Some one may possibly think that he finds that explana-
tion in the counter hypothesis that ?%’gzliﬁé}};ﬁi‘; w and Luke have
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tians, derived from ©eyewitnesses and ministers of the
word,” and the other evangelist who tells us this wrote
not to supersede bub to eonfirm them. Moreover o s
sionary preacher can mearly always spread what he has to
sy wider and “%wiw than » writer; and in the days of
ie and wneinl Greek manuseripts this was still more
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so, probably, Matthew never “i“%z@zmiz%‘s of composing a full
' : hat should lagt for all time, but ;mi,} wrote
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friend, as did Luke, or at the request of some “""21‘”'%;-’3(“3’1?%?3%“
and by, possibly, another friend or anothe
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rleon i L ime to our Greek dlatiie
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was gradually passing out of their reach—I have little doubt
that if two logt bub genuine Gospels were at this date re-
covered, the one homiletic, the other narrative, the most
devotional Christian would set greater store by the latter.

Altogether, then, I think there is a slight amount of
presumption in favour of the priority of the canonical Gospel,
but some of the counter avguments given above, together
with the less stereotyped @?;&mai@y of the Aramaic Gospel,
disineline me from cxpressing a decided opinion.

The question whether the Greek Gospel is translated
from an Aramaic original remains, as far as my theory is
concerned.  Buot, if it was first written in Aramaice, then the
fact that Matthew did actually compose in that language
makes hig authorship of the Gospel according to the Hebre:
the more probable. Aad, if the Greek Gospel be not o
translation,” may not the Gospel according to the IHebrews

nzaiamz‘*;;% can E‘}.za,z"ifiﬁi}’ be a MEre guess. f%zxé Cput

that the {?
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the least degree probable one must suppose that no other evangelist
had at i}mi tme bosn by ated inlo j“}?“@ﬂﬁwi@» iéz;*zv in iéw oare.
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mi\“mé e, for our present purpose, abstract it a little further
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¢ over hagtily jumped to the concl
mush be somehow the original of
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lmw been introduced from the Gospel
; m{i in "imi Cass xségwiww the

0 ﬁw* Mg ) %m@ w:s‘i: mzzdzwi iim history of the Canon
will neverbheless assume that far more ancient witness can
be broaght {for

he authority and authorship of the eanonical
Yosnels than for the authority and authorship of the Gospel
ace m%imw to the Hebrews. He will make a great mistake.
] ‘i%za;‘t no writer before Trenacus (about 180-190 a.0.)
s of our Aramaic Gospel as the work of Matthew, nor
53{;{;.>«, any wzz‘ﬁ s before his older contemporary i’i"é'wf«z’-‘wzzg};;;}'iifi}
who "g}‘m?m sly wrote a little earlier, mention its existence.
""" But neither is the authorship or the existence of the i;@»«pdf»@
according to John and Luke mentioned by any swriter®
wwwzmﬁv earlier than these.t The same mwh‘i be said of
e other two canonical Gospels but that iﬂs pias (who can
dly have written later than 140 A.p., and may hav
ttten a g;f{'}m}; deal earlior) affirms that Matthew and %E,.ziffﬁh
wrote Gospels, and, as he says that Matthew’s GCrogpel was
frst written by him in H@E}z@w and as we know him to
story which was found in the Gospel according
ehrews, it becomes a question whether he was notb
- for our Aramaic Gospel.

s an author:

But, some one will say, are there vob in writ earlier
than Trenacus? o large , nuwber of seex wing, though anony-
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Jean.  Bub © regard b as morally certain
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Possible Quotations from it 113

the Gospel according to the Hebrews, especially where the
counexion seems to be with Matthew.

And now at last, having examined every aspect of my
subject which has suggested itself to me, L may close an in-
vestigation which will not have been undertaken in vain if
this Gospel should really be a work eoeval with the canonical
records of the life of Jesuns. If on the other hand my de-
ductions have been wrong and my conjectures groundless, I
shall, at least, have the satisfaction of furnishing to some
more sagacious critic that armoury of facts wherewith saving
Trath alive he is welcome to kill my theories.

