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Introduction

A complete Hebrew text of Matthew appeared in the body of a four-
teenth-century Jewish polemical treatise entitled Even Bohan (1712 12R,
““The Touchstone’’). The author, Shem-Tob ben-Isaac ben-Shaprut
(sometimes called Ibn Shaprut), was born in Tudela in Castile in the mid-
dle of the fourteenth century. He later settled in Tarazona in Aragon where
as a physician he practiced medicine. There he completed the Even Bohan
about 1380, although he revised it several times—in 1385, around 1400,
and even later by adding another five to the original twelve books or sec-
tions.' Of the original books the first deals with the principles of the Jewish
faith, the next nine deal with various passages in the Bible that were dis-
puted by Jews and Christians, the eleventh discusses certain haggadic sec-
tions in the Talmud used by Christians or proselytes to Christianity, and
the twelfth contains the entire Gospel of Matthew in Hebrew along with
polemical comments by Shem-Tob interspersed throughout the text.

Part one of the present volume is a publication of the Hebrew text of
Matthew as found in Shem-Tob’s work. A critical apparatus noting manu-
script variation accompanies the text, and an English translation appears
on facing pages. The polemical comments of Shem-Tob have been elim-
inated so that the gospel text may run continuously from beginning to end
without interruption.

Part two discusses the place of Shem-Tob’s Hebrew Matthew within
the Hebrew-Matthew tradition as a whole. In addition it gives a literary
and textual profile of the Hebrew Matthew contained in the Even Bohan.

'For a discussion of these later additions see Alexander Marx, ‘“The Polemical Manu-
scripts in the Library of the Jewish Theological Seminary of America,”” in Studies in Jow-
ish Bibliography and Related Subjects in Memory of Abraham Solomon Freidus (1867~
1923) (New York: The Alexander Kohut Memorial Foundation, 1929) 247-78, esp. 265-
70; W. Horbury, “*The Revision of Shem Tob Ibn Shaprut's Eben Bohan,” Sefarad 43
(1983): 221-37.



X The Gospel of Matthew

Witnesses Used in This Edition?

Ms. Add. no. 26964. British Library, London. (Serves as the printed text

for 1:1-23:22.)

Ms. Heb. 28. Bibliotheek der Rijksuniversiteit, Leiden.

Ms. Mich. 119. Bodleian Library, Oxford.

Ms. Opp. Add. 4° 72.Bodleian Library, Oxford.

Ms. 2426 (Marx 16). Library of the Jewish Theological Scminary of

America, New York. (Serves as the printed text for 23:23—end.)

Ms. 2279 (Marx 18). Library of the Jewish Theological Seminary of

America, New York.

F Ms. 2209 (Marx 19). Library of the Jewish Theological Seminary of
America, New York.

G Ms. 2234 (Marx 15). Library of the Jewish Theological Seminary of
Amcrica, New York.

H Ms. Mich. 137. Bodleian Library, Oxford.

All the manuscripts date between the fifteenth and seventeenth centuries

and are written in various types of rabbinic script. By far the best man-

script of the lot (ms C is an exception; see below) is from the British Li-

brary, catalogued Add. 26964. Although 26964 is incomplete, covering

Matthew 1:1-23:22, the excellent quality of the text demands that it be

printed. A second manuscript of good quality, from the library of the Jew-

ish Theological Seminary of America catalogued as #2426 (noted as #16

by Marx in **The Polemical Manuscripts in the Library of the Jewish

Theological Seminary of America,’” 252), serves as the basic text for Mat-

thew 23:23-28:20. In the apparatus up to 23:23 it is noted as ms D. Ms A

from Leiden is of fair quality, but has received considerable revision in re-

gard to improvements in grammar. Moreover, its text has been greatly as-

similated to the Greek and Latin. Ms B from the Bodleian Library is of

good quality, but because of the type of pen and ink used by the scribe, the

letters often run together and are difficult to distinguish. Ms C is an almost

exact replica of the British Library manuscript including breaking off at

23:22. It is written, however, in very small letters and is sometimes dif-

ficult to read. Mss E and F are almost identical and are of mediocre qual-

ity. Ms G is the poorest in quality of all the texts, written in a sloppy hand

Qx>

ey

*For a more complete list of manuscripts see Pinchas E. Lapide. **Der “Priifstein’ aus
Spanien.”’ Sefarad 34 (1974) 230
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by a scribe who omitted and added at will. Ms H is fragmentary and con-
tains only 1:18b-19; 2:1, 13, 16-18; 3:16; 4:1; 5:27, 28, 31-34, 38-40), 43-
44; 6:5, 19-20; 7.6, 24-28; 9:10-13, 32-38; 11:11-15, 25-28; 12:1, 13-13,
22-29, 31-32, 46-47; 13:53-57; 14:28; 15:1-6, 10b-11, 20b; 16:13-20; 17:%-
3;19:16-18; 21:1-2, 18-19, 23-27; 22:23-24, 29-33; 23:16-18; 24.2C, .7-
28, 34-35; 26:1, 26-27, 31, 36-37; 27:15; 28:18.

Interrelationships among the Wilncases

The manuscripts divide themselves into three groups. Group I is maae
up of the British Library manuscript and C. With a few exceptions tie two
are virtually identical. Both are carefully copied and show a minimal tca-
dency toward scribal error and assimilation to the Greek and Latin.

Group II consists of A B H. Although they possess individual diffcr-
ences they clearly belong to the same family. They arc characterized by
careful copying with few scribal errors. They also have a definite tendency
for assimilation to the Greek and Latin. B is the best of tiic group showing
less tendency for assimilation than A. H is only {ragmentary (sec above).

Group III is made up of D EF G. Mss E and F are virtually identico1,
with D and G often reading with them. The latter two also have many in-
dividual differences. The group is characterized by some scribal error and
some assimilation to the Greek and Latin. They are, however, less assim-
ilated to the Greek and Latin than group II. D is by far the best of its group
and G by far the worst.

The following stemma illustrates the broad lines of the manuscript

tradiytion.
Autograph
|
|
|
British Library Ms & C B D
A EF
H G




Text and Apparatus

The present edition does not aim at producing an eclectic text. Until a
more complete evaluation of the Shem-Tob Hebrew Matthew is available,
plus an accumulation of more manuscripts, the printing of individual
manuscripts will serve for a working text. The printed text preserves the
British Library manuscript and D in their relevant sections along with their
errors and inconsistencies in spelling and grammar. Periods and question
marks have been added editorially to the printed Hebrew. In a few in-
stances where the base text has a lacuna, the text of another manuscript is
printed within parentheses (for example, 3:10a; 18:2b-5a).

Variants to the printed manuscripts are noted in a critical apparatus.
Except for plenary and nonplenary vocalization and a few illegible scrib-
blings the notation of all variants is complete. The limited number of
manuscripts in the apparatus, of course, gives only a sampling of the kinds
of variation that occur in the manuscript tradition as a whole.

The Translation

The translation attempts to be faithful to the Hebrew without being
slavishly literal. Occasionally its sense is unclear (15:5; 16:21; 17:3) be-
cause of the Hebrew. Proper names are usually given their common En-
glish spellings cxcept where the pronunciation is clearly indicated by the
Hebrew. Example: Petros 18:15 / Peter 19:27. In a number of instances a
variant reading, noted in the critical apparatus, has been translated rather
than the printed text. This occurs primarily when it appears necessary for
the sense of the text. All such renderings are placed within parentheses. In
many instances, however, the printed text is translated, in spite of diffi-
culties, so as to preserve a disparity between the Hebrew and the Greek.
In no sense is the translation a thoroughgoing electic rendering of the
manuscript tradition.

Abbreviations and Notations

¢ ) 1. Notes an occasional reading in the printed text supplied from
another manuscript because of a lacuna.

2. Notes a variant reading in the translation where the variant is a
substitution or an addition. Omissions such as in 9:18 and 10:8
are not so noted.

[ ] Notes an editorial addition in the translation.

Part One

Text and Translation

o e——— o




Part Two

Analysis
and
Commentary

Part two is devoted to a discussion of the Hebrew Matthew contained in
Shem-Tob’s Even Bohan. In this part we seek first to determine the place
of Shem-Tob’s Matthew within the Hebrew Matthean tradition spoken of
by Papias and other early Gentile Christian writers and alluded to or quoted
by early Jewish and anti-Christian authors. The conclusion will be that a
primitive form of the Hebrew Matthew contained in the Even Bohan was
known to Jews and perhaps Jewish Christians in the early medieval period,
but not to Gentile Christians. Also in this part a profile is given of the He-
brew Matthew in Shem-Tob in order to demonstrate that an old substratum
to the Hebrew represents composition, not translation, and to clarify the
relationship between the old substratum and the canonical Greek text.
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The Place of
Shem-Tob’s Matthew
within the
Hebrew-Matthean Tradition

Papias and Other Early Gentile Christian Writers

Papias (ca. 60-130 cE), bishop of Hierapolis in Asia Minor, wrote early
in the second century that ‘‘Matthew collected the oracles in the Hebrew
language, and each interpreted them as best he could”” (MatBaiog pév
ovv ‘Efoaidl dioréntw 10 Adyia ovverdEato, nopnvevoev O’
avTd B¢ v duvatdg Exactog).! Since the time of Widmanstadt,? it has

'Eusebius H.E. 3.39.16. The text and translation are taken from The Ecclesiastical I{is-
tory, cd. and trans. Kirsopp Lake and J. E. L. Oulten, 2 vols., Loeb Classical Library
(Cambridge MA: Harvard University Press, 1926-1932) 1:296-97. Kiirzinger’s attempt to
prove that Papias was speaking only of Matthew’s style of writing, not the language in which
he wrote, is not totally convincing. See Josef Kiirzinger, ‘*Das Papiaszeugnis und dic Er-
stgestalt des Matthiusevangeliums,’” Biblische Zeitschrift 4 (1960): 19-38; “‘Irendus und
sein Zeugnis zur Sprache des Matthdusevangeliums,”” NTS 10 (1963): 108-15; “‘Dic Aus-
sage des Papias von Hierapolis zur literarischen Form des Markusevangeliums,’’ Biblische
Zeitschrift 21 (1977): 245-64; ‘‘Papias von Hierapolis: Zu Titel und Art Seines Werkes,”’
Biblische Zeitschrift 23 (1979): 172-86; Papias von Hierapolis und die Evangelien des Neuen
Testaments (Regensburg: Friedrich Pustet, 1983). Kiirzinger’s argument, bascd on the as-
sumption that Papias was using ancient rhetorical terminology, may ascribe morc erudition
to Papias than he actually had. Eusebius said that it is obvious that Papias was a man of
“very little intelligence’’ (Eusebius H.E. 3.39.13). It is also possible that Papias is quoting
the ‘*Presbyter’’ in regard to Matthew as he is in regard to Mark. The rhetorical abilities of
the Presbyter are totally unknown. Papias, on the other hand, may not have been referring
to the Hebrew Matthean tradition reflected by Shem-Tob’s treatise, but to some apocryphal
Semitic Gospel.

2Johann Albert Widmanstadt, Liber Sacrosancti Evangelii de Jesu Christo Domine &
Deo Nostro . . . characteribus & lingua Syra, Jesu Christo vernacula, Divino ipsius ore
consecrata & a Joh. Evangelista Hebraica dicta, Scriptorio Prelo diligenter Expressa {Wien:

.
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become commonplace to suppose that by ‘‘Hebrew’’ Papias meant *‘Ar-
amaic.”” This supposition was due primarily to the belief that Hebrew in
the days of Jesus was no longer in use in Palestine but had been replaced
by Aramaic. The subsequent discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls, many of
which are Hebrew compositions, as well as of other Hebrew documents
from Palestine from the general time period of Jesus, now show Hebrew
to have been alive and well in the first century.® There is, therefore, no
reason to assume a priori that Papias meant Aramaic.

Whether Papias’s ‘‘oracles’” is a reference to our canonical Matthew
or to some other document has been vigorously debated. Kiimmel, who
surveys the issue, concludes that Papias meant our canonical Matthew but
believes that Papias had never actually seen Matthew in a Semitic lan-
guage and in fact was wrong about the whole matter. *‘We must con-
cede,’” he writes, ‘‘that the report that Mt was written by Matthew ‘in the
Hebrew language’ is utterly false, however it may have arisen.”’* What-
ever the case, the early church writings after the time of Papias are replete
with references to an original Hebrew Matthew. The following are typical
cases.

Irenaeus, Adv. Haer. 3.1.1

Matthew also issued a written Gospel among the Hebrews in their own di-
alect while Peter and Paul were preaching at Rome and laying the foun-
dations of the Church.®

M. Cymbermann, 1555). This reference was taken from Jean Carmignac, ‘Hebrew Trans-
lations of the Lord’s Prayer: An Historical Survey,’” in Biblical and Near Eastern Studies.
Essays in Honor of William Sanford LaSor, ed. Gary A. Tuttle (Grand Rapids MI: Eerd-
mans, 1978) 7In5.

*For an up-to-date discussion of the languages of Palestine see especially Joseph A.
Fitzmyer, A Wandering Aramean: Collected Aramaic Essays (Missoula MT: Scholars Press,
1979) 29-56. See also Pinchas Lapide, ‘‘Insights from Qumran into the Language of Je-
sus,”” Revue de Qumran 32 (1975): 483-501; James Barr, **Which Language Did Jesus
Speak?—Some Remarks of a Semitist,”” BJRL 53 (1970): 9-29; W. Chomsky, ‘“What Was
the Jewish Vernacular During the Second Commonwealth?’’ JOR 42 (1951-1952): 193-
212;J. A. Emerton, *‘Did Jesus Speak Hebrew?'’ JTS 12 (1961): 189-202; ‘“The Problem
of Vernacular Hebrew in the First Century A.p. and the Language of Jesus,”” JTS 24 (1973):
1-23; Harris Birkeland, The Language of Jesus (Oslo: 1. Kommisjon Hos Jocob Dybwad,
1954); Jean Carmignac, *‘Studies in the Hebrew Background of the Synoptic Gospels,”
ASTI 7 (1970): 64-93.

‘W. G. Kiimmel, Introduction to the New Testament, rev. ed., trans. Howard Clark
Kee (Nashville: Abingdon, 1975) 49, 120-21.

*Translation taken from The Ante-Nicene Fathers, ed. A. Roberts and J. Donaldson
(reprint: Grand Rapids MI: Eerdmans, 1985) 1:414.
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Origen as quoted by Eusebius, H.E. 6.25.4

As having learnt by tradition concerning the four Gospels, which alone are
unquestionable in the Church of God under heaven, that first was written
that according to Matthew, who was once a tax collector but afterwards an
apostle of Jesus Christ, who published it for those who from Judaism came
to believe, composed as it was in the Hebrew language.®

Eusebius, H.E. 3.24.6
Matthew had first preached to Hebrews, and when he was on the point of
going to others he transmitted in writing in his native language the Gospel
according to himself, and thus supplied by writing the lack of his own
presence to those from whom he was sent.”

There are other such references but these are sufficient to demonstrate an
early belief in the Hebrew originality of Matthew.

In addition to such statements, there are others that refer either to Mat-
thew or to an apocryphal gospel in Hebrew sometimes identified or con-
fused with Matthew. Epiphanius (ca. 315-403 cE), bishop of Salamis, in
his Panarion (30.13.1-30.22.4; also cited as Haereses) speaks of a gospel
used by the Ebionites. Elsewhere he says the Ebionites use the Gospel of
Matthew and call it *“According to the Hebrews’” (xata ‘Efpaiovg;
Panarion 30.3.7). Epiphanius explains this as an appropriate name since
Matthew issued his gospel in Hebrew and with Hebrew letters (‘"Efpaioti
xal ‘Efopaixois yoauuaowv; Panarion 30.3.7). In another context he
again mentions the Gospel of Matthew in Hebrew and says it is preserved
in Hebrew letters (Panarion 29.9.4). Epiphanius further says it is ‘incom-
plete, corrupt, and mutilated’” (Panarion 30.13.2).

Epiphanius also gives seven quotations from this gospel in his Pana-
rion (30.13.2-3, 30.13.4-5, 30.13.6, 30.13.7-8, 30.14.5, 30.16.5,
30.22.4). A recent study of these quotations shows that they do not come
from Matthew but from a harmonized account made primarily from the ca-
nonical gospels and based on the Greek text of these gospels.® Most im-
portant for our purposes is the fact that they do not touch base with Shem-
Tob’s Hebrew Matthew. Whatever the origin of the document used by the
Ebionites, it has no particular relationship to our Hebrew Matthew.

STranslation from the LCL edition, 2:75.
"Translation from the LCL edition, 1:251.

#See Daniel A. Bertrand, **L’évangile des ébionites: une harmonie évangélique antér-
ieure au Diatessaron,”” NTS 26 (1980): 548-63.
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Jerome makes reference to a Hebrew Matthew and to a Gospel ac-
cording to the Hebrews in such a way as to be unclear as to whether these
are one and the same. In Epist. 20.5 he writes: ‘‘Finally, Matthew, who
wrote the Gospel in the Hebrew language, put it in the following way: Os-
ianna barrama, which means ossana in excelsis.’” The reference is to Matt
21:9 which in the form quoted by Jerome has no particular relationship to
the text of Shem-Tob. In Epist. 120.8, Jerome writes: ‘‘But in the gospel
which is written in Hebrew letters we read that not the curtain of the temple
but the upper threshold of the temple, being of marvelous size, fell down.”
It is unclear whether this is the same gospel as the one mentioned above;
but, if so, this form of the text has no parallel in Matthew in either the Greek
text or that of Shem-Tob. Again, in Matth. 12.13, Jerome writes: *‘In the
Gospel which the Nazoraeans and the Ebionites use which we translated
recently from Hebrew to Greek and which is called the authentic text of
Matthew by a good many, it is written that the man with the withered hand
is a mason, praying for help with words of this kind: ‘I was a mason earn-
ing my living with my hands, I pray you, Jesus, to restore my health lest
1 must beg shamefully for my food.” * There is no exact parallei to this in
Matthew in either the Greek or Hebrew texts. In adv. Pelag. 3.2 Jerome
writes: “‘In the Gospel according to the Hebrews which was written in the
Chaldaic and Syriac language but with Hebrew letters, and is used up to
the present day by the Nazoraeans, I mean that according to the Apostles,
or, as many maintain, according to Matthew. . . . ’’® In the quotations that
follow there is no particular relationship to Shem-Tob.

There are many other such references in Jerome and elsewhere but fur-
ther citation of these would be of little benefit. The fact is that the quota-
tions from the so-called Hebrew Matthew, the Gospel of the Hebrews, the
Gospel of the Nazoraeans, the Gospel of the Ebionites, or the Gospel of
the Twelve Apostles'® mentioned in early church writings, yield little evi-

“The above quotations {rom Epiphanius and Jerome have been taken from A. F. J. Klijn
and G. J. Reinink, Patristic Evidence for Jewish-Christian Sects (Leiden: Brill, 1973).

"“For a discussion of these see Edgar Hennecke, The New Testament Apocrypha, ed.
W. Schneemelcher, trans. R. McL.. Wilson (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1959) 1:118-65.
In addition to the bibiliography already cited above, sec A. S. Barnes, *“The Gospel ac-
cording to the Hebrews,”” JTS 6 (1905): 356-71; M. E. Boismard, ‘‘Evangile des ébionites
ct probleme synoptique (Mc, I, 2-6 ET Par.),”’ Revue Biblique 13 (1966): 321-52; Oscar
Cullmann, ‘‘Ebionitenevangelium,’”” RGG, Zweiter Band, 298; Jean Daniélou, The The-
ology of Jewish Christianity, trans. J. A. Baker (London: Darton, Longman, and Todd,
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dence of any relationship to Shem-Tob’s Matthew. This is true with two
possible exceptions:

1. Jerome in Marth. 2.5

And they said to him: ‘“‘In Bethlehem of Juda.’” Here there is an error on
the part of the copyist: for we believe that the evangelist in his first cdition
wrote, as we read in the original Hebrew: “‘Juda’ and not ““Judca’ (ludae,
non Iudeae).!!

