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PROLEGOMENA TO A STUDY OF THE DOMINICAL
LOGOI AS CITED IN THE DIDASCALIA APOSTOLORUM
PART II: METHODOLOGICAL QUESTIONS (CONT.)*

JAMES J. C. COX
Andrews University

In the previous article! in this series, I tested those methodolo-
gies 1 had proposed earlier? as necessary for an adequate and
responsible “determination” of the dominical logoi, as cited in
the original text of the Greek Didascalia Apostolorum, on the
canonical dominical logos, “For it is written in the Law, ‘You shall
not commit adultery. But I say to you (that is, I spoke, in the
Law, through Moses, but now I myself speak to you), Everyone
who shall look at his neighbor’s wife, to desire her, has already
committed adultery with her in his heart,” as it is cited in the
Didascalia (Didasc. 1.1.4). I now test those methodologies, pro-
posed on the same occasion, as necessary for an adequate and
responsible “evaluation” of the dominical logoi, as cited in the
original text of the Greek Didascalia, on the same logos.

*Abbreviations employed in this article, which are not spelled out on the
back cover of this journal, indicate the following series: 444 = Acta Aposto-
lorum Apocrypha;  CAC = Corpus Apologetarum Christianorum Saeculi
Secundi; GCS=Die griechischen christlichen Schriftsteller der ersten drei
Jahrhunderte; NTG = Novum Testamentum Graece; PTS = Patristische
Texte und Studien; SC = Sources chrétiennes.

(Editor’s Note: The style used in this article, including that for citing
biblical texts, differs somewhat from current AUSS style. This is in order to
maintain consistency throughout the series, which was begun prior to adop-
tion of the present AUSS Style Guidelines.)

*“Prolegomena to a Study of the Dominical Logoi as cited in the Didas-
calia Apostolorum, Part II: Methodological Questions (cont.),” AUSS 17
(1979): 137-167.

?*“Prolegomena to a Study of the Dominical Logoi as cited in the Didas-
calia Apostolorum, Part 1I: Methodological Questions,” 4USS 15 (1977): 1-15.

17



18

®

(i)
(iii)

@iv)

™
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COMPARISON OF THE GREEK DIDASCALIST'S
CITATION WITH ITS COMPARABLE PARALLEL IN THE
GREEK GOSPEL TRADITIONS

1. The Texts
(a) (b)
Didasc. Grk. 1.14 Mt 5.27-28
(Reconstruction) (Legg, NTG: Matthaeum, ad loc.)
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2. The Comparable Parallel in the Canonical Gospels

I take up now an “evaluation” with respect both to the form
(in the more technical sense of the term) and to the function of
the parallel in the first gospel, namely, Mt 5.27-28.

The Form

The dominical logos, “You have heard that it was said, ‘You
shall not commit adultery.” But I say to you, Everyone who looks
at a woman (wife), to desire her, has already committed adul-
tery with her in his heart” (Mt 5.27-28), belongs in the “form-

historical” category “legal logoi.”™®

3 R. Bultmann, The History of the Synoptic Tradition, 2d ed. (New York,
1968), pp. 134-35, 149.
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One form of these “legal logoi” has two basic elements:

1. The old point of view (introduced with a formula such as
fnoloate 8tL €ppédn [tols dpxaCous] [‘you have heard
that it was said (to the ancients)”]).

2. The new point of view (introduced with a formula such
as &yd 6% Afyw Outv [8tu] [*but I say to you (that)”]).

The “old point of view” (the “thesis”) is set forth in the form
of a prohibition (o poveboeuLs|“you shall not kill’} [Mt 5.21]; o0
pouvxeboevs [“you shall not commit adultery”] [Mt 5.27]; o
énvopuficers [“you shall not perjure (yourself)”] [Mt 5.33]);
and the “new point of view” (the “antithesis”) is propounded
in the form of an assertion (nds 6 dpyuzduevos TP &5erod
adtod &voxos &otal ti uploeu [“everyone who is angry with
his brother shall be liable in the judgment”] [Mt 5.22a]; nag 6
BAEnwy yuvalxo wpds T3 énudupficar adtiv Aén éuol-
Xxevoev adThv &v Tii nopslo adtol[“everyone who looks at
a woman (wife), to desire her, has already committed adultery
with her in his heart”] [Mt 5.28]) or as an imperative (Ui dudooL
8aws [“do not swear at all’] ... fotw 68 & AByog Vuwmv [“but
let your word be”] . .. [Mt 5.34, 37]) which has “the sense of a
legal prescription.”™

The logos we are discussing, in its Matthaean form, has pre-
cisely these two basic elements:

1. The old point of wview (fnoGoate &1L £pp€dn- 09
pouxeboers [“you have heard that it was said, ‘You shall not com-
mit adultery’ "] ).

2. The new point of view (Ey®d 68 Aéyw Outv 8tu  Iag O
BAETwv Yuvatxo npds T80 énLupficar adtiv A6n éuolyevoev
adtiiv €v 1H napblq adtol [“but I say to you, Everyone who
looks at a woman (wife), to desire her, has already committed
adultery with her in his heart™]).

The Function

This “legal logos,” as it occurs in the Matthaean sermo in

* Bultmann, Synoptic Tradition, p- 132.
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monte, serves two functions, polemical/apologetical and catecheti-
cal.

I agree with those who include this logos among those “debat-
ing logoi” which serve “polemic and apologetic purposes—sub-
stantially with Jewish opponents.”™ I am persuaded that it func-
tions as part of the debate between the Matthaean church and the
synagogue “across the street.”® I also agree with those who include
this logos among those “legal logoi” that have been “gathered
together into a catechism”—a catechism in which logoi that were
“originally much more polemic than legal in character were turned
into rules . . . by which the ‘better righteousness’ of the church
must judge itself.”

3. The Didascalist’s Citation

Before comparing the Greek Didascalist’s citation with its
comparable parallel in the canonical gospels, namely, Mt 5.27-28,
it will be necessary to “evaluate” his citation as to both its form
(in the more technical sense of the term) and its function.

The Form

The dominical logos, “For it is written in the Law, “You shall
not commit adultery.” But I say to you (that is, I spoke, in the
Law, through Moses, but now I myself speak to you), Everyone
who shall look at his neighbor’s wife, to desire her, has already
committed adultery with her in his heart” ( Didasc. 1.1.4), belongs,
as does its canonical parallel, in the “form-historical” category
“legal logoi.”

