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Preface

Every effort that can be put forth to illuminate the pages of Holy Writ should commend itself to those who have made its teaching their rule of life, and such an effort has been humbly attempted in the present volume. The Bible has suffered greatly at the hands of faulty expositors who, from ignorance of the languages in which it is written, have based their interpretations on forms of words found in a translation. The Bible has suffered equally at the hands of inaccurate translators. A literal translation is not necessarily a good one. The translator may be out of sympathy with his author, or he may be in-sufficiently acquainted with the customs, modes of thought, and colloquial expressions of the author’s people. The more remote the date of the document, the more difficult becomes the task of understanding precisely the meaning of the terms employed. It is not by any means an exaggerated statement to assert that at the present day it is still impossible to make a correct translation of the whole Bible. None the less, we have advanced far beyond the meagre information possessed by those who prepared the Authorised Version. And almost every year throws fresh light on the social, religious and philological conditions of which the Bible is the mouthpiece.

The work of the translator is thus seen to be beset with difficulties even when he has the original in his hands, but in the case of the Bible he has to face further complications. Not only are the originals lost, but accurate copies are also unobtainable. This necessitates the preparation of a critical edition, based on the divergent texts of manuscripts of varying age and authenticity, before the translation can be begun; and even so, such a critical text is liable at any time to be invalidated by the discovery of older and more faithful copies of the original documents. There is still another eventuality to be taken into con­sideration: the supposed originals of certain books of the Bible may themselves be translations. This would be analogous to our expecting that a French version of Shakespeare made from a German translation of that poet’s works would accurately represent the sense of the original English text. Broadly speaking, we take Hebrew as being the language in which the writings of the Old Testament were composed, and Greek for the New; but this cannot be asserted dogmatically. Apart from the fact that, in the Old Testament as we have it, there are certain sections of the Books of Daniel and Ezra written not in Hebrew but in Aramaic, we can by no means be sure that some of the earlier narratives of the Bible were not written in ancient Babylonian or Egyptian. When we turn to the New Testament we find that there are reasons for suspecting a Hebrew or Aramaic original for the Gospels of Matthew, Mark and John, and for the Apocalypse.

In the case of Matthew’s Gospel, with which this volume is immediately concerned, the evidence is particularly strong, for we have the categorical statement of primitive Christian tradition to this effect. Whether the Hebrew, or Aramaic, Matthew referred to by tradition be the same as that which now goes by his name in our Bible cannot be discussed here. My own opinion is that the canonical Gospel is an abridged edition of a larger work, of which fragments still survive, and which contained all and more of the acts and sayings of Christ than is now found in the four accepted Gospels put together. I believe that this Protevangel was written in Hebrew, not in Aramaic, and was intended by the Judæn Christians who produced it to become the last book of the Old Testament canon, such a collection as the New Testament not having at that time been thought of. Whatever may have been its original title, we have early allusions to it under the name of “the Gospel,” “the Gospel of the Lord,” “the Gospel of the Twelve, or, of the Apostles,” “the Gospel of the Hebrews” and “the Hebrew Matthew.” As to this document being intended to complete the canon of the Old Testament, I might quote in support of this suggestion the statement of the Judæo-Christian historian, Hegesippus, in the second century that “in every city, that prevails which the Law, and the Prophets, and the Lord enjoin.”

If the canonical Gospel of Matthew has been translated from a Hebrew or Aramaic original, or, as I have suggested, is an abridged edition in Greek from a larger Hebrew work, we should expect to find some evidences of the translator's hand. Such evidences manifest themselves in different ways, but commonly in misreadings of the original text. Good results have already been obtained in the case of certain obscure passages in some of the Jewish apocalyptic writings, preserved in Greek, whose Hebrew or Aramaic origin was suspected, by retranslation into these languages. This has often not only revealed the source of error, but at the same time confirmed the theory of translation. The early Hebrew MS. of the Gospel of Matthew translated in the present work enables us to apply this test more or less effectively to the Greek text of this Gospel, and the results obtained prove to my mind conclusively the existence of an underlying Hebrew original.

In the introductory chapters I have traced the history of the Hebrew manuscript as far as it was possible to do so, and have given my reasons for supposing the Greek text to be a translation. If I am correct, the Hebrew Gospel must necessarily represent something of the original force of the diction, and even in its English dress should afford the reader a deeper insight into the true significance of the utterances of the Christ, and the incidents of His life.