This corresponds to the rcading of Shem-Tob (according to mss BDEFG)
at Matt 2:5, X7,

2. Jerome in Esaiam 11.2
And it came to pass, when the Lord had come up from the water, the entire

1964) 55-64; Martin Dibelius, Geschichte der urchristlichen Literatur (Berlin/Leipzig: Walter
de Gruyter, 1926); E. Fabbri, “‘El bautismo dc Jesus en ¢l Evangelio de los Hebreas y en
de los Ebionitas,”” Revista de Teologia 6 (1956): 36-55; Joseph A. Fitzmyer, ‘‘The Quimn-
ran Scrolls, the Ebionites, and Their Literaturc,”” TS 16 (1955): 335-72 (reprinted in Fitz-
myer's £ssays on the Semitic Background of the New Testament [Missoula MT: Scholars
Press, 1974] 435-80); Rudolf Handmann, Das Hebrder-Evangelium. Ein Beitrag zur ge-
schichte und Kritik des hebrdischen Matthdus (Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs, 1888); Adolf Har-
nack, Geschichte der altchristlichen Literature bis Eusebius, 2nd ed. (Leipzig: J. C.
Hinrichs, 1958) 205-209; Harris Hirschberg, *‘Simon Bariona and the Ebionites,’’ JBL 61
(1942) 171-91; M. R. James, The Apocryphal New Testament (Oxford: Clarcndon Press,
1924) 8-10; A. F. J. Klijn, ‘“The Question of the Rich Young Man in a Jewish-Christian
Gospel,”” Novum Testarnentum 8 (1966): 149-55; M. J. Lagrange, “L’Evangile sclon les
Hébreux,'” Revue Biblique 31 (1922): 161-81, 321-49; Adolf Hilgenteld, Evangeliorum
secundum Hebracos, ctc. (Lipsiae: T. O. Weigel, 1866, 1834); Allan Menzies, “Gospel
according to the Hebrews,’” in A Dictionary of the Bible, ed. Jamcs Hastings (Edinburgh:
T. & T. Clark, 1904) 5:338-43; W. G. Most, ““Gospel of the Ebionites,”” in Encyclopedic
Dictionary of Religion, ed. P. K. Meagher et al. (Washington DC: Corpus Publications,
1979) A-E:215; J. Munck, **Jewish Christianity in Post Apostolic Times,”” NTS 6 (1959-
1960): 103-16; Johannes Quasten, Patrology (Utrecht-Antwerp: Spectrum, 1964) 1:113-
14; A. Sclunidtke, Neue Fragmente zu den judenchristlichen Evangelien, TU 37 (Lcipzig,
1911); **Zum Hebrierevangelium,’” ZNW 35 (1936): 24-44; H. J. Schoeps, Theologie und
Geschichte des Judenchristentums (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1949); Jewish Christianity (Phila-
delphia: Fortress, 1969); G. Strecker, Das Judenchristentum in den Pseudoklementinen,
TU 70 (1958) D:117-36;J. L. Teicher, *‘The Dcad Sea Scrolls—Documents of the Jewish-
Christian Sect of Ebionites,’” JJ§ 2 (1951): 67-99; H. Waitz, “‘Das Evangelium des zwolf
Apostel,”” ZNW 14 (1913): 48ff.; **Neue Untersuchungen iiber die sogenannten juden-
christlichcn Evangelien,”” ZNW 36 (1937): 60-81; L. St. Alban Wells, ‘‘Gospels (Apoc-
rypha),”” in Encyclopedia of Religion and Ethics, ed. James Hastings (New York: Sctiboer’s,
1928) 5:347-48; B. F. Westcott, An Introduction to the Study of the Gospels (London:
Macmillan, 1895) 471-73; Theodor von Zahn, Geschichte des Neutestamentlichen Kanons
(Erlangen: A. Deichert, 1888-1892).

"'Klijn and Reinink, Patristic Evidence, 214-15.
s



160 The Gospel of Matthew

fountain of the Holy Spirit descended and rested upon him (et requievit
super eum) and said to him.'*

This reference is to Matt 3:16, where the word ‘‘rested,”” contrary to the
Greek ¢pyOpevov, agrees with Shem-Tob’ iNW “‘and dwelt’” and Sy**
N*1P1 “‘and abode.”’

The question is, do these minor readings establish a relationship between
Shem-Tob’s Matthew and the Hebrew Matthew or apocryphal Hebrew gos-
pels referred to in early Gentile Christian literature? It seems they do not. The
overlaps are too few and insignificant to establish such a relationship. The
evidence strongly suggests that none of the gospels referred to in early Gentile
Christian literature relates in any particular way to the Hebrew Matthew in
Shem-Tob. This text stands apart from all others. '

Du Tillet, Miinster,
and Allusions to and Quotations from Matthew
in Early Jewish and Anti-Christian Writings

Although the Hebrew Matthew of Shem-Tob is the earliest complete
Hebrew text of the Gospel known, earlier Jewish and anti-Christian writ-
ings quote Matthew in Hebrew suggesting the possibility of an earlier date
for a Hebrew text than the fourteenth century. Four of the most important
of these writings to which we will refer are: (1) the Book of Nestor (per-
haps between the sixth and ninth centuries);'® (2) the Milhamot HaShem
by Jacob ben Reuben (1170);'* (3) Sepher Joseph Hamekane by Rabbi Jo-
seph ben Nathan Official (thirtcenth century);!* and (4) the Nizzahon Ve-

Taken from Edward Byron Nicholson, The Gospel according to the Hebrews (Lon-
don: C. Kegan Paul, 1879) 43.

3This is according to Pinchas E. Lapide, Hebrew in the Church, trans. E. F. Rhodes
(Grand Rapids MI: Eerdmans, 1984) 23. The text may be found in J. D. Eisenstein,
M1 ¥R (ORI, 1969) 310-15. The editor there (310) dates it in the ninth century.

140w NIARYY 13T 13 APy, SRVINT AN (PP 390 101 SR, 1963) viii.
See also Judah Rosenthal, 1318712 3p¥° *nn *0-5Y 7wan S DN, Tarbiz 32 (1962):
48-66.

sJudah Rosenthal, R3pni o 980 (Jerusalem, 1970) 17. Ms. Or. #53 of the Biblio-
teca Nationale Centrale in Rome includes material quite close to the Paris manuscript of
Sepher Joseph Hamekane. See E. E. Urback, “‘Etudes sur la littérature polémique au moyen-
age,”’ Revue des études juives C (1935): 49-77. Judah Rosenthal published the material on
the gospels in Ms. Or. Rome #53 in NX2D 12 7WINI N°920 5w 07 napa
27 in Studies in Jewish Bibliography, History, and Literature in Honor of 1. Edward
Kiev, ed. Charles Berlin (New York: KTAV, 1971) 123-39.
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tus (latter part of the thirteenth century).'® A comparison of the quotations
from Matthew in these writings with the text of Shem-Tob reveals an oc-
casional unique textual link between them. Examples of this will be given
below. For now it may be stated with some certainty that at least some por-
tions of the Hebrew Matthew contained in Shem-Tob’s Even Bohan pre-
date the fourteenth century, being reflected sporadically in these earlier anti-
Christian writings.

Considerable confusion exists between the Hebrew Matthew con-
tained in Shem-Tob’s Even Bohan and the Hebrew versions of Matthew
published by Sebastian Miinster and Jean du Tillet. Miinster’s versions ap-
peared in 1537 under the title N°W271 NN (The Torah of the Messiah). "
Published in a folio volume, it was dedicated to King Henry VIII of En-
gland. In the letter of dedication Miinster reported he had received the He-
brew Matthew from the Jews in defective form with many lacunae and had,
from necessity, restored what was lacking in the manuscript. Miinster
failed, however, to mark the passages he had restored so that now, unfor-
tunately, his work is of limited value.

Du Tillet's version of Matthew in Hebrew appeared in print in 1555.
Accompanied by the Latin translation of Jean Mercier, it was published in
Paris by the firm of Martin Le Jeune. The letter of dedication to the Car-
dinal of Lorraine, Charles de Guise, explains that the basis for the text is
a manuscript that du Tillet found among the Jews in Italy in 1553. The
manuscript now resides in the Bibliothéque Nationale in Paris catalogued
under Hebrew Mss. No. 132.'8

As early as 1690 Richard Simon mistakenly identified the text of Mat-
thew in Shem-Tob with the versions of Miinster and du Tillet.'® This con-
fusion has persisted since the time of Simon. In 1879 Adolf Herbst issued
anew printing of du Tillet’s text accompanied by an introduction and vari-

**David Berger, The Jewish-Christian Debate in the High Middle Ages (Philadelphia:
Jewish Publication Society of America, 1979) 33.

"Sebastian Miinster, Evangelium secundum Matthaeum in lingua Hebraica, cum ver-
sione latina atque succinctis annotationibus (Basiliae, 1537).

*For more information on this version, including my assessment of it, see George
Howard, ‘“The Textual Nature of an Old Hebrew Version of Matthew,’’ JBL 105 (1986):
49-63. For an English translation see Hugh J. Schonfield, An Old Hebrew Text of St. Mat-
thew’s Gospel (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1927).

“Richard Simon, Histoire Critique des Versions du Nouveau Testament (Rotterdam:
R. Leers, 1690) 231.
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ants from Miinster’s text in a volume entitled Des Schemtob ben Schaphrut
hebraeische Ubersetzung des Evangeliums Matthaei nach den Drucken des
S. Miinster und J. du Tiller-Mercier.® The title gives away the author’s
belief that the texts of Miinster and du Tillet are basically reproductions of
Shcm-Tob’s Hebrew Matthew. Herbst also stated his conviction that the
source for the Hebrew text was the Latin Vulgate.?' His conclusions were
not drawn from his own extensive research into the textual nature of the
Hebrew but from earlier scholars whom he cited at length. He excused
himself from making an extensive study into the variants because of his
lack of materials and opportunity for doing so0.?> As late as 1967 Herbst’s
confusion of these texts was followed by Matthew Black who says in re-
gard to du Tillet’s version that ‘‘the author of the Hebrew Matthew was
probably a certain Shem-Tob ben Shaprut, a famous Jewish polemical
writer who flourished in Spain in the fourteenth century.”’?

The present edition of Shem-Tob’s Hebrew Matthew should forever
dispel any belief in its identity with the texts of Miinster and du Tillet. Shem-
Tob’s independent nature was, of course, already proven in 1929 by Alex-
ander Marx in his comparison of texts in a few passages.?* A comparison
now of all the texts will support his previous conclusion. An cxtensive
comparison, however, will reveal something in addition: despite their vast
differences in vocabulary and style, a large number of unique or almost

2Gottingen: Dieterichsche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1879.
2Ibid., 16.

22¢Die Quelle der Ubersetzung ist, wie schon einige theologische Einleitungen be-
merkt haben, die Vulgata. Es ist mire nicht méglich, mich auf eine genauere Durchfor-
schung der Varianten einzulassen, welche die von mir edierte Ubersetzung darbietet. Einmal
nicht, well mir die ndthingen Hiilfsmittel oder doch die Musse und Gelegenheit sie aufzus-
uchen und zu benutzen fehlt, sodann nicht, weil eine erschopfende Behandlung des Ge-
genstandes zu umfinglich werden wiirde. Ich beschrinke mich daher auf einige wenige
Bemerkungen, welche irgend welche Anspriiche nicht machen.’” Ibid., 16.

*Matthew Black, An Aramaic Approach to the Gospels and Acts, 3rd ed. (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1967) 295. Cf. Robert L. Lindsey, A Hebrew Translation of the Gospel
of Mark (Jerusalem: Dugith Publishers, n.d.) 67, who identifies S. Miinster’s edition as a
version of **Ibn Shaprut’s translation.”’

**Marx, ‘‘The Polemical Manuscripts in the Library of the Jewish Theological Semi-
nary of America,”” 270-73. Cf. Lapide, Hebrew in the Church, 55: **And yet with even
the most superficial comparison of the two works the radical differences between their vo-
cabulary, style, and diction would have demonstrated the impossibility of a common ori-
gin.”’
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unique readings exists between Shem-Tob and du Tillet (and occasionally
Miinster). These are sufficiently important to justify the following sam-
pling of passages.”

MATT 2:12

Greek | vo
Shem-Tob | TX%1n by the angel
du Tillet| T892 the angel
Protev. Jocobi | 7t0 100 ayyéhou by the angel

Geo® | ab angelo
MATT 2:22
Greek | el T pépn tijg N'ahhaiag into the region of Galilee
Shem-Tob | 939377 PIX X unto the land of Gilgal
du Tillet| %9377 P8 YR unto the land of Galilee
Miinster l 5753 IR YR unto the land of Galilee

MATT 3:11

adtog Upag Barnttioer &v sivelpat aylw xal wopl
he will baptize you with the Holy Spirit and {irc

IPA /1N WRI DONKR B KM
he will baptize you with the fire of the Holy Spirit

WP NP7 WX DONR D3 RIM
he will baptize you with the fire of the Holy Spirit

Greek

Shem-Tob

du Tillet

MATT 6:16

I

améyovaly 1OV pLofov avtv
they have received their reward

095w Hap Jaow
they have already received their reward

0w ?3p I3
they have already recerved their reward

Greek

Shem-Tob

du Tillet

2For Miinster I have relied on the apparatus in Herbst’s edition of du Tillct.
7
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MATT 8:21

Greek | €teog 8t TV padnTtdv avtov another of his disciples
Shem-Tob | 1712 XY one of his disciples

du Tillet/
Miinster Joseph/ | "T"12n% IR one of his disciples
Ms Or Rome #53

MATT 9:2

Greek | 0dooeL ténvov courage child

Shem-Tob | *33 PINNN courage my son

du Tillet/
Miinster

MATT 10:2-3
Greek | James and John . . . Philip and Bartholomew

°J1 nNLA trust my son

Shem-Tob | Philip and Bartholomew . . . James and John

du Tillet/
Miinster

MATT 10:5

Philip and Bartholomew . . . James and John

Greek ®al elg ol Z‘(IH.O.QEL‘C?I)V un eloékems
and do not enter into the city of the Samaritans

™WIAN R 22 1Nwa MYl
and do not enter into the cities of the Samaritans

du Tillet/ [ 1120 XS D°3170W0 Y 5
Miinster i and do not enter into the cities of the Samaritans

MATT 14:21

Shem-Tob

€ A ’ k3 » I3 . 7
Greek | & 8t toblovieg nNoav Gvdpes Mmoel mevianioyiliol
those who ate were about 5,000 men

DUWIR D°O7R NWAN DY9IRT HON m
the number of those who ate was 5,000 men

du Tillet/ | WK 59K nwnn 1°0 029380 DONY
Miinster | the number of those who ate was 5,000 men

Shem-Tob

Such agreements can hardly be the result of coincidence. This list of
readings, which could easily be expanded to include scores of other ex-
amples, establishes a textual link between Shem-Tob, du Tillet, and oc-
casionally Miinster. The situation suggests that the texts of du Tillet and
Miinster rest on an earlier literary Hebrew tradition, reflected to some de-
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gree by Shem-Tob. Generally speaking, however, these texts as a whole
have undergone extensive modification and revision away from the older
base primarily in two ways: (1) stylistic modification and (2) revision de-
signed to bring the Hebrew into closer harmony with the current Greek and
Latin texts. Most stylistic modification consists of improvements in gram-
mar and the substitution of synonymous words and phrases. Revisions de-
signed to bring the Hebrew into closer harmony with the Greek and Latin
were apparently for the purpose of establishing a common textual base for
discussion and debate between Jews and Christians.

These changes are best understood when they are placed in a chrono-
logical sequence beginning with Hebrew quotations from Matthew in early
Jewish and anti-Christian writings, continuing through Shem-Tob, and
ending with readings [rom du Tillet. When these texts are placed together
in this order a gradual evolution in the Hebrew tradition becomes evident
including both stylistic changes and changes that bring the Hebrew into
closer harmony with the current Greek and Latin. Logic would suggest that
each successive stage in the chronological sequence would produce a text
closer to the Greek and Latin and further from the dissident primitive He-
brew. Although this is generally true, the stages of development do not al-
ways arrange themselves quite so neatly, thus indicating that individual
manuscripts of our documents are not themselves related directly to each
other but rather reflect a complicated literary Hebrew tradition. The fol-
lowing examples are typical cases. In each instance two things will be ev-
ident: (1) a textual relationship running throughout all or part of the Hebrew
tradition; and (2) a textual evolution (generally based on chronological se-
quence of documents) in the direction of the Greek/Latin tradition.*®

26Some clarification is needed at this point. Although these examples are typical and
represent a sampling of a larger whole, it is not the case that each Hebrew quotation from
Matthew in medieval Jewish documents shows a relationship to the Shem-Tob Matthean
tradition. In many instances the quotations appear to be ad hoc translations of the Greek or
Latin texts freshly prepared for the occasion. It is in fact the tendency to translate directly
from the Greek or Latin that eventually contaminated the primitive Hebrew Matthean tra-
dition when it too was subjected to the influence of the canonical text through the process
of revision.
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Sequential Evolution in the Literary Hebrew Tradition

MATT 3:5

Greek ( = Vg)

Joseph

Ms Or Rome
#5377

Nizzahon Vetus
#160

Shem-Tob

du Tillet

xal wdoa f| meptyweog tov Togddvov
and all the region about the Jordan

1770 7y P1ohnm
and the kingdom by the Jordan

170 TV MokBEna Y
and all the kingdom unto the Jordan

1770 T Nabnn Y
and all the kingdom unto the Jordan

1790 N12°20 Mavan om
and from all the kingdom about the Jordan

170 N

and all the district of the Jordan

The unusual textual link running throughout the Hebrew tradition (with
the exception of du Tillet) is the reading of M2?1MYM 22127 in Joscph and
Ms Or Rome # 53 and M>5Y11 in Nizzahon Vetus and Shem-Tob. Mod-
ification toward the Greek and Latin appears in the reading of 931 or %3m
in Ms Or Rome #53, Nizzahon Vetus, Shem-Tob, and du Tillet in agree-
ment with t&oa. Shem-Tob further reads N2°20 in correspondence with
nepixwoog. Finally, du Tillet abandoning the unique N222/MO%72 and
reading the Medieval 1'nn ( = mepiyxweog) converges with the Greek
and Latin.

MATT 4:1

1H1E 6 Inooig avixon eig v Epnuov vnod

10D TveLpaTog NEQLacdfval o ol daBéiov
then Jesus was led up into the wilderness

by the Spirit to be tempted by the devil

W 1A AT R W
Jesus was fleeing from Satan

noInn JUw M3 737N YR AMI IR
ben Reuben | then he was led unto the wilderness
by the spirit of Satan to be tempted

Greek ( = Vg)

Nestor

’See n. |5 above.
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. TOWN 10 N3N W RIAW
Nizzahon Vetus . he wi
#162 Jesus was lcq into the w1.ldemess
that Satan might tempt him

TOwAR MDINAY 93TAY WITPR MN2W 1YY IR
Shem-Tob | then Jesus was taken by the Holy Spirit

to the wildcrness to be tempted by Satan

owan 1o WnY MY T BY AT 3T W R3O
du Tillet | then Jesus was led into the wilderness of Judca

by the Spirit to be tempted by Satan

An element of continuity in the Hebrew tradition is the reading of **Sa-
tan’’ rather than ‘‘devil.”’ This agrees with the parallel in Mark 1:13 and
may represent an early harmonistic tendency in the Hebrew or a primitive
form in the gospel tradition reflected by these two independent composi-
tions. Another element of continuity in the Hebrew is the peculiar reading
of N2 (“‘fleeing’’) in Nestor and the visually similar 1172 (“‘by the
Spirit’”) in ben Reuben and Shem-Tob. The difference represents only a
metathesis of letters that brings the latter two into harmony with the Greek
V7o tob mvedpatog. The similarity of Nestor’s reading with the theo-
retical Hebrew substratum to the Greek, reflected by ben Reuben and Shein-
Tob, suggests the existence of variant forms based on a visual similarity
of letters in the earliest period of the synoptic tradition. Revision toward
the Greek and Latin is evidenced by various elements in the Hebrew. IX in
ben Reuben, Shem-Tob, and du Tillet corresponds to téte. All Hebrew
texts except Nestor have a correspondent for &vi%0m: A37°3, NP2, and
R217. All Hebrew texts except Nestor have correspondents for mewpa-
oOfjvar and elg v Epnuov by reading some form of 70 (“‘to tempt’’)
and "2772 (“‘wilderness’’). The revisions, however, are gradual. After
Nestor, ben Reuben is farthest from the Greek and Latin by lacking *‘Je-
sus,’” and in reading ‘‘by the spirit of Satan.”’ Nizzahon Vetus is next in
distance by lacking *‘by the Spirit,”’ and by reading the active *‘Satan
tempted him.”” Although Shem-Tob and du Tillet are close to the Greek
and Latin, the former reads ‘‘Holy’’” and the latter ‘‘Judah’ against the ca-
nonical text. Du Tillet is slightly the closer of the two by containing the
order ‘‘wilderness . . . Spirit’’ in agreement with the Greek and Latin
against Shem-Tob’s ““Spirit . . . wilderness.”
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MATT 5:17-18a

Th€Gospel of Matthew

Greek (=Vg)

b. Shabb. 116

Nestor

Ms. Or Rome #53

Nizzahon
Vetus # 157

Nizzahon
Vetus #71

Nizzahon
Vetus #221

Shem-Tob

Shem-Tob
(Comment
after 6:1)

du Tillet

ur vouionte 6te fABov xatalboal tOv véuov 1) tovg
npogntag odx nABov xatadboor dAAG TAno®oat. Gy
Yo Aéyw Vuiv

Think not that I have come to abolish the law and the proph-
ets; I have come not to abolish them but to fulfil them. For,
truly, I say to you

MNR AWAT ’ROPNR 2 NNo Y RY RIR
NPNR AWNT RNPIIR Y 1901KY KN
I am not come to take away from the Law of Moses
and I am not come to add to the Law of Moses.

AWH NTNM 127 "o RY1 MN0Y *NR2 R IR

NnR 1272 D°5WAS SR DK °3 DRI

I have not come to cancel or to subtract from the Law of

Moses and the prophets but I have come to fulfil the words
of truth.