It has the same basic elements:

1. The old point of view ([with a comparable introductory

* E.g., Bultmann, Synoptic Tradition, p. 146.

® K. Stendahl, The School of St. Matthew and Its Use of the Old Testa-
ment, with a New Introduction (Philadelphia, 1968), pp. xi-xii.

"E.g., Bultmann, Synoptic Tradition, p. 149. With reference to the logoi
in Mt 5.31-32, 38-39, 43-44, Bultmann remarks, “The motive for the formula-
tion is clear: the antithetical form commends itself by its catechetical charac-

ter” (Synoptic Tradition, pp. 135-36). Stendahl also sees this logos as fulfilling
a catechetical function. See his School of St. Matthew, pp. 136-137.
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formula] Stv év 1§ NSug vEypamntar® 00 wouxeloeus [“for
it is written in the Law, ‘You shall not commit adultery’”]).

2. The new point of view ([with an identical introductory for-
mula] 'EY® 68 Afyw Outv . . . Mg, Sotis éuBAédeL elg
v yuvvatra 1o mAnclov wpdg 13 énudupficar adthiv, Adn
énoCyevoev adThv év T napdle avtol [“but Isay to you ...
Everyone who shall look at his neighbor’s wife, to desire her,
has already committed adultery with her in his heart”]).

In addition it has a qualifying parenthetical statement which
immediately follows and emphasizes the introductory formula
eyd 68 Aéyw Outv (“but I say to you”), namely, 1001’ €oTLv
€v 1) N6up (1) 6Ld Mwlows €y® €XGAnoa, viv 868 6
avt6s Vutv A€yw(“that is, I spoke, in the Law, through Moses,
but now I myself speak to you”).

The Function

The Didascalist’s logos is employed paraenetically. It occurs
in a context in which the “children of God” are exhorted to flee
from “all avarice and evil dealing.” They are not to “desire that
which is any man’s,” for “he who desires his neighbor’s wife or
his servant, or his maidservant, is already an adulterer, and a
thief.” This paraenesis is supported by two citations, the one (cf.
Ex 20.17), from the Torah, and the other (the citation under
consideration ), from the “Gospel.”

4. The Comparison

The questions with which we must deal now have to do with
the relationship between the Didascalist’s logos and that in the
Matthaean sermo in monte. Is the Didascalist’s logos lineally
related to Mt 5.27-28? Or is it rooted in the same source as that
employed by Matthew? Is it more, or less, primitive than the
Matthaean form?

The significant differences between the two logoi are:

1. While in the Matthaean logos the “old point of view” ele-
ment is introduced with the formula AnoGoate 8tL &ppé9n
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(“you have heard that it was said”), in the Didascalist’s logos it is
introduced with the formula &1L &v 1§ NSuw yEypamntal
(“for it is written in the Law”™).

2. While in the Matthaean logos the “new point of view”
element is introduced with the formula éyd 68 Afyw Uulv
(“but I say to you”) alone, in the Didascalist’s logos it is intro-
duced with the same formula expanded by a qualifying parentheti-
cal note, namely, 1001’ €otLv €v TH Noug (t§) 6L Mwlofwg
Eyd éAEAnoa, viv 68 O adtds Vutv Afyw (“thatis, I spoke, in
the Law, through Moses, but now I myself speak to you™).

3. While in the Matthaean logos the first clause of the “new
point of view” element is formulated by the use of the adjective
mdg (“everyone”) + the articular participle 6 gr€nwv (“who
looks”) + the anarthrous noun yuvatxo (“woman,” “wife”), in
the Didascalist’s logos the same clause is formulated by the use of
the adjective mds (“everyone”) + the indefinite relative pro-
noun 8otis (“who”) + the finite verb (in the future tense)
euBrE¢er  (“shall look”) + the prepositional phrase (employing
an articular noun) elg tfiv yuvalua (“at the wife”) + the
distinctive modifying factor 100 minoCov adtob (“his neigh-
bor’s”).

Item 1 is probably to be explained as a development—a devel-
opment inspired by an attempt to add more specific authority (“it
is written in the Torah”) to the prohibition which immediately
follows—a development the responsibility for which must be attri-
buted to the author of the qualifying parenthetical note attached
to the introductory formula in the “new point of view” clause.

Item 2 is probably to be explained as a development—a devel-
opment also inspired by an attempt to add even more authority
(“it was I who spoke, in the Torah, through Moses; it is I who
speak again, this time in the Gospel, directly; and what I have to
say now supersedes what I said before”) to the assertion which
immediately follows—a development the responsibility for which
must be attributed to the author of the introductory formula in the
“old point of view” clause.
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Both of these items are to be attributed to the editorial work of
the Greek Didascalist himself. In the first place, the expression
“it is written” (ktyb = scriptum est = yEypoantar) is a distinc-
tive feature of his writing. He employs it on 34 occasions® with
reference to citations from all three divisions of the Tanak—from
the Torah (on 13 occasions), from the Nebi'im (on 11 occasions),
and from the Kethubim (on 10 occasions ).® Furthermore on 12 of
these occasions it is introduced with the conjunction “for” (m#l =
quoniam = 8tu ). In the second place, the phrase “in the
Law” (bnmws’ = in lege = év 1 NEuy) is also a distinctive fea-
ture of his style. He employs it on 6 occasions, all with reference
to citations from the Torah. And, in the third place, the pattern
of authority—first a citation from the Tanak (especially from the
Torah) and then a citation from the “Gospel” — occurs again
and again in his document. Note, for example, the following
illustrations: (a) The “children of God” are not to “desire that
which is any man’s” “for it is written in the Law, ‘You shall not de-
sire that which belongs to your neighbor . . . his wife . . . (cf. Ex
20.17). ... As also in the Gospel renewing and confirming and
fulfilling the Ten Words of the Law, (he says) °. . . Everyone who
looks at his neighbor’s wife . . . (= Mt 5.27-28);"10 (b) “While
we speak and repeat these things often, we are not blameworthy;
for through much teaching and hearing it happens that a man is
put to shame, and does good and avoids evil. For the Lord also
said in the Law, ‘Hear, O Israel’ (cf. Deut 6.4a) . .. And in the
Gospel likewise he often proclaims and says, ‘Everyone who has
ears to hear, let him hear’ (cf. Mt 11.15, 139, etc.).”!

