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With the opening of its eighth volume the Recorp begins
the series of suggestions for special courses of study promised
last August. It is believed these will constitute a valuable
feature of the magazine for pastors who wish to follow some
line of regular study but are somewhat at a loss how wisely to
direct their efforts. Professor Walker’s suggestions as to Con-
gregationalism present lines of investigation and recommend
material that ought to prove invaluable to the Congregational
pastor interested in the history and development of his denomi-
nation. Mr. Rhoades’ interesting comparison of two types of
pessimism was excluded from our last issue from lack of space.
We are glad to be able to give it at this time. The paper by
Mr. Kelsey of the Fourth Church, Hartford, puts with force
a question which every pastor must answer for himself as in
earnestness of spirit he plans his work for the coming winter,
and Professor Beardslee takes up a theme of especial interest
in his studies on the Kingdom of God.

Seldom, we believe, have the same number of words had con-
centrated upon them the same quantity and intensity of scholar-
1x and popular attention that has been bestowed upon the newly

(1)



THE NEWLY DISCOVERED “SAYINGS OF JESUS.”

The remarkable papyri find made this last winter in the
work of the Egypt Exploration Fund at Béhnesa —an Arab
village on the site of the ancient town of Oxyrhynchus'— ob-
tained its chief interest in a single leaf from a papyrus codex
which gave evidence of being part of a collection of sayings of
Christ.

The first report was that this might possibly be from the
much-discussed work of Papias, entitled ¢ Expositions of Logia
of the Lord” (Moylwv xvpiakdv érjynais), or more likely from
the even more struggled-over ¢ Logia” of Matthew, witnessed
to by Papias® and very largely necessitated by the exigencies of
the Synoptic problem. There was consequently a very decided
disappointment when it was found that neither origin could be
given to the fragment.®* Indeed, there has been danger of a
reaction from the first high estimate placed upon it to an under-
valuing of its worth. It is by no means an unimportant frag-
ment; on the contrary, if, in the over two hundred and fifty
boxes of papyri which remain yet to be examined from the
find, the text of the codex —or even any considerable part of
it— should be discovered, we would have in our possession a
document which would be exceedingly valuable for a criticism
of the tradition of Jesus’ words, if not for a criticism of the
words themselves.

The codex of which our leaf is a part is of very early origin.
The character of the papyri in whose company it was found give
it the large likelihood of a-place within the first three centuries.
It may be difficult to determine just where inside this time limit
it belongs. The characteristic Roman type of the handwriting

1 Note the very interesting statements regarding the religious and monastic celebrity of
Oxyrhynchus cited in Swete's article on the fraginent — Exrpos. Times, Sept., '97, pp. 544 f.

1 Euseblus, Hist. Eecl., iil. 39,

3 The fact that Papias’ own work was not simply a collection of Sayings of Christ, but
expositions of them ruled out the first suggestion ; while the second was disposed of by the fact
that critical opinion has come quite fully to the decision that the Logia of Matthew must have
included something of a narrative nexus between the individual sayings. This is apart from
reasons derived from the text of our fragment, and also from the unsynoptic character of the
thought of some of the individual Logia — as will appear later.
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and the cntire absence of all stops, breathings, and accents in
the text would seem to make impossible anything later than 300
A.D.; while, on the other hand, the presence of word contrac-
tions usually found in biblical manuscripts, the interpolation of
special characters to fill up space at the end of lines, a slight
tendency towards a separation of words, and the fact that the
fragment is part of a codex and not a roll, would make highly
improbable anything earlier than 200 A.D. Perhaps within
the first part of the third century would be the safest place to
put it.*

At the same time it must be remembered that, while this is
true of the writing, the contents of the codex and even the
original gathering of them into this collection may be of a very
much earlier date.” Indeed, the great question which the
fragment places before us is, “ Have we here original sayings of
Christ ?”

The text of the fragment resolves itself into the following
passages :

L . . kal Tote daBAéyrers éxBaleiv TO Kkdpdos To év
7@ opbarue Tob aderdoi gov.

[“. . . and then shalt thou see clearly to cast out the
mote that is in thy brother’s eye.”]