HUGH J. SCHONFIELD.
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Part I 
Introduction
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Chapter I 
Description and History of the Ms.
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In the spring of 1925 the writer purchased from a London antiquarian bookseller a small volume, dated A.D. 1555, containing the Gospel of Matthew in Hebrew, followed by a series of Jewish objections to the Gospel to the number of twenty-three, also in Hebrew. The text of the Gospel was accompanied at the end of the volume by a Latin translation. A dedicatory epistle to Charles de Guise, Cardinal of Lorraine, relates how Jean du Tillet, Bishop of Brieu, while travelling in Italy in the year 1553, found the Hebrew manuscript among the Jews, and brought it back with him to Paris, where he commissioned a Hebrew scholar, Jean Mercier, to translate it into Latin. Mercier, however, has a slightly different tale to tell. In his own preface he states that the Bishop of Brieu had extorted the MS. from the Jews of Rome for the purpose of examination. Confirmatory evidence of this statement appears in the fact that, on 12th August 1553, Pope Julius III. signed a decree for the suppression of the Talmud on the representation of the anti-Semitic Pietro, Cardinal Caraffa, the Inquisitor-General, afterwards Pope Paul IV. This decree was carried into effect in Rome with great ruthlessness on Rosh Hashanna (Jewish New Year’s Day), 9th September 1553, for not only were copies of the Talmud seized, on the plea that it was inimical to Christianity, but every Hebrew book on which the minions of the Inquisition could lay their hands. It is highly probable that the Bishop of Brieu found the Hebrew MS. of Matthew’s Gospel among the confiscated books.

Such a Gospel of ancient date written in the sacred tongue was sufficient to awaken in the mind of a student of New Testament literature the liveliest curiosity, especially in view of the settled tradition of the Church that the Gospel of Matthew was the only New Testament document that could lay definite claim to a Hebrew original. This curiosity was considerably increased when the writer discovered that the Hebrew MS. differed in a number of places from the Received Text. It was felt that the subject would well repay further investigation, and information was sought for which might throw light on its antecedents. No ascription of authorship apparently attached to the MS., and both du Tillet and his collaborator, Mercier, seemed uncertain what to make of it. Practically all the available information on the subject which the writer has been able to obtain will be found in the following pages, together with such inferences as it was possible to draw from a study of the text itself.

Two title-pages accompany the 1555 edition, one at each end of the volume. The former reads as follows: “The Gospel of Matthew faithfully rendered out of the Hebrew (Evangelium Matthaei ex Hebraeo fideliter redditum)”; while at the foot of the page, also in Latin, is the name of the publisher, Martin Le Jeune, and the date, Paris, 1555. The latter title-page is in Hebrew and Latin, and describes the volume as “The Gospel of Matthew, until this day laid up among the Jews and concealed in their recesses, and now at last, from out of their apartments and from darkness, brought forth into the light, etc.”

בשורת מתי עד היום הזה כמוסה עם היהודים ונתבאה במערותם ועתה באחרונה מתוך הדריהם ומחושך מוצאת לאור שגת הנ֞ך חרה ויולדת מגאולתנו ‏בן לפ֞ק פה בפארים האם בצרפת׃  

The Latin subscription adds the further information that the text of the Vulgate has been followed wherever possible in translating the Hebrew Gospel into the Latin tongue (Evangelium Hebraicum Matthaei, recens e Iudaeorum penetralibus erutum, cum interpretatione Latina, ad vulgatam quoad fieri potuit, accommodata).

Besides the copy in the writer’s possession, other copies of the 1555 edition are in the following British libraries:the British Museum, the Bodleian Library at Oxford and the Library of the British and Foreign Bible Society in London.

The original MS. from which du Tillet’s edition was taken is now in the Bibliotheque Nationale at Paris, and is catalogued under Hebrew MSS., No. 132.

No new edition of the text appeared, so far as the writer is aware, until 1879, when it was re-edited with an introduction and notes by Dr. Adolf Herbst, under the title of “Des Schemtob ben Schaphrut hebraeische Übersetzung des Evangeliums Matthaei, nach den Drucken des S. Munster und J. du Tillet-Mercier” (Göttingen, 1879).

This title requires explanation. Dr. Herbst believed that the du Tillet MS. and another Hebrew version of Matthew’s Gospel, published by Sebastian Munster in 1537. were both dependent on the Hebrew translation of this Gospel, believed to have been made by a Jewish writer named Shem-Tob ben Shaprut, and found in his Touchstone, A.D. 1385.

Dr. Herbst contented himself in his introduction, which is frequently quoted in this chapter, with enumerating the notices made by earlier scholars of Munster’s and du Tillet’s editions, and reached his conclusions largely on their testimony. By his own admission, he had not gone very deeply into the problem, and it has therefore been left to the present writer to deal more fully with the whole subject, and to present the first translation of du Tillet’s Gospel into any modern language.