Item 3 is probably to be explained as a development—a devel-
opment resulting from editorial modification.

a. The expression “he who/everyone who/whoever looks” is
variously formulated in the Gospel traditions: (1) article + par-

¢ See “Prolegomena,” AUSS 15 (1977): 2-3, nn. 8-10.

®He also employs it on 12 occasions with reference to citations from the
“Gospel.” See “Prolegomena,” AUSS 15 (1977): 3-4, n. 12.

* Didasc. 1.1.2fF.

1 Didasc. 2.6.17.
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ticiple: 6 BAEnwv (“who looks”) (so some gospel mss,!? Athena-
goras [1/1],'® and Irenaeus [1/2]'*); & éuBA€¢as (“who has
looked”) (so some gospel mss,'> Clement of Alexandria [3/7]1¢
Chrysostom [5/6],'" Nemesius of Emesa [1/1],® and Theodoret
of Cyrrhus [1/1]%°);20 (2) adjective + article + participle: s
0 BAEmwv (“everyone who looks”) (so the majority of gospel
mss,?! Irenaeus [1/2],2 Clement of Alexandria [1/7],% Origen
[1/5], Eusebius [1/1],2* Macarius of Egypt [1/1],% and Cyril of
Alexandria [1/1]26);2" and (3) indefinite relative pronoun con-
struction + a finite verb in the subjunctive mood: s (€)av
euBAEYn (“whoever should look™) (so some gospel mss,?® Justin

2 See Legg, NTG: Matthaeum, ad loc.

13 Supplicatio pro Christianis, 32.8 (Otto, CAC 7:166.71L.).

4 Adversus haereses, 4.16.5 (Rousseau, et al., SC 100:573.9.).

** See Legg, NTG: Matthaeum, ad loc.

 Paedagogus, 3.5,33.2 (Stihlin, GCS 12:1.255.24); Stromata, 2.14,61.3;
4.18,114.2 (Stihlin and Friichtel, GCS 52°:3.146.9f.; 3.298.24f.).

¥ In Matthaeum, Hom., 61.2 (Migne, PG 58:594.2fL.); In epistolam primam
ad Corinthios, Hom., 7.7; 42.3 (Migne, PG 61:64.64f.; 366.49f.); Catechesis 1.32
(Wenger, SC 50:124.30f.); 2.5 (Migne, PG 49:240.17f.).

8 De natura hominis, 40.86f. (Migne, PG 40:769.24f.).

* Graecorum affectionum curatio 9.57 (Canivet, SC 57:354.101f.).

» Clement of Alexandria also has 6 (66v (“who has looked™) (Stromata,
2.50.2 [Stihlin and Friichtel, GCS 52%:3.139.18£]) and & é£mncdupfioas
(“who has desired”) (Stromata, 2.15,66.1 [Stdhlin and Friichtel, GCS 52%
3.148.13)).

# See Legg, NTG: Matthaeum, ad loc.

# Adversus haereses, 4.13.1 (Rousseau, et al., SC 100:525.54.).

® Stromata 3.14,94.3 (Stdhlin and Friichtel, GCS 52%:3.239.181.).

# Comm. on John, 20.17 (Preuschen, GCS 10:4.349.33f.).

*® Homiliai pneumatikai, 26.13 (Dorries, et al., PTS 4:211.31.).

® In Zachariam, 768c (Pusey, In XII Prophetas, 2:468.171.).

# Theophilus of Antioch (1/1) has wdg 6 (6&v (“everyone who has
looked”) (4d Autolycum 3.13 [Bardy, SC 20:230.24ff.]); Clement of Alexandria
(1/7) has ndg O npooBAEnwv (“everyone who looks™) (Stromata 3.2,8.4
[Stdhlin and Frichtel, GCS 52%:3.199.16]); Basil (1/1) has nds & £uBAfnwv
(“everyone who looks”) (Letter 46.1 [Deferrari, LCL 190:284.21fL.]); Acta
Philippi (2), 142 has nds 6 éupA€¢as (“everyone who has looked”) (Lip-
sius and Bonnet, 444 2.2,80.26ff.); and Chrysostom (1/1) has nds 6 éuBA€¢wv
(“everyone who looks”) (In Matthaeum, Hom. 17 [Migne, PG 57:255.1f.]).

% See Legg, NTG: Matthaeum, ad loc.
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Martyr [1/1],2° Origen [4/5],2° and Cyril of Jerusalem [1/1]31) .32
The Greek Didascalist has the formulation: adjective + indefinite
relative pronoun + finite verb (future tense, indicative mood):
ndg, OSotis €uprfer (“everyone who shall look™).

b. The object of the verb “to look” is variously construed in
the gospel traditions: (1) as an anarthrous noun in the accusative
case: BAEmeLv yuvvoalua (“to look onfat a woman/wife”) (so
the gospel mss,3 Athenagoras [1/1],3* Irenaeus [2/2],%® Clement
of Alexandria [1/3],%¢ Origen [1/5],3" Eusebius [1/1],%® Macarius
of Egypt [1/1],*® and Cyril of Alexandria [1/1]%0);*' (2) as an
anarthrous noun in the dative case: ¢€uBA€nevv yuvaurl (“to
look on/at a woman/wife”) (so Justin Martyr [1/1],%2 Clement of
Alexandria [2/3],*® Origen [1/5],** Basil [1/1],*3 Cyril of Jerusa-

® Apologia, 1.15.1 (Otto, CAC 1:46.611.).

* Contra Celsum, 3.44 (Koetschau, GCS 2:1.240.7ff.); Comm. on John, 20.23
(Preuschen, GCS 10:4.350.14f.); De principiis 3.1.6 (Koetschau, GCS 22:5.
202.7£); Selecta in Ezechiel, 6 (Lommatzsch, Origenis, Opera, 14.195).

3 Catecheses 1.18.5 (Reischl and Rupp, Cyrilli Hierosolymarum, Opera,
2:56.6£.).

2 Acta Philippi (1), 142 has nds &8s &3v EuBrEYn (“everyone who shall
look™).

# See Legg, NTG: Matthaeum, ad loc.

# Supplicatio pro Christianis, 32.8 (Otto, CAC 7:166.7f.).

* Adversus haereses, 4.13.1; 4.16.5 (Rousseau, et al., SC 100:525.5Mf.; 573.94L.).