MRI XY DPR°2IT 7707 NPYS CNRAY 13wnn SR

D3 MR MK AR DPR R

Do not think that I have come to abolish the law and the
prophets; I have not come except to fulfil truth. I say to you

Awn NN Sy MenS *nra KY
I have not come to diminish the Law of Moses

o5 waY RO DPR°217 *7aT awn nn Yuab Cnra RS
I have not come to abolish the Law of Moses or the words of
the prophets but to fulfil them

D°K°237 °737 R wn DMn MpyY Xa XY
I have not come to remove the Law of Moses of the words
of the prophets

IR NARA 2w XOR 770 797 NRAW 13w YR

DOY MR

Do not think that I have come to annul the law but to fulfil.
Truly I say to you

5Y 137 9°0117 DmRnT 1R 903 1R

1035 ’YY 17N 13T

in all these words not to add a word to the words of the law
nor to subtract any

DOX*237 IR R 7707 DR Y0a% *nRaw 1awnn B

0o% MR "IN IR RS ROK Hvab snxa &Y

Do not think that I have come to abolish the law or the proph-
ets; I have not come to abolish but to fulfil. Truly I say to you
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The Aramaic statement found in b. Shabb. 116Pis among the few such
quotations or allusions to the New Testament in the Babylonian Gemara.**
It says: “‘I am not come to take away from the Law of Moses and I am not
come to add to the Law of Moses.”’ It appears within an anecdote about a
judge, probably a Jewish Christian, who refers to the gospel in his deci-
sions. That his quotation is actually from Matt 5:17 is doubtful since an
earlier ‘‘gospel’’ quotation from him, that is, ‘‘A son and a daughter shall
inherit alike,”’ is not from Matthew or any of the canonical gospels, and
since the present quotation is said to come at the end of the book. Herford
suggests the saying may have come from a logia source in which various
sayings of Jesus were collected.”” Whatever the case, the saying is close
enough to Matt 5:17 to suggest a connection to it. There are three major
elements of continuity between the Aramaic and the Hebrew. The first is
the name ‘‘Moses,”” which appears in the Gemara reading as well as in
Nestor and Nizzahon Vetus. It is lacking in Ms Or Rome #53, Shem-Tob,
and du Tillet. The second is the Gemara reading of NN MY, ‘‘to take
away,”” and the reading of 9°0n7% in Nestor, 710n? in Nizzahon Vetus #
157, and 701Y in Shem-Tob’s comment, all of which have the same basic
meaning. The third is the similarity between the Gemara reading and the
allusion to it in Shem-Tob’s comment after 6:1. In his comment Shem-Tob
says that the intention of Jesus was ‘‘in all these words not to add a word
to the words of the law nor to subtract any.’’ This, of course, differs from
Shem-Tob’s reading in 5:17 in the biblical sequence, but in all probability
reflects his original text. It was common for scribes to revise a lemma ci-
tation of a biblical text in ancient documents without bothering to revise in
a corresponding way subsequent comments that repeat the quotation or parts
of it or, at least, allude to it.>* The evidence, therefore, suggests that Shem-
Tob knew this passage in its Gemara form (though with some variation,
as, for example, the transposition of the order of “*add . . . subtract’”) and

28For a discussion of these see R. Travers Herford, Christianity in Talmud and Midrash
(Clifton NJ: Reference Book, 1966).

»Ibid., 151.

%A good example of this is to be found in mss UF and sometimes L of Philo. See Peter
Katz, Philo’s Bible. The Aberrant Text of Bible Quotations in Some Philonic Writings and
Its Place in the Textual History of the Greek Bible (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1950). For some corrective to Katz see George Howard, ‘“The ‘Aberrant’ Text of Philo’s
Quotations Reconsidered,”” HUCA 44 (1973): 197-209.
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that the reading, as it stands in his text at Matt 5:17, is due to scribal al-
teration designed to make it correspond more closely to the Greek/Latin.

Modification toward the Greek and Latin is evidenced in the sequence
of Hebrew readings. All the documents except Shem-Tob’s comment after
6:1 read the following: (1) some form of ‘abolish’’ (that is, 71n0%, MPY»,
5123, 197%) in agreement with xatalloag, (2) ‘prophets’” (mss A and
D only in Shem-Tob’s revised text) in agreement with moognrag, (3)
“fulfil”” (that is, D»Wa», 0>ph, ONOWA?, X91?) in agreement with
ninp®oot. A further revisionary element appearing in some Hebrew
readings seems to be NN in Nestor and Ms Or Rome #53, NR1 in Shem-
Tob’s revised text, and MR in du Tillet—all in some way or other corre-
sponding to aunyv in 5:18. Of all the texts cited, du Tillet is the closest to
the Greek and Latin and apparently represents the end result of a long re-
visionary process.

The relationship between the various texts involved—the Aramaic,
Hebrew, and Greek/Latin—is an interesting one. The most important dif-
ference between the Greek/Latin and Hebrew (including Shem-Tob’s re-
vised text), on the one hand, and the Aramaic and the reading in Shem-
Tob’s comment, on the other, is that the former read both a negative and
a positive statement in regard to the purpose of Jesus’ coming. The Greek/
Latin, for example, says that Jesus came not *‘to abolish’’ but “‘to fulfil.”’
All the Hebrew documents follow suit (Nizzahon Vetus #157 and #221
lack the second element, but #71 contains it), reading both the negative
and the positive. The Aramaic and the reading in Shem-Tob’s comment
contain only a double negative statement, that is, Jesus came not ‘‘to sub-
tract or to add.”” The positive element apparently belongs to the Greek/Latin
tradition only, and the correspondence to it in the Hebrew readings rep-
resent textual accommodation to the Greek/Latin. Accommodation, how-
ever, came gradually. Nestor, the earliest Hebrew witness, reads, ‘I have
not come to cancel (= ®xatohUoal) or to subtract (= Aramaic NNDMY).
All other Hebrew witnesses, except Shem-Tob’s comment, read *‘cancel/
abolish/remove/annul’’ but not *‘subtract.’’ The element *‘to subtract’ in
most readings thus was eliminated in the revisionary process reflected in
most readings in the Hebrew tradition. It is not possible to explain all the
factors involved in the separation of the Greek and Aramaic forms, but
conceivably an original Aramaic *50IX? (‘‘to add’’) was misread for *DOR?
(**to end’’) and this gave rise to the Greek xatolvoai (‘‘to abolish’’).3!
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MATT 5:39

Al Sotig oe damiler elg iy deBuav owydva vovu,
oteépov atte xal Ty Gy

But whoever strikes you on the right cheek, turn to him the
other also

12 MI27% 9RRW DR 17 N7 P 182 RIR 1Y OX
Nestor | If a man should strike you on the right side permit bim to stiike
your left

Greek (not =Vg)

NINRA 17 01 A2 Y DR 500 OR
If a2 man should strike you on your cheek turn to him the other

nInRT nY 1% [L1 N T 900 OR
If a Jew should strike you on the check tumn to him the other
cheek

ben Reuben

Nizzahon
Vetus #232

SRV Y 197 1700 Rba onn DaR
But whoever strikes your right cheek provide for hirn the Jeft

NIRRT YR 0N NPT AP DY W 05T OR ’OR
du Tillet | But if there shall be one who strikes you on the right check
turn to him the other

Shem-Tob

Nestor’s text differs from the Greek in several respects. Primary for
our purpose is his reading of (1) BX (“‘if’”) for &AX’ 6oTig (‘‘but
whoever””), (2) T8(2) (‘‘side’”) for arayova (‘‘cheek’’), (3) N7 (‘‘per-
mit”’) for otgéyov (“‘turn’’), and (4) T2XNY (*‘your left”’) for &AMV
(‘“‘other’”). Nestor’s text is in basic agreement (though not exactly) with
certain Old Latin manuscripts and even less with Vg which rcad, Sed si
quis te percusserit in dexteram maxillam tuam, praebe illi et sinistram. In
addition, Nestor agrees with Marcion’s reading at Luke 6:29: ¢0v tig o€
damion elg. (Cf. Did. 1:4: &dv Tig ool & damioua).

Continuity in the Hebrew tradition is in the readings of D% (Nestor, ben
Reuben, Nizzahon Vetus, du Tillet), DX (Nestor, ben Reuben), and "]PR7W
(Nestor, Shem-Tob).

Various elements of revision appear in the Hebrew readings. 'n%
(“‘cheek’’) in agreement with olaydva appears in ben Reuben, Nizzahon
Vetus, Shem-Tob, and du Tillet. 793 (*‘turn’’) in agreement with otoé-
Yov appears in ben Reuben, Nizzahon Vetus, and du Tillet. DTNX7 (*‘the

3A similar confusion of the Hebrew roots 10 (““to end’’) and 510 (*“(o add’’) appcars
in Amos 3:15: MT 1801 is rendered by LXX »al mpootebioovrar = 10007,



172 ThE Gospel of Matthew

other’’) in agreement with Trv &AAnv appears in ben Reuben, Nizzahon
Vetus, and du Tillet. 7927 YK in agreement with &M\’ GoTig appears
in Shem-Tob and RPX = &AL’ in du Tillet.

MATT 84

_ 6 mpooétakev Mwiong elg poptiplov adtoig
Greek (=Vg) which Moses commanded for a witness to them
aWn DR ‘A Y TWRD

Nestor
as the LORD commanded Moses

Joseoh 1INMN2 Awn 7°% IWRD
PR as Moses commanded in his law

Ms Or Rome #53 NN AN MY IWRD

as Moses commanded in his law

Nizzahon
Vetus # 166 | as Moses commanded in his law

1NN AW T1°% IWRD

DONMIND AYR MY TWRD

Shem-Tob | ¢ Moses commanded in your law

nITYL 0% nwn a°% WK
as Moses commanded them for a witness

du Tillet

A continuity in the Hebrew tradition is seen in the reading WX (‘“‘as™’)
in agreement with ®xa0®¢ in the Lukan parallel (Luke 5:14) and in disa-
greement with & (‘‘which’”) in Matthew. Continuity is again seen in the
Hebrew tradition, with the exception of Nestor (who simply breaks off after
7Wn leaving us in doubt whether his text read further at this point or not)
and du Tillet, in the unique reading of “‘in his/your law’’ in disagreement
with the Greek and Latin ‘‘for a witness to them.”’ Du Tillet’s M7¥% o1
is clearly a revision toward the Greek and Latin.

The first difference between the Greek and Hebrew may be explained
by a confusion in an early Hebrew tradition based on IWR (‘“‘which’’), re-
flected in Matthew’s 6, and @RI (‘‘as”’), reflected in Luke’s ®aBdg and
the Hebrew quotations listed above. The second difference may be ex-
plained as a confusion in an early Hebrew tradition of the roots ;1710
(“‘law’”) and A7¥YN (*‘witness’’). The difference in these words is the ad-
ditional ayin in *‘witness’” and the reading of daleth instead of resh. The
latter two letters are often confused in ancient manuscripts.
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MATT 12:30, 32

Greek (=Vg)

Nestor

ben Reuben

Joseph (0)

Joseph (X1)

Ms Or Rome #53

Shem-Tob

Shem-Tob
(Comment
after 12:37)

du Tillet

onai & ur) ovvaywv pet’ Euot oxopmiler . . .

32yai Og &by lmn Adyov »atd ToT viot 10U avbpwmrov
dgednfoetan adTe

*and he who does not gather with me scatters . . .

32And whoever says a word against the Son of Man
will be forgiven

. WIPT MM 12T AR DR Y9 WK

15 192° NI VINNM 137 PR Y5Pnn

who has cursed the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit
. . . he who curses the Son and repents,
the Father will make atonement for him

1N KT PHY QORN IR M
15Y 99130 1300 LYYW M
3whoever does not gather with me scatters
32And whoever mocks the Son will be forgiven for it

79°07 1% W1 1331 3R RLIAN
He who sins against the Father and the Son has forgiveness

123 XA 1911% 9ON° IR RVIAN
He who sins against the Father will be forgiven;
so also he who sins against the Son

. . 721WN3 W BXR 7793 Y2 W ORI A1 KLY N

%0 Y2 W 130 A1 Runw N

Whoever sins against the Father has forgiveness if he re-
pents. . . . Whoever sins against the Son has forgiveness

(>2) 7192% "1y MAnn® RHY (0n)*
1% Onn° DIRT 13 TA1 03T IIRG v
3Whoever does not join with me denies me
32And everyone who says a word against the Son of Man
it will be forgiven him

12 9 RS m9T 2aR 92 %0 12 AR a0
Behold the Father and the Son will forgive him
but the Spirit will not forgive him

19 XY NV 10K RHW m°
1% A%0* DR 13 9Y 737 MKW WrR Ho
30And whoever does not gather with me scatters
2And every man who says a word against the Son of Man

it shall be forgiven him
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Gospel | Whoever blasphemes against the Father will be forgiven, and
of Thomas 44 | whoever blasphemes against the Son will be forgiven.*

Unfortunately, verse 30 is lacking in Nestor, Joseph, and Ms Or Rome
#53. Nevertheless their reading of ‘‘Father’’ in verse 32, along with the
text reflected in Shem-Tob’s comment, shows a continuity running
throughout this part of the Hebrew tradition. As stated before,** the read-
ing reflected in Shem-Tob’s comment is to be preferred to that in his bib-
lical text since the latter apparently represents scribal revision toward the
Greek and Latin. The antiquity of the reading ‘‘Father’’ is supported by its
appearance in the Coptic Gospel of Thomas.

Another possible continuity in the Hebrew tradition is the unique read-
ing in Shem-Tob of 9193 (“*denies’”) and the root ®193 meaning *‘to for-
give’’ that appears in Nestor, ben Reuben, Joseph (X2) and Ms Or Rome
#53. Allowing for scribal alteration in the transmission of the Hebrew tra-
dition, it is conceivable that a word connection based on the root 193 stood
in the original text. A possible reconstruction of the Hebrew is:

He who does not join me denies (M193*) me . . .

He who blasphemes the Father and the Son will be forgiven (9912%).

A final continuity in the Hebrew tradition is the concept of ‘repen-
tance’’ mentioned in Nestor and Ms Or Rome #353.

Revision toward the Greek and Latin is found (1) in the absence of
“‘repentance’’ in all documents other than Nestor and Ms Or Rome #353,
(2) in the absence of ‘‘Father’’ in ben Reuben, Shem-Tob’s revised text,
and du Tillet, and (3) in the reading ®79 (‘‘scatters’’) in ben Reuben and
du Tillet. Again du Tillet is closest of the Hebrew texts to the Greek and
Latin and apparently represents the end result of a long evolutionary
process.

“Translation by Thomas O. Lambdin in The Nag Hammadi Library, ed. James M.
Robinson (New York: Harper & Row, 1977) 123.

*See on Matt 5:17-18a above and n. 30.
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MATT 13:57

ol Eotwv moogNng ATwog €l iy &v T moneidl xal
&v 1 oluig avtod

A prophet is not without honor except in his homeland and
in his own house.

Greek (=Vg)

ovx Eotwv mpoghtng &upog el pf &v tn mateidy
avtol %ol &v tolg ovyyevebow avtod xol &v
Mark 6:4 | olxig avtot

A prophet is not without honor except in his own hoineland
and among his own kin and in his own house.

0UdElg mRoPN TS dextds EoTv &v T maTEIdL adTol

Luke 4:24 No prophet is acceptable in his own homeland.

IN1712 OR 3 BHpnn 1R K020

Nestor No prophet is cursed except in his own city/land.

1N7227 97°¥2 KPR 7122 RDA RO PR
No prophet is without honor except in his own city and in his
own house.

D127 WITA3 AR D 70N KDY a0 K021 00 /Y

Nizzahon MR 1PI0W
Vetus #207 | A prophet is not held in contempt or abused save in his own
city/land and in a place where he is recognized.

10727 17°YY 1XURD R 7120 0 PRW K21 PR
Shem-Tob | No prophet is without honor except in his own land and in
his own city and in his own house.

10337 1077 DIPna RHR 7120 X592 X031 PR
» du Tillet | No prophet is without honor except in the place of his home-
land and in his own house.

Nizzahon
Vetus #167

The synoptic gospels reflect a variegated tradition in regard to the lo-
cality of a prophet’s dishonor: (1) Luke says ‘‘homeland’’; (2) Matthew,
“‘homeland and house’’; and (3) Mark, ‘‘homeland, kin, and house.”’ Therc
is some ambiguity in the word matpig which can mean ‘‘homeland’ or
“‘hometown.”’ Usually, however, the reference is broader than “‘town”’
and is best understood as ‘‘homeland.’” A similar ambiguity exists in Nes-
tor’s AN which can mean “‘in his land’’ or *‘in his city.”’ This reading
is preserved in Nizzahon Vetus #207 which, however, is only a rough
paraplirase of our passage. Elsewhere the Nizzahon Vetus (#167) rcads
17°¥2 which clearly means *‘in his city.”” Shem-Tob reads 1V 13734,
*“in his land and i‘n/l,lis city,”” a doublet apparently based on the ambiguity
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of 1n3>711. Du Tillet returns to the concept of ‘‘homeland,’’ reading
N7, Thus we see an interconnection running throughout the Hebrew
tradition oscillating between the ideas ‘‘homeland,”” ““city,”’ and combi-
nations of them.

One may argue that the earliest form of the tradition was the ambigu-
ous matoig (‘‘homeland/hometown’’) or 713*11 (‘‘land/city’’) which
eventually gave rise to the doublet 17°¥1 1¥7X2 in Shem-Tob. This may
not be the case, however, in view of the parallel in the Gospel of Thomas
31 which reads, ‘‘No prophet is acceptable in his village; no physician
works cures on those who know him.”” The reading of ‘‘acceptable’” in
Thomas corresponds to Luke. The reading of *‘village’’ corresponds to
Nizzahon Vetus #167 and Shem-Tob. We cannot know the original
(whether Greek or Syriac) that stands in the background of Thomas in or-
der to judge the specificity of the word ‘‘village®’ (time). Thomas 32, how-
ever, reads, ‘‘Jesus said: A city (;w6Aig) that is built on a high mountain
(and) fortified cannot fall nor can it remain hidden.”” A catchword con-
nection appears to exist between the two sayings in Thomas based on the
idea ‘‘village/city.”” The order of sayings in Thomas, then, suggests that
a very early form of Matt. 13:57, perhaps the original, read ‘‘city’’ rather
than ‘‘homeland.’” In view of this the following development in the tra-
dition is suggested:

1. 9°¥ stands as an original Hebrew base (Nizzahon Vetus #167).

2. 7Y gave rise to the ambiguous synonym 71371 “‘city/land”” (Nestor).

3. 771 gave rise to Greek matpis ‘‘homeland/hometown’ and in He-
brew to the doublet 17°31 13X ““in his land and his city”’ (Shem-Tob).

Finally, it is clear that du Tillet of all the Hebrew texts is the closest to the

Greek and Latin of Matthew and again appears to represent a revision.

These examples show that in some way the First Gospel in Shem-Tob
fits into a process of textual evolution that began in primitive times and
culminated in du Tillet in the sixteenth century, or possible later if our sur-
vey should include subsequent Hebrew texts of Matthew. The suggestion
made here is that the gospel text incorporated into the Even Bohan was not
a freshly made translation of the First Gospel by Shem-Tob, but was a re-
production, possibly with some revision by Shem-Tob himself, of an al-
ready existing literary Hebrew tradition that had been in the process of
evolution for some time.
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The Evidence from Shem-Tob Himself

Two comments made by Shem-Tob himself further suggest that his
Hebrew text of Matthew was not a freshly made translation but one that
was already in existence. The first comment comes from his brief intro-
duction to section twelve (in the British Library ms) of the Even Bohan.*

5w *NR1 LINBY 13 PR 12 2V DW N3NRN R
DD P NVAY 17/M3 17aR (PNRTP) WX 1 N2aN

115 D™NMOR NI DIB0AW BN BY PPY7AIMKRA

YN 037X 93 WA ROW DUTMON0 NI 19 03 RIPD
X711 M2°0 WY op NYA SNRA T B3 Oy 000 oonnn
1°I¥3 03 TAW DRI 09T O°I¥IY oD 2WwaY
11NN PIDD DPWIHM ANBK 2T DOV DRI ONIIMK
naw ¥°3° 1521 CRNRR 9M NBRI 997 71 NIva awTpn
oNMWA O799° AWK ORY AINNAT IMRY TS

DT 00900 10N (AN) DNIRR *5Yab MRAaY 270
AN° 13737 T 1121 02N MY MIRAYM

noYN ST YT X5W 00D ,NIIIMKT IRY 2Y 12°N1IKR nHYm
R5W (‘N° 9R3) DR W3 IR L1097 NI DR *D 1310
P1DY D 722 2IN2KY 730D SNMDW N3 W A T RY
A PP RYR 935 ¥0awn 231M L1902 95 R WK DAwAn
(2102°) ®Y OR DIYPAINNRT 20D (PP NYT) Pab oy

137 0NN 0°NTT0 WX 5 *NAND IWR NWAD DpR 902

The author, Shem-Tob ben-Isaac ben-Shaprut, says: 1 have chosen to
complete this my treatise which (I have called) Even Bohan by transcrib-
ing (P°NYn®) the books of the gospel in spite of the fact that the books are
forbidden for us to read, lest the disciples should come without having suf-
ficient practice and should drink from those waters. Nevertheless, I have
chosen to transcribe them (Bp°n¥nY%) for two reasons: The first is to an-
swer the Christians from them and especially proselytes who speak in re-
gard to their faith but do not know the word of faith and explain the
Scriptures of our holy law in regard to that which is contrary to the truth
and contrary to their faith. In this way glory will come to the Jew who de-
bates with them whenever he captures them in their own pit.

The second is to show to the faithful the degree of defect in these books
and the errors that occur in them. By this they will know and understand
the superiority and virtue of our faith to the other religions. Since the
greatness of the virtue of the word is not known except by an examination

*The words in parentheses come from ms A; otherwise the text is from the British Li-
brary ms.
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of that which is contrary to it, I depend on God, blessed be he, (hat there
come from this nothing but good since I have aimed at that which is good.
1 have written section by section all the objections that appear to me to be
in them. I adjure by God every copyist (P’h¥1n) that he not copy (P n¥?)
the books of the gospel unless (he write) in every place the objections that
1 have written just as I have arranged them and written them here.