ADDENDAL

Po 5. The following are the passages of lrenaneus and
Kuscbius to be compared :—

ArEvaros, Addv. Haer. 1. 26§ 2 (extant in the old Latlin
translation only), Solo autem eo quod est secundum Mat-
thaeum Evangelio utuntur, et Apostolum Paulum recusant,
apostatam eumn Legis dicentes—¢ They use that Gospel only
which is according to Matthew, and refuse the Apostle Paul,
calling him an apostate from the Law/)’

* % 2 z # s @ 2 ® £
Tas  Emworolas apriréas  gyobvre  eivad  O&ly,  awocTdTny
% -~ e Wt 7 E ] w2 ) & o~ 3
amoxahoivres  vov Nowov. Edayyein 62 pive o xal
‘Efpalovs heyopfve ypousvor 6V Norrdv apipov EmowotiTe
Aoyor—<They held that all the epistles of the Aposile ought
to be refused, calling him an apostate from the Low: and,
using that Gospel alone which iz called according fo lhe

o 1 ¥
Hebrews, they took small account of the vest.

P, 26, From p. 243 of Volkmar’s edition (1860) of
Credner’s Ianon, 1 find that a later Nikephorus, Nikephorus
Callistus, a Byzantine monk who wrote sbout 1330 a.p., puts
the Gospel according to the Hebrews amoung spurious books.
His list 1s, however, a mere paraphrase, with slight variations,
of the list of Eusebius.
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T may add that, if the G
contain the statement spoken of by { ? 1g
seoms intended to support the theory of %‘*ifzwv g;m*y% b e;E
yirginity-—a very odd *’i}'z"fﬁkz‘;%‘-%{“wz in o §}w ketist book, though
w5 (Adv. Haer. 1. 30, § 12) that Dolke-
1o EM@@ been born of a virgin.

we do hear from %z"m A

P. 102, According to Credner (Kanon, 120) Nikephorus
(the earlier) states that the @m;u 1 according to the Hebrews
contained ;@ , Le. ﬁ?‘lﬁf?’f} H’Tf,‘f(}fa And Volkmar (Kanon, 24:5)
says that so Credner ha m*&éém; i the ME. of his work, Bub
all the MSS. of the E bin franslation of the ninth cenbury
agree in reading 2,200, and so Volkmar is almosb cortainly
right in saying éh;‘%‘ Wwe o E‘z% to rm& ;53’ g %2@@,,

Tn either case the Gospel o Hebrews would
bw shorter than those ‘svm‘}?ﬁg'@&z‘r to ?ﬁ_ai‘iéww ;;.z._zs?g Tuke, to the

aner of which Nikephorus gives 2,500, and to the later
2@3%3{} aTinot.
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go whieh o i

oo lefter of

ftional authority)”

égzwio the wy mix\ ag written, bub only on frac
Any W think that Tgnativs guve tradition as his
o )

zfg; 'i'%"» 'ﬁ‘;& however, only Prof. Westeott’s infercnce that he
}mw‘ s §Z{a‘f ed from tradition. I will add that it is a very bad
" Tenatiug’s words (see my first note to
.,i%%“r i}) ‘zzml s 1t ia,?ii im% certain that he was quoting a written docu-
ment—a conelusion strengthened by the fact that he goes on to
speak npon the same subject in words plainly adaptod from Acts.

5

d of many

again relafed & story “of a woman agcus
e our Lord, which was containe
sws,” butb the words of B
- to that book as the source of z?m TATTR

arine
ing o the Flek

he did not refe
Quite fuirly stated.
“he evangelic quobs ﬁmm of Justin Martye offer no sup sork to

ihe notion that ho used 16 as a coordinate Am%zm;zj} with the
5 detail which
¥

Canonieal Gospols, but on the cootrary di

it contained from that which was written in the Apostolic memoirs.
I cannot dispute Prof. Westeott’s right to put the case thus—
though sec my note on e, 7——and itis just to add that Le gives a
, where he deals with the point more

foot-reference to a

s is the first author who was cortainly acquainted
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abont it on one of those pages :
Pyof. Woesteott read those pages and either took on brast (wihich he
1 hardly do) the statements there made as to the evidence of




1o f;’i’e: .}fﬁ?{}f’f FEVAS

) , ol to in the foot.noles In suppord of those
foments, 10 was mz;mwfé} ¢ for bim, judging and writing fairly,
*’*;;ammw sonte of that evidence and leave out the rest.
ephorng T may add that Prof. Westeott in his
s Niks ’}riis}i.'ii& s canon and stichometry in full,

L, however, are we in a posifion to propounce on
toment the opinion that ought to be pronounced.
{ev's eaveful attention to the following amazing

s of Prof. Wes s work on the Uanon bear date
1866 {“the whole ess E‘;é{éim cavefully revised’), 1870
wzzw? ully revised throughout "), 5 (frevised 7).