II.  Aéyer ’Inoois, éav w7 vnorevonre Tov Kdopov ol uy
evpnre v Baciielav Tod Oeol xal ’eav un caBBarionte TO
caBBarov otk oyreale Tov matépa.
~ [**Jesus saith, Except ye fast in respect to the world, ye

4 The cditors (Grenfell and Hunt) place it within the period 150-300 A.D. ‘‘Sayings of Our
Lord,™ London, 1897 ; p. 6.

§ Harnack considers the writing as being not the autograph but the copy of it (Fver d.
Jiingst Entdekten Spriiche Jesu, Freiburg, "97, p. 25), and the original collection may be even
further back than one remove.

¢ This acc. scems harsh, though there can be little doubt that, in view of the cognate acc.
after capBarigmre, it i to be taken ax an acc, of nearer definition and not as an acc. of time
(**during the continuation of the xdouos,’”” as Swete renders it — p. 546). The meaning seems
1o be that they are to spiritually fast from the world, the accusative beicg used here, under the
influence of the accompanying 16 gdBBarov, instead of the gen.— cf. Clem. Alex. Strom. ii., 16
(Migne VI1II, p. 1200), where the passage in Isaiah (Ivi. 3-5) i discussed, which represents God as
prowmising special blessings to thoge eunuchs who keep his Sabbaths, and it is explained that they
keep the Sabbath by refraining from eins, and that they are blesged in that they thus fast from the
world (here the gen. is used — paxdpior olroi eigv 01 Tob xéapov ¥yoTevorTes), cf, algo same author’s
Felog. (Miyne IX. p. 704) where the gen. is again uged ovtws xai huas 7@V xoTuIkDY ¥NOTEVEW XPT,
tva 19 kéauw drobdvwuerv. CI. also Rendel Harris, Contemp. Rer., Sept., *97, p. 844. Should Red-
path’s suggestion (Expes. Oct., "97, p. 257) be right, that the seribe way have dropped out of the
text an eis which originally gtood between vnorevonre and Tov xéouov, o that our passage would
amsimilate in form to 1ea. Iviii. : 4 (el eis xpioeis xai pdyas yyarevere). we would be confronted
with the dificulty of understanding our Logion at all. It could not mean ** Unlees ye fast for the
world (in the same sense as the people were being accused of fasting for strifes and contentions)
ye shall not fiud the Kingdom.” In fact it must mean directly the opposite of this.
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shall in no wise find the Kingdom of God, and except ye keep
the Sabbath,’ ye shall not see the Father.”]

III.  Aéyee ’Inoois, é[c]mr’ év uéop Tob xdopov, kal év
capki &d¢bnv adrois, kal edpov mwdvras webvovras kal oddéva
edpov diyrévTa év alrols, kai mwovel 7 Yruy1) pov ‘el Tols viols TGV
avbporrwv, éte Tupho! elow T Kkapdia avradv] . . . . . .
[Ty mrexeiav.

[¢ Jesus saith, I stood in the midst of the world, and in the

flesh was I seen of them, and I found all men drunken, and
none found I athirst among them, and my soul grieveth over
the sons of men, because they are blind in their heart . . . .
. .« . . poverty.”]
IV. [Aéyle ['Inoots, émjovéav dow . . . € . . . .
eotkal . . . . €. . . éoTw uodvos . . © éyd elur per
alr[od] * &ye[plov Tov Nifov ka’ket edprioels pe, axioov TO Ebhov
xa’yw éxel el

[ Jesus saith, Wherever there are . . ., . . and thereis
one * . . . alone,I am with him. Raise the stone and there
thou shalt find me, cleave the wood and there am 1.”)

V. Aéye'Inoois, otk éotw Sextos mpodajrns év Ty maTplde
aivr[0]D, 08¢ laTpos woiel Oepamelas els Tovs ywwokovTas alTdy.

[« Jesws saith, A prophet is not acceptable in his own coun-
try, neither doth a physician work cures upon them that know
him.”]

7 The editors state that ocapBariev 7 gdfBarov I8 the ordinary LXX. phrase and refer to
Lev. xxiil. : 82; II. Chron. xxxvi.: 31, but Swete is justified in saying the normal phrase is
$vAdaaew, or vAdaegbar [in Jer. and Ezk. ayiddewv) 7a odBBara; 80 that the sing. 7o gdBBaroy
is unique and points rather to the ideal Sabbath which Christ requires (p. 547).

¢ Letters within brackets are conjectural restorations ; but no restorations arc made in the
text a8 here given except such as are most obviously justified.