3 Stromata, 8.14,94.3 (Stihlin and Friichtel, GCS 522:3.239.18£.).

3 Comm. on John, 20.17 (Preuschen, GCS 10:4.349.33f.).

3 Demonstratio Evangelica, 3.6.4 (Heikel, GCS 23:132.24f.).

3 Homiliai pnewmatikai, 26.13 (Dorrics et al., PTS 4:211.3£).

' In Zachariam 768c (Pusey, In XII Prophetas, 2:468.17fF.).

“* Theophilus of Antioch (1/1) has (6eTv yuvalxa (“to look on/at a
woman/wife”) (dd Autolycum, 3.13 [Bardy, SC 20:230.24f.]); Origen (3/5) has
EuBAEneLy yuvalxa (“to look on/at a woman/wife”) (Comm. on John,
20.23 [Preuschen, GCS 10:4.350.14f); De principiis, 3.1.6 [Koetschau, GCS
22:5202.78.]; Selecta in Ezechiel, 6 [Lommatzsch, Origenis, Opera, 14:195]);
and Acta Philippi (2), 142 has éuBr€neLv els yuvalua (“to look on/at a
wife””) (Lipsius and Bonnet, 444 2.2:80.26fF.).

2 Apologia, 1.15.1 (Otto, CAC 1.46.6ff.).

*# Stromata, 4.18,114.2; 7.13,82.3 (Stdhlin and Friichtel, GCS 52%:3.298.24f.;
GCS 17%:3.58.28).

“ Contra Celsum, 3.44 (Koetschau, GCS 2:1.240.7fF.).

' Letter 46.1 (Deferrari, LCL 190:284.21f.).
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lem [1/1]4¢ Acta Philippi [1] [1/1],4” Chrysostom [6/6],%® Neme-
sius of Emesa [1/1],* and Theodoret of Cyrrhus [1/1]5°).51 The
Greek Didascalist construes it as a prepositional phrase with
an articular noun in the accusative case: &uBr€neLv el Thv
yovatxa (“to look at the wife”). 52 53

c. The few citations which modify the noun yuvatuxoa/yuvauxC
(“woman,” “wife”) do so variously: (1) by means of the

> 3

adjective 4ixotplav/édirotple (“another’s”) (so Theophilus of
Antioch [1/1]%* and Clement of Alexandria [1/3],%® respectively);
and (2) by means of the phrase 100 nAnoCov adto¥ (“his
neighbor’s”) (so Acta Philippi [2] [1/1]°¢). The Greek Didascalist
employs the phrase 70U nAnogCov aldtob (“his neighbor’s™).
One other feature should be noted here, namely, the use of the
accusative adtiv (“her”) (instead of the genitive altfig
[“her”]) as the object of the verb énudvuetv (“to desire”) in
the prepositional clause mpds 13 énu9vpficar adTAv (“to de-
sire her”). A good many of the manuscript copyists and editors,
and of the fathers who cite this logos, have apparently felt the
grammatical infelicity involved in the use of the accusative case
(ad1fiv [“her”]) after the verb é&niduuetv (“to desire”) and
have sought to correct the problem either (a) by omitting the

*® Catecheses, 1.13.5 (Reischl and Rupp, Cyrilli Hierosolymarum, Opera,
2:56.6f.).

 Acta Philippi (1), 142 (Lipsius and Bonnet, 444 2.2:80.12fF.).

®In Matthaeum, Hom., 17; 612 (Migne, PG 57:255.1ff.; PG 58:594.2ff.);
In epistolam primam ad Corinthios, Hom. 7.7; 42.3 (Migne, PG 61:64.64f;
366.49f.); Catechesis 1.32 (Wenger, SC 50:124.30£.); 2.5 (Migne, PG 49:240.17f.).

* De natura hominis, 40.86f. (Migne, PG 40:769.24f.).

® Graecorum affectionum curatio, 9.57 (Canivet, SC 57:354.10£.).

% Clement of Alexandria (1/3) has éuBA€meuv T yuvauxC (“to look
on/at the woman/wife”) (Stromata, 4.18,114.2 [Stihlin and Friichtel, GCS
52%:3.298.24£.]).

% Acta Philippi (2), 142 has a comparable reading: elg yvvalxa (“on/
at a wife”) (Lipsius and Bonnet, 444 2.2:80.26fF.).

% See F. Blass and A. Debrunner, 4 Greek Grammar of the New Testa-
ment and Other Early Christian Literature: A Translation and Revision of
the ninth-tenth German edition incorporating Supplementary Notes of A.
Debrunner by Robert Funk (Chicago, 1961), §202.

* 4d Autolycum, 3.13 (Bardy, SC 20:230.24f1.).

% Stromata, 7.13,82.3 (Stihlin and Friichtel, GCS 172:3.58.28).

* Acta Philippi (2), 142 (Lipsius and Bonnet, 444 2.2:80.26fF.).
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pronoun altogether (so p%* 57 »* 236 440,5% Clement of Alexandria
[1/11,%° Origen [3/5],% Cyril of Jerusalem [1/1],%* Macarius of
Egypt [1/1],%2 Chrysostom [4/6],%® and Cyril of Alexandria
[1/1]%), or (b) by replacing the accusative ad1fiv (“her”) with
the grammatically preferable genitive abtfis (“her”) (so®®M 5,
1 209 22 346 21 262 265 472 485 697 al. plur.*® Justin Martyr
[1/1],%¢ Athenagoras [1/1],%7 Irenaeus [2/2],%% Origen [1/5],%
Basil [1/1]," Chrysostom [1/6],"* and Theodoret of Cyrrhus
[1/1]72).73 The Greek Didascalist retains the accusative a0Tfv
(“her”).

The manner in which these elements ([1] nds, Sotis €u-
BAEpeL [“everyone who shall look”]; [2] elg thv yuvatxra [“at
the wife”]; and [3] 1o nAnoCov adtod [“his neighbor’s”])
have been construed in the Greek Didascalist’s citation, as com-
pared with the manner in which they are construed in Matthew’s
parallel, certainly indicates that they have been worked over by
an editor. The question with which we concern ourselves has to

% K. Aland, Synopsis Quattuor Evangeliorum: Locis parallelis evangeliorum
apocryphorum et patrum adhibitis (Stuttgart, 1964), ad loc.