The root translated *‘transcribe’’ or ‘“‘copy’’ above is ph¥ which can
mean either “‘to transcribe/copy’’ or “‘to translate.’’? In its first two oc-
currences modern scholars ordinarily have taken it to mean *“to translate,”’
with the result that Shem-Tob is reputed to be the first rabbi to produce a
complete translation of a gospel into Hebrew.*¢

Since the context is not completely clear, the following need to be con-
sidered. (1) Shem-Tob says he has chosen to complete the Even Bohan by
transcribing/translating the books of the gospel. If he meant to ‘‘tran-
scribe’’ rather than to ‘translate,’’ this might presuppose the existence of
more than one gospel in Hebrew by the fourteenth century (although as a
matter of fact Shem-Tob reproduced Matthew only). Epiphanius in the
fourth century speaks of a Hebrew translation of John and Acts as well as
the original Hebrew Matthew.?” From the gospel quotations from the Pugio
Fidei by Raymund Martini, written about 1278 and based on Hebrew
manuscripts confiscated earlier from the Jews in Aragon, Alexander Marx
concludes: ‘*we learn that a Hebrew translation of the Gospels already ex-
isted in thirteenth-century Spain.’’*® The existence of Hebrew gospels in
the fourteenth century is thus a probability. On the other hand, it is pos-
sible that 712721777 *90 refers to the various sections of Matthew, rather
than to the four canonical gospels. In this case Shem-Tob had only the
Gospel of Matthew in mind.

(2) In the last paragraph of Shem-Tob’s introduction the root PNy ap-
pears twice more but here it seems to require the meaning of “‘copy’’ with
no ambiguity at all. He writes: *‘I adjure by God every copyist (P N¥R)

»Kutscher pointed out that Maimonides used the word to mean ‘‘transmit,’” an Arab-
ism. See E. Y. Kutscher, A History of the Hebrew Language (Lciden: Brill, 1982) 165.

*Lapide, Hebrew in the Church, 46. Cf. Black An Aramaic Approach 1o the Gospels
and Acts, 295; Lindsey, A Hebrew Translation of the Gospel of Mark, 67.

VPanarion 30.3.6.

*Marx, ‘“The Polemical Manuscripts in the Library of the Jewish Theological Seminary
of America,”” 271. See also Rosenthal, 13387 13 3p¥°2 *nn >a-5y 1Mwan Hw oann, 49.
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that he not copy (?°n¥°) the books of the gospel unless’ he include the
objections as well. That Shem-Tob envisioned his work to be *‘translated”’
into other languages is hardly likely. He wrote in Hebrew in the [irst place
in order to prepare the Jewish people to defend their faith against Christian
antagonists. The root PNY can hardly be understood in this context other
than with reference to Jews who may copy Shem-Tob’s work. But lest he
be hopclessly confusing, Shem-Tob must also use PNY in the beginning of
his introduction to mean ‘‘copy.’’*

The preponderant weight of evidence, therefore, suggests that Shem-
Tob only copied, not translated, his Matthew and that his Matthcw was
alrcady in Hebrew when he got it.

The second comment by Shem-Tob that suggests his Hebrew text of
Matthew was not a freshly made translation comes in a section after Matt
21:9. He writes:

21N MRW PRI APY MEY WUW 2N 173 P 1ImM? A
MINK 12 Y Y 2w 7% 82 7001 737 178 N2 ORN 5K
JIND7 93 MNW 1WIT R’ N0 B (dUM) IR
MNNK 12 Y PP R0 SY 221N Y IR

Here John perek 28 wrote that Jesus himsclf took the ass (J1N%;1) because
that which is written says: do not fear, daughter of Zion, behold, your king

" comes to you sitting upon a colt (¥} the foal of asses (MIINR). John
(and) Matthew have changed the Scripture and do not agree in the change
because the Scripture says: humble and riding upon an ass (9321) and upon
the colt (7°¥) the foal of asses.

Shem-Tob’s objection to John and Matthew is not totally clear. It is
clear, however, that he accuses them of reading 7INR instead of the Ma-
soretic Text of Zech 9:9 which reads 912n.4° But since he criticizes the
gospel reading at this point, the reading must not have been madc by Shem-
Tob. The conclusion is inescapable: this section of Matthew was not trans-
lated into Hebrew by Shem-Tob.

It is interesting to note that Lapide is inconsistent in transiating the root pnY. For ihe
initial P NYTY he renders “Uberselzung” (“‘translation’’), but for the following P Ii¥n
and PNy he renders ‘*Abschreiber’” (*‘copyist’”) and ‘‘zu kopieren’” (“‘to copy’’) respee-
tively. Sce Pinchas E. Lapide, *‘Der ‘Prilfstein’ aus Spanicn,”’ Sefarad 34 (1974): 231-32.

“Since both 1INX and ™10 are legitimate Hebrew correspondents for the Greek Gvav
(f. m.), his objection to \NX is not that it mistranslates the Greck; his objection is that it
varies {rom the Hebrew of the Masoretic Text.
7



180 The'Gospel of Matthew

From the above we may draw the following conclusions:

1. The text of the Hebrew Matthew in Shem-Tob is not the same as the
Hebrew Matthean texts in du Tillet and Miinster. There are, however,
textual links between them that suggest the latter two evolved from a
text base that was similar to Shem-Tob.

2. The text of Shem-Tob is not a freshly made translation by Shem-Tob.
When compared to Hebrew and Aramaic quotations of Matthew from
carlier Jewish and anti-Christian writings, it appears to have been based
on a primitive Hebrew literary tradition. Comments by Shem-Tob him-
self further suggest that he made use of an already existing Hebrew Mat-
thew.

3. The evidence as a whole presupposes a Hebrew text of Matthew that
existed from ancient times and was used among the Jews for polemical
purposes against Christians. Through centuries of use this text went
through a process of evolution which included stylistic modification and
changes designed to bring the text into closer harmony with the canon-
ical text used by Christians. The latter changes were presumably for'the
purpose of facilitating discussion and debate.

Shem-Tob’s Hebrew Matthew:
A Literary and Textual Profile

In this section' a literary and textual profile of Shem-Tob’s Hebrew
Matthew will be presented in order to clarify, as much as possible, its re-
lationship to the Greek Matthew. Three basic possibilities for this rela-
tionship exist: 1. The Hebrew text is a translation of the Greek (or one of
its versions such as the Latin). 2. The Greek is a translation of the Hebrew.
3. Both the Hebrew and the Greek represent original compositions in their
own respective languages with one serving as a literary model for the other.
The discussion will conclude that number 3 is to be preferred without,
however, determining which—the Greek or the Hebrew—served as a model
for the other. In addition the discussion will make it clear that the Hebrew

"The article by Pinchas E. Lapide (**Der ‘Priifstein’ aus Spanien,”” Sefarad 34 (1974):
227-72) should be consulted at this point. It is a detailed analysis of Shem-Tob’s Hebrew
Matthew. Of particular importance is the discussion (on pp. 246-49) of ‘'‘Romanismen’”’
which reflect late revisions. Unfortunately Lapide believes the Hebrew Matthew is a trans-
lation of the Latin Vulgate, perhaps partly because he used the Neofiti ms which shows
considerable assimilation to the Vulgate in places where other mss do not. (See for ex-
amples 2:1 Magi, Neofiti DIR?, Brit Lib ms BCDEFGH void [all reading simply ©°11n
0*39193); 3:9 filios Abrahae, Neofiti B3R, 033, Brit Lib ms ABCDEFG 002K 13,
4:21 Zebedaeus, Neofiti WIR*121, D WXTR2AT, BCIRTY, EF 11X2a1; 6:28 lilia agri, Neofiti
179, Brit Lib ms 112°3, BC 1°%°3, DG 1°2°1; 15:2 traditionem seniorum, Neofiti
D IWRIA NIph, Bt Lib ms BCDEFEG mNwxIa NIph, AH nPnwrAa napn; 16:18
tu es Petrus, et super hanc petram aedificabo, Neofiti TIaX JARA NRT 7 12X 20K, Brit
Lib ms CDEFG T*%¥ 13K *IX1 JAX INRY; 24:47 super omnia bona sua, Neofiti 1210 by,
D ¥5v Yyw.) Lapide himself notes many differences in Shem-Tob and the Vulgate with-
out, however, recognizing the true nature of the oldest layer of the Hebrew text. Other
problems with the article are: (1) It fails to note Shem-Tob's relationship to the Old Syriac
and the Diatessaron against the Latin tradition, and to the Old Latin against the Vulgate
(see below). (2) It shows no recognition of Shem-Tob’s relationship to the Coptic Gospel
of Thomas. (3) It fails to note most of the puns, word connections, and alliterations that
are so characteristic of Shem-Tob’s Matthew. (4) It Tacks a discussion of the abbreviation/
circumlocution for the divine name. (5) Finally, a general misunderstanding of the nature
of Shem-Tob’s Matthew, even in specific contexts (e.g., 12:28—see below), characterizes
the article. Nevertheless, in spite of these difficulties, Lapide’s study can be read with profit.
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text of our manuscripts has been corrupted by a series of revisions and
modifications designed to present the Hebrew in a more grammatically ac-
ceptable form and to make it conform more closely to the Greek and Latin
texts of Matthew. It will be argued that despite the revisions and modifi-
cations by medieval scribes, an old substratum to the Matthean text re-
flects Hebrew composition, not translation.

The discussion will include: (1) linguistic characteristics of the Hebrew
text; (2) late revisions to the Hebrew text; (3) textual relationships of Shem-
Tob’s Matthew; (4) puns, word connections, and alliteration; (5) the Divine
Name; (6) theological tendencics in Shem-Tob’s Matthew; (7) different in-
terpretations in Shem-Tob’s Matthew; (8) passages suggesting a variant He-
brew substratum for the Greek; (9) Shem-Tob’s text and synoptic variation;
and (10) other interesting readings in Shem-Tob’s Matthew.

Linguistic Characteristics of the Hebrew Text

It 15 difficult to assess the language of the text of Matthew in Shem-Tob
since it is a Christian writing preserved in a Jewish polemical treatise. The
question is, would a Jewish polemist of the fourteenth century translate a
Christian document from Greek or Latin and render it into standard biblical
Hebrew (BH) with a mixture of Mishnaic Hebrew (MH) and even late me-
dieval vocabulary. If it were a matter of an original Jewish composition in the
late Middle Ages one would expect BH or even archaic BH to play a domi-
nant role, as is the case with most texts written during this time.2

But the fact is what we have is a Christian text in Hebrew appearing in
a Jewish polemical treatise designed specifically to point out its errors and
the general fallacious nature of Christianity. Yet the linguistic nature of the
gospel text is basically BH with a healthy mixture of MH and later rabbinic
vocabulary and idiom.

In many ways the linguistic situation of Shem-Tob’s Matthew is anal-
ogous to thc Masada fragments of Ben Sira® when compared to the late
fragments of the same document from the Cairo Geniza.* Kutscher ex-

*See Kutscher, A History of the Hebrew Language, 88.
*Sec Y. Yadin, The Ben Sira Scroll from Masada (Jerusalem: Israel Exploration So-
ciety, 1965).

“These were published in Israel Lévi, The Hebrew Text of the Book of Ecclesiasticus
(Leiden: Brill, 1904). See also A. A. di Lella, The Hebrew Text of Sirach (The Hague,
1966).
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plains the original Ben Sira as written primarily in BH without cscaping,
howcver, the influence of MH, an occasional parallel to the Dcad Sca
Scrolls, and contemporary Aramaic. The medieval fragments frem the
Cairo Geniza, in addition to this, show numerous changes duc to thc cos-
rections of medieval scribes designed to bring the text into a more contem-
porary form in regard to spelling, vocabulary, and other linguistic
phenomena.’

The Hebrew Matthew of Shem-Tob is similar. We already have dem-
onstrated that the basic text predates the fourtcenth century, in some in-
stances going back to very early times. Our evidence for this is its
connection with quotations of Matthew in early Jewish polemical trcatises
and in one case in the Talmud. Assuming that the basic text of Shem-Tob’s
Hebrew Matthew is a primitive Hebrew text, we have in this casc what onc
might expect, a writing composed primarily in BH with a mixture of MH
elements, but which has undergone scribal modification designed to bring
it more into harmony with later linguistic forms. In addition, the text rc-
flects considerable revision designed to make it conform more closcly to
the standard Greek and Latin texts of the Gospel during the Middle Agcs.

This means that Shem-Tob’s Matthew, as printed above, docs not pre-
serve the original Hebrew in a pure form. It has becen contaminated by Jew-
ish scribes during the Middle Ages. Nevertheless, enough of the original
text is left intact to observe its primitive nature. It is clear to see that its
base is biblical and Mishnaic Hebrew and that it is writtcn in unpolished
style. It is filled with ungrammatical constructions and Aramaized forms
and idioms. Some of these points will be demonstrated in the following
discussion.

The Verb

The most pronounced difference in BH and MH is the virtual disap-
pearance of the consecutive tenses in MH.® The earlicst possible date as-
signable to Shem-Tob’s Matthean text is the first century CE, a time when
BH had ceased to be spoken and MH had become dominant. In accordance

sKutscher, A History of the Hebrew Language, 87-93. See also the cautious remarks of
Isaac Rabinowitz, ‘“The Qumran Hebrew Original of Ben Sira’s Concluding Acrostic on
Wisdom,”” HUCA 42 (1971): 173-74.

SM. H. Segal, A Grammar of Mishnaic Hebrew (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1927, 1958)
72. Cf. E. Y. Kutscher, The Language and Linguistic Background of the Isaiah Scroll {1
Qlsa*) (Leiden: Brill,/l974) 41-42.
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with this, Shem-Tob’s text appears to be an imitation of BH in regard to
tense. The consecutive tense system, for example, dominates the language
throughout. The following are typical cases.
1:224 Wy . . . A0 ¥PM
2:4 WP P P Piapn
3:15 mRM W YN
4:18 XML LW M
8:16 3™ 2v7 Y
14:12 IRW™ 1301 >71R%0 IRAN
19:5 \DWRI PITY . . L WOR AN
20:24 D739 NN vV IvHYn

Although BH is clearly being written, lapses in the consecutive tenses
show that the writer and/or later scribes of Shem-Tob’s Matthew were not
completely at ease with this usage. Occasional examples exist of noncon-
secutive tenses where the waw is merely a connective:

1:21 9W° W XIpm 13 7om

14:35 12 1R°23M N2 INIR 733 105w

15:36 DINI1 DY3W™ NIN2I Avavn opN
15:39 yOXRY R21 113°903 W DI

24:7 M2 DI A . L LM Y M) D"
25:17 DONR AWHR AN 90 1P 190

Another difference between BH and MH occurs in the use of the infin-
itive with the prepositions 2 and 3. The construction appears in BH while
MH uses —@3 with the finite verb as WX in BH.” All forms appear in
Shem-Tob’s Hebrew Matthew: (1) infinitive plus preposition: 1:20 12wnay,
6:6 12950712, 14:30 MIRI2Y, 15:29 1T¥3, 17:14 1W122; (2) -Wwd: 14:14
IR WD, 14:19 12W°WII; (3) IWRD: 2:10 IR IWRD °0M, 5:48 opR 1°0
IWRD D°7°AN, 6:2 APTY WYN WRD, 14:26 17%N0 1R WRIY.

The infinitive absolute is not used at all in MH® and may appear once
in Shem-Tob, at 22:24 (although the form is possibly an imperative here).

An interesting form of the infinitive construct plus X2, used for pro-
hibition, appears at 23:23, MR NOWY XYY, It occurs in late BH and the
Dead Sea Scrolls but rarely if ever in standard BH. Kutscher says it ““is all
the more interesting since it crops up in the languages spoken in Jerusalem

"Segal, A Grammar of Mishnaic Hebrew, 165,
*Kutscher, The Language and Linguistic Background of the Isaiah Scroll, 41,
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at the time, as we see from Aramaic and Greek inscriptions of Jerusalem
(and also in Punic, that is, late Canaanite of North Africa).’”®

Pronouns

In the first person singular *IX is dominant in MH while both *IX and
1R are found in BH.'® The form *IR is dominant in Shem-Tob with 21X
occurring in 18:20. In regard to the plural, MH always uses 13X while BH
uses 1IN3IR except for the ketib at Jer 42:6."' The short form is used in Shem-
Tob, although 1INIR appears occasionally (see 6:12). Of the two forms 01
and 717, the latter is found only in biblical quotations in MH.'? Both occur
in Shem-Tob: (1) mna: 2:13, 5:8, 11:7; (2) on: 13:13, 38, 39, 23:23.

The plural demonstrative pronoun 719X, standard for BH, becomes 17X

vin MH. Both forms occur in Shem-Tob: (1) 79R: 10:2, 5, 15:20, 24:8; (2)

19R: 7:24, 28, 23:23.

The possessive is regularly expressed in MH by the combination of W
plus the preposition 2. Although in older texts it is attached to the noun it
governs, it eventually came to exist as a separate particle, 9¥."* Though
rare, 9 occurs in Shem-Tob at 10:20, 12:39, 26:17, and 27:15. (Cf. 229V
at 12:27, T2 at 25:25, "W at 25:27, and YPHW at 27:63.)

Vocabulary

The vocabulary in Shem-Tob’s Hebrew Matthew'* comes from var-
ious levels of the history of the language including BH, MH, and later rab-
binic Hebrew. (1) Typical words occurring in BH and Shem-Tob but not
in MH are: 2R 11:23, 27:64; 1R 9:1, 6, 14, 37, 10:1, 11:20, 12:13, 14,
22,44,45,13:36, 43; P71 9:6, 10:28, 11:30; DR 25:21, 26:56; 1OX 8:17,
10:22; 73 2:8, 5:11, 6:2, 6, 10:18, 11:10; 17vn% 5:45; 19 6:1, 8:4, 25,
9:16, 30, 13:15, 29; WR 8:27, 9:36, 10:4, 11:4, 12:18;°39:2, 13, 11:18,

- 26, 12:41; 03 8:29. (2) Typical words occurring in MH and Shem-Tob but

not in BH are: 11 21:41; 2°Nn2 22:44; 19w 22:8, 25:33; 121 23:7; 2911
18:24; 70w 12:10, 19:3; v1vn 14:31, 17:20; 0> 19:7; 111 13:25; banly

9Kutscher, A History of the Hebrew Language, 99.
19Segal, A Grammar of Mishnaic Hebrew, 39.
"'Ibid., 39-40.

2Ibid., 40.

lbid., 43-44.

1Cf. ibid., 46-57.
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13:31; 1on 13:44; 023 17:3; 2w2 17:13. (3) Typical words occurring
only in later rabbinic writings and Shem-Tob are: "ORM 4:12; N> nN 6:11;
"Yav 15:17, 16:9-12; 72730 (= behavior) 16:9-12; 2931 "NV (= cross)
16:24; NN 18:8, 25:41; 927 0W 21:3, 24:17, 27:12; 921 mo 21:37;
1930 22:18; DWW (= impression) 22:20.

Late Revisions to the Hebrew Text

There are clear examples of late revisions in the Hebrew Matthew of
Shem-Tob such as explanatory additions in other languages and alterations
designed to clarify or bring the Hebrew into harmony with the standard
Greek and Latin texts. One example is 1:23 where the following redun-
dancy occurs: QPPR 0¥ 79w HR1INDY MY NIPNT “‘and you will call
his name Emmanuel, that is, God with us.”” It is the Greek and Latin that
need explanation for Emmanuel, not the Hebrew. Another example is 27:33
which reads: "IRNRP 97 X3 ROIAPIA RIPI DIPAY IR ““then they came
to a place called Golguta, that is, Mount Calvary.”’ ‘‘Calvariae’’ is read
by the OL and Vg. A host of revisions in individual manuscripts may be
gleaned from the critical apparatus. Examples are: 12:39 ;7131°] + R°237 A
= Greek and Vg; 21:12 R¥] X311 A = Greek and Vg; 24:6 193710]
19730 G = Greek and Vg; 24:43 ¥19°] + D*an IR A = Greek; 27:40
AwoOR] WR BEF = Greek and Vg. :

Other examples of revision are interpolated explanations of names and
places usually following 1¥2(2) *‘in another language,”” transliterated into
Hebrew from Greek, Latin, and other languages. A list of these follows.

2:11 ®n 9:9 VRN

3:7 RMIRD 11:21 DRI, 77170 IR YT IRY
4:10 DRIRDRW 12:4 7M3RD IR

4:13 nnwvaIRD 12:42 AROWOR 7 031
4:21 TTRIRD IR 13:25 AaR™3

4:23 157AIIRN 16:13 OR*MD, 01399
5:31 1 mp Yo 16:16 D1V D, WO
6:2 DLNIPIDR 17:1 2R

6:28 M 23:5 DW03D

6:30 18 24:14 "MK

8:6 IPWHRID 26:13 NN

8:28 “INIIAINA 27:33 IRMIORP

9:2 PWYRIRD

From the distribution of these transliterations throughout the gospel it ap-
pears the interpolator’s interest in the task waned substantially after six-
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teen chapters. Only five occur after that part of the text. The secondary
nature of these readings is shown by an occasional disruption they make
in the syntax. An example is 24:14 which reads: DRT *2310% 1¥7 71w,
The words NXT . . . 773 which go together are separated by 19 wiid
a transliteration of the Greck or Latin word for *‘gospel.”’