? The cditors were at first disposed to consider Tyv wrwxelar as part of a separate Logion,
the remainder of which had been lost ; but in his address before the Friends' Summer School at
Scarborough, Eng., Mr. Grenfell seems to have been won over to the suggestion made by a re-
viewer in the Guardian of July 21, and agreed to by Swete that the text at the bottom of the
page is to be connected with the words v mrwyxeiav at the top of the next page, as forming the
concluding phrase of the Logion —reading auBAeis 7)) &cavoia ovx oidacw avrav Ty mrwxeiav.
This would find a parallel, as the reviewer suggests, in Apoc. iil. ; 17 (xai ovx oldas 67t ¥ €l &
Talaimwpos xai éAeivds xai mTwxds xai TPAds xai yvpvds.) lHarnack comes independently to the
same opinion as this, though he does not suggest exactly the same restoration of words (pp. 15f).

19 The editors admit the extreme difficulty of satisfactorily filling the gap which exists in the
firet part of this Logion, but suggest the possibility of reading mavres dfeoe after dow and per-
haps aleo ma7os els before éorwv, though of mworés they are doubtful. Swete, however, does not
hesitate to read fully: "Omov éav Do mdvres piodfeot, xat maTds els uoros, iSov éyw eiut wer' avrov
(p. 547). Harack suggests the following : *Omov éav dotv, olx eigiv dfeot, xai womep els éoTiy
M6vos, ovTe dyi eipe per' avrov, referring to Eph. ii. 12 for use of d6ecoc; but déeot is generally used
actively (** godless™), and, while used passively (‘* forsaken by God ") in Eph,, it is there rather
descriptive of an unchurched and uncovenanted condition than of a mere lack of the presence
of God.
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VI. Aéyer ’Ingois, mdhs oroBounuévn ém’ dxpov[s]povs
Wrghob kal éoTnpiyuévn ovre me[a]eiv Svwatar oire kpu[ B)7rar.

[“ Jesus saith, A city built upon the top of a high hill and
stablished can neither fall nor be hid.”)

VII. Aéyet ’Inools arovers . . o..0 . . . tovoov ... .

ll
.

[“ Jesus smth Thou hearest . . . S |

It will be seen that of these Logia only II V and VI stand
complete in the original text, and of these only II is without
need of any restoration whatever. I is the closing part of a
Logion coming over from the preceding page. III lacks most of
its final sentence and is wanting a letter in two of its words.
IV is quite fragmentary in its first part, while VII has hardly
any of its contents preserved.

The all-important question regarding this leaf, however, has
to do with its contents, and, briefly stated, is: “Are they or are
they not original sayings of Christ?” It would be foolish to
pretend that, in the present state of our knowledge ,concerning
the origin of our fragment, this could be determined. This must
be the outcome of years rather than months and weeks of work,
even should the rest of the codex be discovered. All that can
now be done is to give ourselves to a careful and pa¥ient study
of the fragment as we have it, and to seek patristic literature
as might throw light upon it, in hopes that other discoveries
will be made that will help us to settled conclusions.

In such a study, with such a question before us, the first
thing critically to be done is to compare these Logia with the
utterances of Christ as we have them recorded in the Gospels.”

Of the seven Logia which we have it is clear that I, V, and
VI remind us very decidedly of recorded sayings of Christ.

Logron 1.
LogGIox. MarTT. vil. 5 (WH). Luke vi. 42 (WH).
...... xal Tére SwafSAépes veoe..xal TéTe diaBhéYers veoe..Kal TéTeE SiaBNbYes
éxBakelv 70 xdpos T év éxBalelv T kdpgos éx 70 xdppos 7O év TP
T Spfalug Tob ddehgol  Tod dpOaluod Tob ddeNpod  Opfalud Tob ddehgod
gov. aov. agov éxBakeiv.

11 The editors fill up the gap between axoveis and oov by the following conjecture, eis 7o
évatiov oov; upon which Swete improves by suggesting eis 70 év wriov gov, which is a New Testa-
ment phrase (Matt. x : 27) and not unlike the LXX. phrase dxovew eis axoipv wriov (11. Kings,
xxil. 45, Ps. xvii. (xviii.] 44). This would allow the Logion to be completed possibly somewhat
as follows : 70 8¢ érepov guvéxAeisas (cf. Swete, p. 549).

13 Cf. Ropes' estimate of this method in his criticism of Resch in his work on the .4grapha
Am. Journ. Theol., July, '97, p. T63.
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It would seem, at first sight, that our Logion was a conflation
of the Matthew and Luke texts.