As the crux of the whole problem is the relationship which the versions of Shem-Tob, Munster and du Tillet bear to one another, we will make this our first concern.

Shem-Tob ben Shaprut was a famous Jewish polemical writer, and flourished in the fourteenth century in Spain. His chief controversial work אבן בוחן, The Touchstone, has never been printed, and is only found in manuscript. A copy is in the British Museum, Oriental Department, Add. No. 26964. It is divided into fifteen sections, of which the twelfth contains the Hebrew version of Matthew. The text of the Gospel is divided into ninety-seven chapters. After the first and most of the others follow notes and queries headed, “Shem Tob the ancient saith,” or, “The ancient saith.” It is full of lacunas, and though often agreeing with du Tillet’s text, presents very considerable differences. In the first chapter alone the following variations from du Tillet occur. Shem-Tob’s text speaks of Rachab as “the harlot,” it omits the names of Jotham and Ahaz; further on omits the names of Eliakim, Azzur and Zadok, and finally renders Matt. 1:16 as, “Jacob begat Joseph; he, Joseph, was the husband of Miriam (there is a lacuna here) who is called Messiah, in the foreign tongue, Kristos.” The last clause in particular is more like a paraphrase than a translation.

There is even room for doubt as to whether Shem-Tob was himself the author of the translation contained in The Touchstone. In the previous century, Raymund Martini, a Spanish Dominican, in a controversial work, entitled Pugio Fidei (The Poignard of Faith), made use of a Hebrew translation of Matthew which is more like Shem-Tob’s than du Tillet’s, and was in existence before he was born. Martini only quotes from the second chapter of Matthew, but both Shem-Tob and he agree in calling the Wise Men, Astrologers, while the du Tillet version accurately calls them Magicians.

The principal witness brought forward by Dr. Herbst to prove the identity of du Tillet’s text with that of Shem-Tob is a Hebrew Christian, by name Johannes-Baptista Jonas, who published a Hebrew translation of the four Gospels at Rome, A.D. 1668. Jonas seems to have had a similar experience to that of the writer. In his Hebrew introduction he says: “I found in a bookseller’s a certain book purporting to be the Gospel of Matthew until this day hidden on the part of the Jews, and concealed in their recesses, but now at last brought forth into the light, etc. And when I saw it, I rejoiced more than at any fortune. But when I read it I was in doubt as to whether he who copied it out was inexpert in the sacred language, or that the Jews copied it out in faulty language in order to discredit it in the eyes of the reader, so that he might not give it consideration. While in this quandary, God brought to my notice a certain book, whose title was The Touchstone, by a Jew named Shem-Tob Shaprut, who had copied out in the same faulty language the Gospel of Matthew, and after each section an objection against the Gospel, and likewise in the book chanced upon in Paris, at the end are twenty-eight (sic) objections which the Jews objected against the Gospel, etc.”

On the above testimony Dr. Herbst remarks: “It follows from this, therefore, as a definite conclusion that the author of the translation of the Gospel of Matthew published by du Tillet is Shem-Tob Shaprut” (Herbst, pp. 8, 9).

With all due consideration to Dr. Herbst, the writer fails to see how the statement of Jonas warrants so positive a conclusion. Jonas certainly says that both versions were written in similar language, but that does not prove verbal identity, which we have seen not to have been the case. Such language was common enough in early Rabbinical literature. Further, many of the important variant readings found in du Tillet’s text are entirely absent from Shem-Tob's. Neither can the fact that both versions are accompanied by objections against the Gospel be shown to prove anything. In The Touchstone the objections are made by the author in his own name, and follow the chapters of the text, while in the du Tillet MS. they are grouped at the end, and no authorship is ascribed to them. They are not even identical, and Shem-Tob has many more than du Tillet.

The utmost that can be inferred from a comparison of the two versions is that they may both depend on an older Hebrew translation, which may equally be said of Martini’s text. As far back as the fourth century we hear of a Hebrew Matthew preserved in the Jewish archives at Tiberias (see Appendix A).

Munster’s version, on the other hand, seems to be half-way between Shem-Tob and du Tillet. This version was published under the title of תורת המשיח (The Law of Messiah), “Evangelium secundum Matthaeum in Lingua Hebraica, cum versione Latina atque succinctis annotationibus” (Basiliae, 1537). Munster states in his dedication to Henry VIII, that he received the Hebrew translation from the Jews in a defective condition, and with many lacunae, which he took upon himself to fill in (“Matthaei evangelium in nativa sua, hoc est Hebraica lingua, non qualiter apud Hebraeorum vulgus lacerum inveni, sed a me redintegratum et in unum corpus redactum emittemus”) (Herbst, p. 1).