Textual Relationships of Shem-Tob’s Hebrew

It is also difficult to assess the relationship of Shem-Tob’s Hebrew
Matthew to already known textual traditions. In many respects it is differ-
ent from all known traditions in that it contains many unique readings. In
the absence of a thorough comparison of Shem-Tob with other texts, which
would involve far more research than this preliminary report, it can be stated
that a clear relationship exists between Shem-Tob and the Latin and Syriac
traditions, the latter including the Diatessaron of Tatian. Thus Shem-Tob
contains many readings in common with the Old Latin (OL) in company
with the Vulgate (Vg) and with the Old Syriac (OS or Sy*) in company
with the Peshitta (Sy?). Of particular interest is a moderate number of read-
ings in which Shem-Tob agrees only with the OL or OS without joint
agreement with Vg or Sy?. The following lists contain typical examuples of
these rcadings.

Shem-Tob = OL+# Vg!’

Greek { v &AMV (the other)
Shem-Tob | ?RnWH (the left)
abg' | sinistram (the left)

w
(U%)

»

Greek | 6 eVpwv (who finds)
10:39 Shem-Tob | 37IR7 (who loves)
ff' | qui-amat (who loves)

Greek | xai yoappatéwv (and scribes)
16:21 Shem-Tob | voiD
alvoib

*For the Old Latin the following have been consulted: Adolf Jilicher, Itala. Das Ncue
Testament in Altlateinischer Uberlieferung. I Matthéus-Evangelium, ed. W. Matzkow and
K. Aland, 2nd ed. (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1972); S. C. E. Legg, Novum Testamentum
Graece . . . Lvangelium Secundum Matthaeurn (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1940).

-7
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Greek | 6 N)yepudv (the governor)
27:21 | Shem-Tob |wR>*D (Pilate)
aur {1 Pilatus (Pilate)

Shem-Tob = OS # Syr'®

Greek | xal pn d6Ente Aéyewv (and do not think to say)
3:9 | Shem-Tob [19MRN YR (and do not say)
Sy=*I117mRN R (and do not say)

Greek | mapd thv 8&haooav (by the sea)

4:18 | Shem-Tob|n°n NEW %Y (by the shore of the sea)
Sy*IR®*T 7Ndo 213 H¥ (by the shore of the sea)
Greek | Tovg mpogitag Tovg med Sudv .
5.12 (the prophets who were before you)

Shem-Tob | B>X*217 (the prophets)
Sy* I ®*21% (the prophets)

Greek | Emtd £repa mvevpata (seven other spirits)
12:45 | Shem-Tob| N7 AYAW (seven spirits)
Sy*| RM17 Y2V (seven spirits)

Greek | &woxotBeig 8¢ 6 *Incoig einev avtd
16:17 (Jesus answered and said to him)

—— | Shem-Tob|1®" 15X X" (Jesus said to him)

Sys 13w 7% R (Jesus said to him)

Greek | 0¢hw (I wish)
Shem-Tob | X171 *IX OX (If I wish)
Sy* [ R>2% IR (If [ wish)
Sye I RIR R2X XY (And if [ wish)

20:14

Shem-Tob = the Diatessaron of Tatian

There are a number of readings in Shem-Tob’s Hebrew Matthew that
correspond to Tatian’s Diatessaron. As is well known, Tatian, a native of
Assyria, came to Rome in the middle of the second century and became a
disciple of Justin Martyr. About 172 he left Rome for the Euphrates Valley
and is said to have founded the sect of Encratites. He died a few years later.
Sometime either shortly before leaving Rome or after returning to Meso-
potamia, he constructed a harmony of the gospels in which the texts

'*For Sy*<the following have been used: Agnes Smith Lewis, The Old Syriac Gospels
or Lvangelion Da-Mepharreshe (London, 1910); F. C. Burkitt, Evangelion Da-Mephar-
reshe, vol. 1: Text (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1904).
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of Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John were woven together into a continuous
narrative. This was called the Diatessaron of Tatian.

It is notoriously difficult to identify true Diatessaric readings due to the
fact that no copy of the original has ever been discovered.!” The surest wit-
ness to its text is Ephraem’s commentary on the Diatessaron (EC). About
three-fifths of the original Syriac of this work was published in 1963 by
Dom Louis Leloir.'® An Armenian version of this same work also exists
(VEC) and will be cited where necessary below.'® Other witnesses to the
text of the Diatessaron are problematic since they suffer from defects which
impair their value for reconstructing the original text of the Diatessaron.*
In the matter of sequence, however, as opposed to the actual wording of

"The original language of the Diatessaron has been the subject of endless debate. If
Tatian made his composition after his departure from Rome (ca. 172) he probably made it
in Syriac, although Kraeling argues that it was composed in Greek even if it was written in
Mesopotamia. See Carl H. Kraeling, A Greek Fragment of Tatian's Diatessaron from Dura
(London, 1935) 15-18. If Tatian wrote it while he was in Rome he could have made it in
Greek, Syriac, or Latin. For the latter see F. C. Burkitt, *“The Dura Fragment of Tatian,”’
JTS 36 (1935): 257-58. Many hold that it was written in Greek and was soon translated into
Syriac. Among others see Adolf von Harnack, *‘Tatian’s Diatessaron und Marcion’s Com-
mentar zum Evangelium bei Ephraem Syrus,”” ZKG 4 (1881): 494-95; Chronologie der
altchristlichen Literatur (Leipzig, 1897) 1.289; H. J. Vogels, Die Harmonistik von Evan-
gelientext des Codex Cantabrigiensis, TU 36 (Leipzig, 1910): 45-46; M.-J. Lagrange,
“‘L’ancienne version Syriaque des Evangiles,”” RB 29 (1920): 326; Adolf Jiilicher, **Der
echte Tatiantext,”” JBL 43 (1924): 166. Others think the evidence points to a Syriac orig-
inal. Notable among these are A. Baumstark, ‘‘Das griechische Diatessaronfragment von
Dura Europos,’” OrChr 32 (1935): 250; Arthur Voobus, Studies in the History of the Gos-
pel Text in Syriac (Louvain, 1951) 12; G. A. Weir, ‘‘Tatian’s Diatessaron and the Old Syr-
iac Gospels. The Evidence of MS Chester Beatty 709’ (Ph.D. diss., University of
Edinburgh, 1969) xiv-xv.

¥ ouis Leloir, Saint Ephrem, Commentaire de I’ Evangile Concordani, Texte Syriaque
(Manuscript Chester Beatty 709) (Dublin, 1963).

“Louis Leloir, Saint Ephrem, Commentaire de I'Evangile Concordant, Version Ar-
ménienne, CSCO 137, Scriptores Armeniaci | (Louvain, 1953); Latin trans. 145, Scrip-
tores Armeniaci 2 (Louvain, 1964). An English translation is by J. Hamlyn Hill, A
Dissertation on the Gospel Commentary of S. Ephraem the Syrian (Edinburgh: T. & T.
Clark, 1896).

2See esp. ch. 3 in Voobus, Studies in the History of the Gospel Text in Syriac, 25-45.
The great collection of quotations of early Syriac fathers and the attempted reconstruction
of the Diatessaron by Urbina must be viewed with caution since it uses early Syriac sources
without sufficient discrimination. Ignatius Ortiz de Urbina, Vetus Evangefium Syrorum, et
exinde excerptum Diatessaron Tatiani, Biblia Polyglotta Matritensia, Series 6 (Madrid,
1967). Cf. the critical review of this work by Robert Murray, ‘‘Reconstructing the Diates-
saron,’’ HeyJ 10 (1969): 43-49.
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the text, the Arabic Diatessaron is generally considered reliable?! as well
as when it agrees with the Syriac tradition against the canonical Greck. In
several examples below where these criteria are met an English translation
of the Arabic will be cited as a witness.??

The first two examples will consist of Tatianic readings (that is, read-
ings involving the actual wording of the Diatessaron) in the Hebrew text
of Shem-Tob.

Greek | 00 dUvatau ohg xpufiivar Endve dpovug xeLuévn
i (A city ser on a hill cannot be hidden.)
3141 Shem-Tob [ N0 Y910 XY 737 by 13 MY
(A city built on a hill cannot be hidden.)

Evidence for “‘built’’ being a Diatessaric reading is: (1) Sy**? read
“built”’ (R*12). (2) The Coptic Gospel of Thomas (32), which often shares
readings with Tatian’s Diatessaron,* reads **A city being built on a high
mountain and fortified cannot fall, nor can it be hidden.’’?* A Greek coun-
(crpart to this is Pap. Oxyrhynch. 1.7: méAg olxodounuévr &’ Grpov
[0] VymAolg xal Eomouypévn ovte melojetv dvvotar ovdE
xou[BIMvav. (3) Arabic Diatessaron 8.41: “‘It is impossible that a city built
on a mountain should be hid.”

5:30 Greek |1 3eELd cov yeip (your right hand)
Shem-Tob |7 (your hand)
vEC® (your hand)

In addition to these readings there are several lengthy passages involv-
ing order and mixture of synoptic parallels rather than wording that cor-
respond to the Diatessaron. The following is a sampling.

*'See Bruce M. Metzger, The Early Versions of the New Testament (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1977) 10-36.

*’The translation is that of Hope W. Hogg, ‘“The Diatessaron of Tatian’’ in The Ante-
Nicene Fathers, vol. 10, 5Sthed., ed. Allan Menzies (reprint: Grand Rapids MI: Eerdmans,
1965) 35-138.

*T. Baarda, Early Transmission of the Words of Jesus: Thomas, Tatian, and the Text
of the New Testament, ed. J. Helderman and S. J. Noorda (Amsterdam: VU Boekhandel/
Uitgeverij, 1983) 38. For a discussion of the relationship betwcen the two and further bib-
liography see Metzger, The Early Versions of the New Testament, 29-30.

*Translation by Lambdin in The Nag Hammadi Library, 122.
“See Hill, Gospel Commentary of S. Ephraem, 84n5.
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Shem-Tob

(Matt 12:1) and his disciples
being hungry began to pluck
the cars

Arabic Diatessaron 7.37-38

his disciples
hungered. And ey were
rubbing the ears

191

(Luke 6:1) and to crush them

between their hands with their hands,
(Matt 12:1) and to eat them and eating
vEC

began to pluck the cars,
to rub and to eat

The Diatessaron at this point appears to have been a combination of
Matthean and Lukan readings. The major differences in the two synoptics
arc: (1) Matthew: reads *‘hungered’’ (&neivaoav) and ‘‘began’’
(fieEavto). Neither of these elements appears in the majority text of Luke.
(2) Luke reads ‘‘to crush them between their hands.’’ These words are
lacking in the majority text of Matthew. A comparison of the Arabic
Diatessaron®® and Ephraem’s Armenian commentary on the Diatessaron
demonstrates that at least parts of these thrce elements occurred in Tatian’s
harmony. The reading in Shem-Tob concurs with Tatian since it too in-
cludes all three elements.

Shem-Tob (Ms A) Sy*
(Matt 5:3) Blessed are the (Matt 5:3) Happy is it for the
humble of spirit for theirs poor in their spirit, that theirs
is the kingdom of heaven. is the kingdom of heaven.
(Matt 5:5) Blessed are the (Matt 5:5) Happy is it for the
meek {or they shall inherit lowly, that they shall inherit
the earth. the earth.
(Matt 5:4) Blessed are (Matt 5:4) Happy is it for the
those who wait for they mourners, that they shall be
shall be comforted. comforted. (Burkitt translation)

In this particular instance Sy<, accompanied by Shem-Tab, appears to
follow the order of the Diatessaron of 5:3, 5:5, and 5:4. Hill argues that
Ephraem and Aphraates did the same: ‘‘Ephraem quotes this beatitude
[5:5—GH] before the preceding one, as if his Diatessaron had it in the or-

*The Arabic has not been revised toward the Peshitta in this instance. The latter reads
according to the majority Greek text of Matthew.

-

-



192

Tﬁgbospel of Matthew

der of the Curetonian Syriac and Aphraates.’’*’ The Arabic Diatessaron
follows the Greek order and probably represents an accommodation to it.

Shem-Tob

(Matt 3:10) Already the axe has reached
the root of the tree; the one
which does not produce good
fruit will be cut down

and burned in the fire

(Luke 3:10-15) The crowds
asked him:

if so what shall we do.

John answered them: he

who has two shirts let him give
one to him who has none.

So they came

to be baptized.

Many asked him:

what shall we do,

and he answered them:
be anxious for no man.

and do not chastise them

and be pleased with your lot.
And all the people

were thinking and reckoning
in their circumcised heart,
John is Jesus.

(Luke 3:16) John answered all
of them: (Matt 3:11) behold

I truly baptize you in the days
of repentance, but

afterwards another comes
mightier than I

(Luke 3:16) the thong of
whose sandal I am not worthy
to unfasten

Arabic Diatessaron 4.18-25

Behold, the axe hath been laid at

the roots of the trees, and so

every tree that beareth not good

fruit shall be taken

and cast into the fire.

And the multitudes

were asking him and saying,

What shall we do?

He answered and said unto them,

He that hath two tunics

shall give to him that hath not;

and he that hath food shall do likewise.
And the publicans also came

to be baptized,

and they said unto him,

Teacher, what shall we do?

He said unto them,

Seek no more than what ye are com-
manded to seek. And the servants of the
guard asked him and said, And we also,
what shall we do? He said unto them,
Do not violence to any man, nor
wrong him; and let your allowances
satisfy you. And when the people
were conjecturing about John, and

all of them thinking in their hearts
whether he were haply the Messiah,
John answered and said unto them,

1 baptize you with water

there cometh one after me
who is stronger than I

the latchets of

whose shoes I am not worthy
to loosen;

Hill, Gospel Commentary of S. Ephraem 83n4. For a translation of Aphraates see F.
C. Burkitt, Evangelion Da-Mepharreshe, vol. 2: Introduction and Notes (Cambridge:

Cambridge University Press, 1904) 181,

according to a Primitive Hebrew Text 193

(Matt 3:11 || Luke 3:16) He he
will baptize you with the will baptize you with the
fire of the Holy Spirit. Holy Spirit and fire.

Shem-Tob Arabic Diatessaron |1.44-50

(Matt 8:29) They cried out to him
saying: what is between

you and us, Jesus Son of God.
Have you come before the time I adjure thee by God

to grieve us and to destroy us? torment me not.

(Mark 5:8 || Luke 8:29) Then And

Jesus said to them: Jesus commanded the unclean spirit
come out from there evil host. . . . to come out of the man. . . .

(Matt 8:31) So the demons and those devils

entreated him: since we have besought him

to go out from here, grant us to give them leave

authority to go into these swine. to enter the swine;

(Matt 8:32a) Then he said to and he gave them

them: go, leave.

(Luke 8:33) and the demons went And the devils went

out from the men and entered out of the man and entered

the swine into the swine.

(Matt 8:33b) and all the herd And that herd

went in sudden haste, hastened to the summit

slipped off into the sea and fell down into the midst of the sea,
about two thousand,

and they were choked in the water.

and cried out with a loud voice
and said, What have we to do with
thee, Jesus Son of the most high God.

and died in the water.

Two other very lengthy examples will be lumped together here without
reproducing their texts. The first is the account of the transfiguration in Matt
17:1-5. Both in Shem-Tob and the Arabic Diatessaron (24.2-12) the ac-
count is a mixture of Matthew and Luke 9:28-35. The overlaps between
Tatian’s harmony and the text of Shem-Tob are striking. The second is Matt
17:17 and 19 between which is sandwiched Mark 9:20-28. This is also the
case for the Arabic Diatessaron (24.35-46).

The relationship between Shem-Tob and Tatian is not entirely clear.
Although it is similar to that between the Old Syriac and the Diatessaron,
and between the Old Latin and the Diatessaron, it differs sometimes from
them by containing very lengthy insertions from parallel accounts in
agreement with Tatian. The relationship of Shem-Tob to Tatian goes be-
yond the numerous short Tatianic readings in the Syriac and Latin. In some
passages it apears to be an actual reproduction of the Tatianic text itself.
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These passages are, of course, limited in number and are quite sporadic,
involving perhaps only ten percent of the entire text or less.

Two explanations are apropos to this situation. First, in some cases it
is possible that the Old Latin, the Old Syriac, and the text of Shem-Tob
reflect an ancient form of the separate gospels in which the synoptic texts
were closer together in wording than they appear in the modern editions of
the Greek New Testament.?® Second, it is hard to escape the conclusion
that several lengthy passages in Shem-Tob corresponding to parallel syn-
optic accounts and in agreement with the Diatessaron are due to the direct
influcnce of the Diatessaron on the transmission of the text of Shem-Tob.
If the Hebrew Matthew contained in the Even Bohan predates Shem-Tob
and was used by Jews in anti-Christian polemics, as the evidence suggests,
it may be that some Tatianic readings, especially the longer passages, were
interpolated into the Hebrew text at an early time in order to provide a basis
for debate for Jews who lived in areas where the Diatessaron was in use.
The fact that they were inserted sporadically points to the selectiveness with
which the contestants chose scripture for purposes of debate. If this is the
case, the text of Shem-Tob in the relevant passages becomes a valuable
Hebrew witness to the Diatessaron.

Puns, Word Connections, and Alliteration

A major characteristic of Shem-Tob’s Hebrew Matthew is the use of
puns, word connections, and alliteration. Readings portraying these lit-
erary devices are numerous and belong to the very structure of the Mat-
thcan Gospel. Sometimes such elements can be reproduced in translation
but only with great difficulty and usually only by one who is interested in
preserving or enhancing the integrity and literary beauty of the base text.
Thcere are two reasons to suspect these literary elements here belong to the
old substratum to Shem-Tob’s Matthew and are the product of an original
Hebrew composition, not a translation: (1) The text is so saturated with
them (far beyond what appears in the Greek) it does not seem reasonable
that any translator, regardless of his motives, would have crcated them. (2)
The polemical nature of the Even Bohan proscribes any reasonable sus-
picion that a fourteenth-century rabbi would have gone out of his way to

*George Howard, ‘‘Harmonistic Readings in the Old Syriac Gospels,”” HTR 73 (1980):
485.
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beautify and otherwisc enhance the text of the Gospel of Matthew. The fol-
lowing are examples from each of the three categories listed above.

Puns

Many of the sayings of Jesus and even narratives about him according
to Shem-Tob arc constructed around puns and wordplays. Matt 7:6 reads:
“‘do not throw your pearls before swine, lest they trample them under {oot
and turn to attack you.’’ In Shem-Tob the words for *“swine™ and ‘‘turn’’
are alike, being hazir (7710) and yah®zor (711°) respectively. Matt 10:25
reads: ‘‘If they have called the master of the house Beelzebul.”’ In Shem-
Tob *‘master of the house’’ and ‘‘Beelzebul’’ are baal habayit (W21 5¥2)
and baal zfvuy (2127 9¥2) respectively. Matt 10:36 reads: ‘‘and a man’s
foes will be those of his own household.’” In place of this, Shem-Tob reads:
““The enemy will be loved ones,”” which makes a wordplay on ‘‘thc en-
emy’’ ha’oy*vim (I'2"IRN) and “‘loved ones’’ “ahuvim (2°23R). In Matt
17:22 the text in part reads: ‘“The Son of Man is to be delivered into the
hands of men.’” For ““‘Son of Man’’ Shem-Tob reads ben ha'adam
(@87 12) and for “‘men’’ bene ha’adam (DIRN *12). Matt 18:27 reads:
*“And out of pity for him the lord of that scrvant released him and forgave
him the debt.”’ In place of this, Shem-Tob reads the pithy saying: ‘*“Then
his master had pity on him and forgave him everything.”” This is a play on
the words “‘to pity”” from the root fiamal (32N) and “‘to forgive’’ from the
root mahal (9n). Matt 21:19 reads: “*And seeing a fig tree by the wayside
he went to it and found nothing on it but leaves only. And he said to it,
‘May no fruit ever come from you again’.”” Shem-Tob in part rcads: “‘he
found nothing on it except leaves . . . may fruit not come forth from you
for ever.”” Two wordplays in Hebrew form the structure of this statement
as the following diagram shows:

oYY P 3 RYD
goIvy oo N RY?

The wordplays are made by the combination of matsa’ (83R) *‘found”” /
yetse’ (RX*) ‘*‘come forth’” and ha‘alim (@9¥7) **leaves’’ / lrolan (R155)
“for ever.”” Matt 23:27-28 reads in part: ‘‘*’for you are like whitewashed
tombs, which outwardly appear beautiful, but within they are {ull of dead
micn’s bones and all uncleanness. *So you also outwardly appear rigl-
teous to men, but within you are full of hypocrisy and iniquity.”” The say-
ing in Shem-Tob contains a play on the words “‘tombs’" [rom the root gever
(Map) and ““within®’ (vs. 28) from the root gerev (A7), Matt 23:29, 31
e
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reads in part: *‘**for you build the tombs of the prophets . . . 3'Thus you
witness against yourselves, that you are sons of those who murdered the
prophets.”” For ‘‘build’’ Shem-Tob reads the root banah (1132) and for
““sons’’ the root ben (12).