Except for the fact that the position écBaXeiv in the Luke
text as we give it has behind it, practically, only the authority
of B. (though this is adopted by Tisch. as well as by WH),
while for the position of éxBaXeiv in the Luke text, as the Logion
has it, stand XA CD and several other uncials, with most of
the versions. It is the reading of the Text. Recept. The Logion
may, therefore, represent a text which followed Luke’s render-
ing of these sayings, over against that of the other Gospels; or
it may represent a text from which Luke derived his phraseology
of these sayings, or, at least, which he followed more accurately
than did the other Evangelists.”

What the first part of the Logion was, and, in case it corre-
sponded to the first part of the Gospel passages, whether it fol-
lowed the Luke text as closely as it does in the part we have
before us, is, of course, impossible to say.

As to the contents of the Logion, therefore, as far as they
are before us, we can say with great readiness that they repre-
sent what was an original saying of Christ,— either this one
which we have in Matthew and Luke, or another similar one
uttered at some other time in his ministry.

Logion V.

Loetox. MARK V1. 4 MarT. X011 57 LUKE 1v.24 ~ JOHN 1v. 44
(WH). (WH). (Wil). (WH).

ook &orv Sextds ok EoTwv wpodhiTns ok EaTww wpodTs obdels wpodriTys wpodhTYs
wpophirns év 1) Broselunévry Eryos el uh évTh  Sextés éoTww év v TR BBlg
warpldc air[o]d, . warpldialroixal warpldi xal év 7h Ty warpldi adrol. warpldt
o05¢ laTpds wowel  év Tols cvyyevelow olkle alrol. Ty olx
Beparelas els Tods  abrol kal év 79 Exe.
yeywoxorras abrby. olxlg alrol.

Here, again, it would seem that the Logion had behind it'the
text of Luke — or a text which corresponded to it — rather than
the text of, or corresponding to, any of the other Gospels—es-
pecially as Luke is the only one of the Evangelists who uses
8exctds and uses it only in this narrative (cf.'v. 19)."* As to the
closing part of the Logion (008¢ laTpos mowel Oepameias eis Tovs
Yyvwarorras abrov) it might possibly have been suggested by

13 D it. vg. cop. make the text of Luke correspond exactly with that of Matt.; go that our
Logion cannot be said to follow the Western readings.

14 It geems to be a word' common to Luke and Paui (cf. Acts x. 35 and II Cor. vi.2;
Philip. iv. 18).
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the immediately preceding context in the Luke passage (cf. v.
23: Tavrws épeité pow Tv mwapaBokyv Tavry "latpé, Bepamevoov
geavTov* 6oa rrovoauev yevoueva eis Tnv Kapapraodu moinoov
kal 8 év Ty matpidi gov.), where we have Oepdmevoor and
woinaov as the imperatives of the two sentences which form the
passage, although mowel Oepameias is an unusual phrase, as is
also Tols yiyvdorovTas avTov.”

Rendel Harris suggests, however, and his suggestion may be
correct, that dex7ds is to be taken as evidence of an extra-canon-
ical text which Luke alone had before him." It may, at the same
time, be evidence only of a more careful following by Luke of an
extra-canonical text common to all.

At all events we can say, without hesitation, that this Logion
in its contents represents an original saying of Christ,— either
this saying which we have in the Gospels, altered somewhat in
its form, or another one uttered at some other time and not
recorded in the Gospels. There would be nothing to prevent
Christ, on some other occasion, when he was in the region of
his early home, having put into this form which we have in the
Logion some of the ideas which were present to him on this
first visit of his ministry to the Synagogue of Nazareth.

Logion V1L
Loa1oxn. MATT. v. 14 (WH).
wo\is @Prodounuévy éx Axpov ol dvvarar wbhis xpuBiyvar
[8]pous Yol kal éornpiyuén érdvw 8pous xewpéyn.
ovre we[oleiv dUvarar obre
xpv[Blivac.

Here the statement in Matthew would seem to be given a much
extended form, groSounuévy being substituted for xeiuérn and
én’ drpov Spovs Unrmhot for émdvw &povs. The added phrase
éornpuyuérn olre meoeiv [Svvatar] may quite possibly have been
suggested by the parabolic passage in Matt. vii. 24-27 where, in
fact, drodounoer is twice found as well as émeger.”