The editions of é}mf ‘{i esteott’s ?? ?;’/;{Zzif tion to the Study of the

The edit

sols bear date T8G0, 1867, 1872, 1875
The latter work contains an Appendix—Appendix D 2 On some
3 i

of the &pmwg phal Gospels” The first fwo sections ave given Lo
¢ rospel according to the Hebrews ™ and ¢ The Gospel of the
v These sections 11 rather move than five pages,
9.7 of the 1875 edition, and consist chiefly of a traunslation of
Fragments, with notes: in the notes the origials ave given.
Beyond a fow words stating that Papias needs nob have used the
Gospel according to the Hebrews and that a certain quotation from
S mi}%i:%i*«, m;zé cortain words of Jerome ave mnot to be referred to
il of which views he is quite vight), with 6} lines velating to
5 of Fipiphandus, Prof. Westeott says zxoii ing about the
s‘»‘%&{ RO,
compared all this word by word with the odition of
h I at o geperal glance see no change, there may
pledge myself, however, that all the statersents which
i to <¢:\is“s,§>i from the 1875 edition ave word for word
The small capitals are mine,
we are referred to p. 457 for a Fragment., It is
3 phania of F't‘iaék?)iu%? snd the important
fe«iz&ez“ui “i;;,’ Prof. Westcott + [ Curisr] Hivserr
- %s ave %ozzmé in a plage in the bt}xpei existing among
language, in which it is said”  In a note
img« is given, and Prof. Westeott, by saying
seews fo have been unnmoticed,” must himsell have

E‘a@ %é’I:_\‘z{,.*{.}"é,"iﬁz’&‘f}.‘ of 1t

(2) On p. 463 Prof. Westeott translates thms from Jervome :
“The Gospel entbiiled aecording to the Hebrews, WHICH 1 LATELY TRANS-
v oo Greex and Latin  He gives in a note the reference

4 the original.



Prof. Westeoit on e FExternal Evidence. 121

(3) On p. 464 he translates thus from Jerome : ¢ In the Gospel
which the Nazarenes and Ebionites use, WHICH | LATELY TRANSLATED
Froy e Hepepw 1sro Gereer.’ In a note he gives the reference
and original.

(4) On p. 465, in the second section, headed ¢ The Gospel of the
Ebionites,’ hie says ¢ Kpiphanius speaks of the Nazarenes as * HAVING
riE CHOSPRTL ACOORDING To MATTHEW IN A MOST COMPLETE FORM™ TN
Hepruw,” though he immediately adds thab he does not know
whether + “ they removed the genealogics from Abraha to Chvist.””’
In a note he gives the reference and original, Ineluding the original
of the following sentence, which he does not allude to in kis text, *Por
asguredly this is still kept among them, according as 1t was ab
outset writben, in Hebrew letters.

(5) He then adds in his bext ¢ Iy cONTRAST WITH TS STATE BN
he says that the Ebionites had a Gospel called the (Gospel according
to Matthew, not entire and perfectly complete, but falsified and
mutilated, which they eall the Hebrew Gospel.”

We seo from (1) that in 1860 he knew that Eu sebins had gnoted
words from the Clospel according fo the Hobrews as the words of
$T Chmst] Himself!

We see from (2) and (3) that in 1860 he knew thal Jerome had
pranslated that Gospel into Greek as well as Latin,

We see from (4) that in 18601 he knew the passage in which
¥piphanius practically says that the Gospel according to the
Hebrews was the original of the Greek Matthew.