* See Legg, NTG: Matthaeum, ad loc.

% Stromata, 3.14,94.3 (Stihlin and Friichtel, GCS 52%:3.239.18f£.).

% Contra Celsum, 3.44 (Koetschau, GCS 2:1.240.7ft.); Comm. on John 20.17
(Preuschen, GCS 10:4.349.33f.); De principiis, 3.1.6 (Koetschau, GCS 22:5.
202.7£.).

 Catecheses, 1.13.5 (Reischl and Rupp, Cyrilli Hierosolymarum, Opera,
2:56.6f.).

® Homiliai pneumatikai, 26.13 (Dorries, et al., PTS 4:211.3£).

® In Matthaeum, Hom., 61.2 (Migne, PG 57:594.2f.); In epistolam primam
ad Corinthios, Hom. 7.7 (Migne, PG 61:64.64f.); Catechesis 1.32 (Wenger, SC
50:124.30f.); 2.5 (Migne, PG 49:240.17f.).

% In §. Joannem, 3.3.267a (Pusey, In D. Joannis Evangelium, 1:393.30ff.).

% See Legg, NTG: Matthaeum, ad loc.

“ Apologia, 1.15.1 (Otto, CAC 1:46.6ff.).

 Supplicatio pro Christianis, 32.8 (Otto, CAC 7:166.71L.).

® Adversus haereses, 4.13.1; 4.16.5 (Rousseau, et al., SC 100:525.51F.; 573.94.).

® Selecta in Ezechiel, 6 (Lommatzsch, Origenis, Opera, 14.195).

" Letter 46.1 (Deferrari, LCL 190:284.21fL.).

" In epistolam primam ad Corinthios, Hom. 42.3 (Migne, PG 61:366.49f.).

“ Graecorum affectionum curatio, 9.57 (Canivet, SC 57:354.10f.).

*On the use of the genitive with the verb éniL9uvuetv (“to desire”) see
Blass-Debrunner-Funk, § 171, and J. H. Moulton, W. F. Howard, and N. Tur-
ner, 4 Grammar of New Testament Greek, 3 (Edinburgh, 1963): 232.
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do with whether or not that editor was the Greeck Didascalist
himself or a predecessor.

Here we must take cognizance of the remarkable similarity
to the Didascalist’s citation of the parallel in Acta Philippi (2):™

Didasc. 1.1.4 Acta Philippi (2), 142
18s, Sotug EuBAEYeL 18g & €uBAEgag

els Thv yuvatka elg yvvalua

100 mAnoCov adtod 108 mAnoCov adtol
1pd¢ 13 gmdupficar adtAv, xolt énifvufioas adThv,
fién éuolxevoev adrtiiv fén épolxeuvoev alThv
_é_v T xapbCle aldTol £v 17 nopdle ad100

Both citations agree with one another, and at the same time
differ from their Matthaean parallel, in that (1) they both em-
ploy the compound verb éuBA€neLv (“to look™) (the Matthaean
parallel bas the simple verb 8i€nevv [“to look™]);™ (2) they
both employ the prepositional phrase els (Tiiv) yuvatno (“at
the wife”) (the Matthaean parallel has simply, as the direct ob-
ject, the noun yuvvatxo [“woman,” “wife”]);’® and (3) they both

“ Lipsius and Bonnet, 444, 2.2:80.26f.

“The compound verb is extensively used in parallel citations in the
Patristic literature. See, e.g., Justin Martyr (1/1) (4pologia, 1.15.1 [Otto, CAC
1:46.6ff.]); Clement of Alexandria (4/8) (Paedagogus, 3.5,33.2 [Stihlin, GCS
12:1.255.24]; Stromata, 2.14,61.3; 4.18,114.2; 7.13,82.3 [Stihlin and Friichtel,
GCS 52°:3.146.9f.; 3.298.24f.; GCS 17%:3.58.28)); Origen (4/5) (Contra Celsum,
3.44 [Koetschau, GCS 2:1.240.7ff.]; Comm. on John, 2023 [Preuschen, GCS
10:4.350.14f.]; De principiis, 3.1.6 [Koetschau, GCS 22:5.202.7f.]; Selecta in
Ezechiel, 6 [Lommatzsch, Origenis, Opera, 14:195)); Basil (1/1) (Letter 46.1
[Deferrari, LCL 190:284.21ff.]); Cyril of Jerusalem (1/1) (Catecheses, 1.13.5
[Reischl and Rupp, Cyrilli Hierosolymarum, Opera, 2:56.61.])); Acta Philippi
(1), 142 (Lipsius and Bonnet, 444 2.2:80.12ff.); Chrysostom (6/6) (In Mat-
thaeum, Hom., 17; 61.2 (Migne, PG 57:255.1ff.; PG 58:594.2f.]; In epistolam
primam ad Corinthios, Hom, 7.7; 42.3 [Migne, PG 61:64.64f.; 366.49f];
Catechesis 1.32 [Wenger, SC 50:124.30f.]; 2.5 [Migne, PG 49:240.17£]); Neme-
sius of Emesa (1/1) (De natura hominis, 40.86f. [Migne, PG 40:769.24£.]); and
Theodoret of Cyrrhus (1/1) (Graecorum affectionum curatio, 9.57 [Canivet,
$C 57:354.10£.]).

"When they employ the compound verb éupAifmnecv (“to look™), the
Patristic writers, with but one exception, namely, Origen, consistently employ
its object in the dative case ( yuvauxT [“woman,” “wife”]) (so Justin Martyr
[1/1] [dpologia, 1.15.1 (Otto, CAC 1:46.6ff.)]; Clement of Alexandria [2/4]
[Stromata, 4.18,114.2; 7.13,82.3 (Stihlin and Friichtel, GCS 52%:3.298.24f.; GCS
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employ the modifying phrase 0% 1AncCov avtod (“his neigh-
bor’s”) (the Matthaean parallel has no equivalent).” Further-
more, they both employ the personal pronoun in the accusative
case after the verb &mniudupelv (“to desire”) (the Matthaean
parallel also has the personal pronoun in the accusative case).™

They differ in that (1) while the citation in the Didascalia
employs the indefinite relative pronoun Sotes (“who”) with the