18 At same time note the presence of the same verbs (é8epdmevaey and woipoar) in the follow-
ing verde of Mark vi. 5). The Mark context, however, does not contain iarpés, though the
4th verse itself hus cvyyevevowy which might be supposed to stand in some glight corespondence
with yuyraoxovras.

18 Independent, July 29, 1597,

17 The objection made by the editors that the Logion cannot be considered a conflation of
these two passages because it contains no reference to the *“ rock " which is the cesential point of
the parable loges sight of the fact to which Swete calls attention that the idea of the ** rock ™ is
implied in éormpeyuérn (p. 518). Harnack also accepts the possible influence of Matt. vii. : 24-27
upon the basal passage (p. 23).
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At the same time the fact is to be noted to which the editors
and also Rendel Harris call our attention, that all the Syriac
versions as well as Tatianls Diatessaron (8:41) and Hilary’s
Com. on Matt." read @rodopouévn for xeipévy in Matt. v.14. It
may be, therefore, that the presence of @roSounuévny in the
Logion is not so much evidence of conflation as of a text of
Christ’s sayings, outside the Gospels, which the Logia and these
Versions and Fathers have followed. The only objection to this
would be that it would not account for the presence in the
Logion of these other elements of Matt. vii. 24-27.

Be all this, however, as it may, we would have no hesitation
in saying that this form given us in the Logion might represent
an original saying of Christ, uttered at some other time in his
ministry than that of Matt. v. 14. Christ himself might have
combined these ideas as well as the scribe of the Logia.

Were these three Logia, therefore, the only ones contained
in the fragment, we could say that the leaf might be part of a
collection of sayings of Christ not contained in the Gospels,—
or, at least, a collection of sayings recorded in the Gospels but
given here in a somewhat different form. There would, in either
case, be no question as to their coming from the original source
of Christ himself. But when we come to the remaining Logia
we are at once brought into confusion, and find the assertion of
originality a very much more difficult one to make. These Logia
are II, III, and IV. Logion VII is too fragmentary to discuss.

Logiox IIL

’Eav uy vnotebonte 1OV Kdopov ol un ebpnre THv Bacilelav
To0 feob kal ’eav py caBBationTe TO odBBaTov ok SYreale
ToV TaTépa.

There is, of course, nothing among the recorded sayings of
Christ which this parallels. In form, at least, it is entirely new.
As far as the meaning of the statement is concerned, if it be
taken spiritually in both mecmbers, there is nothing in it contrary
to the known utterances of Christ, and it is quite po-sible that
it might have been uttered after some such incident as is given
in Mark ii. 18-iii. 6 (= Luke v. 33-vi. 11). Christ’s strong
statement against the Pharisaic ideas of fasting and keeping the
Sabbath might have brought the disciples to query whether his
teaching would not imply that they should neither fast nor keep

t* The ref to Hilary from Swete.
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the Sabbath at all. In reply to this he might have said what

this Logion credits him ‘with saying.” The post-apostolic litera-

ture shows that some such idea as this regarding true fasting

and true Sabbath-keeping was early current in the Church®;

though it seems too much to infer that its existence was neces-

sarily due to a definite saying of Christ.” :
Logion III.

"E[o |tv év uéoe Tob kdopov, kal év capri ddpdnv adrois, kal
ebpov mavras pefvovras kal ovdéva edpov Sirdvra év avrois, kal
woveL 1) Yuyr wov éml Tois viols Ty avpamwv, i Tuphol elowv Tp
kapdla atrafv] . . . . . . . [7]yw mroyelar.

It is undoubtedly true that, if we take this Logion in its
separatc phrases, we can find something in the way of Gospel
parallel to the expressions which they contain — particularly in
John, which would have an added significance from the Apoc-
ryphal parallel (iii. 17) to the last phrase of the Logion,— if it
were written originally as the suggested restoration makes it
(anBXeis 7 Siavoia ok oldaciv alrdv THr wTwyelav).

e. g. (1) The phrase &tnv év uéow T0d kdopuov might remind
us, possibly, of the expression in the valedictory prayer, otxére
etut év 7@ kdopp (John xvii. 11), with such an év uéoe phrase
as éyw 8¢ év uéoo Uuadv eipt s o Sakovdy (Luke xxii. 27); or
it could perhaps suggest to us the statement, Tadra 8¢ adraw
Aalovvrwy avTos éatr év péow avrov (Luke xxiv. 86), providing
we could mentally combine with it the statement by the Fourth
Evangelist in the prologue of his Gospel, év 7¢ «douq 7, kai
o kdapos 8 avrov éyéveto, kai o kdouos adTov ovk Eyvw (John
i. 91).