Yet, although thesc ave points of moment—the first and last of
the highest moment—in favour of the Gospel according to the
Hebrews, he made no mention of one of them in the connected
statement of the external evidence which he published in his other
book in 1866, 1870, and 1875, The entire § text of fhat staternen £
vemaing exactly as it was printed in 1855,

* he 1860 od. has a comma after ¢ form,
1

;
t The 1860 ed. has the mark of quotation before removed.
t Nay, in 1861, For on p. 240 of his Bloments of the Gospel Harmowy
published in that year he says ‘ Jerome, who transluted inte Greek aud Latin o
copy of this Gospel)

§ Thers is one addition in a {oot-note. The statement about Bede has, and had
in the first edition, this note r—

“6 Bode, Comen. in Lue. init, quoted on Hieron. adv, Pelag. iit. 2.

Prof. Westeott has himself in a former note quoted * Hievon. ady, Pelag. 11, 2/

but has not quoted Bede,  As the note first stood oue would therefor suppose that
he was reforving to Credner, from whom he confessedly took his references to
Jerome.

To this note are now added the words * See Iulroduction to the Sludy of the
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T3 Papiag AND MATTHEW,
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[ have not discussed whether the Papiasts ave right in aflieming
he . s in dm szw‘ an Avamaic original of the Canonical
and 1 have admitted that the
}ii’zzpim 1 have been the Gospel
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protations all moreover that from tiree to time I cavelully lewrnt
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ir m}x . nor in those who repeated the commandments of others, but
m ;;E:x}z%{;z who repeated the commandments which the Lord delivered
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ol according 1o e febrews.

that Avistion and the Elder John, the disciples of the

‘or T did not suppose that what was out of the books
6t to me s what came from a living and

Lord, say,

meh hen

WHR O BO ¥

abiding voice. .

May not the ‘books’ be Gospels 'i's;y am‘my;’m“nzv' authors or
anthors who were not Apostles or companions of Jesus ¥

 Fach %?‘1%'{‘-?&;};(:ii{?{i them as he was able’ scems to imply that
apias wrote there was a single accepted version.

Yet Papins may never have seen the Aramaic Gospel (¥ the
Jospel according to the Hebrews) and Matthew may have written
another In Greek, which Papias mistook for a franslation of the

former,

when
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The Gospel according to the Hebrews.

have been so highly gmzvd if every part of the four Gospels bhad
boen retained.  The omission of ﬁw parts veferred to, whicl are
squally omitted from the canonieal fourth GCrospel, gmuid not have
been sufficient to morit the condemnation of the work as herctical,
and had Tatian’s Cospel not been different in varions vespects from
onr four Crospels, such treatment would have been totally unwar-
vantable.  The statement, moreover, that in place of Tatian’s
Gospel Theodoret ¢ introduced the (ospels of the four Evangelists,”
seoms to indicate clearly that the displaced Gospel was not a
s*mxmiamm from them, but different’ (it. 157).

The above argument is one mere tissne of fallacies. Theodoreb
gays that l‘mmx cub away ’ the genealogies, and other passages.
trom what does Theodoret mean, if not from our Gospels 7 W h‘y?
pur aunthor himself, two pages further on, tells us that talthough
Theodoret, writing in the fifth century, says in the usual arbitrary
manner of early Christian writers, that Tatian © excised ” from his
Clospel the gmmiowwa and certain passages found in the Synopties,
ho offers no proof of his assertion, and the utmost that can be
veceived iu that Tatian’s Gospel did not contain them.” Here the
anthor clearly admits by z..gwf{vm tenee what he had previously
denied.  Tor, if Theodoret charges Tablan with excising passages
from our Gospels, 16 ig evident that he means his readers to under-
d that they formed the base of Tatian’s work ; otherwise there
:1d be no wmnmé for the charge.

‘ww{mzii@% as Theodoret only brings this one acousation agamst
Tatinn’s work, it is natural to suppose that this was the sole, or ab
any rate the chief, reason why he condemned it.

Thirdly, Canon Westcott does «of point out thatb * omissions are
patural to a Harmony’ in the abstract way implied. He does say
that Theodoret ‘spe »nix., of omissions which were at least in part
I in a Harmony, meaning, 1 suppose, that Tatian might
we onb §§w genealogies if he found himself unable to harmonize
the versions of Matthew and Luke satisfactorily.