172:3.58.28)]; Origen [1/4] [Contra Celsum, 3.44 (Koetschau, GCS 2:1.240.7ff.)];
Basil [1/1] [Letter 46.1 (Deferrari, LCL 190:284.211F.)]; Cyril of Jerusalem [1/1]
[Catecheses, 1.18.5 (Reischl and Rupp, Cyrilli Hierosolymarum, Opera,
2:56.6£.)]; Acta Philippi [1], 142 [Lipsius and Bonnet, 444 2.80.12ff.]); Chry-
sostom [6/6] [In Matthaeum, Hom. 17; 61.2 (Migne, PG 57:255.1ff.; PG 58:5%4.
2tt); In epistolam primam ad Corinthios, Hom. 7.7; 42.3 (Migne, PG 61:64.64f,;
366.49f.); Catechesis 1.32 (Wenger, SC 50:124.30f.); 2.5 (Migne, PG 49:240.
17£.)]; Nemesius of Emesa [1/1] [De natura hominis, 40.86f. (Migne, PG
40:769.24£.)]; and Theodoret of Cyrrhus [1/1] [Graecorum affectionum curatio,
9.57 (Canivet, SC 57:354.10f.)]). Origen [3/4] (Comm. on John, 20.23 [Preu-
schen, GCS 10:4.350.14f.]; De principiis, 3.1.6 [Koetschau, GCS 22:5.202.7f.];
Selecta in Ezechiel, 6 [Lommatzsch, 14:195]) has the accusative case. Clement
of Alexandria (2/4) (Paedagogus, 3.5.33.2 [Stithlin, GCS 12:1.255.24]; Stromata,
2.14,61.3 [Stiihlin and Friichtel, GCS 52*:3.146.9(.]) omits the object altogether.

*This modifying phrase does not occur in any of the Gospel mss, nor in
any other Patristic citations.

* The Patristic writers vary in their use and non-use of the personal pro-
noun after énLduuetv (“to desire”). Theophilus of Antioch (1/1) (4d
Autolycum 3.13 [Bardy, SC 20:230.24ff.]); Origen (1/5) (Comm. on John,
20.23 [Preuschen, GCS 10:4.350.14£.]); Eusebius (1/1) (Demonstratio Evangelica,
3.6.4 [Heikel, GCS 23:132.24f.]); Acta Philippi (1), 142 (Lipsius and Bonnet,
AAA 22:80.12ff.); Chrysostom (1/6) (In Matthaeum, Hom. 17 [Migne, PG
57:255.11L.]); and Nemesius of Emesa (1/1) (De natura hominis, 40.86f. [Migne,
PG 40:769.24f.]) employ the personal pronoun in the accusative case, aOTAV
(“her”); Justin Martyr (1/1) (dpologia, 1.15.1 [Otto, CAC 1:46.6fL.]); Athena-
goras (/1) (Supplicatio pro Christianis, 32.8 [Otto, CAC 7:166.7f.]); Irenaeus
(2/2) (Adversus haereses, 4.13.1; (Selecta in Ezechiel, 6 [Lommatzsch, 14:195]);
Basil (1/1) (Letter 46.1 [Deferrari, LCL 190:284 21fF.})); Chrysostom (1/6) (In
epistolam primam ad Corinthios, Hom. 42.3 [Migne, PG 61:366.49f.]); and
Theodoret of Cyrrhus (1/1) (Graecorum affectionum curatio, 9.57 [Canivet,
SC 57:354.10f.]) employ the pronoun in the genitive case, adtfig (“her”);
and Clement of Alexandria (1/1) (Stromata, 3.14,94.3 [Stihlin and Friichtel,
GCS 527:3289.18f]); Origen (3/5) (Contra Celsum, 3.44 [Koetschau, GCS
2:1.240.71f.]; Comm. on John, 20.17 [Preuschen, GCS 10:4.349.83f.]; De princi-
piis, 3.1.6 [Koetschau, GCS 22:5.202.7f.]); Cyril of Jerusalem (1/1) (Catecheses,
1.13.5 [Reischl and Rupp, Cyrilli Hierosolymarum, Opera, 2:56.6f.]); Macarius
of Egypt (1/1) (Homiliai pneumatikai, 26.13 [Dorries et al., PTS 4:211.3£.]);
Chrysostom (4/6) (In Matthaeum, Hom. 612 [Migne, PG 57:5942f]; In
epistolam primam ad Corinthios, Hom. 7.7 [Migne, PG 61:64.64£.]; Catechesis
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finite verb éugré¢er  (“shall look”),™ the parallel in Acta
Philippi employs the article 6 (“the” [“who”]) with the participle
¢uprépas (“has looked”);%® (2) while the citation in the Didas-
calia employs the articular noun tfiv yuvaTxa (“the wife”),
the parallel in Acta Philippi employs the anarthrous form
yovatxo (“wife”); and (3) while the citation in the Didascalia
employs the prepositional clause ©pds T3 &miSuuficar adthv
(“to desire her”), the parallel in Acta Philippi employs the coordi-
nating clause ®oal énivdvpfioas adtfiv (“and desired her”). All
three of these differences are to be explained as stylistic variations.

This striking agreement between the Didascalist’s citation and
that in Acta Philippi (2) can hardly be accidental.

The distinctive features of the citation in Acta Philippi (2),
namely, (1) the formulation nds ¢ €éuBr€¢as (“everyone who
has looked”), (2) the prepositional phrase els yuvalxa (“at
[the] wife”), (3) the modifying phrase 100 nAnoCov adtod
(“his neighbor’s”), and (4) the retention of the accusative case
after the verb énuduuetv (“to desire”), are probably not the
result of editorial work on the part of the author of that document.
There is nothing in the immediate literary context of the citation
that would call for any one, let alone all four, of these distinctive
features; nor are there comparable formulations (apart from item
[4]) in the contemporary Gospel traditions which may have given

1.32 [Wenger, SC 50:124.30£.]; 2.5 [Migne, PG 49.240.17£.]); and Cyril of Alex-
andria (1/1) (In S. Joannem, 8.3.267a [Pusey, In D. Joannis Evangelium,
1.393.30ff.]) omit the pronoun altogether. )

™ The formulation nds Sotis éuBAEeL (“everyone who shall look™)
occurs nowhere else in the Greek Gospel traditions.