A rather lengthy passage involving a pun is Matt 16:9-11. It reads: ‘“Do
you not yet perceive? Do you not remember the fiveToaves of the five
thousand, and how many baskets you gathered? '°Or the seven loaves of
the four thousand, and how many baskets you gathered? ""How is it that
you fail to perceive that I did not speak about bread? Beware of the leaven
of the Pharisecs and Sadducees.”” Shem-Tob’s text is much shorter, lack-
ing all of vs. 10, and contains a different wording. Of primary importance
is the fact that in vs. 9 it reads ‘were left over’” nis“ru ("RW1) in place of
the Greek ‘‘gathered’” (8M&fete). This is similar to the word ‘‘beware”
(vs. 11) which according to the reading of mss ABDEFG of Shem-Tob is
timeru (12WN). At this point the British Library ms, accompanied by ms
C, reads 19RWN which appears to be a visual mistake for the similarly
looking reading in the majority text of Shem-Tob. This mistake was per-
haps made by a scribe whose eye jumped prematurely to the next word § or
(ORWY) ““leaven’’ which though lacking in Shem-Tob’s text is represented
in Greek by CUunc? and appears to have been a part of the original peri-
cope. We conjecture, then, that a pun on the words IR *‘left over,”” "W
““beware,”’ and IRW ‘‘leaven’’ stood in the original discourse and that the
last word was lost in Hebrew during transmission of the text.

The most famous pun in Greek Matthew occurs at 16:18 where the text
reads: ““You are Peter (IT€T0og) and on this rock (rtéteq) I will build my
church.”’ Because of the wordplay in Greek August Dell argued that this
saying originally circulated in Greek and originated not in Jesus but in the
Greek-speaking segment of the church.?® Although Dell’s argument has
some logic, another pun exists in the Hebrew text of Shem-Tob that mil-
itates against his conclusion. The Hebrew reads: ““You are a stone (J2AR)
and upon you I will build (73aR) my house of prayer.”’ The pun, even
(*‘stone’)—evneh (“‘1 will build’’), forms the very structure of the saying

»Shem-Tob uses IRW opposite Louy in Matt 13:13.

®August Dell, ‘*Matthius 16, 17-19,”” ZNW 15 (1914): 1-49; *“Zur Erklidrung von Ma-
thius 16:17-19,” ZNW 17 (1916): 27-32 See Klijn's objections in A. F. J. Klijn, *‘die Worter
‘Stein’ und ‘Felsen’ in der syrischen Ubersetzung des Neuen Testaments,”” ZNW 50 (1959):
99-105.
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in Shem-Tob. The authenticity of the Hebrew wordplay is suggested by
the appearance of the same words in Matt 21:42 which is a quotation of
messianic flavor from Ps 118:22: ““The very stone which the builders re-
jected has become the head of the corner.”” Shem-Tob’s text, which equals
the Masoretic Text of Ps 118:22, again includes the J7a¥4132 combination.

Word Connections

The text of Shem-Tob is replete with word connections that give struc-
ture to individual sayings and pericopes and that tie separate sayings and
pericopes together. An interesting case is Matt 4:21-23 which in the He-
brew text unites the pericopes on the calling of James and John and the
early preaching of Jesus in Galilee. According to the Greek, the brothers,
James and John, are sons of Zebedee (Zefedaiog). Beyond the mention
of this fact the name ‘‘Zebedee’’ plays no further role in the immediate
context. In the Hebrew text the matter is different. Matt 4:21 reads: ‘*He
turned from there and saw two other brothers, James and John, brothers
who were sons of Zebedeel (5X*131).”” The name ‘‘Zebedeel’” (made up
of *1a1 and 7R) means ‘‘gifts of God."’

The next pericope begins with vs. 23. In Hebrew it reads: *“Then Jesus
went around the land of Galilee teaching their assemblies and was preach-
ing to them the good gift (721) . . . of the kingdom of heaven.’” The con-
nection is clear. The two pericopes, that is, the calling of James and John
and the early preaching of Jesus in Galilee, are held together by the catch-
word “‘gift.”” The catchword fails to appear in the Greek or Latin although
the name Zebedee (= *121), meaning ‘‘my gift(s),”” represents a remnant
of the situation.

The sequence of the Matthean pericopes is thus clearly built upon the
catchword situation of 721 *“gift>’ although it appears only in the Hebrew.
It is highly unlikely that a Jewish polemist of the fourteenth century (or any
century), trying to disprove the validity of the Gospel of Matthew, would
have created this word connection ex nihilo. This means that in all prob-
ability the sequence of these pericopes goes back to a Hebrew, not to a
Greek or Latin, Vorlage. ‘

The following is a list of similar connections that occur in the Hebrew
text but not in the Greek or Latin. The Hebrew words/roots involved will
be placed at the end of each example.
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12:13, 15

_— =

14:35, 36

15:34-37

The Gospel of Matthew

Blessed are those who pursue (*0117) peace for they shall be called
the sons of God.

'“Blessed are those who are persecuted (Q°07717) for righteous-
ness for theirs is the kingdom of heaven.

N7 “‘to pursue’’ / 77 “‘to persecute’’

'4A city built upon a hill cannot be hidden (A1ND7Y).
PThey do not light a lamp to place it in a hidden (ANDI) place.
N0 “‘to hide™’

BThere met him (12 1¥2D") two demon-possessed men.
*'Then the demons entreated him (12 1V2D"N).
YD “‘to meet’’ / ¥AD “‘to entreat’’

*The enemy will be loved ones (2°21R).

37He who loves (A7R7) his father and mother more than me . . .
3¥[omitted in Shem-Tob]

¥He who loves (27 7) his life wili lose it.

R “‘to love™’

#Those who wear noble garments are in the houses of kings (22%27)

1°This is he about whom it is written: behold, I am sending my mes-
senger (PIXOn).

5% “‘king’’ / IXY7 ‘‘messenger’’

Then he said to the man: stretch out (791) your hand and he
stretched out (0") his hand and it returned as the other.

'*It came to pass after this Jesus knew and turned aside (0M) from
there.

1101 *“to stretch out’’ / VI ““to turn aside’” ~

3They brought to him all those who were sick (2*9I1171) with var-
ious kinds of diseases.

*They implored Y5M) him. . . .

770 “‘to be sick’’ / %0 *‘to implore”’

*They answered: seven (M¥2W) and a few fish.

*So Jesus commanded the people to sit upon the grass.

3Then he took the seven (¥2W1) loaves and broke them and gave
them to his disciples and they gave to the people.

¥ All of them ate and were satisfied (\Waw™) and from that which
was remaining they filled seven (¥2W) scahs.

aYaw “‘seven’’ / YAV “‘to be satisfied”’

1If he does not listen to you, reprove hiin before another; if by every
oath he does not listen to you add sti!l (TI¥) one or two in order
that your words might be before two or three witnesses (0*1¥) be-
cause by two or three witnesses (Q*1¥) a word will be established.
7Y still” /Y “*witness”’
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18:23-35

At that time Jesus said to his disciples: the kingdom of heaven is
likg a certain king who sat to make a reckoning with his scrvants
and ministers.

24As he began (o rcckon, one came who owed about ten thousand
pieces of gold.

25But he had nothing to give and his master commanded to scll him
and his children and all that was his o repay (@5w%7) the value.

26The scrvant fell before his master and implored him to have pity
on him and to be patient with him because he would repay (T7W>)
everything.

PThen his master had pity on him and forgave him cverything.

ZBut that servant went out and found one of his comrades who owed
him a hundred pieces of money and he grasped him and struck
him saying. . . .

Trust me and be patient with me and I will repay (D9WR) cvery-
thing.

But he was not willing to listen to him; so they brought him to the
prison until he repaid (@5W) him everything.

31The servants of the king saw that which he did and were very an-
gry and went and told their master. )

32Then his master called him and said to him: cursed servaat, did I
not forgive you all your (debt) when you placated me.

$So why did you not forgive your servant when he supplicatcd you
as I forgave you?

3*His master was angry with him and commanded to afflict him un-
tit he should repay (27W?) him all the debt.

#Thus will my Father who is in heaven do to you if you do not for-
give cach man his brother with a perfect (09W) heart.

QoY “‘to repay’’ / QoW ‘‘perfect’

“He who takes her who has been divorced (770171271) commits adul-

tery.

Then they brought children to him that he might lay his hand on
them and pray for them, but his disciples were driving (W1A%)
them away.

WA “‘to divorce’’ / WA “‘to drive away’’

¥Finally, he sent them his son saying: perhaps they will honor
(R7) my son.

*The workers saw (Y1) his son and said to one another: this is
the heir. Come, let us kiil him and we will inherit his estate.

“Then they sought to kill him but they feared (1X77) the crowds
to whom he was a prophet.

X7 ““to honor/fear’’ / X7 “‘to see”’



200 The Gospel of Matthew

°It would have been possible to have sold it for a great price and to
have given it to the poor (@°19%).

26:9-11 19But Jcsu_s who knows everything in regard to any matter (13y)
done, said to them: . . .

"'Because the poor (22°1¥77) will be with you always.

1Y “‘poor’’ / IV “‘matter”’

*This is my blood of the new covenant which was poured out for
many for the atonement (N795%) of sins.

*Jesus said: truly T say to you, this night before the cock-crow you

2628, | . will deny (ms;n) me three times.

—3:{_—3-8 *Peter said to him: if it is possible for me to die with you, I will
_ not deny (MDIX) you. . . .

*Then Jesus came with them to the village (A93%) of Geshemonim
and said: sit now until I go there and pray.

1790 “‘atonement’” /993 “‘to deny’’ / 993 ““village’

Alliteration

In the following passages alliteration of various kinds occurs. The rel-
evant words in Hebrew will be placed in parentheses, pointed, and trans-
literated.

12 It came to pass in those days Jesus heard that John

——1had been delivered up (VM3 nimsar) into prison (QRP3, b*ma’ asar).
He turned from there and saw two

other brothers

(@R O°NR, ‘ahim *aherim).

If you should offer your gift (11277 D, taqriv garbankha)
5:23 | at the altar and remember that you have a quarrel with
your companion (3030, h°verkha).?!

BN

BN

2

—

_Wilh what judgment you judge and with what measure you measure
7.1t will be measured to you
==(02% 11 ¥Ti0D a7 APRIY 39D 1T APKa,
b*ezeh din tidonu uv'eze midah tamodu y*moded lakhem).
9:8 | The crowds saw (W), vayir'u) and feared (R, vayir'u).*?
11:6 I Blessed is the one who (W IWR), v asre "aer).

Take my yoke upon you (2*2¥ 939, ‘uli “lekhem) and learn of me

11:2¢
and know that I am meek (IR 21, ‘ani "ni).

o

.J'Sec also 8:4. Cf. Jean Carmignac, *‘Studies in the Hebrew Background of the Syn-
optic Gospels,”” AST77 (1970): 72.

**Carmignac spotted this wordplay without benefit of the Shem-Tob text. See ibid.

according to a Primitive Hebrew Text 201

Many sick (2?31, holim)

=== followed him and he healed all of them (@913, kulam).
This one does not cast out demons except

12:24 | by Beelzebub (2121 9¥33, beva‘al zivuy)

the lord of demons (D13 9¥3, ba‘al hasedim).
When they went up into a boat

the wind settled down (M N3, nah haruah).

If your eye causes you to stumble (12°W3D, takhsilekha) . . .
cast (ZIQ"?I{)D, taslikheha) it from you.

14:32

_
5
=]

The Divine Name

A set of interesting readings in the Hebrew Matthew of Shem-Tob is a
series of passages incorporating the Divine Name symbolized by 71 (ap-
parently a circumlocution for O®i, ‘“The Name’’). This occurs some
nineteen times. (Fully written DWi occurs at 28:9 and is included in the
nineteen.) Usually the Divine Name appears where the Greek reads »0p-
1og, twice (21:12 mss, 22:31) where the Greek reads 8edg, and twice
where it occurs alone (22:32; 27:9). (1) It regularly appears in quotations
from the Hebrew Bible where the MT contains the Tetragrammaton. (2) It
occurs in introductions to quotations as, for example, at 1:22, “*All this
was to complete what was written by the prophet according to the LORD"’;
and at 22:31, ‘“Have you not read concerning the resurrection of the dead
that the LORD spoke to you saying.’’ (3) In narratives apart from quotations
it occurs in such phrases as ‘‘angel of the LORD”’ or *‘house of the LOrD.”’
Thus, 2:13, *“As they were going, behold, the angel of the LORD appeared
unto Joseph saying’’; 2:19, ‘It came to pass when King Herod died the
angel of the LORD appeared in a dream to Joseph in Egypt’’; 21:12, ““Then
Jesus entered the house of the LORD’’; 28:2, ‘“Then the earth was shaken
because the angel of the LORD descended from heaven to the tomb, over-
turned the stone, and stood still.”’

The reading of the Divine Name in a Christian document quoted by a
Jewish polemist is remarkable. If this were a Hebrew translation of a Greek
or Latin Christian document, one would expect to find adonai in the text,

~ not a symbol for the ineffable divine name yHwH. Furthermore, for Shem-

Tob the Gospel of Matthew was an object of attack, a heretical writing that
needed to be exposed for its fallacies. For him to have added the ineffable
name is inexplicable. The evidence strongly suggests that Shem-Tob re-
ceived his Matthew with the Divine Name already within the text and that
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he probably preserved it rather than run the risk of being guilty of remov-
ing it.*?

The evidence from Shem-Tob’s Matthew coincides with the present
writer’s earlier stated conclusions about the use of the Tetragrammaton in
the Septuagint and the Greek New Testament.** The extant pre-Christian
copies of the Septuagint that include passages incorporating the Divine
Name preserve the Divine Name in the Greek text. These are (1) P. Fuad
266 (= Rahlfs 848), 50 BCE, contains the Tetragrammaton in Aramaic let-
ters;* (2) a fragmentary scroll of the Twelve Prophets in Greek from Wadi
Khabra (= W. Khabra XII xaiye), 50 BCE-50 CE, contains the Tetragram-
maton in paleo-Hebrew letters;* (3) 4QLXX'"* (= Rahlfs 802), first cen-
tury BCE, contains the Tetragrammaton in the form of IAQ .3 From these
examples it may be concluded that the New Testament writers had access
to copies of LXX that contained the Hebrew Divine Name. Those who used
such copies of LXX for their quotations of the Old Testament probably

“Cf. the famous rabbinic passage, t. Sabb. 13.5: *“The margins and books of the minim
do not save.’” The debate that follows about what is to be done with heretical books con-
cems the issue of the divine names, N1IIR, in them. R. José suggests the divine name
should be cut out and the rest of the document burned. R. Tarphon and R. Ishmael say the
books in their entirety, including the divine name, should be destroyed. See Herford,
Christianity in Talmud and Midrash, 155-57. By incorporating the Hebrew Matthew into
his Even Bohan, Shem-Tob apparently felt compelled to preserve the Divinc Name along
with the rest of the text. 771 in Shem-Tob’s Matthew should not be viewed as a symbol for
both Adonai and the Tetragrammaton as was customary for Hebrew documents copied dur-
ing the Middle Ages. The author of the Hebrew Matthew uses Adonai and ”;1 discrimi-
nately. He uses Adonai in reference to Jesus and *1 only in reference to God. Since 177X
(often itself abbreviated as “TTR) refers to Jesus, not God, throughout the text, the autho:’s
usc of ;1 is a symbol only for the Tetragrammaton and in all probability stands for the
circumlocution DW?, *‘The Name.”’

*Sec George Howard, ‘‘The Tetragram and the New Testament,”’ JBL 96 (1977): 63-
83: idem, *“The Name of God in the New Testament,”’ Biblical Archaeology Review 4
(1978): 12-14, 56.

“Frangoise Dunand, Erudes de Papyrologie (Cairo, 1971). W. G. Waddell, *‘The Te-
tragrammaton in the LXX,”’ JTS 45 (1944): 158-61. George Howard, *‘The Oldest Greek
Text of Deuteronomy,”” HUCA 42 (1971): 125-31.

*D. Barthélemy, ‘‘Redécouverte d'un chainon manquant de I’histoire de la Scptante,”
Revue Biblique 60 (1953): 18-29; idem, Les devanciers d’ Aquila: Premiére publication in-
tégrale du text des fragments du Dodecaprophéton, VTSup 10 (Leiden: Brill, 1963).

VP. W. Skehan, ‘*The Qumran Manuscripts and Textual Criticism,”’ Volume du
Congres, Strasbourg 1956, VTSup 4 (Leiden: Brill, 1957) 148-60.
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preserved the Tetragrammaton in the quotations incorporated into their
texts.®

Although written in Hebrew, Shem-Tob’s Matthew further testifies to
the use of the Divine Name in the New Testament. Its conservative use of
the Divine Name, which occurs only in quotations from the Hebrew Bible,
introductions to the quotations, or in biblical phrases such as *‘angel of the
LORD,’” and ‘‘house of the LORD,”’ corresponds closely to the use of the
Tetragrammaton in the Hebrew documents from among the Dead Sca
Scrolls. As was concluded in 1977, “‘In the Hebrew documents from the
Judean Dcsert the Tetragram appears in copies of the Bible, in quotations
of the Bible, and in biblical-type passages such as florilegia and biblical
paraphrases. Occasionally, it appears in non-biblical material; but this is
not often and the material is Bible-like in nature.”’*

Theological Tendencies in Shem-Tob’s Matthew

In some instances the Hebrew Matthew of Shem-Tob shows theolog-
ical tendencies not found in the Greek. It is unlikely these variances werc
introduced by a medieval Jewish translator, especially somecone who was
engaged in polemical disputation with Christians, because they either por-
tray Christianity more, not less, attractively or fail to enhance thc Jewish
polemic against Christianity. Instead, they appear to belong to a more
primitive form of the Matthean tradition than the Greek Matthew. During
the early Christian centuries the disparity between Judaism and Christian-
ity gradually increased. But the theological variances in Shem-Tob’s He-
brew text often reflect a lesser disparity between the two religions than does
the Greek text. An example is Jesus’ attitude toward the law, a subject
treated in Matthew 5. Matt 5:17-19 gives Jesus’ statement about the per-
durability of the law:

Think not that I have come to abolish the law and the prophets; I have come

not to abolish them but to fulfil them. For truly, I say to you, lill heaven
and earth pass away, not an iota, not a dot, will pass from the law unti] all

3Sec further Patrick W. Skehan, ““The Divine Name at Qumran, iu the Masada Scroll,
and in the Scptuagint,” BIOSCS 13 (1980): 14-44; A. Pielersma, **Kyrios or Tetragram:
A Renewed Quest for the Original Septuagint,”” in De Septuaginta. Studies in Hononr of
John William Wevers on His Sixty-Fifth Birthday, ed. A. Pietersma and C. Cox (Toronto:
Benben Publications, 1984) 85-101.

®Howard, ‘‘The Tetragram and the New Testament,”” 71.

7
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is accomplished. Whoever then relaxes one of the least of these com-
mandments and teaches men so, shall be called least in the kingdom of
heaven; but he who does them and teaches them shall be called great in the
kingdom of heaven.

There follows in Matt 5:21-48 the so-called antitheses.*® Each antithesis
first quotes from the law (except the last one) and then gives Jesus’ exten-
sion or comment on the law. The form is basically the same in each an-
tithesis: ““You have heard that it was said. . . . But I say to you. . . . ”’
The subjects are killing, adultery, divorce, false swearing, the lex talionis,
and hating your enemies.

In the Greek text of Matthew, Jesus’ comment on some of the an-
titheses—Tlike killing and adultery—seems to radicalize and internalize the
law without, however, revoking it. In other antitheses—divorce and false
swearing—Jesus’ comment seems to revoke and annul the letter of the law.
At least this is true in the Greek Matthew. But in Shem-Tob’s Hebrew
Matthew that is not the case with respect to divorce and false swearing.
Instead, in these instances, Jesus’ comment in the antitheses suggests he
is radicalizing and internalizing the law but not revoking it. It may well be
that here the Greek Matthew represents a later corrective to the more an-
cient statements in the Hebrew, made only after the disparity between
Church and Synagogue grew. Compare the Greek Matthew and Shem-
Tob’s Hebrew Matthew on divorce and false swearing:

Divorce (Matt 5:31-32)

[Greek]

It was also said, ‘“Whoever divorces his
wife, let him give her a certificate of di-
vorce.”” But I'say to you that every one
who divorces his wife, except on the
ground of unchastity, makes her an
adulteress. . . . (RSV)

[Hebrew]

Again Jesus said to his disciples: *“You
have heard what was said to those of
long ago that everyone who leaves his
wife and divorces [her] is to give her a
bill of divorce. . . . And I say to you
that everyone who leaves his wife is fo
give her a bill of divorce. But concern-
ing adultery, he is the one who com-
mits adultery. . . .’

“For an excellent discussion of the issue see John P. Meier, Law and History in Mat-

thew’s Gospel (Rome: Biblical Institute Press, 1976).
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False Swearing (Matt 5:33-37)

[Greek]
Again you have heard that it was said to
the men of old, “You shall not swear
falsely, but shall perform to the Lord
what you have sworn.”” But I say to
you, do not swear at all, either by
heaven, for it is the throne of God.
(RSV)

[Hebrew]

Again you have heard what was said to
those of long ago: you shall not swear
by my name falsely, but you shall re-
turn to the Lord your oath. But | say to
you not to swear in vain by anything,
cither by heaven because it is the throne
of God. . . .

The differences between the Greek and Hebrew are striking. In the Greek
Jesus seems to revoke the law. In the Hebrew, he internalizes and radi-
calizes it, but does not revoke it.

Another difference between the Greek and Hebrew Matthew is in the
character of John the Baptist. We know from other sources that there was
a John the Baptist sect that existed from early times and continued perhaps
for centuries.*' In Shem-Tob’s Hebrew Matthew John the Baptist emerges
as a much more important figure than in the Greek Matthew. The Greek
Matthew may well represent a later corrective to the more primitive state-
ments made about John the Baptist in Hebrew Matthew before the follow-
ers of John the Baptist were seen as a threat to trunkline Christianity. Here
are some of the differences between the Hebrew and Greek texts in the por-
trayal of John the Baptist.