Fourthly, ne one, I iragine, has ever su pposed that in Tabian’s
work “every part of the four Gospels’ was ret tained, if by this
phrase is meant the entire text of eac b of the four Gospels. Where
an incidont was desceribed by several evangelists, the ¢ CGospel
through Four’ would give a text componnded from each, but not
the full text of each separately. Such a combined narrative,
thongh it wonld be longer than any two of our Clospels, would be
z..szb more concise than all four together.

Titthly, there 1s not the whghimi analogy between omissions in
the fourth Gospel and Tatian's * Gospel throngh Four.” The
wyiter of the former had a perfect vight to Hmit th(* range of his
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parrative as he chose ; the writer of the latter, if’ ho professed to
connech av %i combine the Gospels, as I mseblus says im did, had no
sueh liberty. 1€ he left out material texts vespee ting the person of
Jesus, he suppressed them, and, if he supypressed, {h nied or gnes-
tioned them.

Sixthly, “the statement that in place of Tafian’s {u; “p({i Thee
dovet “introduced the Gospels of the four Iivangelis > does not
indieate in the least that Tatian’s Crospel was not & {mmpz lation
from them. Theodoret simpl ¥y tells us that he sobstitnied the
Crospels of the four Evan hafi ts for the Gospel of Tatian, ie. the
original CGlospels of the Four for their mutilated swnmavy, the
(fospel throngh Four,

We have not, however, yeb done with onr author, whe goes on
to declare that ¢ the name Diatessaron was nob only not given by
Tatian himself to the work, %’;“if was merely t ’éw nsnal foreg
{5<,}z';f:t§,zwgsz:a of the Clo

S

atis T of the third and fonvil centuries
g in the shape of ove “;;z gelical literature must be de
on the ézmpz ls adopted by the Chureh. Those, however, who
called the {,ms;.}é;.’i used by ?Z&?i&ﬁ the Gospel according to the
Hebrews, must have read the work . . The work was in ponb
of fact found in wide cirenlation g;wsm@% in the places in which,
carlier, the Gospel according to the Hebrews was more parl fieular E:y
current’ (ii. 158).

OF conrse the assertion that the name of the worlk w
conferred on 1t ?35, Tatian himself is in flat contradiction to the
words of Huscbing, Our anthor claims, indeed, the supporb of
.If;;}zgf;?*ﬁmtsrt‘;ﬁg ¢ Tt must be observed,” e writes, © that it is not said
that Tatinn himself gave this Gospel the name of Diatessaron, buf,
on the {3(§I%i>?i§“ s, the expression of Epiphanius implies that he did
not do so’ (11 15 55y, Our aunthor’s noge for zmpil ablons, so dull
when the implications are inconvement to his theories, ix here
exquisitely fine.  The words of Epiphanius are: “And the * Gosp
'i‘hf’{mg% Tour” ig said to have been made by him, whick some eal

‘according to the Hebrews.” ™ ¥ .

T am aba loss to know to what our author’s speor about * the
asnal ?(;;‘%‘ﬂ*{)zw conclusion of the Christians of the third and fourth
conturics ’ vefers, unless it be to their belicf, sharved by most recent
cribics, that Marcion's Q%’(‘;ﬁpd was o 1w pilated Lmke. Dub the
only writers of those centurvies whoe mention what we fmow to have
been th 3

avery i sdent

g pob

5
s Glospel according to the Hebrews never call it the Gospel

¥ Ady ,wu,z B¢ rb B wegodpey Edayyiier fn' abrov yeyerjoby frep anT
EBpuious Tty xoretor {Haer, xlvi 1)
K
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s Mark and Matthew wrote, does
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‘oracles,”  He himsell wrote 2 book
yminteal  Oracles’ {Xzzw(m Kupraxav
shop  Lightfoot (Cond. Hee. for Aug.
Fxposition of sacred books about the
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fub in course of time they got to call
" and Justin allndes to this erowing
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Fvidence jfor and against Fohn vii. 5300 (1.

less thun 50 years, perhaps only 40, after Jushin, Are we to behieve
Dy b g 3
that ho wourld have so described a work which in his boyhood + was

vead on Sundays in Chyeistian assemblies as fthe Memoirg {}?. the
o

» are no proofs thab Justin used the Grospel according iéf
ows ab all: in fwo cases he accords with it in certan
{1%143% bub these same peculiarvities ave also found in MBS, of
«;‘,E{z%:f,.-?;mf and Fake Mnci we know to vepresent a 2nd cent. fype
i, Tn neither of these cases is his agreement with the Gospel

Hebrews oxact, while in a‘;mﬁz(* doss syros ver
stion, 1 am nob dispobing that he may have
s Clos pel among others, but 1 ii"} say that, with no
oy ,g,&{s,z,x;{,* b r&% he ascd it at all, it is childish to hold ihat he us
to their exelusion.