% The formulation wdg O éuBA&¢og (“everyone who has looked”) oc-
curs nowhere else in the Greek Gospel traditions. However, the formulation
o ¢tupArfgoag (“who has looked”) occurs in Clement of Alexandria (3/7)
(Paedagogus, 8.5.33.2 [Stihlin, GCS 12:1.255.24]; Stromata, 2.14,613; 4.18,114.2
[Stdhlin and Friichtel, GCS 52%3.146.9f.; 3.298.24f.]); Chrysostom (5/6) (In
Maithaeum, Hom. 61.2 [Migne, PG 58:594.2ff.]; In epistolam primam ad
Corinthios, Hom. 7.7, 42.3 [Migne, PG 61:64.64f.; 366.49f.); Catechesis 1.32
[Wenger, SC 50:124.30f.]; 2.5 [Migne, PG 49:240.17f]); Nemesius of Emesa
(1/1) (De natura hominis, 40.86f. [Migne, PG 40:769.24f.]); and Theodoret of
Cyrrhus (1/1) (Graecorum affectionum curatio, 9.57 [Canivet, SC 57:354.10£.]).
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rise to these unique features.®* While items (1), (2), and (4)
may possibly have resulted from the stylistic preferences of the
author of Acta Philippi (2), item (3), the modifying phrase 100
mAnoCov adtoU (“his neighbor’s”), can hardly be explained in
this way. There is no evidence, as far as I can see, of any attempt
at accommodation, either to the immediate literary context or to
the contemporary Gospel traditions. In fact, the retention of the
accusative case after the verb éniuduvuetv (“to desire”)82 and
the inclusion of the modifying phrase 100 nAnoCov adtoD (“his
neighbor’s”) argue against interest in accommodation. I conclude,
therefore, that the author of Acta Philippi (2) found the logos
under discussion in his source essentially as he has cited it.

Furthermore, the comparable distinctive features of the cita-
tion in the Didascalia, namely, (1) the formulation nds, Sotus
éuBr€per (“everyone who shall look™), (2) the prepositional
phrase els TAv yuvaluo (“at the wife”), (3) the modifying
phrase 100 1AnoCov adtod (“his neighbor’s”), and (4) the
retention of the accusative case after the verb énu9upetv (“to
desire”), are probably not, apart from minor details, the result of
the editorial activity of the Didascalist. Items (1), (2), and (4)
may possibly have resulted from the stylistic preferences of the
Didascalist; and item (3), the modifying phrase 100 wAncCov
abtod  (“his neighbor’s”), may possibly have resulted from an
attempt at accommodation to another reference, drawn on the

8. The formulation n8&s & EpRAEpas (“everyone who has looked”) has
no precise equivalent in the Greek Gospel traditions, nor does the preposi-
tional phrase els yuvaluo (“on/at a wife”). There is no parallel to the
modifying phrase ToD mAnoClov altol (“his neighbor’s”), that is, outside
of the parallel in the Greek Didascalia.

#2There is a distinct tendency in the Greek Gospel traditions to rectify the
grammatical infelicity of the personal pronoun in the accusative case after the
verb énuSupelv (“to desire”) either (1) by omitting the pronoun altogether
(so p™ N* 236 440, Clement of Alexandria [1/1], Origen [3/5], Cyril of Jeru-
salem [1/1], Macarius of Egypt [1/1], Chrysostom [4/6], and Cyril of Alex-
andria [1/1], or (2) by replacing the accusative altfiv (“her”) with the
grammatically preferable genitive adtfis (“her”) (so X° M 3 1 209 22 346
21 262 .265 472 485 697 ad plur., Justin Martyr [1/1], Athenagoras [1/1],

Irenaeus [2/2], Origen [1/5], Basil [1/1], Chrysostom [1/6], and Theodoret
of Cyrrhus [1/1]). For the references see the discussion and footnotes above.
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Torah, which is both cited and restated in the immediately pre-
ceding context, namely, obx éniLdupfices TV yvvalra 100
mAnoCov Gou (“you shall not desire your neighbor’s wife”) (cf. Ex

20.17 [LXX]) . .. 6 y3p éncBupfioos Thv yuvaTra 100 1Anotov
adtol . . . f6n nouxds wal xA€ntng éotlv (“For he who
has desired his neighbor’s wife . . . is already an adulterer and

thief”) (Didasc. 1.1.2f.). However, I am persuaded that these
features are not to be explained in this way.

In view of the facts (1) that the Didascalist, although he does
at times change or modify introductory formulae (as in the case
of the citation under discussion ), usually cites his source, especially
when dominical logoi are involved, with remarkable fidelity,*® and
(2) that the strikingly similar citation in Acta Philippi (2) can
be shown to antedate that document in essentially the form in
which it is cited in that document, I am convinced that these
distinctive features are to be explained otherwise.

I conjecture that the Didascalist drew on a source in which the
dominical logos we are discussing occurred in a form essentially
identical to that found in Acta Philippi (2). He has retained the
basic elements of the distinctive features we have noted—(1) the
adjective ndg (“everyone”), (2) the compound verb éugifrnevv
(“to look™), (3) the prepositional phrase el¢ yvvolxa (“at
[the] wife”), (4) the modifying phrase T09 mAnoCov adToD
(“his neighbor’s™), and (5) the accusative case after the verb
éncdupetv  (“to desire”). He has only slightly edited two of
these elements, no doubt, because of his own stylistic preferences:
(1) He has reformulated the articular participle 6 E&uBA€¢ag
(“who has looked”) replacing the article 6 (“the” [“who”]) with
the indefinite relative pronoun &otus (“who”), and, conse-
quently, the participle éuBA€¢as (“has looked”) with the finite
verb éupAa€er (“shall look”); and (2) he has added the article

® For the evidence, see my Studies in the Determination and Evaluation of
the Dominical Logoi as cited in the Oviginal Text of the Greek Didascalia
Apostolorum (unpublished dissertation, Harvard University, 1978), vols. 1-3.



DOMINICAL LOGOI IN THE DIDASCALIA 33

v (“the”) before the noun yuvatxa (“wife”).

This explanation accounts better for the usual editorial practices
of the Greek Didascalist and at the same time the remarkable iden-
tity between the Didascalist’s citation and its counterpart in the
Acta Philippi (2).

This brings us then to the question of sources.

THE SOURCES

It is necessary here to speak of both (a) ultimate and (b)
immediate sources.