(2) The longer phrase, éotnv év péop Tob Kdopov, kai év
capkl dPOnv aidrois, could also possibly take us back to the

1% Cf. Swete's suggrestion of this (p. 546). It might seem to some as though the rather meta-
phorical sense in which vnorevew appears here to be used (— amordooesfar) and the un-New-
Testamemt expression gafBari{ew 16 gdfBaror, together with the presence of what are really
Johannine phrases (1ov kéouov, 6yeobar Tov warépa) would not permit of such a synoptic event
as the background of the Logion; and yet, after all, while the record of the event, as we haveit,
is confined to the synoptic narrative, the cvent itsclf is neither synoptic nor Johannine, but be-
longs to the life of Christ, and so may have produced some such a Logiou as we have, though
the form in which we have it is u . With a change in its expression it might have formed
part of the synoptic narrative suggested.

20 Cf. Justin. Dial., 12, 15, 19, 21, 23, 24, 24, 27, Ignatins, .Wagn., 9. Especially the passage in
Clem. Alex. Strom., iii. 15 (Migne VIII, p. 1200), referred to under the trunslation of the Logia,
where the form of the thought closcly resembles that of our Logion (naxdpiot o¥rol eigiv oi o
x6ouov ymorevérres). Also Strom., vil. 12 (Migne IX, p. 504).

21 Swete wonld not apparently think 8o (p. 544), but se¢ Ropes® exclugion of similar Agrapha
from Resch's collection (Am. Jowurn. Thes!., July, '97, p. 761).
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statement of the Fourth Evangelist in his prologue, xai o Adyos
agapk ’eyéveto kal éoknvwaev év uiv, kai éBeacdauela THy SdEny
avrov (John i. 14).

(3) The phrase, «xai ejpov mwdavras pefbovras, might possibly
have some relation of idea to the statement in the parable of the
wicked servant, éofiy 8¢ xai wivy pera TadV pebudrrov (Matt.
xxiv. 49 — Luke xii. 45 [uefiokecbar]).

(4) The phrase, xai od8éva elpov dujravra év airois could
remind us of the utterance of Christ édv Tis 8iyra épyésbo mpds
pe kai mvérw (John vii. 837) — the larger idea of edpor which
controls both phrases, finding something of a parallel, perhaps, in
Christ’s question, mAyv 0 vids Tod avfpomov éNBwv dpa etnjpoet
v wioTw émi Tis i ! (Luke xviii. 8).

(5) movei is not a New Testament word, though Isaiah uses
it apparently in an active sense, in connection with ruyds
(xix. 10, cf. also Isaiah liii. 10); yet somewhat corresponding
ideas are found in Christ’s statements viv ) Yyvys pov Terdpaxtar
(John xii. 27) and mwepiAvmwds éoTw 5) Yuxn pov éws favdrov
(Matt xxvi. 88 = Mark <xiv. 34), and in such incidents as
Christ’s weeping over Jerusalem (Luke xix. 41-44). The con-
struction mwoveiv ém{ reminds us of Mark iii. 5 (cvvAvmroduevos
éml T mwpwoe Tis Kapdias atrdv).

(6) The expression ol vioi 7év &vfpemwyv occurs in the
Gospels only Mark iii. 28; though in the Epistles we have it
Eph. iii. 5.

But this is about all that can be said in the direction of
Gospel parallelism.” As to the Logion in its entirety there is
nothing in the Gospels to remind us of it. And when we come to
ask ourselves whether we could understand Christ as so speak-
ing at any time in his ministry, we might say that, as far as the
problem of the tenses in the Logion is concerned, we could con-
ceive of such a juxtaposition of Aorists and Presents in the
sayings of Holy Week. John xvii. has very much of the same
combinations —é8dfaca, épavépwoa, érijpovy, épiraka, améoTeira,
épord, Epyopat, Nard, dyidfw, 6éAw.” Such a combination,
however, might be supposed as possible also in the post-resurrec-
tion period, though we have no examples of it in the Gospels
thrn.”  So much for the form; but as far as the thought itself

23 The resemblance to I. Tim., ifi. 16 is of course to be noted.
23 Cf. Swete, p. 547.
34 Cf. James, Contemp. Rev., Aug., 97, pp. 158 f.
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is concerned, we find it much more difficult to guide ourselves.”
We confess to a feeling that there is a significant difference be-
tween such statements as éyw 8¢ év péow dpav elut ws o Sakovdv,
or év T Kkoopp Ty, O even avTos éoTn év uéoe avtadv and this
statement of the Logion, éotyv év péop 7oi xdouov. We can
conceive of Christ standing év ueow palnraov or of his being
év 7 kéope ; but the combination éotnv év uéop Tob rKdopov
carries with it for us an entirely different idea and one which we
find it hard to associate with Christ’s sayings. It sounds apoc-
ryphal, though it do so to nothing more than the subjective
sense.