Matthew 11:11

[Greek]

Truly, I say to you, among those born
of women there has risen no one greater
than John the Baptist: yer he who is least
in the kingdom of heaven is greater than

[Hebrew]

Truly I say to you, among all those born
of women none has arisen greater than
John the Baptizer.

[The last phrase in Greek is lacking in
Shem-Tob’s Hebrew text.]

Matthew 11:13

he. (RSV)
[Greek]

For all the prophets and the law proph-
esied until John. (RSV)

[Hebrew]
For all the prophets and the law spoke
concerning John,

“Cf. Acts 18:5-19:7; Justin, Trypho 80; Pseudo-Clementine Recognitions 1.54.60. Cf.

C. K. Barrett, The Gospel according 1o St. John (London: S.P.C.K., 1962) 142; Raymond
E. Brown, The Gospel according to John, Anchor Bible 29A, 29B (Garden City NY: Dou-
bleday, 1966) A:lxvii-lxx.
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Matthew 17:11

[Greek] [Hebrew]
Elijah does come, and he is to restore Indeed Elijah will come and will save
all things. (RSV)  all the world.

[Vs 13 tells us that ‘‘the disciples
understood that (Jesus) was speaking to
them of John the Baptist.”” (RSV)]

In Matt 21:31-32 Jesus speaks harsh words to those who failed to heed
the warnings of John the Baptist: *“Truly, I say to you, the tax collectors
and the harlots go into the kingdom of God before you. For John came to
you in the way of righteousness, and you did not believe him, but the tax
collcctors and the harlots believed him; and even when you saw it, you did
not afterward repent and believe him’’ (RSV). In the Greek Matthew thesc
harsh words are said to the chief priests and the elders of the people (vs
23), but in Shem-Tob’s Hebrew Matthew these harsh words are spoken to
Jesus’ own disciples (vs 28) and the following comment, lacking in the
Greek text, appears: ‘‘He who has ears to hear let him hear in disgrace.”’

This series of readings can hardly be taken lightly. They point to an
ancient tradition in which John the Baptist was even more important than
the portrayal of him given in the Greek text of Matthew.

Different Interpretations in Shem-Tob’s Matthew

There are several passages in the Hebrew Matthew that differ in mean-
ing from the Greek Matthew. Occasionally the Hebrew appears to be more
primitive than the Greek. A few instances will be noted. ’

In the Beelzebul (Hebrew: Beelzebub) controversy, recorded in Matt
12:24-28, the Greek version reads as follows:

“*But when the Pharisees heard it they said, ‘It is only by Beelzebul, the
prince of demons, that this man casts out demons.’” 2*Knowing their
thoughts, he said to them, ‘‘Every kingdom divided against itself is laid
waste, and no city or house divided against itself will stand; 2°and if Satan
casts out Satan, he is divided against himself; how then will his kingdom
stand? ¥And if I cast out demons by Beelzebul, by whom do your sons
cast them out? Therefore they shall be your judge. *But if it is by the Spirit
of God that I cast out demons, then the kingdom of God has come upon
you.”” (RSV)
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A common understanding of this passage is: (1) Jesus rejects the Beci-
zebul charge as totally inappropriatc.*? (2) Verse 27 is taken to refer to
Jewish exorcisms with the meaning that if Jesus casts out demons by the
power of Satan the same is true of the Pharisees’ own disciples, an a;; -
ment designed to turn the tables against the opponents.* (3) Verse 28 con-
cludes that if Jesus casts out demons by the Spirit of God, in some sense
the kingdom of God has already come.

In the Hebrew text the matter is different. Most of the wording is ba-
sically the same with two exceptions: (1) Verse 27 reads: *‘If I cast out de-
mons by Beelzebub why do your sons not cast them out?’’ This is the
opposite of what is implied by the Greek, namely, that Jewish exorcists are
casting out demons.* (2) In verse 28, instead of ‘‘then the kingdom of God
has come upon you,”’ the Hebrew reads *‘truly the end of the [his—G.H.]
kingdom has come.”’ In regard to the Hebrew text the following points
should be made. First, although the case is different with him, Jesus does
not reject as inappropriate the exorcising of demons by the power of Satan.
He cven queries why the sons of the Pharisees do not avail themsclves of
this means of bringing Satan’s kingdom to an end. After all, a kingdom
divided against itself cannot stand, so the turning of Satan against himself
is a sure way of destroying Satan. Second, the fact is Jesus casts out de-
mons, not by Beelzebub, but by the Spirit of God. This elicits the conclu-
sion ‘‘truly the end of the kingdom is come.’’ The reading in thc Hebrew
Matthew of *‘the kingdom’’ instead of the Greek ‘‘the kingdom of God”’
appears to refer to the kingdom of Satan rather than to the kingdom of God
with the meaning that if Jesus casts out demons not by Beelzebub, which

IS

2Cf. H. B. Green, The Gospel according to Matthew (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1975) 127: **If Jesus’ exorcisms show him to be in lcague with the devil, he is using Satan’s
power against Satan’s own agents, and this is a situation that cannot continue.”’

“Cf. David Hilt, The Gospel of Maithew (London: Oliphants, 1972) 216: ““The sons
of the Pharisecs (i.e., their disciples or pupils) would be the first to condemn the intran-
sigent attitude shown to Jesus because it implied that thcy were in league with Satan.’”

+This reading may be related to the targumic device of converse translation. Sce M-
chael L. Klein, ‘‘Converse Translations: A Targumic Technigue,”” Biblica 57 (1976): 515-
37. lere, so as not to prejudice the case, it shonld be understond as a converse construc-

&l uy at Mark 8:14 and parallels, 6mo0ev/Eungoofey at Matt 15:23, otx (Codex B) at
Matt 12:32, and the absence of 0Ux in P*® at John 9:27. For further examples in Shem-Tob
vis-a-vis the Greek see 10:17 and 19:22.
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itself would bring Satan’s kingdom to an end, so much the more will he
destroy Satan’s kingdom by casting out demons by the Spirit of God.

There appears to be a progression of thought here. The Hebrew text
portrays Jesus as deeming appropriate the exorcising of demons by the
power of Beelzebub, even though he himself performs exorcisms by a more
effective means, the power of the Holy Spirit. The Greek, on the other hand,
rejects with revulsion the very idea of casting out demons by the power of
Beelzebub. Should we not regard the Greek’s rejection of any amicable
relationship between Jesus and Satan, even to the extent of Jesus using Sa-
tan to destroy Satan, as a later reflection of an increasing disparity between
Judaism and the new Christian religion in which Christ was accused of being
possessed by demons? :

The pericope on the Canaanite woman, found in Matt 15:21-38, pre-
sents the reader with two difficulties. The most notable is the harshness
with which Jesus addresses the desperate mother who pleads for mercy for
her demon-possessed daughter. Verse 26 records his answer: “‘It is not fair
to take the children’s bread and throw it to the dogs.”’ Beare remarks: *“The
harshness of the saying of Jesus . . . still puzzles the Christian reader, who
finds it impossible to imagine Jesus addressing a distraught mother in such
terms. . . . Dare we see in all this a reflection of the reluctance with which
the primitive Church embarked upon the Gentile mission?’’+

A second problem is the inappropriateness of Jesus’ answer to his dis-
ciples who ask him to send the woman away. Jesus responds: ‘I was sent
only to the lost sheep of the house of Israel’’ (vs. 24). But this is a reason
for sending her away, not for allowing her to stay. It thus fails to explain
his actions.

In the Hebrew text the inappropriateness of this answer disappears be-
cause the question of the disciples is different. According to the Hebrew,
verse 23 reads: “‘Our master, why do you leave this woman alone who is
crying out after us?’’ The implication appears to be: Why do you not deal
with this woman by healing her daughter? After all, she is crying out for
help. Jesus’ answer in verse 24 is now appropriate: ‘‘they did not send me
except (o the lost sheep from the house of Israel.”” The meaning is that Je-
sus does not wish to heal this woman’s daughter because she does not be-
long to Israel.

“Francis W. Beare, The Earliest Records of Jesus (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1962)
132-33.
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The first problem regarding the harshness of Jesus’ responsc to the
woman, however, remains in the Hebrew text. Some attempt has been made
to soften Jesus” words by combining several verses in Matthew in such a
way as to show a progression of thought. Matt 15:24, **I was sent only to
the lost sheep of the house of Israel,” is combined with Matt 10:5-6, *‘Go
nowhere among the Gentiles, and enter no town of the Samaritans, but go
rather to the lost sheep of the house of Israel,” in order to show that during
his earthly ministry Jesus confined his efforts to Israel alone. These pas-
sages are then contrasted with the conclusion of the Gospel, Matt 28:19-
20, which reads ‘‘Go therefore and make disciples of all nations, baptizing
them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, teach-
ing them to observe all that I have commanded you. . . . " Here the risen
Christ is shown to extend his ministry to include all nations. This contrast
suggests that Matthew’s Gospel presents a kind of salvation-history schema
wherein Jesus’ restricted earthly ministry is expanded in the postresurrec-
tion period to include the Gentiles. Meier writes: ‘‘This same Jesus who,
during his earthly ministry, forbids the Twelve a mission among the Gen-
tiles and Samaritans is also the Jesus who, as the exalted Son of Man, com-
mands the Eleven to make disciples of panta ta ethné.”’*

This solution is impossible from the standpoint of the Hebrew text. Al-
though Matt 10:5-6 and 15:24 in Hebrew correspond in meaning to the
Greek, Matt 28:19-20 does not. In Hebrew these last two verses read sim-
ply: “‘Go and teach them to carry out all the things that I have commanded
you forever.”” No mention is made of Gentiles or all nations and no sal-
vation-history schema is possible.

Again a progression of thought is apparent. The Hebrew Matthew por-
trays Jesus the Jew holding to the very end the traditional position of Is-
rael’s supremacy. The Greek Matthew, without rejecting the idea of Israel’s
supremacy for Jesus during his lifetime, redeems the situation by having
the risen Christ extend his power to include all nations into the kingdom
of God.

There are a number of such passages in the Hebrew Matthew that differ
from the Greek. A listing of several other examples follows.

sMeier, Law and History in Matthew’s Gospel, 27.
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What therefore God has joined together, let not man put
asunder.
Hebrew Whatever the creator has joined together man is unable to
separate.

Greek

When the young man heard this he went away sorrowful; for
Greek .
19:22 he had great possessions.
= It came to pass when the young man heard he went away (an-

Hebrew gry) because he did not have much property.

And everyone who has left houses or brothers or sisters or
Greek | fathers or mothers or children or lands, for my name’s sake,
will receive a hundredfold, and inherit eternal life,

19:29 Everyonc who Icaves his house (and his brothers), also his
Hebrew | sisters, his father, his mother, his wife, and his children for
my name will receive (a hundred) like them and will inherit
the kingdom of heaven.

Truly, I say to you, wherever this gospel is preached in the
Grecek | whole world, what she has done will be told in memory of
her.

Truly, I say to you, everywhere this gospel . . . is pro-
Hebrew | claimed in all the world, that which this one has done will be
said in reference to /ny memory.

26:13

286 Greek | Come, see the place where he lay.
=1 Hebrew | Come, therefore, and see the place where the Lord arose.

Passages Suggesting
a Variant Hebrew Substratum for the Greek

Assuming that Shem-Tob’s Hebrew Matthew represents Hebrew com-
position (even though corrupted by medieval Jewish scribes), it is inter-
esting to note that some differences between the Hebrew and Greek
Matthew are similar to those between the Masoretic Text of the Hebrew
Biblc and the Greek translation of it. The following discussion demon-
strates this point.

A number of differences in the Hebrew and Greek texts of the Jewish
Bible go back to different vocalizations of Hebrew words or to similar-
looking Hebrew words. Here are some typical examples:

MT ‘ AR9Y N3 entire exile
LXX | alyparwoiov tot Zaropwv | captivity of Solomon

The Greek apparcently stands for 71 2%, a different vocalization for the
same consonantal text as read by MT.

Amos 1:6 I
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Amos 3:15 MT |15 and will come to an end
=== LXX Inai mpoatedijcovral and will be added

The Greek text apparently stands for 190713, a form close in appearance to
MT, and may represent a variant Hebrew Vorlage which LXX (ranslated.
We, of course, do not possess a Hebrew text of Amos that reads 198113, so
in this case the theory of a variant Vorlage cannot be tested. The next ex-
ample, however, provides us tlie data needed to test the theory.

MT | 7PaR your father
Ex 3:6| SamPent|7°nax your fathers
Acts 7:321tv matépwv gov | your fathers

The statement in Acts is a quotation from Exodus 3:6 that according to MT
rcads the singular for ‘‘father.”” Since Acts reads the plural one could ar-
gue that it reflects a variant Hebrew Vorlage which contained the plural
form 7°N2R. The certainty of this can be demonstrated by the fact that the
Samaritan Pentateuch reads this exact form. The diffcrence in the two He-
brew forms is, of course, an addition of only one letter.

Variations like these often form the difference between Shem-Tob’s
Hebrew Matthew and the Greek Matthew. An example is Matt 8:21. Here
the Greek reads “‘Another (E1e00g) of his disciples’; the Hebrew reads
““One (TNR) of his disciples.’’ Although we are without data to prove what
word actually stood in a theoretical Hebrew substratum to the Greck, a
strong casc can be made for the word NX which is often rendered by
grepog in LXX (cf. Gen 4:25, 8:10, and so forth). Furthermore, confu-
sion between 9 and 7 is one of the most common causes for variation in
ancient Hebrew documents due to the fact that these letters are so similar
in appearance. It could be conjectured, then, that the difference in Shem-
Tob’s text and the Greek go back to different Hebrew texts wliich rcad TnX
and NN respectively.

Another example is Matt 11:5. The Greek reads ‘‘and the poor have
the good news preached (edayyehifovrar) to them.”” The Iebrew reads
““and the poor are acquitted (D"WHNN).” In LXX the word edayyehti-
Lewv consistently stands for the root W2 (cf. 1 Kings 31:9, 2 Kings 1:20,
18:31, and so forth). One can argue, then, that this root stood here in a
Hebrew substratum to the Greek text. If so, the appropriate form would be
Q>7W2ann which is similar in appearance to D*WHNA. It is interesting that
mss EF of Shem-Tob actually read the conjecturat form, and in all prob-
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ability represent a later revision designed to bring the Hebrew into corre- By the prince (&@yovtL) of demons he cast out demons.
spondence with the canonical Greek/Latin text.*’ 934 | BY the name of (0W3) demons he cast out demons.
We append here a list of several other examples. == | Greek: by the prince = W21
Shem-Tob: by the name of = RW3
{ Eapt@?e you yit/;l w((;ter (&v ,i')?au) unto repentance. | What did you go out to see?
3.11 | L baptize you in the days of ("0*2) repentance. A man clothed in soft (nahaxoic) clothing?
=—=| Greek: with water = D2 What did tt 9
Shem-Tob: in the days of = %2 : 1 @ yoR e o o S ‘
: ; ===1|. .. a man clothed in noble (°27) garments?
Blessed are those who mourn (ol mevBoivieg). ; Greek: soft = D'
., | Blessed are those who wair (D¥21077). ! Shem-Tob: noble = D27
:4 Greek: mourn = D 127% . vy .
Shem_.TOb. mel va;nj When it was full, they drew it up on the shore (£mL TOV alyLahov).
Swalt = ' 13.45 | When it is full they draw it our (Y119).
Allow (&peg) me to cast the mote out. . ‘ —==2| Greek: on the shore = 1N
2.4 | Wait (3n3) forme . . . and I will cast the straw out, Shem-Tob: out = PInY
~—| Greek: allow = 301 ! . ¥ - .
Shem-Tob: wait — N3 But going he cas (Efoiev) him into prison.
o 18:30 | S0 he brought him (112°571, mss ABDEFG) to prison.
Do not give that which is holy (v0 &ywov) to the dogs. : === Greek: cast him = 7125w
76 Do not give holy flesh (012 2W3) to the dogs. Shem-Tob: brought him = 1713°91"
—= | Greek: that which is holy = wIp WX . . .
Shem-Tob: holy flesh :y vp 'Ilw:l Thc\chlcf priests and the e~lders (Zf the people
i . § ' (xai oi mpeoPitegol ToU Aaov).
If you being evil know (oidare) to give good gifts. 21:23 | The priests and the rulers of the people (RY71 3*3P%).
711 If you being evil come (YR12N) to give good gifts. Greek: and the elders of the people = DY 1PN
—— | Greek: know = 33°an Shem-Tob: and the rulers of the people = RV *1°XP
Shem-Tob: come = X1IN* - .
i On that day the Sadducees came 1o (mpoonAfov) him.
For he was teaching them as one having authority 2293 On that day the Sadducees met (0X7P) him.
and not as (®g) their scribes. ’ ““7 | Greek: came to = 127p
7. For he was preaching to them with great power, Shem-Tob: met = WP
== not as the rest (\XWI) of the sages. .
Greek: as = WX Jerusalem, Jerusalem, who kills the prophets
Shem-Tob: as the rest = KXW and stones (Atﬂoﬁokoﬁoa) those sent to her.
N 23:37 Jerusalem, who kills the prophets
Why are you fearful (deihoi)? ===l and removes (NP50mM) those who are sent.
g-26 | Why do you look ('Xn)? Greek: stones = N7poM
—==|Greek: fearful = RN ) Shem-Tob: removes = NpL0m
Shem-Tob: look = WX9n -
: See that you are not alarmed (0po€loOg).
. 246 | Beware lest you become foolish (1237N).
“Lachs conjectured that the original Hebrew read “‘the poor are made rich” (@™ wynn). = | Greek: alarmed - 17man
See Samuel Tobias Lachs, ‘“Hebrew Elements in the Gospels and Acts,’ JOR 71 (1980): Shem-Tob: foolish = 1933N
38-39.

“For nevOelv = 1193 see Gen 23:2.

#9Mss DE read 18°31. »See Luke 7:25: &vdOEw = 027 (7).
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He who has dipped his hand in the dish with me

will betray me (UE TTOEAOWOEL).

26:23 | He who dips his hand with me in the dish will sell me (33751).
Greek: will betray me = *370%°

Shem-Tob: will sell me = *3751°

And they sang a hymn (xal OpUvVHOOVTES)
and went out to the Mount of Olives.
And they returned (12W", mss ABEF)
and went out to the Mount of Olives.
Greek: and they sang a hymn = 172"
Shem-Tob: and they returned = 12W"

Do you think that I am not able

to entreat my Father (maganoréoal 1OV netépa uov)?
Do you not understand that I am able

to meet my enemies (>2°IR2 V¥1389)?

Greek: to entreat my father = *axa 8%

Shem-Tob: to meet my enemies = 2%k Y159

26:30

26:53

Come see the place where the Lord lay (Exeito).

286 Come, therefore, and see the place where the Lord arose (T0V).
=== | Greek: lay = T1y2°'

Shem-Tob: arose = Y

Shem-Tob’s Text and Synoptic Variation

Assuming that Shem-Tob’s Hebrew Matthew represents Hebrew com-
position (even though corrupted by medieval Jewish scribes) it is interest-
ing to note that sometimes it provides suggestions for the cause of variation
in parallel passages in the Greek synoptic gospels. In these instances it re-
sembles the Masoretic Text (MT) which explains differences in parallel
passages in the Septuagint. Two examples from the Hebrew Bible will be
followed by several examples from Matthew.

1 Kings 8:16 | PXIW° "0aw ] oxfntow "Topani
2 Chronicles 6:5 | PR *0aw ] uidv lopanh

In this set of synoptic passages *vaW is translated “‘scepter’’ by LXX in 1
Kings and *‘tribes’” in 2 Chronicles. The word B2 is a polysemous word
which can mean either. The synoptic variation, therefore, simply reflects
different renditions of the same Hebrew Vorlage.

*'In Jer 24:1 netpévoug renders DYTYIN.

[\
—
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2 Samuel 10:8 | vwn ] mikng
1 Chronicles 19:9 | 7°¥71 ] néiewg

This set of synoptic parallels presents an cxamplc of variation duc to dif-
ferent though similar-appearing Vorlagen. It is well known that the author
of Chronicles used a copy of Samuel that sometimes varied from the MT
of Samuel.”? In the present case MT of Samuel rcads YW ‘‘the gate™
while the copy of Samuel used by the Chronicler apparently read °¥:1 “‘the
city.”” In cach instance XX gives the appropriatc translation.

Similarly, the text of Shem-Tob provides clues to some variant read-
ings in the synoptic gospel parallels. It either reads one word with two or
more meanings (often based on differing vocalizations), each of which is
now reflected in Greek synoptic parallels, or one word that is visually sim-
ilar to another that theoretically stood in a variant Hebrew substratum to a
synoptic parallel. An example of a single Hebrew word differently vocal-
ized may be the following.

Matt 12:50 | pov adehpdg
Mark 3:35 | &40ehqpdg pov
Luke 8:21 | &dehpol pov
Shem-Tob | "NR

The Greek texts of Matthew and Mark read ‘‘my brother.”” Luke differs
by reading ‘‘my brothcrs.”” The text of Shem-Tob can be either singular
or plural depending on its vocalization, whether *IIX ‘‘my brother’’ or *1nR
“‘my brothers.”” It thus suggests the possibility that the synoptic variants
were caused by different vocalizations of the same Hebrew word.

The next example of synoptic variation may have been caused by one
Hebrew consonantal text that theoretically can reflect different Hcbrew
roots.