E

od 1k

ib trace of
wnd 318 enrsives, to wh

&

:zzm;}; be mizéez ’i‘im ézi% a.;.a.mi:; of 8 and the second hands of U cur-

M}i

omit viil, 311,
Tt is  obelized,” Le. marked as doubtinl, in 3 unea ?;:;:?
14

CUIBIves {5?}(’%31}%‘31@1}@ Cod. 83 and ev-—y), and by the s
' er eur »;1% o5 WE giz‘« gm% ax‘f t are S0 Mar %f@ 4 i

ONTEIVE WE;E@?L eomnbains i;%zﬁ e Vil L” ig ai,é 50 w:;s:"z‘ii:{g.z.z. aftor

It s written at the @mi of the CGospel in Cod. 1 and 11 other
enrsives (including Cod. 237, mentioned above), am? part of it
Hi 3-11) is so appended in 4 cursives (including one which had
previously omitted the entive passage).

Tt is inserted after vil, 36 iv one cursive, and af the end of Luke
xxL by 4 cursives (including Cod, 138 and Cod. 69).

Thus of 459 later authorities (cursive) no less than 189 omit,

§OTY dnoprmpovedpara iy TAwewrdley B T cuyyplmiera o #Y i

:
FirwareTas péxpis é?”}/}iwp(?, ~dpol, 1. 67.

1 X, however, is sadd by Dr Durgon to be s moeve compentary {with avcom-
panying texi) on the U ,7..};6315; as publicly vead.
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:M@}'mp}‘s;”iim MES. are said to want it, and Mr, McCle
720) allows this, but I do not know where the state-
: iblished and prefor to vegard the evidence of the Mom-
¢ as uncervtain.
The imma versions, thervefor, taken apart from the rvest, tell for
re, the ?wm;{f against it, the Bgyptian against i, and the
2;%&? t. The m%;img of the combined evidence is against.

s of Farly Weiters,

the Latin Fathers Z&iﬁi}f@%‘ Augustine, and Jerome
Ambrose quotes oy refers fo it 4 times, clearly without
Aungnstine does so € times, once menbioning it as a

of Jolin’s Gospel, once expounding it verse by verse in

anmentury on John, and once slating that ‘some of little
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Foidence for and agaunsé Folw vir 53-vie 110 137

sr vabher encmies to frue faith—I imagine oub of fear thab
ity of sin was granted o their wive removed from their
, that W}}i{ h the Lovd did respecting the forgiveness of the
;uissi ovess.”  And Jorome, besides inserting it in the Vulgate, says
that ib was found “in many both Greek and Latin manuscripts’
Of these, however, Angustine, who was a poor Greek scholar, 1%
probably ouly a witness to the reading of the Labin copies: in which

case his words confirm my belief that the Old Latin had the passage
but that the Ttalian Recension had not.  And the words of Jexc
imply that the passage was wanting in wmost MSS,

On the othier hand, Juvencus in his metrical paraphrase of the
Grospel history omits it.  Tertullian does not mention it in his
treatise De Pudicitin, where ib is said he must bave referred to it
had he koown 1t as o genuine portion of 'iziz{é text, Tischendorf
adds that Cyprian and Hilary had geod oceasion to allude to i,
bad they chos son,

As for the Greek fathors, not one of them before Hathymios
{(12th century me x;%wm these verses, and he says thab ‘in the
accurate copies they are either not found or are marked doubtful,
whevefor they scem to be an interpolation and addition.”  Origen,
Chrysostom, iz‘i"f*i”} and Theophylack pass over them in their com.
mentaries, the first three closely connecting vifi. 12 with vil. 53.
Nonning omits the story in his poew, and Cosmas does nob mention
it in the list of incidents peculiar to John. The dpesiolic
futione do refer to it, but withont staling its source. Tischend
calls attention to the fact that Basil, who might well have quoted
ib, has not done so, |

v
e

s AN
Conslio

g

The evidence of the Latin fathers is therefor donbtfully favour.
able, that of the Greek fathers overwhelmivgly opposed to the
gennineness of the passage.