So we feel a difference between the prologue statement, xai
0 Aoyos capl éyéveto kal éoxnvwaey év Huiv and the Logion phrase
€v gapki d¢pbnv adrois. The one seems reasonable —if we may
80 express it — though so immeasurably profound ; the other
seems forced, and as having a purpose in it — though again this
is largely a subjective impression.

When now we turn to the book of Baruch (iii. 38) and find
there the following: uera Tovro éml Tis yiis ¢pbn xal év Tois
avfparmrois cvvaveatpdgn these subjective suspicions find consid-
erable confirming. It seems, in fact, extremely probable that
there has been some connection between our Logion and this
Baruch passage — especially when we remember that this verse
belongs to the second part of this book, which is held to be a
later addition —this verse being considered by some recent
critics as a Christian interpolation—and further, when we recall
the fact that this verse is quoted in connection with the Incarna-
tion by patristic writers from the time of Iren®us,” and so might
have been, like the thought of the preceding Logion, current in
the early Church to such a degree as to give a natural cause for
its presence here under the form of a saying of Christ.”

Logron 1V.
[6r]ovéavdow. ... .€e.. ... [0leorkai.....€..
) ' y s y y ) ~ »
e v oo éoTw pdves . . . [T]w éyw el per’ adT[oD] ¢ Eye[p]ov
\ /4 b ~ e ’ / by /. , N ~ 2\ ’
Tov MBov ka’kel elproets pe, ayiocov To Evhov ka'yw éxel el

2% On this basis Grenfell stoutly denies a post-resurrection porsibility for the Logion because
of the unlikelihood of such an expression as movei § Yvxij wov from Christ at such 8 time (Indep.,
Sept. 23, *97). Harnack holds the game view (p. 14). It is interesting at the same time to note
the expressions of rebuke which Christ used to the two disciplex on the way to Emmaus (Luke
xxjv. 25), and to Thomas (Johu xx. 27).

26 (f, Irenseus Ade. Hoar, iv.20. § 4 (Migne VI, p.1034),  Cyprian, Testim., ii. 6. (Migne
1V, p. 720).

21 Cf, Editors, p. 12.  Swete, p. 517,

.
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The first part of this Logion, as far as it is possible to read
it, has every appearance of being a substantial reproduction of
Matt. xviii. 20 (dv ydp elow 8o 7 Tpeis auvnyuévor eis 1o épodv
ovoua, éxei elui év péoe avrav).” So that we might easily un-
derstand it, in this part at least, as being, either another form
of this saying, or another saying given forth at some other
period of his ministry and not recorded in the Gospels. Indeed,
when we take the whole Logion, such - an incident as that of the
ambitious request of James and John, against which Christ in-
culcated a spirit of service and self-sacrifice, after his own ex-
ample, might have given the necessary background for such
a remark as it furnishes, and Mr. Grenfell may not be wrong
in calling our attention to the peculiar fitness of such a saying
on the lips of one who was known as “ the carpenter’s son.”

If, however, we adopt the conjectural restoration of the la-
cunz which Swete makes and which is admitted as possible by
the editors,” we would read the first part of the Logion some-
what as follows: ¢ Wherever all are godless (unbelievers) and
there is one faithful (believing),there am I with him.” This might
very well convey the idea of Christ’s presence with the believer
under conditions of peculiar difficulty and trial, and would de-
cide the cast to be given to the second part of the Logion, which,
as far as the text is concerned, is fortunately complete. This
second part, then, would seem to be a further assurance of
Christ’s presence under the more concrete difficulties of the toil
and labor of daily work. To be sure, there is nothing iye .
Gospel teachings of Christ which this reproduces; at the s%e
time there is nothing with which it is contradictory. We would
not find it altogether difficult to understand Christ as sgying
this, though the definite connection of His presence with the
stone and the wood, or even with the act of raising and cleav-
ing is confessedly strange. It goes beyond the idea of Matt.
xviii. 20.”