Matt 23:31 | dt vioi gote
Luke 11:48 | Dpeig 0t olxodopeite
Shem-Tob | DNX D°32W

These Greek phrases occupy corresponding parts in a saying against the
scribes and Pharisecs. According to Black (following Torrey) viol tote

32A number of students of Frank Cross have written on this subject. Among them sce
J. D. Shenkel, ‘A Comparative Study of the Synoptic Parallels in [ Paraleiponicna and I-
II Reigns,’” HTR 62 (1969): 63-85; Eugene C. Ulrich, Jr., The Qumran Text of Samuel and
Josephus (Missoula MT: Scholars Press, 1978).

/"J
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(“‘you are sons’’) and Upeig 8¢ olxodoueite (‘‘you build”’) may go
back to Aramaic 'NX 133 1\NX (understanding 1°32 and 1°J2 respec-
tively).*> A similar explanation based on a Hebrew substratum is supplied
by the reading in Shem-Tob: ONX 0°)3 *‘you are sons.”” If the text is vo-
calized DNX 033 the translation is *‘you build.’’3* The word 033 is plural
of 12 “‘son’’; @32 is plural masculine participle of 7132 “‘to build."’

It is noteworthy that these two roots alternate elsewhere in Hebrew lit-
erature. A Midrash (Bab. Tal. Berakot 64 a) based on Isaiah 54:13 con-
taining an ’al tigre®® reading is:

The disciples of the wise increase peace in the world, as it says, ‘*And all

your children shall be taught of the Lord, and great shall be the peace of

your children.”” Read not ‘‘your children’ (7°13) but “‘your builders”

(7°312).

The antiquity of this particular alternation of words is demonstrated by the
appearance of both in 1QIsa*54:13.

The remaining examples consist of readings in Shem-Tob containing
a word or a phrase similar in appearance to another word or phrase ‘that
theoretically could have served as a Hebrew substratum to a Greek syn-
optic parallel.

Matt 15:17 | énBdarretar
Mark 7:19 | &xmopetetal
Shem-Tob | 21

Matthew reads *‘is cast out’’; Mark reads ‘‘goes out.”” Some Markan wit-
nesses read variously éxfdhhetar, EE€pyetal, or yweel, but these
appear to be secondary. The difference in ‘‘cast out’” and ‘‘goes out’’ may
be explained by Shem-Tob’s 79171, qal participle of 7971 “‘to go,”’ and the
similar-appearing 79211 or 79N, hophal perfect (with waw consecutive

*Black, An Aramaic Approach to the Gospels and Acts, 12-13; C. C. Torrey, Our
Translated Gospels (New York: Harper, 1936) 104.

**For the pronoun following the participle see 18:10, 23, etc.

s3See *ph PR in Encyclopedia Talmudica, ed. Meyer Berlin and Shlomo J. Zevin (Je-
rusalem: Talmudic Encyclopedia Institute, 1974) 2:258-60; 1. L. Seeligmann, *‘Voraus-
setzungen der Midraschexegese,”’ in Congress Volume Copenhagen, SVT 1 (Leiden: Brill
1953) 160; S. Talmon, “*Aspects of the Textual Transmission of the Bible in the Light of
Qumran Manuscripts,”” Textus 4 (1964): 125-32 (also published in Qumran and the History
of the Biblical Text, ed. F. M. Cross and S. Talmon [Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1975] 256-63).
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understood) or hophal participle, both from 9% *‘to cast.”” In LXX &x-
BaAhery translates T2W in a number of instances: Lev 1:16, 14:40, Deut
29:38, Ecc. 3:6, Isa 2:20, Jer 22;28. In the last instance the hophal D?W.jl]
is rendered by £EeBA0m. Similarly Shem-Tob at times reads 77w where
the Greek Matthew employs éxpdiherv; 8:12™, 22:13, 25:30. The the-
oretical Hebrew variants behind these readings thus may have been:

7711 Shem-Tob, Mark
oW Matthew.,

Matt 18:6 | »atamoviiodn
Mark 9:42 | BéBAntar
Luke 17:2 | €ppurtan
Shem-Tob | Hvm

Matthew reads ‘sunk’’; Mark and Luke read “‘cast.”” Shem-Tob reads 01
(hophal imperfect of 910) ‘‘thrown’’ in basic agreement with Mark and
Luke against Matthew. The Matthean variant xatamovtioOn possibly
goes back to the Hebrew root 22 “‘to dip/sink’’ which in the hopha!l im-
perfect would be 9311, a word differing from Shem-Tob’s reading only
by the addition of one letter. The theoretical Hebrew variants behind the
synoptic readings may be diagramed as:
vl Shem-Tob, Mark, Luke
53U Matthew.

Matt 8:28 | &% t@V pvnueimv
Mark 5:2 | &x TV pvnueiov

Luke 8:27 | &x )¢ mOhemg

Shem-Tob | ©*™apin

In the pericope on the Gerasene/Gadarene demoniac(s) Matthew and Mark
read ‘‘from the tombs’” where Luke reads ‘‘from the city.”” An explana-
tion for the variation is suggested by the reading of Shem-Tob, 0*923p72,
which corresponds to the Greek of Matthew. *‘From the city,”” on the other
hand, reflects 19PN, a word that closely resembles the text of Shem-
Tob.

Matt 20:32 | tpavnoev altovg

Mark 10:49 | povioate avtdv
Luke 18:40 | ay8fvar mpog avtdv
Shem-Tob | OR\PM

In the pericope on the healing of the blind man Bartimaeus (named only in
Mark) or, in Matthew in the pericope on the healing of two blind men,
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Matthew reads ‘*and Jesus having arisen called them.’’ This is supported
by Mark’s text: “‘and Jesus having arisen said call him.’’ Luke, on the other
hand, says ‘‘and Jesus having arisen commanded him to be brought to
him.”” The difference in the accounts ‘“‘called’” versus ‘‘brought’” can be
traced to the Hebrew root X1p “‘to call’” read by Shem-Tob and the similar
root 7P “‘to bring.”’

Matt 21:12 | €E¢Bahev
Mark 11:15 | éxBarherv
Luke 19:45 | éxpdihewv
John 2:14-15 | eboev . . . EEEBadev
Shem-Tob | RxmM

These gospel parallels come from the pericope on cleansing the temple.
The three synoptics read ““‘cast out,”” Shem-Tob reads *‘found,”” while John
rcads both “‘found’’ and *‘cast out,’’ giving the appearance of conflation.
The variant forms can be explained on the basis of similar Hebrew words.
Several times &xfaiiery in LXX translates the hiphil of XX¥*: 2 Chron
23:14, 29:5, 16. In Shem-Tob the hiphil of this root frequently occurs where
gufParhewy appears in the Greek text: at 7:4, 5, 22, 9:25, and so forth.
Thus the variants may go back to:

Rx¥»"M “found”’ Shem-Tob, John?

XX “‘cast out’” Matt, Mark, Luke, John®.%®

Matt 7:14 | ol elpionovieg avTiv
Luke 13:24 | loyvoouvow
Shem-Tob | NNIX O'XXIMN

In the saying on the two ways Matthew reads ‘‘few are those who find it.”’
Luke reads ‘‘many will seek to enter and will not be strong/prevail/be
able.”” The primary meaning of the verb loyxv¥w is ‘‘to be strong/to pre-
vail’” and only by extension does it come to mean ‘‘to be able.”’ Several
times in LXX loyvw is used to render Y2X *“to be strong”’ (cf. Deut 31:6,
7, 23; Josh 10:25; 1 Chron 22:13). One can explain the variation in Mat-
thew and Luke, then, on the basis of different Hebrew substrata, one of
which reads the root X¥7 “‘to find,’” now reflected in Shem-Tob and Greek
Matthew, and the other of which reads the similar-appearing root Y2R “‘to
be strong,”” reflected by loxvw in Luke.

**For the apocopated hiphil form, 837, see Gen 15:5; Deut 4:20.

2
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These forms are confused elsewhere in the Bible. In Amos 2:16 LXX*
reads xal & xpatoLdg o0 ur €vENoEL TV xoEdiav adtov “‘and Lhe
strong will not find his heart.”’ This stands for 12 y"2X) ‘‘and the strong
of heart’’ in MT. The Greek apparently equals 127 (NR) Po2R R¥2 8D,
a doublet based on the similarity of X¥2 and y°1R. The reading in ms W,
xnal £0pVoEL TV xaediav odToD equals 127 (NR) R¥MY; that in OC’,
xol e0en N 1 xapdia adtov equals 12% XYM, that in V, xai & xpa-
tondg ebpnoeL TV xapdiay adtol equals 127 (NR) PR XYM,
These variants reflect visually similar readings in Hebrew and may be dia-
gramed as:

(PR) X3
3%
7Ry’
Matit 25:24 | Oepilwv Omov odx Eamelpag
Luke 19:21 | OepiCeirg 6 ovx Eomepag

Shem-Tob | n¥71 R WX N3pMm

In the parable of the talents Matthew reads ‘‘reaping where (0mov) you
did not sow.”’ Luke rcads ‘‘you reap what (0) you did not sow.”” The dif-
ference in these passages may be explained by Shem-Tob’s WX which
can mean ‘‘which/what’’ or in the form of TWRX2 or Q¥ . . . WX can
mean ‘‘where,"’

Matt 7:11 | dépata ayadd . . . ayadd
Luke 11:13 | dépata dyald . . . mvedpa ayrov
Shem-Tob | 2 NI . . . MW MINH

The Grecek text of Matthew reads *‘If, therefore, you being evil know how
to give good gifts (dopota dyala) to your children, how much more will
your Father who is in heaven give good things (dyaf&) to those who ask
him.”” Luke and Shem-Tob read basically the same except in the second

SThe variants in Matt 7:14 and Luke 13:24 may also be explained on the basis of the
Aramaic root 12¥ which means both “‘to find”’ and ‘‘to be able.’” It has been argucd that
this root mcans “‘to find’” but not ‘‘to be able’’ in Palestinian Aramaic. See Black, An Ar-
amaic Approach to the Gospels and Acts, 133-34. The word, however, has now been found
with the meaning ‘‘to be able’’ in Palestinian Aramaic, i.e., in 1QapGen 21, 13, and is
noted by Fitzmyer and Harrington in their collection of Palestinian Aramaic texts. Sce Jo-
scph A. Fitzmyer and Daniel J. Harrington, A Manual of Palestinian Aramaic Texts {(.ome:
Biblical Institute Press, 1978) 339. For a discussion and bibliography see J. A. Fitzmyecr,
The Genesis Apocryphon of Qumran Cave 1. A Commentary, 2nd ed. (Rome: Biblical In-
stitute Press, 1971) 150.
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position Luke (according to the majority reading) has ‘‘Holy Spirit” and
Shem-Tob has *‘his good spirit.”” At this point several variants occur in
Luke. The Western text, represented by D it, reads ‘‘good gift”* (dyoa6ov
dopa) followed by @’s plural (dépara dyabd). P¥ L pe aur vg read “*good
spirit” (rvetpa dyoddv) and Sy arm read ‘‘good things”” (= dyadd).
Two basic forms appear to be represented: (1) doua(ta) dyabov(-&)
(CtyaOd being an abbreviation of this); and (2) veipo dyabdév (mvedpa
&ylov being a secondary modification into more common terminology).
These forms may be explained by variant Hebrew phrases, one repre-
sented by Shem-Tob, the other by a misreading of the phrase, thus: Shem-
Tob = 27071 M7 and the misreading = 2197 1NH. WA 1NN, itself an
incorrect grammatical form (not unusual in Shem-Tob),*® may have oc-
curred by a compression of resh and waw in the Herodian script and a con-
fusion of heth/tav and waw!/final-nun. In the Herodian script when resh is
immediately joined by the short stroke of the waw the result is remarkably
similar in appearance to mem.* Heth/tav and wawifinal-nun are naturally
close in appearance and require no special explanation for their confusion.

Other Interesting Readings
in Shem-Tob’s Matthew

For a conclusion to this profile of Shem-Tob’s text of Matthew there
is appended here a number of other interesting readings. These, contrasted
with the Greek, will give further indication of the differences that exist be-
tween the two text forms.

311 Greek | He will baptize you with the Holy Spirit and with fire.
= Shem-Tob | He will baptize you with the fire of the Holy Spirit.

And Jesus said to him: Foxes have holes and birds of
Greek | the air have nests; but the Son of Man has nowhere to
lay his head.

Jesus answered him: the foxes have holes and the birds
Shem-Tob | have nests; but the Son of Man, the Son of the virgin,
has no place to enter his head.

SCE. 7:18 21077 PYY; 12:41 T3 71; 13:38 2973 *999; 15:15 73700 DR,

*See F. M. Cross, Jr., *‘The Development of Jewish Scripts,”” in The Bible and the
Ancienl Near East, ed. G. E. Wright (Garden City NY: Doubleday, 1961). On pp. 138-39
several examples of Herodian script are presented.
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13:23

23:33

24:40

24:41

25:13

26:23

Shem-Tob

Greek

Shem-Tob

Greek

Shem-Tob

Greek

Shem-Tob

Shem-Tob

Greek [Mss]

Shem-Tob

Greek

Shem-Tob

| At the end of the parable of the sower the following
plus reading appears.

As for the hundred, this is the one purified of heart and
sanctified of body. As for the sixty, this is the one sep-
arated from women. As for the thirty, this is the one
sanctified in matrimony, in body, and in heart.

For there are eunuchs who have been so from birth, and
there are eunuchs who have been made eunuchs by
men, and there are eunuchs who have made them-
selves eunuchs for the sake of the kingdom of heaven.

Because there are eunuchs from their birth; these are
those who have not sinned. There are eunuchs made by
man and there are self-made eunuchs who subdue their
desire for the sake of the kingdom of heaven; these are
those who enter into great prominence.

You serpents, you brood of vipers, how are you to es-
cape being sentenced to Gehenna?

Serpents, seed of vipers, how will you escape the
judgment of Gehenna if you do not turn in repentance?

Then two men will be in the field; one is taken and one
is left.

Then if there shall be two ploughing in a field, one
righteous and the other evil, the one will be taken and
the other left.

[At the end of this verse the following plus reading ap-
pears. }

This is because the angels at the end of the world will
remove the stumbling blocks from the world and will
separate the good from the evil.

Watch therefore, for you know neither the day nor the
hour in which the Son of Man comes.

Be careful, therefore, because you do not know the day
or the hour when the bridegroom will come.

He answered, ‘*He who has dipped his hand in the dish
with me, will betray me.”’

He answered them: ‘*‘He who dips his hand with me in
the dish will sell me.”” All of them were eating from
one dish. Therefore, they did not recognize him; be-
cause if they had recognized him they would have de-
stroyed him.



Summary and Conclusion

A remarkable Hebrew text of the Gospel of Matthew appears in the
fourteenth-century Jewish polemical treatise entitled Even Hohan, aut-
hored by Shem-Tob ben-Isaac ben-Shaprut. An investigation into this text
lcads to the conclusion that an old substratum to the Hebrew Matthew in
Shem-Tob is a prior composition, not a translation. The old substratum,
however, has been exposed to a series of revisions so that the present text
of Shem-Tob represents the original only in an impure form. A prelour-
teenth-century date for the old substratum is established by its unique tex-
tual links with a number of earlier anti-Christian quotations of Matthew in
Hebrew. An interesting scenario emerges when these quotations are ar-
ranged in chronological sequence and followed by the corresponding read-
ings from Shem-Tob and du Tillet. When these texts are so arranged it
becomes clcar that a gradual evolution in the Hebrew tradition has taken
place beginning with the earliest quotations, running through Shem-Tob’s
Matthew, and ending with du Tillet. The evolution involves two kinds of
changes: (1) stylistic modification consisting primarily of improvements
in grammar and the substitution of synonymous words and phrases; and (2)
revisions designed to bring the Hebrew into closer harmony with the Greek
and Latin texts. A conjecture for these latter revisions is that they were for
the purpose of establishing a common textual base for discussion and de-
bate between Jews and Christians in the Middle Ages. Two of Shem-Tob’s
comments on the text also imply he is transcribing an already existing He-
brew Matthew for his polemical treatise, not creating a fresh translation.

Finally, the compositional nature of the old substratum to Shem-Tob’s
Hebrew Matthew is supported by a literary profile of the text. It is replete
with literary devices characteristic of composition, such as puns, word
connections, and alliteration, and with passages that reflect variant He-
brew substrata to the Greek or that give a Hebrew basis for synoptic vari-
ation. The text also is written in a kind of Hebrew one would expect for a
document composed in the first century but preserved in late rabbinic
manuscripts. 1t is basically composed in biblical Hebrew with a healthy

-
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mixture of Mishnaic Hebrew and later rabbinic vocabulary and idiom. In
this respect it is analogous to the Masada Scroll of Ben Sira when com-
pared to the late fragments of this same document from the Cairo Geniza.
Ben Sira was clearly written in biblical Hebrew, influenced by Mishnaic
Hebrew and contemporary Aramaic. The medieval fragments from the
Cairo Geniza, like the Iate manuscripts of Shem-Tob’s Hebrew Matthew,
show numerous changes due to the corrections of medieval scribes de-
signed to bring the text into a more contemporary form in regard to spell-
ing, vocabulary, and other linguistic phenomena.

Once the revisionary nature of the present text of Shem-Tob’s Hebrew
Matthew is recognized one is able to recapture much of the old unrevised
substratum by comparing the manuscripts of Shem-Tob with each other and
with the Greek and Latin texts of Matthew. Those Hebrew readings that
are farthest from the Greek and Latin and less polished in style should be
considered as belonging to the oldest layer of the text. Those that are clos-
est to the Greek and Latin and are polished in style, especially when por-
traying a later rabbinic hand, should be considered as later revisions.

Other points of interest in regard to Shem-Tob’s Hebrew Matthew are:

1. The Hebrew text of Matthew in the Even Bohan is not to be equated
with those printed in the later revisions of Miinster and du Tillet. Previous
neglect of Shem-Tob’s text is probably due to its mistaken identity with
these other texts. Although the texts of Miinster and du Tillet have an oc-
casional link with Shem-Tob they in fact represent late revisions of the
Shern-Tob-type text, corrected more or less consistently in order to con-
form more closely to the medieval Greek and Latin texts of the First Gos-
pel. They are the end result of an evolutionary process of the Hebrew
Matthew that began in primitive times and underwent a series of stylistic
and textual changes throughout the early and late medieval periods.

2. The relationship between Shem-Tob’s Matthew and other textual
traditions is difficult to assess due to the fact that Shem-Tob basically rep-
resents a unique text type. Nevertheless, some affinity exists between
Shem-Tob, the Old Latin, the Old Syriac, and the Diatessaron of Tatian.
Of considerable interest is Shem-Tob’s several readings that agree with the
Coptic Gospel of Thomas.

3. The evidence for a relationship between Shem-Tob’s Matthew and
the Hebrew gospels referred to by early Gentile Christian writers is almost
totally negative. With a few minor exceptions none of the quotations from
the Hebrew gospels quoted in early Gentile Christian literature corre-
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sponds to Shem-Tob. It may be concluded with considerable finality that
Shem-Tob’s Hebrew Matthew is unrelated to the various apocryphal He-
brew gospels alluded to by early Gentile Christians. Shem-Tob’s Matthew
was preserved by Jews and perhaps by Jewish Christians, but not by Gen-
tile Christians, and was only quoted sporadically by Jewish writers until it
reemerged in toto in the Even Bohan.

If the conclusion to this study is correct, namely, that the old substra-
tum to the Hebrew Matthew found in the Even Bohan is an original He-
brew composition, the question of the relationship of this old Hebrew
substratum to the canonical Greek text is of great importance. As stated
before, three basic possibilities exist: (1) The old substratum to Shem-Tob’s
text is a translation of the Greek Matthew. The conclusion stated above,
in the judgment of this writer, rules out this possibility. (2) The Greek
Matthew is a translation of the old Hebrew substratum. This likewise does
not appear to be a-possibility. Although the two texts are accounts of the
same events basically in the same order, careful analysis of their lexical
and grammatical correspondences fails to support the Greek as a transla-
tion. (3) Both the old Hebrew substratum and the Greek Matthew represent
compositions in their own respective languages. This latter appears to be
the best explanation of the evidence. It implies that the two texts are two
editions in different languages of the same traditional material with neither
being a translation of the other.

There is evidence from ancient times that this sometimes occurred. Jo-
sephus tells us that his work, The Jewish War (75-79 cE), was first written
in Aramaic or Hebrew and then translated into Greek (Josephus, War 1.3).
The evidence suggests, however, that Josephus did not actually translate,
in a literal sense, the Semitic original but in fact virtually rewrote the whole
account.' The Aramaic/Hebrew original apparently served only as a model
for the Greek version to follow.

In regard to the Hebrew and Greek Matthew, their similarity in ar-
rangement and wording suggests that one, as in the case with Josephus,
served as a model for the other. It might appear from the linguistic and so-
ciological background to early Christianity and the nature of some theo-
logical tendencies in Shem-Tob’s Matthew that the Hebrew text served as
a model for the Greek. The present writer is, in fact, inclined to that po-

'See H. St. J. Thackeray, The Jewish War I-1ll, Loeb Classical Library (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1961) ix-xi.
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sition. The rclationship of the Greek Matthew, however, to the other two
synoptics strongly suggests an interaction among them on a Greek level.
This brings forth the synoptic problem with all its complexities, a problem
the present study does not propose to address. In view of this, any conclu-
sion in regard to the priority of the Hebrew Matthew vis-a-vis the Greek,
or vice versa, must not be hastily drawn. Which one came first will be de-
termined conclusively only after much further study and accumulation of
evidence.
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