(d} Evidence of the Lectionuries,

Ambrose speaks of it as a * Glospeldesson.”  There 1 ovidence
of ils use in the Greck servicebook as early as the beginuning of the
Oth century ; in no Greek lectionary, however, does ib stand as
part of the lesson for Pentecost, being always read on the festival
of some female snint of doubtful antecedents. The great majority
of the Greolk lectionaries contain bt

)

The evidence from lectionaries is thevefor decidedly in favour

1w tho vere
w6 vidh 811 to B,

1 The Jerusalem Syriae igf‘tiomwb‘ hag already been veckoned wmor
siong, 1b continues the Pentacostal lesson to vill. 2, bub assig
Fuphenia's day.
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Parve found in ancient coples
ined in the majority of copies, but are found in ‘dm more ancient,”

One sevibe (of the Oth cent) s the passage is 431{;:‘%3 Cotte
of the present m%;gg another that it “ 13 found

v the margin of A (Oth or perhaps 8th cent.}, and
1 thos e The verses mavked doubb.
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e

2 copies nor in Apolly
Two other scholiasts say the
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¥

tained in the cop
i e copios.
’% wo scholiasts pronounce against i, one becanse it fis not
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ine fathors : I%m £e wziiwz comment az’zmwm% mean. Jaﬁm ﬁi‘%;zwym
dom and Oy
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1 feel bound o admib that the {orce

heen preatly overrated,  The following

else mentions the Ml of Olives,
) answers that each of the Synop-
mesaret only once. hm*o is mo proof, however,
due oceasion for naming it more frequently, whereas
tainly have expected to find the Mt of Olives
i., as Matthew and Mark each mention

v

HOHT HYL, O F

a and Luke 4 times. Sl it may be thonght less
anbikely that John shonld name 16 here only than that he should

o

never name ib xxfi all,

@fs‘sz*{)s;izzgi{»ﬁ o new place, 0 s bis halit to give
wswers that in xvill, 1 the brook Kedron
iom, and that in any cage the ““s’i'?

W owas too W{z'ii known to nesd 15, MeClellan’s Instance 18
not conclusive, since  the winter-torrent Kedron ' is itself merely
mentioned to explain the situation of the garden to which Jesus
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withdvew : and “ihe sea of Galilee’ cught not to have ne
addition (vi %} of the words ¢ which is ‘Z?sz sea of Tibering.

(¢) That *wopedopac with eic is not found clsewhere in John,
This is nob the fact: it is so found in vil."35, only 18 verses
before.

() That ipbpoy is not found elsewhere in John. Bub itis only
found once in Luke’s Gospel, once in Acts, and nowhere else in the
N1, and is a wvrd which one would not expect to find more than
Mee i 80 mii{)f 1 book,

(¢) That ﬂ“t};)f@yf;'&;mz with tle 18 mol founa

elseichere on Jolan.
Tmagine one giving as evidence against the gennineness of an
Fuglish paragraph the fact that it contained the coustruction fcame
into,” whereas ‘§n the z*{“@‘i of the author’s book no example sccurred
of ¢ eame into,” but ouly of ‘came’ and ‘came to’ [ Cf. Matt., whe
has thig construction only once, and Luke, who has it oot i“)t,si;,m} in
e f ey FREEA B SO o

his Gospel and yeb O Himes in Acts,

o8 m’s’{;r yé‘w

s hade 1o bwo

But, ag Jobn only use
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nly onee in Luke, and McUlellan reasonably asks, sUppe sing bhat

s did on oceasions sit down and teach, whether it 18 *any mu
incongistent with 8. Johw’s style than with S Loke’s or with
any other writer’s once fo say so.” Let me add that D and 7
pursives omit the clause
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has shown from other parts of Joln the {iz‘sn’;gﬁ&%{s fallacy of this
argument, and has observed that ¢¢ occurs 204 times in the Gospel
as against ovr 2006 times,

(f) That John ne wsnally
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pel. MeUlellan, who parvaphrases it by ‘ Doctors of the Law,
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