The fact that Munster’s text is so largely his own work renders it valueless for all critical purposes. Du Tillet, in his dedicatory epistle, comparing the MS. discovered by him with this version, says: “It differs equally from the sort of thing, usually awkward and inappropriate, which Munster foists upon us.” With this estimate we are in full agreement. Munster draws attention to the defective state in which he received the Hebrew Gospel; and the lacunae which so frequently occur in his text and that of Shem-Tob, from which du Tillet’s MS. is practically free, provides an additional argument against identification.

The authorship of the Hebrew Matthew must therefore be left an open question, though there is a strong probability that it did not originate with Shem-Tob Shaprut, but dates from an earlier period. The relationship of the various MSS. may reasonably be shown thus:
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UNKNOWN HEBREW VERSION OF 

MATTHEW’S GOSPEL

There can be no doubt that the du Tillet MS. remains in undisputed possession of the field as the oldest and most complete Hebrew version of any part of the New Testament at present known. It has, therefore, a peculiar interest in many ways. Firstly, because it reveals the interest taken by Jews in the person of Christ from an early date, and, secondly, because it was just this Gospel, of Matthew, which was believed by the Church to have been originally written in Hebrew, and which in various recensions persisted for centuries among the Judæo-Christian communities of Palestine and Syria.

We turn now to a consideration of the text itself, with a view to discovering what type of MS. was used by the author in preparing his translation. This is of the utmost importance in deciding whether the Hebrew Matthew has any value for the purposes of textual criticism. Dr. Herbst in his final remarks says: “The source of the translation is the Vulgate, as some theological introductions have already observed. It is impossible for me to go into a closer examination of the variants, which the translation edited by me presents. Firstly, because I have neither the necessary materials nor the time and opportunity for looking them up and utilising them, and, further, because an exhaustive treatise on the subject would be too voluminous ” (Herbst, p. 16).

If the source of the translation is the Vulgate, there is an end to the matter; but an examination of the variant readings, neglected by Dr. Herbst, clearly shows that, though the text as a whole may be said to be more closely allied to the Vulgate than to any other known MS. or version, there are sufficient striking differences to render it at least doubtful if this was the source. By appending to his introduction lists in which he first of all gives the places where the Hebrew supports the Received Greek Text against the Vulgate, then the places where the reverse is the case, and finally the passages in which the Hebrew differs from both, Dr. Herbst clearly acknowledges that his assertion is not borne out by the facts.

Had Dr. Herbst had the time to pursue his investigations further, he would have been surprised to find that certain of the readings which he catalogues are attested by other ancient authorities such as the Old Latin and Old Syriac versions, and even the apocryphal Book of James, which would hardly have been the case if the Vulgate had been the source of the translation. There is always the possibility, of course, that the translator used more than one text in preparing his Hebrew Gospel, but this is not likely.

Again, the du Tillet text possesses characteristic features in common with the lost Aramaic Gospel of Matthew, commonly known as The Gospel of the Hebrews. These are described by E. B. Nicholson as—(1) close affinity with Matthew; (2) less close, but still marked affinity with Luke; (3) decided independence of both. (The Gospel  according to the Hebrews, London, 1879, p. 143).

Another point of agreement between the Gospel of the Hebrews and the du Tillet MS. is their use of the Hebrew in preference to the Septuagint for all the Old Testament quotations. This last statement respecting the form of quotation in the Aramaic Matthew is made on the authority of Jerome, who translated it into Greek and Latin (see Appendix B). It is to Jerome that the revision of the Latin version, known as the Vulgate, is due, and it is not impossible that he may have incorporated into his revised text readings from the Aramaic Gospel which he held in high esteem. The agreements between the Vulgate and the du Tillet MS. might then be attributed to the ultimate dependence of both on the earlier Aramaic Matthew.

In many instances the readings of the Hebrew are a distinct improvement on the Received Text; in some cases even restoring obvious omissions:the reader is referred to the next chapter for a discussion on the more interesting of these. The internal evidence seems to point to an unknown text of slightly “Western” tendencies, and of uncertain date and language, as the source of the Hebrew Matthew.

OEBPS/d2d_images/chapter_title_above.png





OEBPS/d2d_images/chapter_title_corner_decoration_left.png





OEBPS/d2d_images/cover.jpg
AN OLD Hl(E)BRE TEXT
F
ST. MATTHEW’S GOSPEL

Translated

with an ,
Introduction | Lh
Notes and Appendices e





OEBPS/d2d_images/image001.jpg





OEBPS/d2d_images/chapter_title_corner_decoration_right.png





OEBPS/d2d_images/image000.jpg
Miinster du Tillet





OEBPS/d2d_images/chapter_title_below.png