When, consequently, we recall such a passage as Eccl. x. 9
—'Efaipwv ABovs Samovnbrjcerar év avrois * axilwr Edra xuwv-

18 See references to extended form of this verse found in Ephrem. Syr. Ervang. Concord.
Erpos., c. 14 (Editors, p. 13). It is not found, however, in the Greek vergion of Ephreem made
from the MSS in the Bodleian Library, 1709.

2 Independent, Sept. 28, 1897. Cf. also Harnack, p. 21.

30 pp. 131,

1 Harnack contends as strongly as Mr. Grenfell against any pantheistic meaning in our
Logion (p. 18), and yet he admits a possible mysticism in it (p. 19), and lays considerable stress
on the likelihood of its influence in pantheistic-gnostic directions (pp. 21, 88 f., 36).
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Suvevaet év adrois, and note the same idea of moving stones and
cleaving wood as in our Logion, but presented in the form of
danger rather than of labor and toil, we can see how the first
part of our Logion, as restored by Swete, could be intended to
convey the assurance of Christ’s presence with his people, in the
face of the danger arising from being the only faithful one
among many unbelievers, and so, how the second part of the
Logion could bave been suggested by this Eccl. passage, and
have been *ntended to carry with it the idea of danger which
the Old Testament passage conveys— the assurance it gives
being of Christ’s presence, not only in the labor and toil, but in
the risks and dangers of everyday toil and work.

At the same time, even this adjustment does not remove the
strangeness which lies in the definite connection of Christ’s pres-
ence with the stone and the wood or with the actions gathering
around them. It is still an idea which passes beyond the limits
of such a passage as that with which the first part of the Logion
seems to be so closely connected.

With such results from our analytic work it is clearly diffi-
cult to make definite assertions as to the origin of our Logia.
The most we seem justified in saying is something as follows:

I. There is a possibility that these Logia may represent
original sayings of Christ.” There is, at the same time, a possi-
bility that in part,at least, they may represent other sources and
be ascribed here to Christ. As far as the analytic work goes
it would seem that the latter were more likely to be the case.

II. If the latter be the case and the sources from which the
unoriginal part of the sayings comes be general and varied in
character (i. e. partly Old Testament canonical writings [Log. V],
partly Old Testament apocryphal writings [Log. II1], partly the
general sentiment of the Church [Log. I1]), then it is hard to
conjecture where the motive for such a collection would lie.
Perhaps the most likely purpose would have been to serve the
interest of some heretical sect; but what sect is, as yet, beyond
our knowledge.

III. If, however, these sources be a definite extra-canonical
Gospel, from which they were taken as excerpts, then we would
have a single source for the whole collection, and there would

32 This is the position of Grenfell and Rendel Harris.
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be less difficulty, perhaps, as to the motive for the collecting;
since it might have been done for liturgical, or catechetical, or
even private use.” But, again, when it comes to saying what
Gospel this could have been, it is not an easy thing to be certain
in statement.™

IV. 1If they represent original sayings of Christ they must
have come down to this third century in which our fragment was
written, through an antiquarian spirit as well as a pious interest,
since, by this time, —even in Egypt, where the development of
Christianity was slow — the fuller Gospels of the canon would
have rendered unlikely that such a collection would have been
needed — as it might have been needed when first collected.”

MEeLaNctHON W. JACOBUS.

33 See suggestion of James (Contemp. Rev., Aug., '97, p. 1587).  Also of writer in Guardian
(July 21, '97); also of Badham (Athenaumn, Aug. 7, *97).

3¢ Harnack holds with persistent logic to an Egyptian Gospel source, considering this Gos-
pel, however, as derived, not from our Canonical Gospels, but from the sources from which they
themselves came, and as belonging, not to heretical literature, but to the early Gospel literatare,
in the strictest sense of the word (pp. 27-36). Badham holds to the same source, considering thig
Gospel, however, a heretical production (Atheneum, Aug. 7, '97). 1f this should prove to be the
source and Harnack be right in the value he places upon the Egyptian Gospel, there would be
almost as much Interest attaching to our fragment as though it belonged to the same stage of
Gospel development as the Matthew Logia itself.

36 Cf. article by Prof. Bacon, Independ., July 22, '97.
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