As far as the ultimate source is concerned, it seems to me that
it is not possible to determine, with any degree of finality, whether
the Didascalist’s logos derives from its counterpart in the Mat-
thaean sermo in monte or from the source on which the author of
the first Gospel himself drew, or from a source parallel to it.

There is nothing particularly Matthaean, in style, in the form
of the logos as it stands in the Matthaean sermo in monte. Neither
of the introductory formulae (a) froGoate dtL €ppEYn (“you
have heard that it was said”), and (b) éy® 68 Aéyw bulv
(“but I say to you”), occurs again in the first gospel outside of its
use in the six “antitheses™* all of which are pre-Matthaean in
formulation.® Nor are there any distinctly Matthaean idioms in
the formulation of either the “prohibition” or the “assertion”
clauses. Taking into consideration the differing lengths of each of
the Synoptic gospels, it is to be noted that (1) while Mark
(once )" employs less frequently than does Matthew (9 times)®”
the formulation ndg (“everyone”) + an articular participle, Luke
(15 times)®® employs it more frequently; (2) while both Mark

* The formula o0&& ¢yd A€yw Outv (“nor do I tell you”) in Mt 21.27
does not have the same significance. Furthermore, it is drawn on Mk 11.33.
The same is true of the identical formula in Lk 20.8.

% Bultmann, Synoptic Tradition, pp. 146-147.

& Mk 7.18.

5" Mt 5.22, 28, 82; 7.8, 21, 26; 11.28; 15.17; 26.52.

Lk 1.66; 2.18, 47; 6.47; 11.10; 13.17; 14.11, 29; 16.18; 18.14, 31; 20.18;
21.15, 22; 24 44.
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(once)® and Luke (once)? employ the formulation npds 18 +
an infinitive less frequently than does Matthew (5 times),”" the
idiom is by no means a common one in Matthew; and (3) while
Mark (3 times)? employs less frequently than does Matthew (7
times)® the formulation (év) 1§ napéCq (“in [his] heart”),
Luke (9 times)®* employs it more frequently.

The form of the logos as it occurred in the Didascalist’s source
may have developed either from its counterpart in the Matthaean
sermo in monte, or independently from the source on which the
author of the first gospel drew, or independently from a source
parallel to it.

One thing is clear—the source on which the Didascalist drew
represents a development from a primary form comparable to
that found in the Matthaean sermo in monte. I conjecture that the
use of the compound verb éuBAEnevy (“to look™) instead of the
simple verb BAEneuv (“to look™) represents a development born
of an attempt at more precise expression of the idea involved, a
development that has received widespread acceptance in the on-
going gospel traditions.? I also conjecture that that development
has occasioned another, namely, the use of the preposition etg
(“at”). As has already been pointed out, three different ways of
handling the grammatical infelicity resulting from the use of the
compound verb éuBi€nevv (“to look”) instead of the simple
verb BA€nevv (“to look™) have been adopted in the transmission
of our logos: (1) the noun yuvatxa (“woman,” “wife”) has been
omitted altogether (so Clement of Alexandria [2/5]%¢); (2) the

® Mk 138.22.

© Lk 18.1.

Mt 5.28; 6.1; 13.30; 23.5; 26.12.

2 Mk 2.6, 8; 11.23.

2 Mt 5.8, 28; 9.4; 11.29; 12.40; 13.19; 24.48.

"Lk 1.66; 2.19, 51; 3.15; 5.22; 12.45; 21.14; 24.25, 38.

*So Justin Martyr (1/1), Clement of Alexandria (4/8), Origen (4/5), Basil
(1/1), Cyril of Jerusalem (1/1), Acta Philippi (1) (1/1), Chrysostom (6/6),
Nemesius of Emesa (1/1), and Theodoret of Cyrrhus (1/1). For the references
see the discussion and footnotes above.

* Paedagogus, 3.5,33.2 (Stihlin, GCS 12:1.255.24); Stromata, 2.14.61.3
(Stihlin and Friichtel, GCS 52%:3.146.9f.).
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noun in the dative case yvvoauxC (“woman,” “wife”) has been
substituted for the noun in the accusative (so Justin Martyr [1/1],
Clement of Alexandria [2/3], Origen [1/5], Basil [1/1], Cyril of
Jerusalem [1/1], Acta Philippi [1] [1/1], Chrysostom [6/6],
Nemesius of Emesa [1/1], and Theodoret of Cyrrhus [1/1]97); and
(3) the preposition els (“at”) has been introduced to justify
the continued use of the noun in the accusative case (so the
source[s] of the Didascalia and the Acta Philippi [2]).

I furthermore conjecture that the inclusion of the modifying
phrase 100 mAnoCov adtob (“his neighbor’s”) represents a de-
velopment inspired by a desire for more specificity and occasioned
by the influence of Ex 20.17a. Within the logos itself Ex 20.13
(LXX): o0 pouxeboeuvs (“you shall not commit adultery”) is
cited as the “prohibition” clause. It is not difficult to see how easily
the closely related “prohibition” of Ex 20.17a (LXX): odx énu-
duuficeLs ThHv yuvalra 10U 1AncgCov oou (“you shall not desire
your neighbor’s wife”) could have influenced the addition of the
modifying phrase 100 nAnoCov adtoU (“his neighbor’s”) in the
“assertion” clause nds éupAEpag els yuvatna (“everyone [who]
has looked at a woman/wife”) . .. f6n éuoCxevoev adTfAv (“has
already committed adultery with her”) ...

And, as far as the immediate source is concerned, it is highly
probable, given the evidence set forth above and the evidences
I have provided elsewhere®® with respect to other dominical logoi
cited in the Didascalia, that the Didascalist cited the logos under
discussion, along with many other logoi which he quotes, from a
collection of logoi Jesu®® comparable to that collection of “sayings
of Jesus” found at Nag Hammadi, namely, the Gospel of Thomas.**®

(To be continued)

" For the references see the discussion and footnotes above.

% See my Studies, vols. 1-3.

®Cf. A. J. Bellinzoni’s conclusions with respect to a parallel citation in
Justin Martyr’s Apologia 1.15.1 (Otto, CAC 1:46.6ff). See Bellinzoni, The
Sayings of Jesus in the WWritings of Justin Martyr, SNT 17 (Leiden, 1967):
57-60; 96-97.

1 will deal with this point in more detail in the next and concluding
article in this series.





